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COMMENT: DELLINGER, PAT 
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RESPONSE: DELLINGER, PAT 

Dellinger-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road is noted. In the Final EIS, 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete 
description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of 
the Final EIS. 

COMMENT: WILSON, RAEH 

RESPONSE: WILSON, RAEH 

Wilson-1
The commenter’s opinion that Folsom Dam Road should remain closed is noted. 
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COMMENT: RIEDINGER, MICHAEL 
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RESPONSE: RIEDINGER, MICHAEL 

Riedinger-1 
With the exception of intermittent road closures that were necessary for dam rehabilitation or 
maintenance, Reclamation has kept Folsom Dam Road open to the public since its construction 
in the 1950s.  Although Reclamation is not aware of any agreement that was entered into to keep 
the road open to the public until such time that a bridge is built, Reclamation recognizes the 
importance of the road to local communities.  Sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.3 of the EIS describe the 
road’s function as an important traffic artery.  

The closure of Folsom Dam Road in February 2003 was an emergency action taken upon the 
recommendation of independent security assessments of Reclamation’s facilities between 2001 
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and 2002.  The objective of the February 2003 closure was to provide immediate security to 
Folsom Dam facilities. 

Riedinger-2 
Security reviews of all of Reclamation’s facilities, including Folsom Dam facilities, were 
commissioned by Reclamation but carried out by well-qualified, independent entities.  Among 
the recommendations made in the assessments, closing Folsom Dam Road to public access was a 
top priority.  Although details of the analyses cannot be divulged due to their sensitive nature, 
Folsom Dam facilities were noted as being among the most vulnerable of Reclamation’s dams 
and reservoirs in the western United States. 

Reclamation has been consistent with respect to the level of protection afforded to all of the dam 
structures. Prior to the February 2003 road closure, temporary barriers were installed on earthen 
dikes and the Mormon Island Auxiliary Dam. The temporary barriers were positioned to prevent 
motor vehicle access to the crests of these structures but allow pedestrian and bicycle access to 
trails.  Local fire departments and the California Department of Parks and Recreation were 
notified in advance of the placement of barriers. 

Recent construction activity on the earth embankment dam and dikes is intended to: (1) allow for 
improved security patrol of the earth embankments, (2) allow California Department of Parks 
and Recreation personnel (park rangers) to patrol and respond to issues that develop in the State 
recreation area, (3) allow for emergency vehicle access to attend to medical emergencies and 
grass fires, (4) allow Reclamation to more efficiently perform monthly Safety of Dam 
inspections, (5) continue to allow public pedestrian use of the established trail systems, and (6) 
provide effective vehicle barriers that are more visually pleasing than the unattractive concrete 
barriers.

On Folsom Dam Road, Reclamation has blocked off public access based on security 
recommendations.  In addition to installing physical barriers, Reclamation has stationed patrols 
to monitor entry points.  Reclamation is unaware of any security breaches at these locations.  For 
a discussion of other forms of access to Folsom Dam facilities, see Master Response to 
Comment-3.  

Upon review, adding concrete to the top of the roadbed was not considered as a viable alternative 
to controlling access on Folsom Dam Road because it would not provide adequate security.  
Furthermore, extensive engineering studies and design and environmental reviews would be 
required before such a plan could be implemented. 

Riedinger-3 
The City of Folsom proposed alternatives to reopen Folsom Dam Road to public vehicles during 
peak morning and evening commute hours, as maximum congestion and traffic-related impacts 
occurred during these times.  The City also proposed features to limit exposure to security risks 
while the road is open to public access.  Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access 
Alternative 3, which are analyzed in the EIS, incorporate the key features of the City’s proposal. 
In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  
For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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The differences between the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and 
Restricted Access Alternative 3 include the duration for which access to Folsom Dam Road is 
permitted and the directional flow of traffic.  Section 2.2 provides a detailed description of each 
alternative. The “peak periods” reviewed in the EIS analysis were 6 AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 7 
PM for the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and 6 AM to 8 AM and 4 PM 
to 6 PM for Restricted Access Alternative 3. These hours of operation were selected based on 
peak-hour traffic volumes and the City’s proposed alternatives.  

The alternatives analyzed cover a range of impacts from the No Action Alternative scenario to 
the long-term closure scenario.  Therefore, any adjustment to the hours of operation under the 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3 
would shift impacts within the range of impacts analyzed in the EIS.  For example, if the road is 
open from 8 AM to 11 AM and 6 PM to 9 PM under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted 
Access Alternative 2, there would likely be additional economic benefit to local businesses and 
service providers.  However, traffic delays and related impacts would continue to be adversely 
affected during earlier commute hours when a larger volume of vehicles is on the roads.  
Alternatively, if the hours of operation are extended beyond 3 hours, there would be an increase 
in daily traffic volumes as more vehicles could pass through the roadways.  Additional 
inspection capabilities would be required for the extended hours.  Nevertheless, the impacts 
would remain within the range of impacts analyzed.  Therefore, Reclamation can adjust the hours 
of operation in the Record of Decision without additional environmental review.   

The cost of implementing the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 or 
Restricted Access Alternative 3 cannot be estimated because the exact nature and design of 
vehicle inspections have not yet been defined. As noted above, the alternatives analyzed would 
have a range of impacts.  The exact cost would depend on characteristics such as hours of 
operation, number of inspection stations required, personnel requirements, engineering and 
design, and construction requirements.  The “incidence” of the costs (that is, who pays) may 
have a local or regional economic impact.  At one extreme, if all security costs are borne by local 
government agencies, the net regional effect, if all other factors remain unchanged, would be a 
reallocation of government funds among uses.  At the other extreme, if all security costs are 
borne by nonlocal entities, the payment of those costs represents an injection of new economic 
activity to the area.   

Riedinger-4 
The commenter notes that road closure has had an impact on the culture of the local 
communities, including choices people make and the sense of community people feel.  For 
further discussion of these effects, see Master Response to Comment-1. 

Riedinger-5 
A number of businesses located on roadways that were affected by changes in traffic patterns 
following the February 2003 road closure were surveyed for the EIS analysis.  As emphasized in 
Section 3.4.2, changes in traffic patterns caused by the road closure was cited as one of the 
contributing factors for a number of businesses that experienced a decline in revenues.  However, 
the exact economic impact of the road closure on business revenues will vary from business to 
business.  In order to isolate this impact, furthermore, the analysis would have to control for 
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factors such as ongoing commercial growth in the area and business competition, industry-
specific trends, changes in demand, cost of goods and services, and other business-specific issues 
such as cost of property rental or the retirement of an owner/operator.  Section 3.4.2 provides a 
detailed discussion of the range of impacts reported by individual businesses.  These impacts are 
summarized in Table 3.4-9.  The sales impacts identified reflect loss of projected sales revenues. 
Therefore, they account for reduction in business size and lower-than-anticipated growth. The 
information provided by businesses was correlated with data provided by the City of Folsom. 

Riedinger-6 
As noted in Section 3.4.2, population and commercial growth in Folsom have occurred primarily 
in areas outside of downtown for several years.  Although there would be variations among 
businesses, it is possible that the businesses in these recently developed areas have drawn 
customers away from Folsom’s historic district and nearby neighborhoods affected by changes in 
traffic patterns.  In the area most immediately impacted by closure of Folsom Dam Road, the 
extent to which declines have been offset by increases in business and sales taxes in other parts 
of the city cannot be characterized in general economic terms.  Impacts would have to be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis.

It is noteworthy, however, that taxable retail sales in Folsom increased by 8.2 percent from 
calendar year 2002 to calendar year 2003, based on a California Board of Equalization report 
issued after the Draft EIS was completed (see http://www.boe.ca.gov/news/tsalescont.htm; data 
for later periods are not yet available).  Consequently, the data do not support that the city has 
experienced net losses in sales tax revenue because of the closure of Folsom Dam Road.  Some 
commenters have noted a decline in other forms of tax revenue to the city, such as the Hotel 
Occupancy Tax.  To the extent that economic losses are not offset by gains elsewhere within the 
city, there would be a reduction in net revenue to the City of Folsom.  In order to accurately 
describe these impacts and establish trends, more data for periods following the road closure 
would be required.  These data were not available for the economic analysis in the EIS. 

Riedinger-7 
To the extent that data were available, changes in daily traffic volumes from pre-February 2003 
to post-closure (with and without the Folsom Historic District Traffic Calming Program) are 
shown in Table 3.1-2.  The increases are factored into the analysis of congestion and delays 
associated with the action alternatives, although delays will vary depending on the trip (from 
origin to destination) taken by individuals (as in the commenter’s example of Intel employees 
who live in American River Canyon North).  The results of the analysis are broken down by type 
of impact and study year and are presented in Section 3.1.2.  The anticipated changes in roadway 
operations are described in terms of changes in Levels of Service and are shown in Tables 3.1-5 
and 3.1-9.  These tables and the associated discussions clearly identify the roadway segments 
where adverse traffic impacts would occur.  

Since impacts to resources including air quality, noise, social and economic conditions, 
recreation, and public services were attributed largely to changes in traffic patterns, the traffic 
analysis was used to address impacts to these resource areas.  Therefore, the impact of traffic on 
other resources was taken into account throughout the EIS analysis. 
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Riedinger-8 
For a discussion of impacts to the charm of the area, see Master Response to Comment-1.

Riedinger-9 
Section 3.2.2 of the EIS describes the impacts on air quality as a result of additional miles 
traveled by vehicles in the Folsom area.  The difference in emissions is less than 1 pound per day 
across the Folsom regional area for most pollutants (reactive organic gases, sulfur dioxide, 
nitrogen oxides and particulate matter) and 4.7 pounds per day for carbon monoxide for the 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2.  

Predicted maximum CO concentrations (existing CO monitored levels plus the predicted worst-
case increase with Long-Term Closure Alternative traffic changes) were calculated at 8.6 to 9.9 
ppm for the 1-hour measurement period. (The California standard is 20 ppm for CO, and the 
Federal standard is 35 ppm.) For the 8-hour measurement period, the predicted maximum CO 
levels range from 5.3 to 6.2 ppm (the California and Federal standard for CO is 9 ppm).  These 
levels are well below the applicable standards. Therefore, the analysis concluded that 
implementation of any of the proposed action alternatives would not cause any exceedances or 
add to any exceedances of the ambient air quality standards for oxides of nitrogen, particulate 
matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter, and ozone.   

Although Reclamation recognizes that air quality may be temporarily affected to a greater extent 
in areas experiencing high levels of congestion during a short period of time, the analysis 
demonstrates that the predicted worst-case concentrations would not result in exceedances of 
Federal or State standards and would not present sustained risks to public health. 

Riedinger-10 
The issue of the seismic stability of the dam facilities is separate from the proposed action.  
Although projects related to seismic stability are described in Section 3.11.2 as related projects 
that would contribute to cumulative impacts, they do not affect the purpose and need for the 
proposed action and are therefore not analyzed as part of the EIS.  If, and as, actions are taken 
that would require modifications to the dam facilities, appropriate environmental review will be 
conducted.

Riedinger-11 
The EIS discusses the potential effects of reopening Folsom Dam Road during peak commute 
hours with special security measures under two alternatives, Restricted Access Alternative 2 and 
Restricted Access Alternative 3. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been 
designated the Preferred Alternative. As noted in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, a key element of the 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3 is 
that a security review would be required of every vehicle using the road. In order to achieve the 
City of Folsom’s volume goals for traffic flow through inspection stations and across Folsom 
Dam, the average time required to inspect vehicles on-site would have to be minimized.  
Therefore, the restricted access alternatives would incorporate the use of permits or prescreening 
of vehicles before access to the road is allowed. This proposed system relies on a one-time 
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inspection of a vehicle with limited random searches on-site. Reclamation recognizes that this 
design and proposed operation is important to achieve the desired traffic flow.

COMMENT: WELLS, RUSS AND LINDA 

RESPONSE: WELLS, RUSS AND LINDA 

Wells-1
The commenters’ opinion that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened during peak commute 
hours with special security measures is noted.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 
has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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A toll for the use of Folsom Dam Road is not under consideration.  Whether a toll charge, if 
required, would completely offset the cost of implementing these alternatives has not been 
analyzed.

COMMENT: RUANA, VIRGINIA 
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RESPONSE: RUANA, VIRGINIA 

Ruana-1
The commenter’s opinion that Folsom Dam Road should remain closed is noted. 

COMMENT: CAMPBELL, CAROL 

RESPONSE: CAMPBELL, CAROL 

Campbell, C.-1 
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road, if only for morning and 
evening commute hours, is noted.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been 
designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—
Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Campbell, C.-2 
Traffic delays following the closure of Folsom Dam Road are discussed in Sections 3.1.1.3 and  
3.1.2.  Note that delays were calculated based on roadway segments and routes modeled in the 
traffic analysis.  They may differ from individual experiences because of the specific trip taken 
(from origin to destination). 

Campbell, C.-3 
See Master Response to Comment-3 for a discussion of the security basis for the road closure. 
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COMMENT: BOUCK, STEVEN 

RESPONSE: BOUCK, STEVEN 

Bouck-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road is noted.  The EIS discusses 
traffic effects of the road closure in Sections 3.1.1.3 and 3.1.2. 

Bouck-2
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road at least during the commute 
hours as a security precaution is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been 
designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—
Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: FIELD, SUE 

RESPONSE: FIELD, SUE 

Field-1
The commenter’s opinions are noted.  The EIS discusses traffic delays and congestion in Section 
3.1.2 and business and community impacts in Section 3.4.2. 
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COMMENT: GOODWIN, TOM 

RESPONSE: GOODWIN, TOM 

Goodwin-1
The commenter’s suggestion regarding access to Folsom Lake is noted.  Impacts to recreational 
use of the lake and its marinas are discussed in Section 3.8.2. 

COMMENT: HOLMES, KAREN 

RESPONSE: HOLMES, KAREN 

Holmes-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during commute hours is noted. 
In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  
For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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Holmes-2 and -3 
Reclamation’s decision to close Folsom Dam Road in February 2003 was an emergency security 
action, as described in Section 1.2.  Reopening the road immediately is evaluated in the EIS as 
the No Action Alternative.  Reopening the road under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted
Access Alternative 2 or Restricted Access Alternative 3 would require time to implement 
additional security measures and facilities. 

Reclamation notes the comment that the discontent and quality of life of the community should 
be weighed.  See Master Response to Comment-1. 

COMMENT: NECE, KAREN 

RESPONSE: NECE, KAREN 

Nece-1
The comment that Folsom Dam Road should remain closed to force the City of Folsom to solve 
its traffic issues is noted.  Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.4 of the EIS describe how the populations of 
Folsom and nearby communities have substantially increased and how the functionality and 
operations of the primary arterial roadways in the area have declined over the past decade.
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COMMENT: SCOTT-SKILLMAN, THELMA 

RESPONSE: SCOTT-SKILLMAN, THELMA 

Scott-Skillman-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak commute hours 
with special security considerations is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 
has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Scott-Skillman-2
Folsom Lake College is located off of East Bidwell Street, just north of U.S. Highway 50, and 
Sierra College and American River College are closer to Interstate 80. The closure of Folsom 
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Dam Road eliminates one travel route between these campuses, and the negative impact of the 
increased congestion is noted.  Travel time from destinations off of US-50 would be the least 
impacted.  Traffic congestion is identified in the EIS as an adverse impact for many reasons, but 
it is not possible to specifically relate traffic congestion to students’ academic goals or 
achievements.  Traffic congestion and travel delays are discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS.

Frustration over traffic congestion, increased commute times, and other quality-of-life issues are 
discussed in Master Response to Comment-1. 

COMMENT: COLSON, DARLA 

RESPONSE: COLSON, DARLA 

Colson-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak commute hours 
with special security considerations is noted.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 
has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: GARITY, JIM 

RESPONSE: GARITY, JIM 

Garity-1
The commenter’s opinion that Reclamation is overstating the security risk is noted.  See Master 
Response to Comment-4. 

The recommendation that the road should be reopened is noted.
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COMMENT: HAYS, OPAL 

RESPONSE: HAYS, OPAL 

Hays-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road, especially during commute 
hours, is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the 
Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Hays-2
The commenter’s statement that the road closure is causing excessive fuel consumption and 
damage to local roadways is noted.  Fuel consumption is addressed in Section 3.7.2 of the EIS. 
Costs associated with the maintenance of city or county roads are the responsibility of the city or 
county in which the roads are located and are not within Reclamation’s jurisdiction.  The 
comment that the dam is not secure from boats is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-3. 
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COMMENT: LACASSE, CINDY 

RESPONSE: LACASSE, CINDY 

LaCasse-1
Reclamation notes the comments that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened and that traffic 
congestion prevents the commenter from shopping in Folsom.  See Master Response to 
Comment-2. 

LaCasse-2
In regard to the commenter’s statement that the road closure has caused inconvenience and 
affected quality of life, see Master Response to Comment-1. 
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COMMENT: RUBLY, SANDRA 

RESPONSE: RUBLY, SANDRA 

Rubly-1
The statement that the commenter’s business has been severely impacted by the closure of 
Folsom Dam Road is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 

Rubly-2
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak business hours is 
noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred 
Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 
2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: SCOTT, PHIL 
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RESPONSE: SCOTT, PHIL 

Scott, P.-1 
Reclamation notes the commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during 
commute hours for passenger vehicles.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has 
been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—
Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Scott, P.-2 
Reclamation is responsible for protecting the integrity of its facilities, providing regional power 
and water, and ensuring the safety of people and public resources in relation to its facilities. 
Several commenters have directed their concerns at the prospects of a sudden release resulting 
from a potential dam failure. Even without a release, however, damage to the facility would 
affect Reclamation’s ability to provide reliable water supply, power, and flood protection – the 
purposes for which Folsom Dam was constructed. Varying security measures seasonally or based 
on lake levels would not protect dam facilities or the provision of water and power in the region, 
and is not a reasonable alternative to the proposed action.

Scott, P.-3 
Although other area residents used Folsom Dam Road, a large number of commenters have 
indicated that they live in Folsom.  Regardless, the effects of the closure and of each alternative 
are addressed for both regional and local issues. 

COMMENT: SOLBERG, GERALD 
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RESPONSE: SOLBERG, GERALD 

Solberg-1 and -2 
Reclamation notes the comments that business at the Lake Natoma Inn in Historic Folsom has 
declined since the road closure and that congestion has caused delays.  See Master Response to 
Comment-2. 

Solberg-3 
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during commute hours is noted. 
In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  
For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

COMMENT: SPRAGUE, STEVE 
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RESPONSE: SPRAGUE, STEVE 

Sprague-1 and -2 
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak commute hours is 
noted.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred 
Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 
2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Traffic impacts for each of the alternatives are analyzed in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS, and business 
issues and impacts are addressed in Section 3.4.2.  The City of Folsom has reported an increase 
in traffic accidents in the year following the road closure, as discussed in Section 3.1.1.3.

The impacts of traffic congestion and increased commute times on quality of life are discussed in 
Master Response to Comment-1. 

Sprague-3 
The statement that the commenter’s business clients are being impacted by the traffic congestion 
is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 

COMMENT: BLANK, MICHAEL 

RESPONSE: BLANK, MICHAEL 

Blank-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during commute hours is noted. 
In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  
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For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Blank-2
The commenter’s statement about the adverse effect of the road closure on local businesses and 
the community is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 

COMMENT: CAMERON, MINA 

RESPONSE: CAMERON, MINA 

Cameron-1
The commenter’s recommendation that Folsom Dam Road should remain open is noted. 

COMMENT: EDMONDSON, PAIGE 
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RESPONSE: EDMONDSON, PAIGE 

Edmondson-1
The commenter’s statement about the effect of the road closure on traffic in downtown Folsom is 
noted.  An analysis of the traffic congestion in the Folsom area since the road closure in February 
2003 is presented in Section 3.1.1.3 of the EIS. 

Edmondson-2
The commenter’s opinion that reopening Folsom Dam Road during peak hours with appropriate 
safety measures would greatly improve the situation is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

COMMENT: EVANS, SHELLENE 
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RESPONSE: EVANS, SHELLENE 

Evans-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak commute hours is 
noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred 
Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 
2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Evans-2
Many commenters have discussed impacts to downtown businesses since the road closure.
Section 3.4.2 (“Socioeconomic Effects Since 2003”) describes the survey of local businesses 
conducted for this EIS and the sales changes reported by some business owners and operators.  
Also see Master Response to Comment-2. 

COMMENT: FLORES, MICHELE 

RESPONSE: FLORES, MICHELE 

Flores-1
The comment that the Folsom Dam Road closure has impacted businesses, residents, and 
commuters is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 

Flores-2
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak commute hours 
with special security considerations is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 
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has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

COMMENT: JACKSON, BARBARA 

RESPONSE: JACKSON, BARBARA 

Jackson-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road is noted. 

COMMENT: MCKINNEY, PATTY 

RESPONSE: MCKINNEY, PATTY 

McKinney-1
The commenter’s statement regarding traffic in Folsom is noted.  Effects of the Folsom Dam 
Road closure on local transportation are analyzed in Section 3.1.1.3 of the EIS.  Additional 
analysis of the various effects each alternative will have on traffic is provided in Section 3.1.2.
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COMMENT: MILLER-HOBBS, LISA 
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RESPONSE: MILLER-HOBBS, LISA 

Miller-Hobbs-1
The EIS contains an evaluation of existing traffic conditions as presented in Tables 3.1-2 and 
3.1-3.  These tables show several roadway segments that operate at LOS E and F on a daily 
basis.  As shown on Figure 1-4, LOS E and F represent operations where traffic approaches or 
exceeds the capacity of the roadway system and delays are significant.  

Miller-Hobbs-2
The City of Folsom has reported a 16 percent increase in traffic accidents in the 12 months 
following the closure of Folsom Dam Road in February 2003, as described in Section 3.1.1.3 of 
the EIS. 

Miller-Hobbs-3  
The commenter’s opinion that traffic congestion has affected how people feel about living in 
Folsom is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-1. 

Miller-Hobbs-4
The traffic analysis in the EIS contains both Rainbow Bridge and the new Lake Natoma Crossing 
(at Folsom Boulevard).  These two bridges are projected to operate at LOS F and E, respectively, 
in 2005 with or without Folsom Dam Road open (see Table 3.1-5).  They are both projected to 
operate at LOS F under 2013 conditions (see Table 3.1-9) with or without the road open.  These 
poor operating conditions even with Folsom Dam Road open are due to the amount of population 
and employment growth projected for the area. The effects of the traffic on the environment in 
terms of air quality, noise, and fuel consumption are discussed in Sections 3.2.2, 3.4.2, and 3.7.2 
of the EIS, respectively. 

Miller-Hobbs-5
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen the road using monitors, use permits, and 
checkpoints is noted. Both Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3 
would incorporate such security features, as described in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.  In the Final 
EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a 
complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Miller-Hobbs-6
For a discussion regarding intangible quality-of-life effects, see Master Response to Comment-1.  
For a discussion on the rationale for the road closure, see Master Response to Comment-4.  
Because risks and vulnerabilities of facilities owned and operated by Reclamation are unique, 
they were evaluated individually and in depth through multiple security assessments.  Based on 
security recommendations and taking into account the different issues surrounding each facility, 
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actions taken by Reclamation to protect and secure each of its facilities are unique to those 
facilities and may differ when compared to each other. 

COMMENT: PACKER, RON 

RESPONSE: PACKER, RON 

Packer-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during commute hours with 
special security considerations is noted.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has 
been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—
Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: QUISENBERRY, DONNA 

RESPONSE: QUISENBERRY, DONNA 

Quisenberry-1 
The statement regarding the commenter’s loss of business clients due to the closure of Folsom 
Dam Road is noted. The effects of the road closure (and each of the alternatives) on businesses, 
particularly in downtown Folsom, are described in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS.  Also see Master 
Response to Comment-2. 

Quisenberry-2 
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road during peak commute hours is 
noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred 
Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 
2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Appendix E4 
 Public Comments and Responses

Page E4-172

COMMENT: RITTENHOUSE, JOHN 

RESPONSE: RITTENHOUSE, JOHN 

Rittenhouse-1 
The commenter’s statement that traffic congestion has worsened following the Folsom Dam 
Road closure is noted.  Post-closure traffic effects are discussed in Section 3.1.1.3.

Rittenhouse-2 
Traffic congestion as it relates to air quality (Section 3.2.2), fuel and energy consumption (3.7.2), 
and other resource areas is discussed in the EIS.   
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Rittenhouse-3 
Traffic accident data from the City of Folsom are discussed in Section 3.1.1.3. 

Rittenhouse-4 
The commenter’s opinion that the road should be reopened during commute hours is noted.   In 
the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For 
a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: STRAIN, LAURA AND DAVID 

RESPONSE: STRAIN, LAURA AND DAVID 

Strain, L. and D.-1 
The commenters’ opinion that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened is noted. The EIS 
discusses the potential effects of reopening Folsom Dam Road as the No Action Alternative. 
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Strain, L. and D.-2 
The commenters’ opinion regarding the potential damage that could be caused by an attack on 
Folsom Dam is noted.  See Master Responses to Comment-3 and Comment-4 for a more detailed 
discussion about the security of the facility. 

Strain, L. and D.-3 
The commenters’ suggestion to charge a toll to offset maintenance costs for Folsom Dam Road 
is noted.  Folsom Dam Road was closed to limit public access to Folsom Dam to improve the 
security of the dam.  As stated in Section 1.2.2 of the EIS, the closure of Folsom Dam Road in 
February 2003 occurred after Reclamation analyzed recommendations received from a security 
assessment and decided to enhance security procedures and fortify facilities based on the 
associated risks.  

Strain, L. and D.-4 
This issue is addressed in Master Response to Comment-2. 

COMMENT: STRAIN, LAURA 

RESPONSE: STRAIN, LAURA 

Strain, L.-1 
The commenter’s proposal to turn Folsom Dam Road into a toll road to offset costs associated 
with maintenance and operations is noted.  See Response to Armstrong-1. 
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COMMENT: CAMPBELL, ROBERT 
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RESPONSE: CAMPBELL, ROBERT 

Campbell, R.-1 
The commenter’s opinion that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened during peak commute 
hours, with security measures, is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has 
been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—
Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Changes in traffic (described in Section 3.1.1.3 and in Sections 3.1.2.1 through 3.1.2.3) have 
affected other resources including air quality, energy use, noise levels, emergency response 
times, and economic and social conditions.  The nature and extent of these impacts are described 
in Sections 3.2.2, 3.7.2, 3.3.2, 3.10.2, and 3.4.2, respectively.

For further discussion of impacts to commute times, energy use, and noise and air pollution 
following the closure of Folsom Dam Road, also see Responses to Jani-1, Riedinger-7, and 
Riedinger-9. See Master Response to Comment-5 for additional discussion on impacts to 
emergency response times. 

These impacts and their relative magnitude vary with each alternative, and they are being taken 
into account in Reclamation’s decision-making process along with the security issues at hand.

Campbell, R.-2 
Risks and vulnerabilities associated with each of the facilities cited by the commenter are unique. 
Reclamation conducted multiple in-depth security assessments of its facilities to determine the 
appropriate and necessary actions for each facility.  The differences in actions reflect the 
different security-related issues at the facilities. 

Campbell, R.-3 
For a discussion regarding intangible effects to quality of life, see Master Response to Comment-
1.

Campbell, R.-4 
That Folsom Dam Road had become an important roadway that several communities came to 
rely upon is noted in Section 1.2.3. As stated in Section 1.2.1, the road was originally constructed 
for maintenance and repair of the Folsom Dam facilities. However, Reclamation did allow public 
access on the road since its construction. As the volume of vehicles on the road increased, 
Reclamation continued to provide access with the exception of intermittent closures that were 
required for dam maintenance and repair activities. 
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COMMENT: DELP, BOB 
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RESPONSE: DELP, BOB 

Delp-1
As stated in Code 10.24.075 of the City of Folsom’s Municipal Code (as cited by the 
commenter), bicycles are not allowed on Folsom Dam Road when signs are in place giving 
notice thereof. Signs prohibiting bicycle access on Folsom Dam Road predate the February 2003 
road closure. Following security review of public access on the road, Reclamation determined 
that any uncontrolled public access would constitute an unacceptable risk to security. Therefore, 
under all alternatives considered in the EIS, bicycles and pedestrians would not be allowed 
across Folsom Dam Road. Section 2.3.3 has been modified to clarify the rationale for not 
including an alternative that allows for bicycle and pedestrian access.  

Delp-2
Section 3.1.1.1 of the EIS identifies the American River Parkway Trail as an important part of 
the existing environment for bicycle use. The discussion provides a description of the existing 
trail and planned improvements. The commenter identified impacts to bicycle movements within 
and around downtown Folsom with “barrier and curb placements, and other impediments to safe 
bicycle operation.” These barrier and curb placements were done by the City of Folsom as part 
of their Traffic Calming Program. 

Section 3.1.2 identifies traffic impacts on affected city streets for all alternatives. As cited by the 
commenter, under the No Action Alternative traffic congestion would continue to increase on 
streets that provide bicycle facilities. Although no bicycle facilities would be directly affected, 
the increase in traffic congestion would impact bicycle use and safety. As noted in the same 
section, increases in traffic congestion are associated with increases in accidents. Although 
specific accident data were not available to distinguish impacts to bicycle users, the correlation 
identified holds true for motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. Section 3.1.2 has been 
modified to provide clarification.

In the 2013 study year, the traffic analysis accounts for planned projects being operational. The 
Folsom Bridge Project is expected to be operational by 2008. Traffic relief provided by the 
Folsom Bridge Project would reduce potential accident risks faced by motor vehicles and bicycle 
users.

Delp-3
Section 3.2.2 of the EIS describes the impacts on air quality as a result of additional miles 
traveled by vehicles in the Folsom area. See Response to Riedinger-9. Traffic impacts on bicycle 
use and safety are addressed in Response to Delp-3. As stated in Response to Delp-1, following 
security review of public access on the road, Reclamation determined that any uncontrolled 
public access would constitute an unacceptable risk to security. Therefore, under all alternatives 
considered in the EIS, bicycles and pedestrians would not be allowed across Folsom Dam Road. 
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Delp-4
Section 3.11.2 identifies planned or approved projects that would contribute to cumulative 
impacts described in the EIS analysis. Some of these projects – including the Lake Natoma 
Crossing, Folsom Historic District Traffic Calming Program, Folsom Bridge Project, and local 
transportation network improvements – have traffic impacts. Traffic impacts associated with 
these projects are not singled out because they are incorporated into the assumptions made in the 
traffic analysis presented in Section 3.1. Because cumulative traffic impacts are part of the traffic 
analysis, and traffic impacts result in impacts to other resource areas, the cumulative impacts of 
related projects are accounted for in the analysis of all resource area impacts in the EIS.

COMMENT: GRAGG, ERIC 

RESPONSE: GRAGG, ERIC 

Gragg-1
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road to help relieve the impact of 
traffic congestion on the City of Folsom is noted.  
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COMMENT: KING, LORRAINE 

RESPONSE: KING, LORRAINE 

King-1
The comment regarding the increase in traffic congestion and commute time that has occurred 
since the road closure is noted.  Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.1.1.3 compare traffic conditions before 
and after the February 2003 closure of Folsom Dam Road, and Section 3.1.2 evaluates the traffic 
impacts of each of the four alternatives.  The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom 
Dam Road if only during the peak commute hours is also noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted 
Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description 
of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final 
EIS.
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King-2
The comment that businesses and the community have suffered losses from the road closure is 
noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 

COMMENT: MILLER, JEFFREY 

RESPONSE: MILLER, JEFFREY 

Miller, J.-1 
The commenter’s opinion that life, liberty, and happiness have been impacted by the closure of 
Folsom Dam Road is noted.  See Responses to Spires-1, Darrah-2, and Master Response to 
Comment-1. 

Miller, J.-2 
The commenter’s opinion that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened until a new bridge is built 
is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred 
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Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 
2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

COMMENT: MUNGER, CURT 

RESPONSE: MUNGER, CURT 

Munger-1
The comment that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened at all times or at least during peak 
commute hours is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated 
the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted 
Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Munger-2
The effects of the Folsom Dam Road closure on traffic congestion for each of the alternatives are 
discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS. 
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COMMENT: STETSON, LAURENE 

RESPONSE: STETSON, LAURENE 

Stetson-1
The comment that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened during commute hours to help link El 
Dorado Hills, Folsom, and Roseville is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 
has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: STORER, DAVID 
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RESPONSE: STORER, DAVID 

Storer-1
The February 2003 closure of Folsom Dam Road was an emergency action taken to provide 
security until such time that a long-term decision could be finalized. The subject of the EIS is the 
long-term decision regarding public access on Folsom Dam Road, and is separate from the 
interim action. As such, the No Action Alternative is defined as restoration of conditions that 
existed prior to February 2003. Three action alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the 
project are also evaluated. 

The pre-February 2003 conditions establish the baseline conditions against which impacts of the 
actions under consideration are measured in the EIS. Therefore, rewriting the EIS to change the 
definition of the No Action Alternative would not be appropriate. 

 Storer-2 
The EIS provides an analysis of all impacts to environmental resources as required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act and describes them in relative terms against the No Action 
Alternative. A list of impacts and feasible mitigation is provided at the conclusion of the 
Executive Summary. 

In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  
However, this is not necessarily the environmentally preferred alternative. The distinction is 
described in Section 2.2.2. Reclamation will identify the environmentally preferred alternative in 
the Record of Decision. 

Storer-3
Security risks to Folsom Dam facilities may or may not have changed after September 2001. 
However, security assessments conducted between 2001 and 2003 identified risks that had not 
previously been identified. Therefore, Reclamation’s information regarding the risks did change 
between 2001 and 2003. As noted in Response to Storer-1 above, the February 2003 road closure 
was an interim emergency action, and does not constitute a permanent road closure. The long-
term decision regarding public access on the road is the subject of this EIS. In the Final EIS, 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete 
description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of 
the Final EIS. The final selection of an alternative will be made in the Record of Decision. 
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Storer-4 
The Record of Decision will be prepared and signed by Reclamation’s Central California Area 
Office. The Regional Manager will be the signatory of the Record of Decision. There are no 
further public opportunities to speak to officials involved in the decision-making process. 
However, with comments provided during the public scoping process, in public hearings, and 
through written comments, the public is able to communicate with Reclamation decision makers 
and participate in the decision process. 

Storer-5 
The Federal Highway Administration sets design standards for public roads and highways with 
federal involvement. These design standards incorporate safety features (minimum shoulder 
widths, for example) and are built to withstand heavy traffic use. Because Folsom Dam Road 
was originally built to be used as a maintenance road, it does not necessarily conform to design 
standards set forth for heavy public-use roads. Over the years, this has led to high maintenance 
and repair costs to Reclamation as described in Section 1.2.1. 

Storer-6 
Folsom Dam Road is owned and operated by Reclamation. Therefore, it has borne the costs 
associated with road maintenance and repairs. The City of Folsom has committed to bear all 
capital, operational, and maintenance costs associated with implementation of any restricted 
access alternative. This is described in Section 2.1.2. 

Storer-7 
A correction has been made to the statement referenced by the commenter in Section 1.2.2 of the 
Final EIS. The word “immediately” has been deleted. 

Storer-8 
See Response to Storer-3 above. 

Storer-9 
Based on the information and recommendations provided in the security assessments, 
Reclamation determined that controlled access, when coupled with specific security measures, 
can reduce some of the security risks at dam facilities. This determination is reflected in the 
purpose and need for the proposed action, which includes controlling access on Folsom Dam 
Road and minimizing security risks. The discussion in Section 2.2 indicates that Restricted 
Access Alternatives 2 and 3 meet the purpose and need. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative. 

Storer-10 
According to the California Department of Finance’s demographic data, Placer County has been 
among the fastest-growing counties in the nation. In 2004, Placer County ranked second to 
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Riverside County, with a growth of 4.13 percent from the previous year. The text in Section 
1.2.3 has been corrected to reflect that Placer County is one of the fastest-growing counties in the 
nation, and not necessarily the fastest. 

The reference material used is cited in the Section 4 of the EIS. 

Storer-11 
The commenter is correct in that the City of Folsom’s General Plan was adopted in 1988 and 
amended several times through 1993. The text of Section 1.2.3 of the EIS has been corrected.  

Storer-12 
Although Folsom Dam Road is located entirely on federally owned land, it is surrounded by the 
City of Folsom.  Furthermore, East Natoma Street (eastern terminus of Folsom Dam Road) and 
Folsom-Auburn Road (western terminus of Folsom Dam Road) are not County roads.  Therefore, 
the City of Folsom would be the appropriate local agency to share in maintenance costs. This 
does not preclude Reclamation from requesting other jurisdictions to share in maintenance costs. 

Storer-13 
Section 3.10.1.2 specifies that emergency vehicles are permitted across Folsom Dam Road. This 
includes local fire and police service vehicles, California Department of Parks and Recreation 
personnel, and California Highway Patrol. By continuing to allow access to Folsom Dam Road, 
Reclamation has attempted to maximize public safety without compromising the security of the 
dam facilities or related resources. 

Storer-14 
Reclamation has verified that the estimated annual cost of maintaining Folsom Dam Road has 
been $75,000.  Section 2.1.2 of the EIS has been corrected. 

Storer-15 
The EIS analyzes the effects of full closure of Folsom Dam Road in Sections 3.1 through 3.11 
under the Long-Term Closure Alternative. These impacts include environmental, economic, and 
quality of life impacts. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the 
Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Storer-16 
The text of Section 2.3.3 of the Final EIS has been modified to clarify why an alternative 
allowing bicycle and pedestrian access was not considered as a viable alternative. 



Appendix E4 
 Public Comments and Responses

Page E4-195

Storer-17
Traffic count data was collected to describe the existing traffic conditions of the affected 
environment. New AM and PM peak-period turning movement counts were conducted at all of 
the study intersections and most of the study roadway segments at commencement of the traffic 
analysis. The study was started in the Spring 2004 after Folsom Dam Road had been closed and 
the City’s traffic calming program had been implemented. Historic traffic count data was 
obtained from the City of Folsom and from traffic studies for other projects in the area to 
describe pre-closure and post-closure but pre-implementation of the City’s traffic calming 
program. Some of the counts were from pre-2001 conditions. However, the City does not have 
an exhaustive set of traffic count data that would be needed to evaluate the conditions cited. 

Storer-18
As the commenter correctly notes, the road is Briggs Ranch Drive. The text has been corrected in 
Section 3.1.1.1 of the Final EIS. 

Storer-19
Reclamation’s traffic consultant contacted the City to obtain their historical traffic counts and the 
City provided what they had. The historical traffic count data did not include a count of the 
intersection of Folsom Boulevard/Greenback Lane.  “Some congestion” means that some of the 
vehicles during peak traffic periods were not able to clear the intersection during a single signal 
cycle.

Storer-20
The traffic analysis used the best data available. New traffic counts were conducted at the outset 
of the study to describe existing conditions. However, a full set of pre-closure and post-
closure/pre-traffic calming program traffic counts were not available. Traffic volumes were 
adjusted to account for growth to 2005 and 2013 conditions. 

Storer-21
See Response to Storer-20 above. 

Storer-22
The 4 percent growth rate cited on Draft EIS page 3.1-13 was applied to the 2003 counts on the 
Riley Street and Folsom Road crossings to obtain 2004 volumes for those locations. This growth 
rate was obtained by comparing 2001 and 2013 traffic projections from the SACMET model. 
The growth data provided by the commenter shows declining growth rates in Folsom of 5.1 
percent in 2002 to 2.7 percent in 2003. Therefore 4 percent is appropriate. 

The 5.7 percent annual growth rate referenced from Draft EIS page 3.4-6 is the compound rate of 
population growth in Folsom between 1990 and 2000.  The 4 percent annual growth rate 
referenced on Draft EIS page 3.1-13 is not comparable to the 5.7 percent growth rate data. 
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Storer-23
Traffic volumes and congestion has increased on regional facilities, such as Folsom 
Boulevard/Folsom-Auburn Road, as traffic has been diverted from downtown Folsom by the 
traffic calming program. 

Storer-24
The 5.7 percent growth rate cited in the comment refers to the population compounded annual 
growth rate in the City of Folsom between 1990 and 2000. The same table presents Sacramento 
County’s annual growth rate for the same period at 1.6 percent. Therefore, the region was 
growing at a lower rate. 

The growth rates described on page 3.1-18 of the Draft EIS were used to expand existing (2003 
and 2004) volumes to 2005 traffic projections. These growth rates were developed by comparing 
2001 to 2013 traffic projections using the SACMET model. The SACMET model includes 
adopted population and employment projections for the regional study area shown on the map in 
Draft EIS Appendix B. 

Storer-25
The land use projections for 2013 are presented as population and employment projections for 
Folsom and the rest of the region on Figure 1 in Appendix B. The cumulative traffic volume 
forecasts for 2013 conditions were based on future land use projections developed by SACOG. 
The SACOG land use forecasting process considers all entitled land use projects within each 
City and County in the SACOG region based on the applicable general plans of each jurisdiction. 
The SACOG land use forecasts are reviewed and approved by each City and County and 
consider all of the potential individual projects that could occur under the general plans. 

Storer-26
The 2025 projections were not included in the EIS. 

Storer-27
The sentence in Section 3.1.2.1 of the EIS has been modified as follows: “This is noted as an 
impact with respect to potential pedestrian/bicycle facilities, but no existing or planned future 
facilities will be physically affected.” 

Storer-28
As noted in Response to Storer-22, Reclamation stands by the growth rates used in the traffic 
analysis. Since traffic information was used to derive air quality impacts, air quality impacts do 
not have to be revised. 

Storer-29
As stated in Section 3.2.2.2, the difference in emissions is less than 1 pound per day across the 
Folsom regional area for most pollutants (reactive organic gases, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides 
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and particulate matter) and 4.7 pounds per day for carbon monoxide for the Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2. Predicted maximum CO concentrations (existing 
CO monitored levels plus the predicted worst-case increase with Long-Term Closure Alternative 
traffic changes) were calculated at 8.6 to 9.9 ppm for the 1-hour measurement period. (The 
California standard is 20 ppm for CO, and the Federal standard is 35 ppm.) For the 8-hour 
measurement period, the predicted maximum CO levels range from 5.3 to 6.2 ppm (the 
California and Federal standard for CO is 9 ppm).  These levels are well below the applicable 
standards. Therefore, the analysis concluded that implementation of any of the proposed action 
alternatives would not cause any exceedances or add to any exceedances of the ambient air 
quality standards for oxides of nitrogen, particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter, 
and ozone.

Although Reclamation recognizes that air quality may be temporarily affected to a greater extent 
in areas experiencing high levels of congestion during a short period of time, the analysis 
demonstrates that the predicted worst-case concentrations would not result in exceedances of 
Federal or State standards and would not present sustained risks to public health. 

Storer-30
Regarding traffic data used in the traffic impact analysis, see Responses to Storer-22 and Storer-
28. Ldn (day/night noise level) is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, 
obtained after addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. CNEL is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 
addition of 5 decibels to levels measured in the evening between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 
the addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. For 
typical environments the CNEL is 0 to 1 dBA higher than the Ldn. Therefore, the noise 
calculations would be comparable between Ldn and CNEL. The City of Folsom uses both Ldn and 
CNEL in the Noise Element of its General Plan. 

Storer-31
NEPA requires the identification of feasible mitigation within and beyond the authority of the 
lead agency. Reclamation has considered mitigation measures that could reduce the impacts to 
traffic quickly as feasible mitigation. The City of Folsom may or may not choose to implement 
mitigation measures that Reclamation has identified. 

Storer-32
All mitigation measures that were considered have been identified in the relevant sections of the 
EIS. If they were not deemed feasible, the EIS so states. Mitigation measures are listed in the 
Executive Summary in Table ES-2. 
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COMMENT: CIMAROLI, NEVA 
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RESPONSE: CIMAROLI, NEVA 

Cimaroli-1
The comment regarding the additional commute time and added fuel consumption associated 
with the Folsom Dam Road closure is noted.  Modeling of commute times is presented in Table 
3.1-4 for 2005 and Table 3.1-8 for 2013 for each of the alternatives. See Response to Jani-1 for a 
discussion of impacts to fuel and energy consumption.

Cimaroli-2
The comment regarding business losses associated with the Folsom Dam Road closure is noted. 
This issue is discussed in Master Response to Comment-2. 

Cimaroli-3
The commenter’s statement regarding social and economic conditions since the road closure is 
noted.  See Master Response to Comment-1. 

Cimaroli-4
The comment that Reclamation should absorb maintenance costs for Folsom Dam Road as 
mitigation for eliminating and not replacing the river crossings flooded by the construction of the 
dam is noted. 
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COMMENT: GAGLIARDI, JOSEPH (1 OF 2) 
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RESPONSE: GAGLIARDI, JOSEPH (1 OF 2) 

Gagliardi (1)-1 
The commenter’s recommendation that Restricted Access Alternative 2  be designated the 
Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 
has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Gagliardi (1)-2 
As stated in Section 3.1.1.3, “Prior to the road closure, approximately 18,000 vehicles used 
Folsom Dam Road on a daily basis. Approximately 9,000 vehicles per day shifted to Rainbow 
Bridge and Lake Natoma Crossing, resulting in increased volumes on Folsom-Auburn Road and 
Riley Street through the center of the Folsom Historic District. The already poor existing 
operating conditions on these roads (LOS D or worse) were therefore further impacted by the 
closure action.” The traffic analysis provided the projected operations of intersections and 
roadway segments for 2005 conditions with the No Action (road open), and the three action 
alternatives. Cumulative roadway segment impacts were also evaluated for the four alternatives. 
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Gagliardi (1)-3 
The commenter’s opinion that air quality impacts are much greater than stated in the EIS is 
noted.  Section 3.2.2 of the EIS describes the impacts on air quality as a result of additional miles 
traveled by vehicles in the Folsom area. See Response to Riedinger-9. 

Gagliardi (1)-4 
The statement that the business losses, business closures, and job losses due to traffic congestion 
are regionwide is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 

Gagliardi (1)-5 
In regard to increased commute times, congested streets, difficulty traveling to and from 
everyday family events, and other quality-of-life issues, see Master Response to Comment-1. 

Gagliardi (1)-6 
Section 3.10.2.2 states that delays due to traffic congestion affect response times for emergency 
events and emergency vehicle access. While Folsom Dam Road remains accessible to fire and 
police service vehicles, State parks, and California Highway Patrol, city police and fire 
departments have indicated a reduction in average emergency response times within the City of 
Folsom. See Master Response to Comment-5 for further discussion of impacts to emergency 
response times. 
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COMMENT: GAGLIARDI, JOSEPH (2 OF 2) 
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RESPONSE: GAGLIARDI, JOSEPH (2 OF 2) 

Gagliardi (2)-1 
The commenter’s statements regarding tourists’ reactions to the traffic congestion are noted.  The 
analysis of traffic conditions presented in Section 3.1 of the EIS indicates an increase in the 
periods of time that congested traffic conditions occur as a result of the road closure. 

Gagliardi (2)-2 
The comment that the road closure is creating an image problem for Folsom, impacting the 
development of a tourism program and economic stability of the area, is noted.  Impacts of the 
road closure on recreation and businesses are described in Sections 3.8.2 and 3.4.2 of the EIS, 
respectively. 

Gagliardi (2)-3 
The statement that there is no mention of a mitigation measure in the EIS for impacts the road 
closure will have on tourism is noted. 

Gagliardi (2)-4 
The commenter’s recommendation of the Restricted Access Alternative 2 is noted. In the Final 
EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a 
complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: GARNICA, ALICIA 

Appendix E4 
 Public Comments and Responses

Page E4-206

RESPONSE: GARNICA, ALICIA 

Garnica-1
The comment that traffic will worsen until a new bridge is build in 2007–2008 is noted.  Traffic 
congestion under each of the alternatives has been modeled and projected for 2005 and 2013 in 
Section 3.1.2 of the EIS. 

Garnica-2
In regard to the impact of traffic congestion on downtown businesses, see Master Response to 
Comment-2. 

Garnica-3
The commenter’s statement that environmental impacts of the road closure on Natoma Street, 
including those to air quality and noise, must be addressed is noted. The EIS describes the 
environmental effects of each alternative for air quality (Section 3.2), noise (Section 3.3), water 
resources (Section 3.5), energy and power supply (Section 3.7), and recreation (Section 3.8). 

Garnica-4
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road under the No Action Alternative 
is noted. 
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COMMENT: HEILMAN, SHARON 

Appendix E4 
 Public Comments and Responses

Page E4-208

RESPONSE: HEILMAN, SHARON 

Heilman-1
Reclamation notes the commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road 24 hours a 
day (the No Action Alternative) or during morning and afternoon/evening commute hours 
(Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3). In the Final EIS, 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete 
description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of 
the Final EIS. 

Heilman-2
The commenter’s opinion that the congestion resulting from the road closure has caused more 
problems than it has solved is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-1. 
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COMMENT: KRAKOW, MONICA 
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RESPONSE: KRAKOW, MONICA 

Krakow-1
The commenter’s recommendation to either fully or partially reopen Folsom Dam Road is noted. 
In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  
For a complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT: ROSS, BRUCE 

RESPONSE: ROSS, BRUCE 

Ross-1
In regard to traffic congestion worsening and commute times increasing since the road closure, 
see Response to Miller, L.-1. 
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Ross-2
See Master Response to Comment-1 for a discussion regarding quality of life issues since closure 
of the Folsom Dam Road.

Ross-3
The comment regarding accident rates following the road closure is noted.  As discussed in 
Section 3.1.1.3, a 16 percent increase in traffic accidents was reported citywide by the City of 
Folsom Police Department in the 12 months following the road closure. 
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COMMENT: THAYNE, SANDY 
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RESPONSE: THAYNE, SANDY 

Thayne-1
The commenter’s concern over the time it would take for her to drive to Kaiser Hospital in an 
emergency during in traffic congestion is noted.  The EIS describes the effects of the road 
closure on emergency medical response in Section 3.10.2.  Since the closure of Folsom Dam 
Road in February 2003, emergency medical, fire, and police responders have had access to the 
road during emergencies. Also see Master Response to Comment-5. 

Thayne-2
The extent of the traffic congestion following the road closure as noted by the commenter is 
discussed in Sections 3.1.1.3 and 3.1.2. Also see Response to Cronin-1. 

Thayne-3
The effects of the road closure on businesses are described in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS.  Also see 
Master Response to Comment-2. 

Thayne-4
The road closure’s effects on air quality are described in Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. Also see 
Responses to Jani-1 and Riedinger-9. 

Thayne-5
Reclamation notes the description of how the road closure has affected where the commenter 
shops and spends leisure time. For a discussion of these and other quality of life issues, see 
Master Response to Comment-1. 

Thayne-6
See Master Response to Comment-4 for a discussion of the basis for security concerns with 
respect to Folsom Dam facilities. 

Thayne-7
The commenter’s opinion that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened and not abandoned before 
it can be replaced is noted. 
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COMMENT: DEBRUIN, ROBERT 

RESPONSE: DEBRUIN, ROBERT 

DeBruin-1
The commenter’s statement regarding access to medical services since the closure of the Folsom 
Dam Road is noted. 

See Master Response to Comment-5 for further discussion of traffic impacts to emergency 
services.
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COMMENT: CARSON, KEVIN 
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RESPONSE: CARSON, KEVIN 

Carson-1
The commenter’s opinion that Restricted Access Alternative 2 should be selected is noted. In the 
Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a 
complete description of Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see 
Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Carson-2
Under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, access to Folsom Dam Road 
would be permitted for 3-hour periods during the morning and afternoon/evening peak commute 
periods from Monday to Friday. The road would be closed to public access at all other times.  As 
described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the EIS, relative to the Long-Term Closure Alternative and 
Restricted Access Alternative 3 (which would allow public access for 2 hours in the morning and 
afternoon/evening commute periods from Monday to Friday), a greater volume of vehicles 
would cross Folsom Dam Road. As a result, there would be less congestion and fewer delays 
during hours that the road is open than under the Long-Term Closure Alternative or Restricted 
Access Alternative 3. 

COMMENT: JEFFREY, DEBBIE

RESPONSE: JEFFREY, DEBBIE 

Jeffrey-1
The commenter’s opinion that Folsom Dam Road should be reopened is noted. See Master 
Response to Comment-2. 
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COMMENT: MEYER, TONY 

RESPONSE: MEYER, TONY 

Meyer-1
The statement that the commenter’s business revenues have declined 20 to 25 percent following 
the Folsom Dam Road closure due to traffic that prevents customers from accessing the business 
is noted.  The effect of road closure on traffic congestion for each of the alternatives is discussed 
in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS.

Meyer-2
The commenter’s recommendation to reopen Folsom Dam Road if only for limited times to 
relieve traffic congestion and help local businesses is noted. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative.  For a complete description of 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, please see Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

Meyer-3
The comment that customers are taking their business elsewhere because of the traffic 
congestion is noted.  See Master Response to Comment-2. 


