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LETTER 241:  V. DALE SMITH, ALFA OMEGA ASSOCIATES 
 
Response to Comment 241-1 (GP/EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on “the overly complex, ponderous and 
confusing language” of the EIR and the General Plan, and the need to have the documents 
rewritten, are noted for the record.  Staff acknowledges that the EIR is lengthy and there is a 
lot of information contained within it.  The need to sufficiently evaluate the environmental 
impacts of four equal-weight General Plan alternatives addressing different land uses over a 
million acres of land, has been balanced with the need to make the document accessible to 
the public.  The body of the EIR does not present raw data (appendices in Volume 3 of the 
EIR include this type of data) and plain language is used throughout the document.  County 
staff does not agree that the document requires reorganization and feels it is fully compliant 
with the spirit and intent of CEQA for full disclosure. 
 
Response to Comment 241-2 (GP/EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on the lack of compliance with “policies, 
procedures, laws and ordinances” and EIR and the General Plan, are noted for the record. 
Please see specific responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 241-3 (EIR):  The commenter raises three main issues, which 
allege the use of inaccurate traffic count data, incorrect analysis methodologies, and 
inadequate policy treatment of traffic safety in the General Plan alternatives.  The 
commenter suggests that the County relies on inaccurate or faulty traffic count data and 
incorrect analysis methodologies on the basis of a professional review of a traffic impact 
study for the Circle K/76 Mini-Mart and Gas Station proposed at the Shingle Springs 
interchange, a development project previously considered by the County.  The commenter’s 
view that policies on traffic safety in each of the General Plan alternatives are not consistent 
appears to be the basis for the third issue. The adequacy of the analysis of the Circle K 
project is not relevant to the General Plan process nor was it used or relied on in the General 
Plan traffic analysis. 
 
With regard to traffic count data, no specific issues regarding inaccurate counts were 
provided in the comment.  The General Plan EIR relies on a variety of traffic count sources 
including El Dorado County DOT, Caltrans, and various consultant-generated traffic counts.  
The El Dorado County DOT traffic counts are conducted annually and published in a report 
that includes the specific location and date of the count.  The counts used in the EIR analysis 
reflect nonsummer conditions when school is in session.   
 
The General Plan EIR transportation analysis was conducted using methodologies contained 
in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2000. This is the 
latest version of the HCM and is the prevailing measurement standard used throughout the 
United States as described on page 5.4-5 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
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The General Plan alternatives do contain different policies and implementation measures on 
traffic safety.  The No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives include Goal 6.9, 
Objective 6.9.1, and Policies 6.9.1.1, 6.9.1.2, and 6.9.1.3 related to traffic safety in the Public 
Health, Safety, and Noise Element.  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives contain Goal TC-1, Policy TC-1a, TC-1b, and TC-
1o as well as Implementation Measure TC-A related to traffic safety in the Transportation 
and Circulation Element.  Although organized in a different manner, these goals, policies, 
and implementation measures are similar in their content, which is to ensure the safe 
movement of goods and people in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 241-4 (EIR):  As required by CEQA, the General Plan EIR focuses 
on potential physical impacts to the environment.  Liability and risk management are not 
related to environmental impacts.  However, the General Plan alternatives do address public 
safety as it relates to the transportation system by including goals, objectives, and policies to 
ensure that roadways are constructed to the latest applicable design standards and that 
discretionary funding be spent first on maintaining the existing system and constructing 
safety improvements when these improvements would reduce the number and/or severity of 
accidents (e.g. Policy TC-1o of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative). 
Finally, the comments on a mini-mart/gas station are not comments on the General Plan or 
the General Plan EIR and no specific responses can be provided. 
 
Response to Comment 241-5 (GP/EIR):  The commenter is mixing the environmental 
documentation and issues and impacts of a specific ongoing project with the larger scale 
issues of the General Plan.  The commenter is also referring to proposed Goal TC-1 as if it 
has already been adopted. 
 
The General Plan alternatives contemplate the subject property to be some type of 
commercial use.  However, the General Plan does not suggest the specific use of this site, 
i.e., a future gas station.  Development on this site will have to go through a site-specific 
environmental review process before it could move forward.  Please refer also to Master 
Response 2. 
 
It should be noted that the issues of road and safety standards in both the urban areas and 
the rural areas will be dealt with in the form of revisions to the County’s Design and 
Improvements Manual and Standard Plans and enforcement of these revised standards.  
This is an Implementation Measure in the Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives – Measure TC-C.  It is implied in the policies of the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives – Objective 3.1.2 and Policy 3.1.2.1.  It is a 
goal of all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives to provide safe roadways in the 
County in both the urbanized areas and the rural areas. 
 
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s 
position on tort liability arising out of the General Plan policies and the EIR, are noted for the 
record. 
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Response to Comment 241-6 (GP/EIR):  The commenter is confusing the environmental 
documentation and issues and impacts of a specific ongoing project with the larger scale 
issues of the General Plan.  The commenter is also referring to proposed Goal HS-8 as if it 
has already been adopted. 
 
With respect to the General Plan EIR analysis of air quality, Table 5.11-5 summarizes 
current pollution levels of various air pollutants (including ozone-generating pollutants and 
particulates).  Table 5.11-6 depicts trends and forecasts of these pollutants, Table 5.11-7 
calculates the pollution generation of each alternative for each of the air pollutants, and 
Table 5.11-9 shows levels of carbon monoxide generation under worst-case conditions.  In 
all cases air pollution is identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.  The analysis is a 
cumulative analysis in that it considers development of the entire General Plan (including, 
but not limited to, road improvement projects).  The comment, although it alleges defects in 
the air quality analysis, does not specifically identify any, so direct responses are not 
possible.  Also, please refer to Response to Comment 281-465 regarding air quality issues.   
 
Regarding mitigation measures, they are not put off for future study; rather, they are 
specifically identified.  Regarding SAROAP, please see pages 5.11-13 through 5.11-15 of 
the EIR, Volume 1. 
 
Response to Comment 241-7 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Responses 15 and 13 as well 
as Response to Comment 205-1. 
 
Response to Comment 241-8 (EIR):  The commenter indicates being discouraged by “time 
and monetary” considerations in participating in the CEQA process.  The Board of 
Supervisors has been very sensitive to these two concerns and as such early on the staff 
was directed to make all CEQA documents available for review free at the Planning 
Department counter and in County libraries, and fully accessible online as well.  Also the 
Board extended the CEQA comment period on the DEIR from 47 days to 76 days (see 
Master Response 1) for the sole purpose of giving the public extra time to respond.   
 
Response to Comment 241-9 (EIR):  Thank you for the summary of various sections of 
CEQA.  The General Plan team includes several experts in CEQA.  This EIR has been 
prepared to be fully compliant with both the Act and the Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 241-10 (EIR):  The EIR does not meet the criteria of CCR Section 
15088.5 requiring recirculation, so recirculation is not proposed.  Please refer also to 
Responses to Comments 241-1 through 241-9 for individual responses to each comment. 
 




