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LETTER 97:  JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALTRANS DISTRICT 3 SACRAMENTO AREA 
OFFICE 
 
Response to Comment 97-1 (GP/EIR):  The commenter’s support of the County’s 
approach in addressing land use, community identity, the regional highway system, 
highway safety, public transportation, and housing needs is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 97-2 (GP/EIR):  The EIR identifies that under the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, U.S. Highway 50 will be operating at Level of 
Service (LOS) F during the peak hours between the west County Line and Cambridge 
Road. 

Response to Comment 97-3 (GP/EIR):  The Caltrans concern regarding streamlining the 
approval process for multifamily and affordable housing is at odds with the position and 
emphasis of the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).  This 
discrepancy between the two State agencies cannot be resolved by the County.  
However, it should be noted that CEQA would still apply where appropriate.  Should the 
County ultimately prepare and adopt an ordinance or other regulation that allows for less 
discretion over multifamily and affordable housing projects, that action would be subject to 
CEQA analysis and “cumulative” concerns would be examined at that time. 

Response to Comment 97-4 (GP/EIR):  The staff agrees with the described approach.  
This General Plan process, including the EIR analysis, undertakes cumulative analysis on 
a countywide and areawide basis. 

Response to Comment 97-5 (GP):  All of the elements of the General Plan must be 
fully integrated.  This is required by State law.  The Compact Development Alternative 
(#12) in Chapter 6.0 emphasizes a strong density/transit link.    

Response to Comment 97-6 (GP):  It is assumed that the commenter meant these 
interchange spacing standards to apply to freeways, not all divided roads.  By definition, 
an interchange involves freeways, whereas nonfreeways have intersections.  The 
standards cited are consistent with the Caltrans freeway standards. 

Table TC-1 (Goal TC-1, Policy TC-1a) of the Environmentally Constrained and the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives only applies to those roads under 
County jurisdiction.  As such, it does not apply to roads and freeways under State 
jurisdiction.  Therefore, the spacing cited in the table does not apply to U.S. Highway 
50, which is the only freeway in the County and is under Caltrans’ jurisdiction. 

Response to Comment 97-7 (EIR):  The commenter suggests that there is a 
discrepancy between the General Plan EIR and the relevant Caltrans Transportation 
Concept Reports (TCRs).  The General Plan alternatives and the EIR do not contain 
any such discrepancies.  Level of Service (LOS) policy inconsistencies are identified in 
the EIR (please refer to Impact 5.4-1 for this discussion).  The differences between the
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General Plan EIR LOS results and those shown in the TCRs are due to a variety of 
causes.  One is the time horizons.  The General Plan uses 2025 as its horizon year and 
the TCRs use 2020, 2018, and 2021.  It is unlikely LOS will be the same with different 
time horizons.   
 
The County is using a traffic forecasting model built specifically for this General Plan 
update work.  The County’s forecasting model likely has a more refined level of detail 
than the model(s) used by Caltrans for the preparation of their Transportation Concept 
Reports (TCRs).  Without knowing the source of the Caltrans modeling, staff cannot be 
certain, but the number of Traffic Analysis Zones in the County model is higher and has 
a greater refinement in the boundaries to better match the actual trafficsheds.  
Additionally, the County’s model is using the land use data forecasted for the General 
Plan effort in 2002, reflecting the revised land use patterns of each of the four equal-
weight General Plan alternatives.  These forecasts may differ from the land use 
forecasts used by Caltrans.  These differences, combined with a probable difference in 
the LOS cutoff volumes, most likely account for the different LOS results reported in the 
EIR and TCRs. 
 
It should also be noted that in all cases, except State Route 49 between State Route 193 
and the El Dorado/Placer County line and US Highway 50 within the City of Placerville, 
the County’s LOS F requirement is more restrictive than those shown on the TCRs. 




