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Type of Statement.  Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft 
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Abstract:  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and City of Folsom, the non-Federal 
sponsor, propose to construct a permanent bridge and roadway across the American 
River immediately downstream of Folsom Dam.  The draft SEIS/EIR describes the 
environmental resources in the project area; evaluates the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative environmental effects of the tentatively selected plan and four alternative 
plans; and recommends avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.  Most 
potential adverse effects would either be short term, or would be avoided or reduced 
using best management practices.  Beneficial effects from the alternative plans are also 
discussed. 
 
Public Review and Comment:  The official closing date for receipt of comments on the 
draft SEIS/EIR is June 21, 2006.  All comments received by that date will be considered 
and incorporated into the final SEIS/EIR, as appropriate.  Requests for the draft can be 
directed to the Corps at the following address:  U.S. Army Engineer District, 
Sacramento, Attn:  Ms. Jane Rinck, 1325 J Street, Sacramento, California  95814-2922, 
or email:  Jane.L.Rinck@usace.army.mil. 
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SUMMARY 
 
 
S.1  PURPOSE OF SEIS/EIR 
 

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/EIR) for the Folsom Bridge Project (1) describes the features of the 
proposed alternative plans; (2) discusses the existing environmental resources in the 
project area; (3) evaluates the effects and significance of the five alternatives on these 
resources; and (4) identifies best management practices and mitigation measures to 
reduce any effects to less than significant, when possible.  This SEIS/EIR is a 
supplement to the final Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/EIS/EIR for the 
American River Watershed, California, Long-Term Study, 2002. 
 
S.2  PROJECT AREA 
 

The project area is located in the city of Folsom and Sacramento County in 
northern California (Figure S-1).  The project area encompasses about 380 acres and 
includes the area just below Folsom Dam between the intersections of Folsom Dam 
Road and East Natoma Street on the east, and Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-Auburn 
Road on the west.  The project area extends south to about Inwood Avenue  
(Figure S-2).   

 
S.3  BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 

The Folsom Bridge Project is part of Folsom Dam Raise Project, which is a 
component of the American River Watershed Long-Term Project.  The final 
Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/EIS/EIR for the Long-Term Project was 
completed in February 2002.  The subsequent Chief of Engineers’ Report was 
forwarded to Congress for possible authorization for construction.   

 
The main feature of the Dam Raise Project is to raise Folsom Dam up to 10 feet 

to increase the flood storage capacity behind the dam.  A complete description of all of 
the Folsom Dam Raise and American River Projects can be found in the Post 
Authorization Decision Document.  Construction associated with raising the dam along 
with other flood control features could take up to 20 years to complete.  Since this would 
result in numerous road closures of the existing Folsom Dam Road, a temporary bridge 
was initially proposed in the 2002 Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/EIS/EIR to 
mitigate the effects of these closures.   

 
 In February 2003, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) closed Folsom 
Dam Road indefinitely for security and public safety reasons.  This road closure had 
significant effects on the traffic patterns in the area.   In September 2004, Congress 
authorized the Dam Raise Project, including authorization of construction of a 
permanent bridge as mitigation, just downstream of Folsom Dam.  In April 2005, 
Reclamation published its final EIS for the Folsom Dam Road closure, concluding that  
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Folsom Dam Road would be re-opened and managed by Reclamation, in conjunction 
with the City of Folsom, as a “restricted access” road with limited traffic.  Therefore, the 
permanent bridge would still be needed as mitigation for road closures associated with 
the Dam Raise Project.   
 
S.4  ALTERNATIVE PLANS 
 
S.4.1  No Action Alternative 
 
 Under no action, the Corps would not participate in construction of a permanent 
bridge as directed by Congress.  This alternative serves as the baseline against which 
the environmental effects of the action plans are evaluated.  No action would include the 
same without-project conditions as described in Section 2.1.2 of the SEIS/EIR.  These 
conditions include “restricted access” use of the existing Folsom Dam Road by the 
public; implementation of a Combined Federal Project, including construction of an 
auxiliary spillway; continued oversight of Folsom Dam Complex by Reclamation;  and 
construction of Oak Avenue Bridge. 
 
S.4.2  Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 
 
 The features and accomplishments of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, including 
construction details, relocations, utilities, bicycle trails, security, operation and 
maintenance, are detailed in Chapter 2.  The road alignment and bridge features would 
be basically the same for all four alternatives.  However, there would be differences in 
the east approach intersection, size of portions of the roadway, west approach 
intersection, and bicycle trail.  All four alternatives would provide a new permanent 
Folsom Dam Road and bridge over the American River and be designed to meet 
Federal, California Department of Transportation, and City of Folsom standards.  The 
main features of the alternatives are summarized below. 
 
Alternative 2 

• Re-configure existing East Natoma Street-Folsom Dam Road intersection 
northwest of the existing intersection, including signals and turn lanes, and 
eliminate intersection with Briggs Ranch Drive, “full intersection.” 

• Provide four-lane roadway and four-lane bridge with access for dam 
maintenance, future spillway, City’s water control structure, and California 
Department of Correction’s (CDC) firing range.   

• Provide four-lane roadway to intersection with Folsom-Auburn Road, maintaining 
access to Reclamation facilities.   

• Provide new intersection at Folsom-Auburn Road and the new roadway with turn 
lanes and minor widening; close or restrict access to the existing Folsom Dam 
Road.   

• Construct new intersection and access road to Reclamation facilities. 
• Provide Class I bike facilities on bridge and Class II bike facilities on roadway; 

reroute affected sections of the existing bike trail.   
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• Relocate Reclamation’s storage yard, the American River Watershed Education 
Center (ARWEC), California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) 
offices, and power poles and Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
towers.   

 
Alternative 3 

• Re-configure existing East Natoma Street-Folsom Dam Road intersection 
northwest of the existing intersection, including signals and turn lanes, and 
eliminate intersection with Briggs Ranch Drive, “full intersection.” 

• Provide four-lane roadway to the Overlook and a two-lane roadway to the bridge, 
and four-lane bridge with access for dam maintenance, future spillway, City’s 
water control structure, and CDC’s firing range. 

• Provide four-lane roadway to intersection with Folsom-Auburn Road, maintaining 
access to Reclamation facilities.   

• Provide new intersection at Folsom-Auburn Road and the new roadway with turn 
lanes and minor widening; close or restrict access to the existing Folsom Dam 
Road.   

• Construct new intersection and access road to Reclamation facilities. 
• Provide Class I bike facilities on the bridge and Class II facilities on the roadway; 

reroute affected sections of the existing bike trail. 
• Relocate Reclamation’s storage yard, ARWEC, State Parks offices, and power 

poles and SMUD towers.  
 
Alternative 4 

• Reconfigure existing East Natoma Street-Folsom Dam Road intersection in its 
current location, including signals, turn lanes, and forced turn island, prohibiting 
access to Briggs Ranch Drive, “partial intersection.”   

• Provide four-lane roadway to the Overlook and a two-lane roadway to the bridge, 
and four-lane bridge with access for dam maintenance, future spillway, City’s 
water control structure, and CDC’s firing range. 

• Provide four-lane roadway to intersection with Folsom-Auburn Road, maintaining 
access to Reclamation facilities.   

• Provide new intersection at Folsom-Auburn Road and the new roadway with turn 
lanes and minor widening; close or restrict access to the existing Folsom Dam 
Road.   

• Construct new intersection and access road to Reclamation facilities. 
• Provide Class I bike facilities on the bridge and Class II facilities on the roadway; 

reroute affected sections of the existing bike trail. 
• Relocate Reclamation’s storage yard, ARWEC, State Parks offices, and power 

poles and SMUD towers.  
 
Alternative 5 

• Reconfigure existing East Natoma Street-Folsom Dam Road intersection in its 
current location, including signals, turn lanes, and forced turn island, 
prohibiting access to Briggs Ranch Drive, “partial intersection.”   
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• Provide two-lane roadway from East Natoma Street intersection and four-lane 
bridge (striped for two lanes) with access for dam maintenance, future 
spillway, City’s water control structure, and CDC’s firing range.   

• Provide two-lane roadway to intersection with Folsom-Auburn Road, 
maintaining access to Reclamation facilities.   

• Provide new intersection at Folsom-Auburn Road and the new roadway with 
fewer turn lanes and no widening; close or restrict access to the existing 
Folsom Dam Road. 

• Construct new intersection and access road to Reclamation facilities. 
• Provide Class I bike facilities on the bridge and Class II facilities on the 

roadway; reroute affected sections of the existing bike trail. 
• Relocate Reclamation’s storage yard, ARWEC, State Parks offices, and 

power poles and SMUD towers.  
 
S.5  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
 Initial evaluation of the effects of the project indicated that there would likely be 
little to no effect on climate, topography, hydrology and hydraulics, geology and 
seismicity, soils, and water supply and hydropower.  Significant resources that may be 
affected by the alternatives include facilities and public utilities; land use and 
socioeconomics; recreation; traffic and circulation; vegetation and wildlife; fisheries; 
special status species; water resources and quality; air quality; noise; cultural 
resources; esthetics and visual resources; public safety and health; and hazardous, 
toxic, and radiological waste. 
 
S.6  ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION 
 
 Table S-2 summarizes the adverse and beneficial effects of the alternatives, 
potential mitigation measures, and significance before and after implementation of 
mitigation measures. 
 
S.7  COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS, POLICIES, AND PLANS 
 
 This document will be adopted as a joint SEIS/EIR and will fully comply with 
National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act 
requirements.  The project will comply with all Federal laws, regulations, and Executive 
orders.  In addition, the non-Federal sponsor will comply with all State and local laws 
and permit requirements. 
 
S.8  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

Public involvement activities associated with the Folsom Bridge Project included 
agency meetings; a community outreach program with public meetings, telephone 
interviews, notices, and media; and distribution of the draft documents for public review 
and comment. 
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S.8.1  Agency Meetings 
 

In March 2004, the Corps held an agency meeting with representatives from 
various Federal, State, and local agencies.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
introduce the Folsom Bridge Project and project team, and to discuss the concerns of  
these agencies regarding the project.  Major concerns included effects on public utilities, 
security for and access to Reclamation and CDC facilities, traffic relief and congestion, 
effects on environmental resources, current operations of Folsom Dam and power plant, 
early coordination with politicians and residents, need for consensus, funding, and 
delays in the schedule.   

 
Everyone agreed that quick response to conflicts, dedicated resources, and 

constant communication among agencies, as well as the public, were vital to avoid 
delays in the project schedule.  Action items to assist in resolving issues and avoiding 
delays included creating a local community task force, developing a list of “critical path” 
items, and establishing technical and environmental technical action committees. 

 
One result was the establishment of a Traffic Advisory Committee (TAC) to assist 

in developing a detailed traffic analysis and maintain communication among the 
concerned agencies.  Participants included agencies either having a direct interest in 
the effects of the project on traffic, or who could provide needed input to a traffic 
analysis.  Eight TAC meetings were held between May and November 2004.  
 
S.8.2  Public Meetings and Telephone Interviews 
 
 The Corps, together with Reclamation, Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, 
Reclamation Board, and City of Folsom, held three public meetings in March 2003 and 
one open house in April 2005.  The purpose of the meetings was to continue the flow of 
information on the Folsom Bridge Project, while gathering additional information and 
community comments from citizens who live, work, and commute within the project 
area.   
 

The majority of the comments concerned increased traffic especially on Briggs 
Ranch Road, increased traffic noise in nearby residential areas, need for bicycle and 
pedestrian trails, width of the new roadway, a possible crossing at Oak Avenue 
Parkway, and project schedule.   In general, the attendees supported constructing a 
new roadway/bridge as quickly as possible.   
 

The Corps also developed key questions to ask a group of local and regional 
community representatives.  Over 20 telephone interviews were conducted throughout 
March and April 2004.  The overall consensus was that a new Folsom Bridge should be 
constructed as quickly as possible to alleviate traffic problems and provide an additional 
route across the American River for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 
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S.8.3  Comments on SEIS/EIR 
 

A notice of availability of the draft SEIS/EIR will published in the Federal Register 
prior to distribution of the draft for a 45-day public review.  Federal, State, and local 
agencies, organizations, and interested individuals will receive either a copy or a notice 
of availability.  A public workshop will be held during the review period to provide 
additional opportunities for comment on the draft SEIS/EIR.  All comments received will 
be considered and incorporated into the final document, as appropriate.  
 
S.9  ISSUES OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 
 
 There are no environmental issues of known controversy at this time. 
 
S.10  UNRESOLVED ISSUES 
 
 There are no unresolved environmental issues at this time. 
 
S.11 TENTATIVELY RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
 Based on the results of the technical, economic, and environmental analysis, 
Alternative 3 is identified at the tentatively recommended plan.   
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Topography & Climate      
Effects Climatic and topographic 

conditions are expected to 
remain the same in the  
future. 
 

No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Mitigation 
 

Not applicable. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 

Hydrology and Hydraulics      
Effects Hydrologic and hydraulic 

conditions are expected to 
remain the same in the 
near future. 

No effect on hydrology, flood plains, or 
floodflows. 

No effect on hydrology, flood 
plains, or floodflows. 

No effect on hydrology, flood 
plains, or floodflows. 

No effect on hydrology, flood 
plains, or floodflows. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. 
 

No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 

Geology, Seismicity, & 
Soils 

     

Temporary Effects 
 

Not applicable. Temporary soil disturbance in the area 
during construction.   
Less-than-significant effect. 
No effect on geology or seismic 
conditions. 
 
 

Temporary soil disturbance in the 
area during construction.   
Less-than-significant effect. 
No effect on geology or seismic 
conditions. 
 

Temporary soil disturbance in 
the area during construction.   
Less-than-significant effect. 
No effect on geology or seismic 
conditions. 
 

Temporary soil disturbance in 
the area during construction.   
Less-than-significant effect. 
No effect on geology or seismic 
conditions. 
 

Mitigation Not applicable. Use best management practices to 
minimize the loss of soil.  No mitigation 
required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Use best management practices 
to minimize the loss of soil.  No 
mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Use best management practices 
to minimize the loss of soil.  No 
mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Use best management practices 
to minimize the loss of soil.  No 
mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Permanent Effects Geologic and seismic 
patterns and soil types are 
expected to remain the  
same in the future. 
 

No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. 
 

No mitigation required. 
 

No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 

Water Supply & 
Hydropower 

     

Temporary Effects Not applicable. No effect to water supply features, 
capacity, or access.  No effects to 
hydropower facilities. 

No effect to water supply 
features, capacity, or access.  No 
effects to hydropower facilities. 

No effect to water supply 
features, capacity, or access.  
No effects to hydropower 
facilities. 

No effect to water supply 
features, capacity, or access.  
No effects to hydropower 
facilities. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Permanent Effects Water supply and 
hydropower conditions are 
expected to remain the 
same in the future. 

No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
Facilities & Public Utilities      

Temporary Effects Not applicable. Disruption in access to dam for 
Reclamation maintenance. 
Significant temporary effect. 
 
Relocation of Reclamation, ARWEC, 
and State Parks facilities and functions.  
Temporary effects to staff during 
relocations. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Disruption in access to dam for 
Reclamation maintenance. 
Significant temporary effect. 
 
Relocation of ARWEC and State 
Parks offices and infrastructure.  
Temporary effects to staff during 
relocations. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Disruption in access to dam for 
Reclamation maintenance. 
Significant temporary effect. 
 
Relocation of ARWEC and State 
Parks offices and infrastructure.  
Temporary effects to staff during 
relocations. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Disruption in access to dam for 
Reclamation maintenance. 
Significant temporary effect. 
 
Relocation of ARWEC and State 
Parks offices and infrastructure.  
Temporary effects to staff during 
relocations. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Provide access road and schedule 
construction to maintain access to dam. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
 
Minimize effects to staff through 
advance planning and coordination. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Provide access road and 
schedule construction to maintain 
access to dam. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
Minimize effects to staff through 
advance planning and 
coordination. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Provide access road and 
schedule construction to 
maintain access to dam. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
Minimize effects to staff through 
advance planning and 
coordination. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Provide access road and 
schedule construction to 
maintain access to dam. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
Minimize effects to staff through 
advance planning and 
coordination. 
Significant temporary effect. 

Permanent Effects Facilities and utilities will  
remain in operation in the 
future.  New security 
measures will be 
implemented with limited 
reopening of the dam road. 

Relocation of 10 wooden poles and up 
to 7 SMUD power poles. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Relocation of 10 wooden poles 
and up to 7 SMUD power poles. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Relocation of 10 wooden poles 
and up to 7 SMUD power poles. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Relocation of 10 wooden poles 
and up to 7 SMUD power poles. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Utility relocations would be staged so 
there would be no loss of power. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Utility relocations would be 
staged so there would be no loss 
of power. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Utility relocations would be 
staged so there would be no 
loss of power. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Utility relocations would be 
staged so there would be no 
loss of power. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Land Use & 
Socioeconomics 

     

Temporary Effects Not applicable. No effect on designated land use. No effect on designated land 
use. 

No effect on designated land 
use. 

No effect on designated land 
use. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Permanent Effects Land uses in the project 
area are expected to 
remain the same in the 
future.  Partial reopening of 
Folsom Dam Road will 
improve local 
socioeconomic conditions. 

Land change from open space to 
transportation would be compatible with 
local plans.  Less-than-significant 
effect.  Socioeconomic conditions 
would improve.  Beneficial effect. 

Land change from open space to 
transportation would be 
compatible with local plans.  
Less-than-significant effect.  
Socioeconomic conditions would 
improve.  Beneficial effect. 

Land change from open space 
to transportation would be 
compatible with local plans.  
Less-than-significant effect.  
Socioeconomic conditions would 
improve.  Beneficial effect. 

Land change from open space 
to transportation would be 
compatible with local plans.  
Less-than-significant effect.  
Socioeconomic conditions 
would improve.  Beneficial 
effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required.  
Less-than-significant effect.  
Beneficial effect. 

No mitigation required.   
Less-than-significant effect.  
Beneficial effect. 

No mitigation required.  Less-
than-significant effect.   
Beneficial effect. 

No mitigation required.  Less-
than-significant effect.   
Beneficial effect. 

Recreation      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. Disruption in access to existing Class I 

bike trail at Briggs Ranch Road/East 
Natoma Street; American River bike 
trail; and bike trail near ARWEC and 
State Parks offices.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Disruption in access to existing 
Class I bike trail at Briggs Ranch 
Road/East Natoma Street; 
American River bike trail; and 
bike trail near ARWEC and State 
Parks offices.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Disruption in access to existing 
Class I bike trail at Briggs Ranch 
Road/East Natoma Street; 
American River bike trail; and 
bike trail near ARWEC and State 
Parks offices.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Disruption in access to existing 
Class I bike trail at Briggs 
Ranch Road/East Natoma 
Street; American River bike trail; 
and bike trail near ARWEC and 
State Parks offices.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Use best management practices to 
minimize disruption and ensure 
bicyclist/pedestrian safety.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Use best management practices 
to minimize disruption and 
ensure bicyclist/pedestrian 
safety.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Use best management practices 
to minimize disruption and 
ensure bicyclist/pedestrian 
safety.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Use best management practices 
to minimize disruption and 
ensure bicyclist/pedestrian 
safety.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Permanent Effects Recreational use in the 
project area is expected to 
remain the same in the 
future. 

New Class I and Class II bike trails 
would increase opportunity for bicycling 
and pedestrian use in the project area.  
Connection of new and existing bike 
trails would provide continuous trail 
around Folsom Lake, increasing 
opportunity for bicycling and pedestrian 
use around the FLSRA. New bicycle 
crossing near ARWEC would eliminate 
existing conflicts between vehicle and 
bike/ pedestrian access. 
Beneficial effect. 

New Class I and Class II bike 
trails would increase opportunity 
for bicycling in the project area.  
Connection of new and existing 
bike trails would provide 
continuous trail around Folsom 
Lake, increasing opportunity for 
bicycling around the FLSRA. 
New bicycle crossing near 
ARWEC would eliminate existing 
conflicts between vehicle and 
bike/ pedestrian access. 
Beneficial effect. 

New Class I and Class II bike 
trails would increase opportunity 
for bicycling in the project area.  
Connection of new and existing 
bike trails would provide 
continuous trail around Folsom 
Lake, increasing opportunity for 
bicycling around the FLSRA. 
New bicycle crossing near 
ARWEC would eliminate existing 
conflicts between vehicle and 
bike/ pedestrian access. 
Beneficial effect. 

New Class I and Class II bike 
trails would increase opportunity 
for bicycling in the project area.  
Connection of new and existing 
bike trails would provide 
continuous trail around Folsom 
Lake, increasing opportunity for 
bicycling around the FLSRA. 
New bicycle crossing near 
ARWEC would eliminate 
existing conflicts between 
vehicle and bike/ pedestrian 
access. 
Beneficial effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. 
Beneficial effect. 

No mitigation required. 
Beneficial effect. 

No mitigation required. 
Beneficial effect. 

No mitigation required. 
Beneficial effect. 

Traffic and Circulation      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Permanent Effects Traffic conditions will 
deteriorate or worsen with 
continuing growth and 
development.  Bike and 
pedestrian facilities are 
expected to remain the 
same or expand, 
depending on local 
funding. 

Deterioration or worsening of 2007 and 
2025 roadway segment LOS and 
unacceptable LOS on the new bridge. 
Significant effect. 
 
Deterioration or worsening of 2007 and 
2025 intersection LOS. 
Significant effect. 
 
 
Adding cut-through traffic to residential 
streets. 
Significant effect. 
 
 
Increased opportunities for transit 
routes across the American River. 
Beneficial effect. 
 
 
Improved bicycle and pedestrian access 
across the American River. 
Beneficial effect. 

Deterioration or worsening of 
2007 and 2025 roadway segment 
LOS and unacceptable LOS on 
the new bridge. 
Significant effect. 
 
Deterioration or worsening of 
2007 and 2025 intersection LOS. 
Significant effect. 
 
Adding cut-through traffic to 
residential streets. 
Significant effect. 
 
 
Increased opportunities for transit 
routes across the American 
River. 
Beneficial effect. 
 
Improved bicycle access across 
the American River. 
Beneficial effect. 

Deterioration or worsening of 
2007 and 2025 roadway 
segment LOS and unacceptable 
LOS on the new bridge. 
Significant effect. 
 
Deterioration or worsening of 
2007 and 2025 intersection 
LOS. 
Significant effect. 
 
Adding cut-through traffic to 
residential streets. 
Significant effect. 
 
Increased opportunities for 
transit routes across the 
American River. 
Beneficial effect. 
 
Improved bicycle access across 
the American River. 
Beneficial effect. 

Deterioration or worsening of 
2007 and 2025 roadway 
segment LOS and unacceptable 
LOS on the new bridge. 
Significant effect. 
 
Deterioration or worsening of 
2007 and 2025 intersection 
LOS. 
Significant effect. 
 
Adding cut-through traffic to 
residential streets. 
Significant effect. 
 
Increased opportunities for 
transit routes across the 
American River. 
Beneficial effect. 
 
Improved bicycle access across 
the American River. 
Beneficial effect. 

Mitigation No mitigation required. Make physical and operational 
improvements to roadway segments 
and intersections. 
Significant effect. 

Make physical and operational 
improvements to roadway 
segments and intersections. 
Significant effect. 

Make physical and operational 
improvements to roadway 
segments and intersections. 
Significant effect. 

Make physical and operational 
improvements to roadway 
segments and intersections. 
Significant effect. 

Vegetation and Wildlife      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. Wildlife would move out of the area 

during construction, but would return 
after construction is completed. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Wildlife would move out of the 
area during construction, but 
would return after construction is 
completed. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Wildlife would move out of the 
area during construction, but 
would return after construction is 
completed. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Wildlife would move out of the 
area during construction, but 
would return after construction 
is completed. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

No mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

No mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

No mitigation required. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Permanent Effects Vegetation and wildlife 
resources are not 
expected to change in the 
future. 

Loss of 33.87 acres of oak woodland, 
5.46 acres of riparian, and 2.51 acres of 
seasonal wetland.  
Significant  effect. 
 
 

Loss of 32.87 acres of oak 
woodland, 5.46 acres of riparian, 
and 2.51 acres of seasonal 
wetland.  
Significant  effect. 
 
 

Loss of 31.19 acres of oak 
woodland, 5.46 acres of riparian, 
and 2.28 acres of seasonal 
wetland.  
Significant  effect. 
 
 

Loss of 30.19 acres of oak 
woodland, 5.46 acres of 
riparian, and 2.28 acres of 
seasonal wetland.  
Significant  effect. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Mitigation Not applicable. Provide the following mitigation:  51.67 
acres of oak woodland, 5.80 acres of 
riparian, and 2.51 acres of seasonal 
wetland. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide the following mitigation:  
50.10 acres of oak woodland, 
5.80 acres of riparian, and 2.51 
acres of seasonal wetland. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide the following mitigation:  
47.51 acres of oak woodland, 
5.80 acres of riparian, and 2.28 
acres of seasonal wetland. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide the following mitigation:  
45.94 acres of oak woodland, 
5.80 acres of riparian, and 2.28 
acres of seasonal wetland. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Fisheries      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. 
 

No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 

Permanent Effects Fish populations or habitat 
are expected to remain the 
same in the future. 

No effect.  Use best management 
practices to avoid spills. 

No effect.  Use best 
management practices to avoid 
spills. 

No effect.  Use best 
management practices to avoid 
spills. 

No effect.  Use best 
management practices to avoid 
spills. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required.  No effect. No mitigation required.  No 
effect. 

No mitigation required.  No 
effect. 

No mitigation required.  No 
effect. 

Special Status Species      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. White-tailed kite and purple martin 

could be temporarily disturbed.  
Significant effect. 

White-tailed kite and purple 
martin could be temporarily 
disturbed.  Significant effect. 

White-tailed kite and purple 
martin could be temporarily 
disturbed.  Significant effect. 

White-tailed kite and purple 
martin could be temporarily 
disturbed.  Significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Surveys would be done prior to 
construction to determine the presence 
of nesting raptors and other birds.  
Specific avoidance measures would be 
implemented, if needed.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Surveys would be done prior to 
construction to determine the 
presence of nesting raptors and 
other birds.  Specific avoidance 
measures would be 
implemented, if needed.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Surveys would be done prior to 
construction to determine the 
presence of nesting raptors and 
other birds.  Specific avoidance 
measures would be 
implemented, if needed.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Surveys would be done prior to 
construction to determine the 
presence of nesting raptors and 
other birds.  Specific avoidance 
measures would be 
implemented, if needed.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Permanent Effects Habitat for special status 
species is expected to 
remain the same in the 
future. 

About 154 elderberry shrubs would be 
affected.  
Significant effect. 

About 154 elderberry shrubs 
would be affected.  
Significant effect. 

About 152 elderberry shrubs 
would be affected.  
Significant effect. 

About 152 elderberry shrubs 
would be affected.  
Significant effect. 

Mitigation No mitigation required. Provide the following mitigation:  
transplant elderberry shrubs and plant 
1,484 elderberry seedlings and 2,586  
associated native seedlings on 16.82 
acres.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide the following mitigation:  
transplant elderberry shrubs and 
plant 1,484 elderberry seedlings 
and 2,586 associated native 
seedlings on 16.82 acres.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide the following mitigation:  
transplant elderberry shrubs and 
plant 1,480 elderberry seedlings 
and 2,583 associated native 
seedlings on 16.03 acres.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide the following mitigation:  
transplant elderberry shrubs and 
plant 1,480 elderberry seedlings 
and 2,583 associated native 
seedlings on 16.03 acres.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Water Resources and 
Quality 

     

Temporary Effects Not applicable. No effects on surface or ground water 
quality or ground water supplies.  No in-
water construction.  No in-water work, 
but potential for spills.   
Potential significant effect. 

No effects on surface or ground 
water quality or ground water 
supplies.  No in-water 
construction.  No in-water work, 
but potential for spills.   
Potential significant effect. 

No effects on surface or ground 
water quality or ground water 
supplies.  No in-water 
construction.  No in-water work, 
but potential for spills.   
Potential significant effect. 

No effects on surface or ground 
water quality or ground water 
supplies.  No in-water 
construction.  No in-water work, 
but potential for spills.  
Potential significant effect. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Mitigation Not applicable. Best management practices to prevent 
spills into the river.  Comply with CWA 
Section 404 and 401, and NPDES.  No 
mitigation required.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Best management practices to 
prevent spills into the river.  
Comply with CWA Section 404 
and 401, and NPDES.  No 
mitigation required.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Best management practices to 
prevent spills into the river.  
Comply with CWA Section 404 
and 401, and NPDES.  No 
mitigation required.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Best management practices to 
prevent spills into the river.  
Comply with CWA Section 404 
and 401, and NPDES.  No 
mitigation required.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Permanent Effects Water resources and 
quality are expected to 
remain the same in the 
future. 

Loss of 2.51 acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands. 
Significant effect. 

Loss of 2.51 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands. 
Significant effect. 

Loss of 2.28 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands. 
Significant effect. 

Loss of 2.28 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands. 
Significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Provide 2.51 acres of seasonal wetland 
mitigation.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide 2.51 acres of seasonal 
wetland mitigation.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide 2.28 acres of seasonal 
wetland mitigation.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Provide 2.28 acres of seasonal 
wetland mitigation.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

Air Quality      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. Increases in ROG, NOx, and PM10 

emissions during construction, as well 
as ozone precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation, would exceed Federal 
and/or SMAQMD standards. 
Significant effect. 

Increases in ROG, NOx, and 
PM10 emissions during 
construction, as well as ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation, would exceed 
Federal and/or SMAQMD 
standards. 
Significant effect. 

Increases in ROG, NOx, and 
PM10 emissions during 
construction, as well as ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation, would exceed 
Federal and/or SMAQMD 
standards. 
Significant effect. 

Increases in ROG, NOx, and 
PM10 emissions during 
construction, as well as ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation, would exceed 
Federal and/or SMAQMD 
standards. 
Significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Implement mitigation measures to (1) 
reduce NOx emissions and control 
visible emissions from off-road diesel 
powered equipment and (2) minimize 
generation of PM10 dust.  Pay fee to 
SMAQMD offset NOx emissions during 
construction. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Implement mitigation measures 
to (1) reduce NOx emissions and 
control visible emissions from off-
road diesel powered equipment 
and (2) minimize generation of 
PM10 dust.  Pay fee to 
SMAQMD offset NOx emissions 
during construction. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Implement mitigation measures 
to (1) reduce NOx emissions 
and control visible emissions 
from off-road diesel powered 
equipment and (2) minimize 
generation of PM10 dust.  Pay 
fee to SMAQMD offset NOx 
emissions during construction. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Implement mitigation measures 
to (1) reduce NOx emissions 
and control visible emissions 
from off-road diesel powered 
equipment and (2) minimize 
generation of PM10 dust.  Pay 
fee to SMAQMD offset NOx 
emissions during construction. 
Less-than-significant effect. 
 

Permanent Effects Air quality pollutants and 
sensitive receptors are 
expected to remain the 
same in the future.  
Potential deterioration in 
air quality is expected due 
to regional growth. 

Increases in emissions of ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO during 
operation would not exceed Federal 
and/or SMAQMD standards. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Increases in emissions of ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation would not 
exceed Federal and/or SMAQMD 
standards. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Increases in emissions of ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation would not 
exceed Federal and/or 
SMAQMD standards. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Increases in emissions of ozone 
precursors, PM10, and CO 
during operation would not 
exceed Federal and/or 
SMAQMD standards. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Mitigation No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Noise      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. Increases in noise levels due to use of 

equipment during construction would 
exceed Federal and/or City of Folsom 
noise standards. 
Significant effect. 

Increases in noise levels due to 
use of equipment during 
construction would exceed 
Federal and/or City of Folsom 
noise standards. 
Significant effect. 

Increases in noise levels due to 
use of equipment during 
construction would exceed 
Federal and/or City of Folsom 
noise standards. 
Significant effect. 

Increases in noise levels due to 
use of equipment during 
construction would exceed 
Federal and/or City of Folsom 
noise standards. 
Significant effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Construction activities limited to daytime 
hours when exempt from standards.  
Implement best management practices 
to reduce noise. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction activities limited to 
daytime hours when exempt from 
standards.  Implement best 
management practices to reduce 
noise. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction activities limited to 
daytime hours when exempt 
from standards.  Implement best 
management practices to reduce 
noise. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction activities limited to 
daytime hours when exempt 
from standards.  Implement best 
management practices to 
reduce noise. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Permanent Effects Sources of noise and 
sensitive receptors are  
expected to remain the 
same in the future.  
Increasing noise is 
expected due to increasing 
regional traffic and 
development. 

Increase in noise levels at adjacent 
apartments and Reclamation facilities 
due to traffic on adjacent roadway.  
Significant effect. 

Increase in noise levels at 
adjacent apartments and 
Reclamation facilities due to 
traffic on adjacent roadway.  
Significant effect. 

Increase in noise levels at 
adjacent apartments and 
Reclamation facilities due to 
traffic on adjacent roadway.  
Significant effect. 

Increase in noise levels at 
adjacent apartments and 
Reclamation facilities due to 
traffic on adjacent roadway.  
Significant effect. 

Mitigation No mitigation required. Construction soundwalls between 
roadway and apartments and 
Reclamation facilities. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction soundwalls 
between roadway and 
apartments and Reclamation 
facilities. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction soundwalls 
between roadway and 
apartments and Reclamation 
facilities. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction soundwalls 
between roadway and 
apartments and Reclamation 
facilities. 
Less-than-significant effect. 

Cultural Resources      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. Not applicable. 
Permanent Effects Cultural resources 

conditions are expected to 
remain the same in the 
future. 

No adverse effects on cultural 
resources or historic properties in or 
near the project area. 
No effect. 

No adverse effects on cultural 
resources or historic properties in 
or near the project area. 
No effect. 

No adverse effects on cultural 
resources or historic properties 
in or near the project area. 
No effect. 

No adverse effects on cultural 
resources or historic properties 
in or near the project area. 
No effect. 

Mitigation No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
Esthetics and Visual 
Resources 

     

Temporary Effects Not applicable. Construction equipment and activities 
would temporarily affect esthetics in the 
project area.  Less-than-significant 
effect. 

Construction equipment and 
activities would temporarily affect 
esthetics in the project area.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Construction equipment and 
activities would temporarily 
affect esthetics in the project 
area.  Less-than-significant 
effect. 

Construction equipment and 
activities would temporarily 
affect esthetics in the project 
area.  Less-than-significant 
effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

No mitigation required.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

No mitigation required.   
Less-than-significant effect. 

No mitigation required.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Permanent Effects Viewshed and types of 
viewers in the project area 
are expected to remain the 
same in the future. 

Viewshed for residents, visitors, and 
motorists would change at new 
intersections and on new roadway.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
New soundwall near the apartments 
would change the current viewshed for 
residents.   
Significant effect. 
 
New bike trail undercrossing would  
change the viewshed from the bike trail 
from urbanized area to natural area.  
Beneficial effect. 

Viewshed for residents, visitors, 
and motorists would change at 
new intersections and on new 
roadway.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
New soundwall near the 
apartments would change the 
current viewshed for residents.   
Significant effect. 
 
New bike trail undercrossing 
would  change the viewshed from 
the bike trail from urbanized area 
to natural area.  Beneficial 
effect. 

Viewshed for residents, visitors, 
and motorists would change at 
new intersections and on new 
roadway.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
New soundwall near the 
apartments would change the 
current viewshed for residents.   
Significant effect. 
 
New bike trail undercrossing 
would  change the viewshed 
from the bike trail from 
urbanized area to natural area.  
Beneficial effect. 

Viewshed for residents, visitors, 
and motorists would change at 
new intersections and on new 
roadway.  
Less-than-significant effect. 
 
New soundwall near the 
apartments would change the 
current viewshed for residents.   
Significant effect. 
 
New bike trail undercrossing 
would  change the viewshed 
from the bike trail from 
urbanized area to natural area.  
Beneficial effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. Landscape plantings would be planted 
along the soundwall.  Less-than-
significant effect. 

Landscape plantings would be 
planted along the soundwall.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Landscape plantings would be 
planted along the soundwall.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Landscape plantings would be 
planted along the soundwall.  
Less-than-significant effect. 

Public Health & Safety      
Temporary Effects Not applicable. No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Mitigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
Permanent Effects Limited reopening of the 

dam road is expected to 
reduce accidents and 
improve emergency 
response time. 

The new bridge would reduce traffic 
congestion in Folsom and reduce 
accidents and improve emergency 
response time.  Beneficial effect. 

The new bridge would reduce 
traffic congestion in Folsom and 
reduce accidents and improve 
emergency response time.  
Beneficial effect. 

The new bridge would reduce 
traffic congestion in Folsom and 
reduce accidents and improve 
emergency response time.  
Beneficial effect. 

The new bridge would reduce 
traffic congestion in Folsom and 
reduce accidents and improve 
emergency response time.  
Beneficial effect. 

MItigation Not applicable. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. No mitigation required. 
Hazardous, Toxic, and 
Radiological Waste 

     

Effects No HTRW sites within the 
immediate project area. 

No HTRW sites within the immediate 
project area.  No effect on HTRW sites.  
Potential for a public hazard if 
hazardous materials are accidentally 
spilled or released into the environment 
during construction.   
Potential significant effect. 

No HTRW sites within the 
immediate project area.  No 
effect on HTRW sites.   
Potential for a public hazard if 
hazardous materials are 
accidentally spilled or released 
into the environment during 
construction.   
Potential significant effect. 

No HTRW sites within the 
immediate project area.  No 
effect on HTRW sites.   
Potential for a public hazard if 
hazardous materials are 
accidentally spilled or released 
into the environment during 
construction.   
Potential significant effect. 

No HTRW sites within the 
immediate project area.  No 
effect on HTRW sites.   
Potential for a public hazard if 
hazardous materials are 
accidentally spilled or released 
into the environment during 
construction.   
Potential significant effect. 
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Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation, and Levels of Significance1 

 Resources Alternative 1 
  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Mitigation Not applicable. Prior to construction, a hazardous 
materials management plan would be 
developed and implemented.  No 
mitigation required.  Less-than-
significant effect. 

Prior to construction, a 
hazardous materials 
management plan would be 
developed and implemented.  No 
mitigation required.  Less-than-
significant effect. 

Prior to construction, a 
hazardous materials 
management plan would be 
developed and implemented.  
No mitigation required.  Less-
than-significant effect. 

Prior to construction, a 
hazardous materials 
management plan would be 
developed and implemented.  
No mitigation required.  Less-
than-significant effect. 

1Alternative 1 – No Action 
Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection (East) 
Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersections 
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CHAPTER 1.0 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1   BACKGROUND 
 

The Folsom Bridge Project is part of the Folsom Dam Raise Project, which 
is a component of the American River Watershed Long-Term Project.  The final 
Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/EIR) for the Long-Term Project was 
completed in February 2002.  The subsequent Chief of Engineers’ Report was 
forwarded to Congress for possible authorization for construction.   

 
The Dam Raise Project includes various features to address Sacramento 

area’s potential flood risk.  The main feature of the project is to raise Folsom 
Dam up to 7.5 feet to increase the flood storage capacity behind the dam.  
A complete description of the Folsom Dam Raise and American River Projects 
can be found in the Post Authorization Decision Document.  Construction 
associated with raising the dam along with other flood control features could take 
place up to 20 years to complete.  Since this would cause numerous road 
closures of the existing Folsom Dam Road, a temporary bridge was initially 
proposed in the 2002 SEIS/EIR to mitigate the effects of these closures.   

 
In February 2003, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) closed 

Folsom Dam Road indefinitely for security and public safety reasons.  This road 
closure had significant adverse effects on the traffic patterns in the area.  In 
September 2004, Congress authorized the Dam Raise Project, including 
authorization of construction of a permanent bridge as mitigation just downstream 
of Folsom Dam.  In April 2005, Reclamation published its final EIS for the Folsom 
Dam Road closure, concluding that Folsom Dam Road would be re-opened and 
managed by Reclamation, in conjunction with the City of Folsom, indefinitely as a 
“restricted access” road with limited traffic.  Therefore, the permanent bridge would 
still be needed as mitigation for road closures associated with the raise project.   

 
1.2   AUTHORIZATION 
 

The Folsom Bridge Project was authorized by Congress in the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-137): 

 
The Secretary is authorized to accept funds from State and local 
governments and other Federal agencies for the purpose of 
constructing a permanent bridge instead of the temporary bridge 
described in the recommended plan. . . .  
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The Secretary, in cooperation with appropriate non-Federal interests, 
shall immediately commence appropriate studies for, and the design 
of, a permanent bridge (including an evaluation of potential impacts 
of bridge construction on traffic patterns and identification of 
alternatives for mitigating such impacts) and. . . shall proceed to 
construction of the bridge as soon as practicable. . . .   

 
The study authority for the American River Watershed Investigation was 

provided under the Flood Control Act of 1962 (Public Law 87-874), and specific 
direction was provided in Section 566 of the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1999 (Public Law 106-53).  The relevant text of these public laws is included in 
the 2002 SEIS/EIR. 

 
1.3   PROJECT AREA 
 

The project area is located in the city of Folsom and Sacramento County 
in northern California (Figure 1-1).  The project area encompasses about 
380 acres and includes the area just below Folsom Dam between the 
intersections of Folsom Dam Road and East Natoma Street on the east and 
Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-Auburn Road on the west.  The project area 
extends south to about Inwood Avenue (Plate 1).  To evaluate some of the 
effects, this area is expanded to include adjacent locations within the city of 
Folsom. 

 
1.4   PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

This purpose of this SEIS/EIR is to provide information on the permanent 
Folsom Bridge portion of the Folsom Dam Raise Project.  This report (1) describes 
the bridge type, alternative road and bridge alignments, and other features of the 
permanent bridge project; (2) discusses the existing environmental resources in 
the project area; (3) evaluates the effects and significance of the alternatives on 
these resources; and (4) identifies best management practices and mitigation 
measures to reduce any effects to less than significant, when possible.  The study 
focuses on roadway/bridge alignments just downstream of Folsom Dam and 
provides mitigation for the Folsom Raise project and a complete transportation 
project across the American River.   This SEIS/EIR is a supplement to the 2002 
SEIS/EIR for the American River Long-Term Project. 

  
1.5   SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 
 

The significant issues related to construction of a new Folsom Dam bridge 
ad roadway are summarized below.  A detailed description of the public 
involvement activities for this project is included in Chapter 5.0. 
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1.5.1  Agency and Public Concerns 
 
These issues are based on comments from formal and informal agency 

meetings, workshops, public meetings, telephone interviews, and letters/emails.  
  

• Compensate property owners directly affected by the new roadway. 
• Minimize increase in local traffic, especially on Briggs Ranch Road.  
• Minimize or mitigate increased traffic noise in nearby homes, businesses, 

and apartment complexes.  
• Provide new bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
• Ensure safety of bicyclists on new trail along shoulder of roadway and at 

intersections with roadways. 
• Maintain current operation and maintenance of Folsom Dam and power 

plant. 
• Ensure security of Reclamation, California Department of Corrections 

(CDC), California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), and Prison 
Industry Authority (PIA) facilities, functions, and operations. 

• Ensure public and/or personnel access to Reclamation, CDC, and DPR 
facilities, and Folsom Modification Project work site. 

• Maintain delivery of public utilities, including electric power, telephone, and 
cable. 

• Minimize congestion and disruption of traffic flow during construction. 
 
1.5.2 Combined Federal Project 
 

The Combined Federal Project is a joint effort by the Corps and 
Reclamation to address objectives associated with both the Corps’ flood damage 
reduction mission and Reclamation’s dam safety program at Folsom Dam and its 
associated structures.  The Combined Federal Project will evaluate and consider 
modifications associated with current hydrological conditions and major flood 
events, seismic conditions, and static conditions including seepage and piping 
through embankments.  The initial potential modifications could include raising 
embankments, construction of an auxiliary spillway, seismic work at Mormon 
Island Auxiliary Dam, seismic work at the main concrete dam and improving 
static conditions at the main dam and various embankments.  A draft EIS/EIR for 
the Combined Federal Project would be completed in the fall/winter of 2006.   
 
1.6   REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 

This SEIS/EIR has been organized to present information regarding 
alternative plans and potential effects.  It is intended to meet National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requirements for evaluating potential effects on the environment.   

 
Although NEPA and CEQA generally have similar requirements, there are 

some differences.  In instances where NEPA and CEQA differ, this document 
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has followed NEPA and Corps guidance.  In instances where CEQA has 
additional requirements not included in NEPA, the CEQA requirements have 
been added; for example, growth inducing impacts.  Some of the major 
NEPA/CEQA differences in this document include:  environmental setting is 
referred to as affected environment; compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations includes partial compliance for a draft document and full compliance 
with all laws will be completed for the final SEIS/EIR; a tentatively preferred 
alternative is identified in this document, a selected plan will be identified in the 
final SEIS/EIR after the public comment period.       

 
This SEIS/EIR is organized into eight chapters.  Chapter 1 introduces the 

project, and Chapter 2 describes the project alternatives.  Chapter 3 and 4 
present the existing and future environmental resources and conditions in the 
project area, and evaluates the potential effects of the alternative plans on those 
resources.  Chapter 5 describes the public involvement activities, while 
Chapters 6 through 8 identify the preparers, references, and index, respectively.   

 
The report also includes tables, figures, plates, and 10 appendixes.  The 

figures are included within the text while plates are located after the main report.  
The tables provide specific information and summarize main points in the text.  
The plates show current conditions, and provide a visual layout of the plans.  The 
appendixes provide detailed analyses, correspondence, and other information 
used to evaluate and compare the alternative plans.   
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CHAPTER 2.0  
 

ALTERNATIVES   
 
 

2.1 PLAN FORMULATION 
 
2.1.1 Planning Process 
 
 The formulation, evaluation, and comparison of alternative plans comprise 
the third, fourth, and fifth steps of the Corps’ planning process.  These steps are 
often referred to collectively as plan formulation.  Plan formulation is an iterative 
process that involves cycling through the formulation, evaluation, and 
comparison of measures and preliminary alternatives to develop a reasonable 
range of final alternative plans from which a single plan can be identified for 
implementation.   
 
 This process for the Folsom Bridge Project is described in detail in the 
Post-Authorization Decision Document for the American River Watershed 
Project, Folsom Dam Raise.  For this project, the Corps was authorized and 
directed to design and construct a permanent bridge over the American River 
immediately downstream of Folsom Dam, under Public Law 108-137, Energy and 
Water Development Appropriation Act, 2004 as a mitigation component of the 
dam raise project.  As a result, alternatives to construction of a bridge were not 
considered in this study, except for no action for comparative and NEPA and 
CEQA purposes.   
 
 Once the objectives and constraints for this project were identified, various 
potential bridge types and alignments, roadway designs, and roadway 
alignments were identified in the project area and screened initially based on 
location, and traffic effects.  In accordance with congressional intent, potential 
alignments located at or close to the footprint of the original temporary bridge 
were preferred as were alignments that could be constructed primarily on Federal 
property.  In addition, only those bridge types, roadway designs, and alignments 
that would mitigate for the majority of adverse effects on traffic as a result of the 
Folsom Dam raise were considered further.   
 

The remaining potential bridge types, roadway designs, and alignments 
were then screened further based on physical site constraints, traffic needs, 
construction cost, environmental and social effects, and other factors such as 
public support.  Three alternative roadway configurations with the same 
alignment and bridge type were then selected for more detailed evaluation.  
Finally, a tentatively preferred alternative was identified based on planning 
criteria including engineering and economic feasibility, and socioeconomic 
effects. 
 

TB022006003SAC/320181/060520004 (EIS 002.doc) 2-1 



Chapter 2: Alternatives 

 
 
2.1.2 Future Without-Project Conditions 
 
 This section describes the expected future conditions in the project area, 
assuming that the Corps does not participate in construction of a new permanent 
bridge as directed by Congress.  These without-project conditions serve as the 
basis for comparison against which the alternative plans are evaluated to 
determine their potential effectiveness and effects that could result from them. 
 

Use of Existing Folsom Dam Road 
 
The Folsom Dam Road, closed for security reasons since February 28, 2003, 

would be re-opened and managed by Reclamation indefinitely as a "restricted 
access" road that would be limited to two-way traffic during the peak commute hours 
(6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) on Monday through Friday.  
Access of some types of vehicles would be restricted, such as commercial vehicles, 
trucks, trailers, and recreational vehicles.  According to a recent analysis by the City 
of Folsom, the number of vehicles (both directions) that would be processed and 
crossing Folsom Dam Road during open times is estimated at 3,600 vehicles per 
day.   

 
With the restricted access of Folsom Dam Road: 

  
• Costs and implementation of security measures and road maintenance 

work would be the responsibility of the City of Folsom, with possible 
permitting and toll fees imposed by the City.  

 
• Additional short- and long-term direct and indirect costs for a restricted 

access road would be incurred by the City, regional commuters, local 
businesses, and Reclamation and other agencies.   

 
• The restricted access would increasingly divert and change traffic patterns 

to other City streets and affect business traffic and commerce in other 
areas.    

 
• The City and region would have a progressively inadequate northern 

connection route across the river, even if another crossing such as Oak 
Avenue farther down river were constructed.   

 
• Pedestrians and bicyclists would not have a safe and convenient access 

connection to both sides of the river near the Folsom Reservoir. 
 

• New and continuing homeland security measures would require additional 
long-term costs for the dam.  
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All vehicles crossing Folsom Dam Road would be subject to security 
measures such as random stops and searches.  Periodic road closures would be 
required for dam operations and maintenance work by Reclamation.  Dam road 
closures would also be enforced when certain Folsom Lake water levels are 
reached, with estimated closure periods of 3 to 6 months each year.   Road 
closures could also be needed for construction of features of the Folsom Dam 
Modification and Raise Projects over an estimated 10-year period.  Any traffic 
closures on Folsom Dam Road due to project construction would be 
mitigated through scheduling and traffic detours and re-routing.   
 
 Combined Federal Project 
 

The Combined Federal Project brings together efforts by the Corps and 
Reclamation to address objectives associated with both the Corps’ flood damage 
reduction mission and Reclamation’s dam safety program at Folsom Dam and its 
associated structures.  The Corps’ flood damage reduction mission is to reduce 
the risk to lives and property from flooding while contributing to the national 
economic development.  Reclamation’s dam safety mission includes operating 
and maintaining dams in a safe manner, ensured through inspections for safety 
deficiencies, analyses using current technologies and designs, and corrective 
actions, if needed, based on current engineering practices (Reclamation, 2005b).    

 
Both agency missions have lead to an array of proposed modifications to 

Folsom Dam and Reservoir.  These projects are: 
 

• Folsom Dam Modifications, including the Folsom Dam Reoperation and 
Flood Management Plan update (Corps/State of California/SAFCA) 

 
• Folsom Dam Raise (Corps/State of California/SAFCA) 

 
• Folsom Dam Raise-Folsom Bridge Project (Corps/State of  

California/SAFCA/City of Folsom/Reclamation/Central Valley Water 
Users) 

 
• Folsom Dam Safety (Reclamation/Central Valley Project Water Users) 

 
Because of the economic uncertainties discovered subsequent to project  

authorization, the Folsom Dam Modifications project is undergoing some 
reevaluation.  That effort, along with Reclamation’s ongoing dam safety study 
and design work underway on the Folsom Dam Raise project, provide 
opportunities to coordinate these projects to an unprecedented degree.  Because 
of these commonalities, it is prudent that the Corps and Reclamation work 
together to ensure that their respective projects are compatible and in effect 
“combined” into one Federal effort.  It should be noted that due to separate 
missions and past project authorizations, it is not likely that the projects would be 
constructed as one project.  Rather, each agency’s respective authorities and 
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decision-making processes must be used and coordinated to ensure that the 
projects are compatible and constructible, and that they are an efficient use of 
taxpayers funding.   
  
 This Combined Federal Project was outlined in the Energy and Water 
Appropriations Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-103), in which Congress directed the 
Corps and Reclamation to work together both reduce flood damages and 
address dam safety at Folsom Dam.  The pertinent text in the law reads: 

 
The Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of the Interior 

are directed to collaborate on authorized activities to maximize 
flood damage reduction improvement and address dam safety 
needs at Folsom Dam and Reservoir, California.  The Secretaries 
shall expedite technical reviews for flood damage reduction and 
dam safety improvements.  In developing improvements under this 
section, the Secretaries shall consider reasonable modifications to 
existing authorized activities, including a potential auxiliary spillway.  
In conducting such activities, the Secretaries are authorized to 
expend funds for coordinated technical review and joint planning, 
and preliminary design activities.      

 
Therefore, the Combined Federal Project will evaluate and consider 

issues associated with current hydrologic conditions and major flood events, 
seismic conditions, and static conditions including seepage and piping through 
embankments.  Initial potential modifications associated with improving flood 
operations include raising embankments and construction of an auxiliary spillway 
on the left abutment of the dam.  Initial potential modifications associated with 
improving seismic and static conditions include seismic work at Mormon Island 
Auxiliary Dam, seismic work at the main concrete dam, and improving static 
conditions at the main dam and various embankments.  Additional modifications 
may be considered at the project moves forward.   
 
 These initial modifications would not affect construction of the Folsom 
Bridge Project except for the potential construction of an auxiliary spillway on the 
left abutment of Folsom Dam.  Preliminary technical studies for the Combined 
Federal Project indicate that construction of such an auxiliary spillway is highly 
likely to be an efficient means of addressing some of the dam safety and flood 
damage reduction problems under investigation.  As a result, the bridge project 
assumed that a spillway would likely be constructed with or without the bridge 
project, and this assumption is included as a without-project future condition.  
Potential construction of an auxiliary spillway has caused the bridge project to 
modify its initial roadway alignment in the area near the left abutment of the dam.   
 
 The Combined Federal Project is studying various gated and ungated 
spillway options.  It is likely that any spillway would be located at or near the 
Folsom Dam overlook area and that the spillway channel would run slightly 
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northwest to the American River.  A potential gated spillway would increase the 
flexibility for flood releases and operations, and could also be operated to allow 
overtopping, reducing pressure on the main dam during very large flood events.  
This type of operation would address both flood damage reduction and dam 
safety issues.  A potential gated spillway could be about 90 to 125 feet wide and 
could include 4 to 6 submerged tainer gates to regulate flood releases from the 
reservoir.   
 

An ungated spillway could be used to ensure dam safety by overtopping in 
very large flood events, thereby reducing the pressure on the main dam.  This 
spillway could be about 300 to 600 feet wide and could include earthen fuse 
plugs that would wash downstream when the spillway is overtopped.  An ungated 
auxiliary spillway would not provide any features to actively manage high flood 
flows from Folsom Dam. 
 

Since gated spillway options address both flood damage reduction and 
dam safety, which is consistent with the wording in Public Law 109-103, the 
bridge project assumed that this option would likely be constructed.  Therefore, 
the bridge project adjusted the roadway design so that there would be no 
conflicts with the potential gated auxiliary spillway.  However, once final designs 
and a final auxiliary spillway plan are identified, additional environmental 
documentation could be necessary to evaluate any significant changes in the 
current construction footprint or project features associated with the Folsom 
Bridge Project.  

 
In addition to the spillway, there could be other flood control and dam 

safety features constructed in the future as either part of the Combined Federal 
Project or as part of the other authorized Corps or Reclamation projects.  For this 
SEIS/EIR, it was assumed that the range of features may include raising the dam 
and modifying the outlet works, and operational changes associated with Folsom 
Dam flood operations.   

 
 Oversight of Folsom Dam Complex 

 
Without the Folsom Bridge project, oversight of all Folsom Dam facilities, 

operations, and security would not change and would still be under the 
jurisdiction of Reclamation.  This includes day-to-day operations, regular dam 
and surrounding facilities maintenance activities, new and upgraded construction 
work such as dam safety, and homeland security measures. 

 
Construction of Oak Avenue Bridge 
 

 Without the Folsom Bridge Project, a new bridge is expected to be 
constructed between 2010 and 2025 across the American River just north of the 
Folsom City Park.  Adjoining roadways would connect East Natoma Street just 
north of Fargo Way on the east to Oak Avenue at Folsom-Auburn Road on the 
west.  The bridge, which would be constructed by the City of Folsom, is included 
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as a potential project in the City’s 1993 General Plan.  The General Plan 
identifies the need for 12 lanes in the future across the river.  However, with only 
a net increase of two new lanes since 1993, the City does not consider this 
permanent bridge project to be an alternative to the Oak Avenue crossing. 
   

Construction of a new Oak Avenue bridge is also a SACOG Tier I project, 
which means that it is a reasonably foreseeable project with a funding source.  
The traffic analysis for the permanent bridge assumed that this alignment would 
be constructed between 2010 and 2025.  Additionally, Reclamation had 
previously evaluated the environmental effects of this alignment as one 
alternative in the American River Bridge Crossing Project, Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, dated September 1996.   
  
2.2  ALTERNATIVES NOT STUDIED IN DETAIL 
 
2.2.1 Preliminary Bridge Types and Bridge Alignments  
 

Initially, various bridge types and two suitable alignments of the bridge  
over the American River were considered.  The two bridge alignments were a 
northern alignment (2,000-foot-long bridge) and a southern alignment (950-foot-
long bridge).  Three bridge types were considered for each alignment.   
 

For the northern alignment, a main span length of 550 feet would be 
needed to provide adequate protection from potential discharges from the dam 
during construction of the foundations.  This long span length limits the number 
of bridge types that can be considered.  As a result, the bridge types for the 
northern alignment include (1) concrete cable stay; (2) prestressed concrete box 
girder, cast-in-place segmental; and (3) concrete cathedral frame.   

 
For the southern alignment, a main span length of 440 feet would be 

needed to provide adequate protection from potential discharges from the dam 
during construction of the foundations.  This span length, while considerably 
shorter than the north alignment length, is still considered a long span and 
therefore limits the number of bridge types that can be considered.  The bridge 
types for the southern alignment include (1) steel plate girder; (2) prestressed 
concrete box girder, cast-in-place, segmental; and (3) prestressed concrete box 
girder with precast drop-in span, slant leg frame.   
 

Evaluation criteria were developed to identify the strengths and 
weaknesses of the bridge types for each alignment.  These criteria include 
seismic performance, geometric flexibility, esthetics, design schedule, 
environmental effect, availability of local materials and construction expertise, 
cost of materials and construction, construction schedule, and construction risk.  
Based on the criteria, the cast-in-place segmental bridge type was determined to 
be the most suitable for both the northern and southern bridge alignments.    
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2.2.2 Preliminary Roadway Alignments 
 
 Four preliminary alignments were considered for the new Folsom Dam 
Road connecting East Natoma Street with Folsom-Auburn Road.  These 
preliminary alignments are shown on Plate 2.   
 
 Two of the roadway alignments connected to either the northern or 
southern bridge alignment and then crossed the existing Reclamation facilities at 
slightly different areas of the facilities.  Both alignments then terminated at the 
existing intersection of Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-Auburn Road. 
 
 The third roadway alignment connected to the southern bridge alignment 
only and crossed the area between the Reclamation facilities and the Lake Point 
Apartments.  The alignment then terminated at a new intersection at Folsom-
Auburn Road about 400 feet south of the existing intersection of Folsom Dam 
Road.     
 
 A fourth roadway alignment south of the Lake Point Apartments was also 
considered due to the high costs to replace Reclamation facilities with the first 
two alignments and security concerns by Reclamation with all of the alignments.  
The fourth alignment included a separate bridge crossing and then terminated at 
a new intersection at Folsom-Auburn Road south of the third alignment.  
 
2.2.3  Preferred Bridge Type and Roadway Alignment 
 
 As discussed in Section 2.2.1, the prestressed concrete box girder, caste-
in-place segmental was determined to be the preferred bridge type for the 
Folsom Bridge Project.  
 
 To determine the preferred roadway alignment, a cost-effectiveness 
analysis of the benefits on traffic and circulation versus cost for the four 
alignments identified in Section 2.2.2 was conducted.  Results of the analysis 
indicated that the third roadway alignment would provide the same benefits for 
less cost than any of the other three alignments.  Thus, the third alignment was 
selected as the preferred roadway alignment.  Figure 2-1 shows a rendering of 
the proposed bridge.   

 
2.3  FINAL ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.3.1  Development of Alternatives 
 
 Early in the study, a set of preliminary alternatives was formulated based 
on the study objectives, as well as public and agency input.  Nine alternatives  
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were evaluated using a variety of screening criteria.  These criteria included the 
four specific screening criteria used for Corps studies:  completeness, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability.  Additional screening criteria included 
bridge proximity, bridge distance, and traffic and design safety.  Based on the 
results of the screening, three of these preliminary alternatives were selected for 
further consideration. 
 
 Additional formulation was required when it was determined that 
construction and operation of an auxiliary spillway was a likely outcome of 
additional Corps and Reclamation studies at Folsom Dam.  The three preliminary 
alternatives initially selected were found to be in conflict with a potential spillway, 
so reformulation of alternatives was required. 
 In addition, the high costs of the three preliminary alternatives raised the 
concern that the non-Federal sponsor would not be able to afford their share of 
the costs as designed.  As a result, reformulation was conducted to provide a 
wider range of affordable alternatives, as well as to identify plans that would not 
be in conflict with a potential spillway.   
 These “new” alternatives included combinations of two-lane roadway, four-
lane roadway, and partial and full construction at the East Natoma Road and 
Folsom-Auburn Road intersections.  They also included three optional roadway 
alignments at the west end of the project.  A total of fifteen preliminary 
alternatives was formulated and then screened using the Corps’ four screening 
criteria.   
 Based on the screening, five alternatives were retained for further 
evaluation.  These final alternatives including the no action alternative are listed 
and described below.  Features of the four action alternatives are shown on 
Plates 3 and 4.  Details of the intersection designs are shown in Plates 5 and 6.  
The tentatively preferred alternative is Alternative 3.   
 

Alt 1 - No Action 
Alt 2 - Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
Alt 3 - Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
Alt 4 - Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection (East) 
Alt 5 - Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Two Partial Intersections 

 
2.3.2  Accomplishments of Each Alternative 

 
Each action alternative would provide a new permanent roadway between 

the Folsom Dam Road intersection at East Natoma Street on the east to the 
Folsom-Auburn Road on the west, with a new bridge crossing at the American 
River downstream of Folsom Dam.  Features would include a thoroughfare with 
approach roads, intersections with turn lanes, bridge structure, and bicycle 
and/or pedestrian access.    
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 The new roadway and bridge would provide unrestricted convenient 
access to both sides of the river near the Folsom Reservoir.  In addition, the new 
bicycle and/or pedestrians trails would provide new opportunities for recreation, 
as well as access. Each alternative would be designed to meet current 
transportation design and safety standards for a main traffic arterial as defined by 
the City of Folsom and California Department of Transportation. 

 
2.4  ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION  

 
Under no action, the Corps would not participate in construction of a 

permanent bridge as directed by Congress.  This alternative serves as the 
baseline against which the environmental effects of the action plans are 
evaluated.  This alternative would be the same as the without-project conditions 
described in Section 2.1.2.   

 
2.5  ALTERNATIVE 2 – FOUR-LANE BRIDGE, FOUR-LANE ROAD, FULL 
INTERSECTIONS 
 

The main features of Alternative 2 are described in this section.    
 
2.5.1 Folsom Dam Road and Bridge 

 
East Approach 

 
Intersection of Folsom Dam Road and East Natoma Street.  The existing 

intersection at Folsom Dam Road and East Natoma Street would be reconfigured 
to accommodate four lanes of traffic flow and improve traffic circulation.  A new 
signaled T-intersection would be constructed to the northwest, replacing the 
existing four-way intersection.  At the T-intersection, two left turn lanes and one 
right turn lane northbound, and two left turn lanes and one right turn lane 
eastbound would be provided to accommodate traffic flow.  New four-lane 
segments of roadway would be constructed east and southwest from the new 
intersection, eventually transitioning into the existing two lanes of East Natoma 
Street.   
 

This new configuration would eliminate the existing intersection with 
Briggs Ranch Drive.  This would reduce traffic and minimize disturbance in the 
adjacent residential neighborhoods.  A new segment of Briggs Ranch Drive 
would be constructed, providing access to the residential area from East Natoma 
Street.  A new T-intersection of Briggs Ranch Drive would be located southwest 
of the new intersection of Folsom Dam Road and East Natoma Street.  At the 
T-intersection, one left turn lane and one right turn lane would be provided to 
accommodate traffic flow; however, left turns onto the new segment of Briggs 
Ranch Drive would not be allowed.   
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Portions of the old intersection of Folsom Dam Road and East Natoma 
Street would be removed.  The existing segment of East Natoma Street south of 
the old intersection would likely be abandoned.  All intersection work would be 
constructed in accordance with applicable Corps, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), Sacramento County, and City of Folsom standards.   
 
 Roadway from Intersection to Bridge.  The new roadway segment from the 
intersection at East Natoma Street would generally follow the existing Folsom 
Dam Road alignment to a veer-off point about 1,000 feet south of the Folsom 
Dam Overlook driveway.  Construction of this portion of the roadway would 
include some cut into the existing hillside to provide clearance for the new 
four-lane roadway.  Additionally, there would be a 300-foot-long retaining wall 
along the east side of the road to support the fill material for the roadway.  At the 
veer-off point, the road would rotate to the southwest below the new gated 
auxiliary spillway structure and then continue west above the CDC facilities to the 
river.  The roadway would cross about 9 acres of CDC property. 

 
Construction of each new roadway segment would include site preparation 

(cut or ripping, fill, and grading), laying a base of gravel, laying the riding surface 
of asphalt, and finishing the road with striping.  The excess cut or ripped material 
would be removed, temporarily stockpiled, and reused for future work by 
Reclamation or the City of Folsom.  Construction right-of-way on the roadway 
would be 10 to 15 feet beyond the cut and fill line.  The new four-lane roadway 
would have 12-foot-wide lanes and 8-foot-wide shoulders, and be designed for 
traffic traveling at 45 miles per hour.   

 
Work along the existing Folsom Dam Road alignment would be done in 

stages (half the roadway at one time) to accommodate movement of restricted 
access traffic and traffic to CDC’s Sacramento-Folsom firing range during 
construction.  The old roadway surface (asphalt) would be removed, incorporated 
into roadway fill, or recycled.  All roadway work would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable Corps, Caltrans, Sacramento County, and City of 
Folsom standards.   
  
 Reclamation and Prison Access Roads.  Construction of the gated 
auxiliary spillway would convert part of the staging area for the Folsom Dam 
Modification Project to a concrete structure for outflow management and/or dam 
safety.  The remaining portion of this area would likely be used as a staging area 
for the bridge project, and an access road for vehicles, equipment, and 
construction materials would be provided.   
 
 An intersection with left and right turn lanes would be constructed at the 
west end of the new retaining wall.  This intersection would provide access to the 
Overlook and to the dam for Reclamation’s operations and maintenance 
activities.  In addition, a paved left turn pocket would be included in the roadway 
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design to facilitate future construction of a spur to provide access for 
maintenance of the spillway.   

 
Farther west, an access driveway from the new Folsom Bridge Road 

would be provided to Reclamation and City of Folsom’s water control structure.  
In addition, a non-signaled, at-grade intersection with a left turn lane would be 
constructed at the existing access road to allow continued access to CDC’s 
Sacramento-Folsom firing range.  The locked gate at the CDC access road 
would be replaced.   
 
 Bridge Across American River  
 

The new Folsom Bridge Road would continue west and connect to the 
east bridge abutment, which would be located 500 feet east of the river.  The 
bridge would include 4 lanes and the bridge’s orientation would align slightly 
south to allow the road to connect to Folsom-Auburn Road just south of most of 
Reclamation facilities.  
 

Two roads would provide access for workers, vehicles, and equipment to 
the bridge construction area.  Access from the east would be provided via an 
existing dirt road that would connect with a new segment of Folsom Dam Road. 
Access from the west would be provided via the Reclamation’s existing road to 
the powerhouse. 

 
The area just west of the new bridge is covered with about 80 feet of fill 

material previously excavated during construction of the Folsom Dam.  This 
material is not suitable for construction and would need to be excavated and 
removed prior to construction of the new bridge.  

 
The new bridge would be a pre-stressed concrete, cast-in-place, 

segmental box girder structure.  The bridge span and concrete abutments would 
be approximately 935 feet long.  The span would be supported by two piers 
placed above the mean river water level in the river bank areas below.  The 
bridge span would have an estimated clearance of 180 feet from the river (top of 
deck to mean river surface).   Figure 2-1 shows a rendering of the new proposed 
bridge. 

 
The bridge would be constructed by using the balanced cantilever method.  

Steps in construction of the bridge would include (1) construct abutments at new 
roadway edge, (2) mine holes in bedrock and form bridge foundations to support 
piers, (3) form piers, (4) form pier tables at top of piers, (5) set steel forms, 
(6) pump concrete into forms, (7) form cast-in-place concrete sections on both 
sides of the piers, (8) repeat forming concrete sections, and (9) join the sections 
in the center or join to abutments.  An asphalt or concrete riding surface would 
then be placed on the bridge span, and the roadway would be finished with 
striping for four lanes of traffic. 
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An elevator along each pier would transport workers and materials up to 

the work areas.  Tower cranes (one for each pier) would be used to transport 
heavy equipment, materials, and concrete up to the span area.  The contractor 
would develop a spill management plan to avoid or deal with any accidental spills 
of concrete material and fuels. 

 
The bridge would be designed to allow stormwater to drain by gravity off 

the roadway surface to the edges of the bridge.  This stormwater would also 
contain oils, fuels, and other potentially hazardous materials from the vehicle 
traffic crossing the bridge.  To avoid contamination of the land or river below, the 
bridge would have a water collection system.  The stormwater would flow into 
drains at the end of the bridge, collect in pipelines, if needed, gravity flow off the 
bridge, and discharge into a siltation basin containing riparian or similar 
vegetation to bio-remediate the runoff.      

 
 West Approach 
 
 Roadway from Bridge to Intersection.  The west bridge abutment would be 
located 400 feet west of the river.  From the abutment, the alignment of the new 
roadway segment would cross the north side of the existing Reclamation storage 
yard, a dam service road, the northeast edge of the Lake Point Apartment 
complex, and south side of the American River Water Education Center  
(ARWEC) facilities, and connect to the existing Folsom-Auburn Road across from 
the existing driveway to the Auto Spa.  This alignment would affect the ARWEC, 
some existing Reclamation storage and parking, and Lake Point Apartment 
complex facilities. 
 
 The steps in the construction of the roadway would be the same as the 
other segments of the roadway east of the river.  A 1,000-foot-long sound wall 
and landscaping would be constructed between the new roadway and the 
apartment complex to mitigate sound due to traffic on the new roadway 
Figure 2-2.   In addition, a 600-foot-long sound wall would be constructed 
between the new roadway and Reclamation facilities, likely along the new bike 
trail. 
 
 Intersection of Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-Auburn Road.  A new 
intersection would be constructed at the terminus of the new roadway at Folsom-
Auburn Road.  The new four-way intersection would include the Auto Spa 
driveway opposite the new roadway segment.  The new intersection would 
consist of two left-turn lanes from southbound Folsom-Auburn Road onto the new 
roadway, one dedicated southbound lane, and one combination lane for 
southbound or right turns.  Northbound Auburn-Folsom Road would have two 
dedicated northbound lanes, a right-turn lane onto the new roadway, and a left-
turn lane.  The existing Folsom-Auburn Road along the Lake Point Apartment 
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complex would need to be widened by 500 feet to add a right turn lane.  Signals 
and medians would be provided.   
 
 The existing Folsom Dam Road intersection would be closed or be a 
restricted non-signaled driveway access for emergency and maintenance 
vehicles. 
 

A new signaled T-intersection and two-lane access road about 1,200 feet 
northwest of the existing Folsom Dam Road intersection would be constructed for 
Reclamation use, secured access to their facilities, and possible access to new 
ARWEC facilities.    
 
2.5.2 Relocations 
 

Several existing facilities or functions would need to be relocated prior to 
construction of the Folsom Dam Road segment west of the new bridge.  These 
include Reclamation’s storage yard, the ARWEC, State Parks Folsom Lake State 
Recreation Area (SRA) offices, and perhaps some Lake Point Apartment 
complex features.   
 
 Materials and parking at the Reclamation’s storage yard would be 
relocated to an area east of the Reclamation shop buildings near the existing 
HTRW storage area.  The Federal Government would continue to own the 
existing storage yard property and likely leave it as open space. 
 
 The existing public functions of the ARWEC and State Parks offices would 
be relocated to new buildings in a suitable location within an area of about 
5 acres near the new intersection.  Relocation of ARWEC and State Parks 
personnel and functions would be coordinated to minimize disruption as much as 
possible.  Some of the existing buildings would be demolished and some would 
be retained for other uses.  
 
 Apartment complex facilities including parking, storage, and two tennis 
courts would be replaced or compensated. 
 
2.5.3  Utilities 
 
 Types of utilities in the project area include electricity, gas, telephone, 
cable, waste water and sewer, and water supply.  Any utilities affected by 
relocation of facilities or construction of the intersections, roadway, and bridge 
would be relocated or replaced.  These include at least 10 wooden poles carrying 
electric, telephone, and cable utilities; utilities associated with the ARWEC, State 
Parks offices, and Reclamation’s storage yard; and up to seven 230 kV electric 
transmission line towers owned by Sacramento Municipal Utilities District 
(SMUD).  The wooden poles would be relocated, and it is assumed that the 
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towers would be relocated to other locations within the project area limits and 
replaced with appropriate steel pole structures.  
  

However, the City of Folsom is currently working with SMUD to develop an 
alternative alignment for the SMUD towers north of the proposed bridge and 
roadway alignment. This north alignment would allow future connections to the 
WAPA substation.  The City and SMUD will evaluate the environmental effects of 
this northern alignment in separate documentation.   
 
2.5.4  Bicycle/Pedestrian Trails 

 
Two types of bicycle trails would be constructed for this alternative to 

provide continuous access between East Natoma Street and Auburn-Folsom 
Road, as well as additional recreational opportunities for biking and walking.  A 
new Class I bike trail would extend along the north side of the new Folsom Dam 
Road and bridge.  This 10-foot-wide trail would be surfaced with asphalt and be 
physically separate from the roadway.  Both bicyclists and pedestrians could use 
this bike trail.    

 
Two new Class II bike trails would extend along the north and south 

shoulders of the new roadway.  These 8-foot-wide trails would be surfaced in 
asphalt and physically part of the new roadway surface.  While bicyclists could 
use these trails, pedestrian use would be restricted to the Class I bicycle/ 
pedestrian trail. 

 
Currently, there are several segments of existing bike trail in the project 

area.  These include (1) Class 1 bike trails on each side of the roadway at the 
intersection of Briggs Ranch Drive and East Natoma Street and (2) American 
River bike trail on the west side of the river.  These trails were constructed, and 
are currently maintained by, the City of Folsom and State Parks, respectively.  
The new Class I bike trail would connect to these existing bike trails, as well as 
incorporate the segment of trail along the alignment of Folsom Dam Road north 
of East Natoma Street into the design.   

 
Near the bridge, a new bike trail underpass would be designed and 

constructed about 800 feet east of the existing Folsom Dam Road intersection 
with Folsom-Auburn Roadway.  The new bike trail at the bridge would be 
connected with the realigned trail.  In addition, a segment of the existing 
American River bike trail would be rerouted along the river slope edge under the 
new bridge abutment and reconnected to the existing trail.   

 
Along Folsom-Auburn Road, the existing segment of bike trail near the 

proposed new T-intersection north of Reclamation facilities would be relocated 
with a grade separation to facilitate public access to the ARWEC and State Parks 
facilities. 
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2.5.5  Security Measures   
 
 Security measures would be implemented to prohibit public access to 
secured CDC, Reclamation, and State Parks facilities and to ensure public safety 
both during construction and after completion of the project.  These measures 
would include setbacks, fencing, walls, locked gates, lights, and signs.  Open 
railings would be installed along both edges of the new bridge, and parking would 
be prohibited along the shoulders of the new Folsom Dam Road and bridge.   
 
 Security is of particular concern to the CDC.  Permanent 6- and 8-foot 
security fencing approved by CDC would be constructed along both sides of the 
new roadway along CDC property lines east of the new bridge. If necessary, a 
security berm constructed to CDC standards would be constructed to limit public 
view of the Sacramento-Folsom firing range.  Security fencing would also be 
constructed downslope of the relocated bike trail west of the river.   
 
 The Interagency Security Committee (ISC) guidelines for new Federal 
construction were designed for large buildings such as courthouses and office 
buildings and would not be applicable to the relocated facilities in this project.  
The ISC guidelines do not mandate security standards in the way that fire codes 
mandate life safety standards for buildings.  The ISC approach is rather to 
categorize possible security threats and determine what levels of risk can be 
accepted given the budget available for mitigation.   
 
 An evaluation of the relocated facilities was done by an interagency 
committee based on potential threats to the facility.  The committee 
recommended that secured, separated parking for employee and government 
vehicles be provided; wide counters and a receptionist controlled door for the 
public lobby of the State Parks facility; and barriers in the form of large boulders 
be placed between the facilities and public parking with a minimum of 100-foot 
standoff distance.  The committee also recommended a number of other security 
measures that would not affect the design of the relocated facilities and focus 
more on the actual operation of the facilities.   
 
2.5.6  Staging, Worker Parking, Excavation, and Disposal 
 

Staging and Worker Parking Areas 
 

Although the contractor would be responsible for identifying the final 
staging areas, the most likely locations would be the Reclamation storage yard, 
the staging area constructed for the Folsom Dam Modifications project, and the 
triangle intersection area near the intersection of Folsom Dam Road and East 
Natoma Street.  Other possible areas include the overlook area and the storage 
area near CDC’s Sacramento-Folsom firing range intersection. 
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 The work would require between 80 and 100 workers per day.  Parking for 
the worker vehicles would be provided near East Natoma and Folsom-Auburn 
Roads, and the workers would be transported to the work areas. 

 
Excavation, Temporary Stockpile, and Disposal Areas  
 

 Some of the suitable excavated soil material would be used as fill 
elsewhere on the Folsom Bridge Project.  Since the quantity of this excavated 
material would be sufficient to meet the fill needs of the project, no soil would 
need to be obtained and imported for the project.  Material such as gravel, 
concrete, and asphalt material needed to construct the roadway, bridge, and bike 
trails would be obtained and transported by truck from local commercial sources. 
 
 Excess excavated material would be temporarily stockpiled within one-half 
mile of the excavated area.  The exact site(s) have not been determined.  
Coordination with Reclamation and the Combined Federal Project on use and 
placement of excess excavated material from the bridge and spillway are 
ongoing.   

 
Excavated material not suitable for fill, such as vegetation, debris, and old 

fill, would be disposed of at a local landfill.  Asphalt, concrete, and other material 
from the old roadway segments would be removed, incorporated into roadway fill, 
or recycled.  Materials from the SMUD tower structure would remain the property 
of SMUD, who would recycle or dispose of the materials.  Building debris from 
relocation of ARWEC, State Parks offices, and apartment complex facilities 
would be recycled or disposed of at a local landfill. 
 
2.5.7  Operation and Maintenance 
 
 The City of Folsom would be responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of the new intersections, Folsom Dam Road, and bridge over the 
American River following transfer of ownership from the Federal Government.  
The intersections, roadway, and bridge would be included in the City’s plan and 
schedule for regular street operation and maintenance. 
 
2.5.8  Construction Schedule 
 
 Roadway segments and the new bridge would be constructed at the same 
time.  Prior to initiation of construction, the contractor would prepare a traffic 
management plan identifying measures to minimize traffic congestion and delays 
and ensure public safety.  These measures could include scheduling construction 
activities to avoid commute hours, posting warning signs and speed limits, and 
using flaggers.   

 
Construction of the new roadway and bridge could begin in the 

summer/fall of 2007 and be completed in 1.5 to 2 years.  Work would be normally 
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limited to daylight hours, with possible suspensions of work during local commute 
hours when traffic is allowed on the Folsom Dam Road segment.  If necessary, 
work could be conducted during evening or night hours in areas away from 
residential neighborhood or commercial areas. 
 
2.6  ALTERNATIVE 3 – FOUR-LANE BRIDGE, TWO-LANE ROAD, FULL 
INTERSECTIONS 
 

The features of Alternative 3 are very similar to Alternative 2 except for 
(1) the segment of new Folsom Dam Road between the Folsom Dam Overlook to 
the new bridge over the American River and (2) bicycle/ pedestrian trails.  This 
section describes only those features that differ from Alternative 2.   
 
2.6.1  Folsom Dam Road and Bridge 
 
 East Approach 
 

Roadway from Intersection to Bridge.  The new roadway segment from the 
intersection at East Natoma Street would generally follow the existing Folsom 
Dam Road alignment  to about 1,000 feet south of the Folsom Dam Overlook 
area, and this portion of the roadway would remain as four lanes as described in 
Alternative 2.  However, when the roadway veers to the southwest and extends 
below the new gated auxiliary spillway and above the CDC facilities, it would 
transition to a two-lane roadway to the river.  This alignment would cross about 
9 acres of CDC property. 

 
The site preparation, roadway construction, and right-of-way would be the 

same as described for Alternative 2.  This portion of the roadway would be a new 
two-lane roadway with12-foot-wide lanes and 8-foot-wide shoulders, and be 
designed for traffic traveling at 45 miles per hour.  Access to Reclamation 
facilities and access roads would be the same as described for Alternative 2.   
    
2.6.2  Bicycle/Pedestrian Trails 
 

For Alternative 3, only one type of bicycle trail (Class II) would be 
constructed to provide continuous access between East Natoma Street and 
Auburn-Folsom Road, as well as additional recreational opportunities for biking 
and walking.  Two new Class 2 bike trails would extend along the north and 
south shoulders of the new roadway.  These 8-foot-wide trails would be surfaced 
in asphalt and physically part of the new roadway surface.  These trails would be 
for bicyclists only. The Class II bike trails would connect to the existing trails as 
described for the Class I trail in Alternative 2.   
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2.7  ALTERNATIVE 4 – FOUR-LANE BRIDGE, TWO-LANE ROAD, PARTIAL 
INTERSECTION (EAST) 
 

Alternative 4 is very similar to Alternative 3 except for the intersection of 
the new roadway with East Natoma Road.  This section describes only the 
features that differ from Alternative 3.   
 
2.7.1  Folsom Dam Road and Bridge 
 
 East Approach 
 
 Intersection of Folsom Dam Road and East Natoma Street.  A new partial 
intersection would be constructed to accommodate two lanes of traffic flow.  The 
reconfigured, signaled T-intersection would be constructed across from Briggs 
Ranch Drive.  At the T-intersection, a forced turn island would direct two left turn 
lanes onto northbound East Natoma Street.  No right turn lane would be 
provided.  In addition, eastbound traffic would not have access to Briggs Ranch 
Drive.  A right turn lane would be constructed from southbound East Natoma 
Street onto Folsom Dam Road to accommodate westbound traffic.   
 
 New four lane segments of roadway would be constructed north and south 
of the intersection, transitioning into the exiting two lanes of East Natoma Street 
after 2,000 feet.  The four lanes would consist of two northbound lanes, a left turn 
lane, and one southbound lane.  At the intersection of Briggs Ranch Drive and 
East Natoma Street, a forced turn island would be constructed to direct traffic 
either north or southbound on East Natoma Street.  Traffic would not be allowed 
to transition westbound to Folsom Dam Road. 
 
2.8  ALTERNATIVE 5 – FOUR-LANE BRIDGE, TWO-LANE ROAD, PARTIAL 
INTERSECTIONS 
 
 Alternative 5 is very similar to Alternative 4 except for (1) the segment of 
new roadway east and west of the new bridge, (2) striping on the bridge, and 
(3) the intersection of the new roadway with Folsom-Auburn Road.  This section 
describes only the features that differ from Alternative 4.   
 
2.8.1 Folsom Dam Road and Bridge 
 

East Approach 
 

Roadway from Intersection to Bridge.  With Alternative 5, the new roadway 
segment from the intersection at East Natoma Street would generally follow the 
existing Folsom Dam Road alignment to a veer-off point about 1,000 feet south 
of the Folsom Dam overlook driveway.  Construction of the entire portion of the 
roadway would be two lanes and would include minimal cut into the existing 
hillside to provide clearance for the shoulders.  With Alternative 5, a retaining wall 
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would not be needed.  The road would also veer to the southwest below the new 
gated auxiliary spillway structure and continue west above the CDC facilities to 
the river.  The roadway would cross about 9 acres of CDC property. 
 

Bridge Across American River 
 
The new bridge would be striped for two lanes of traffic to accommodate 

the two-lane segments of roadway on the east and west. 
 
West Approach 

 
 Roadway from Bridge to Intersection.  The new roadway would leave the 
west abutment of the bridge as a two-lane road.  Approximately 300 feet east of 
the Folsom-Auburn intersection, the westbound lane would transition into two 
lanes.  The eastbound lane starting at the intersection, would transition from two 
lanes, (a merge lane roughly 1,000 feet long), and the other dedicated eastbound 
lane into a single eastbound lane at the bridge.  
 
 Intersection of Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-Auburn Road.  A new 
partial intersection would be constructed at the terminus of the new roadway at 
Folsom-Auburn Road.  The new four-way intersection would include the Auto 
Spa driveway opposite the new roadway segment.  The new intersection would 
consist of two left turn lanes from southbound Folsom-Auburn Road onto the new 
roadway, one dedicated southbound lane, and one combination lane for 
southbound or right turns.  Northbound Auburn-Folsom Road would have a right 
turn lane, one dedicated northbound lane, and one combination lane for 
northbound or right turns.  The new roadway would have one right turn lane and 
one combination lane for left turns or westbound traffic.  It would also have two 
lanes to receive the two left turn lanes from southbound Folsom-Auburn Road, 
transitioning to one lane by the west abutment of the bridge. 
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CHAPTER 3.0   

 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 
 

This chapter describes the pre-project conditions of the environmental resources 
in the project area.  In Chapter 4.0, these pre-project conditions are compared to the 
with-project conditions in order to determine the effects of the proposed project.  
Resources not evaluated in detail are described first, followed by the resources that 
may be significantly affected by the alternatives.   
 

Although all conditions are subject to some change over time, most of these 
resources are not expected to change significantly during the period of analysis for this 
study.  Thus, for these resources, the existing conditions are assumed to be the future 
without-project conditions for this environmental analysis.  Exceptions in this area are 
land use, socioeconomics, and traffic and circulation.  For these resources, both the 
existing and future without-project conditions are described. 
 
 Several documents were used during preparation of Chapters 3.0 and 4.0.  
These include Final Environmental Impact Statement, American River Bridge Crossing 
Project, September 1996; American River Watershed, California, Long-Term Study, 
Final Integrated Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/ Environmental Impact 
Statement/ Environmental Impact Report, February 2002; Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency Long-Term Reoperation of Folsom Dam and Reservoir, Final 
Environmental Assessment, October 2003; and Folsom Dam Road Access Restriction, 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, October 2004.   
 
3.1 RESOURCES NOT EVALUATED IN DETAIL  
 

Initial evaluation of the effects of the project indicated that there would likely be 
little to no effect on several resources.  These resources are discussed in Sections 3.1.1 
through 3.1.4 to add to the overall understanding of the area.  Sections 3.2 through 3.13 
describe the existing conditions for the resources that may be significantly affected by 
implementation of the proposed alternatives.  

 
3.1.1  Climate 

 
The climate of the area is characterized by cool, wet winters and hot, dry 

summers.  Most of the seasonal rainfall occurs in two or three of the winter months.  
Precipitation ranges from 16 to 20 inches on the valley floor. Annual precipitation occurs 
almost entirely during the winter storm season (November to April).  Air temperatures in 
the valley are high in summer and moderate in winter.  The prevailing wind direction in 
the Lower American River basin is from the south and southeast from April to 
September and from the north from October to March.  The project would have no effect 
on the climate in the project area. 
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3.1.2  Topography 

 
The American River basin above Folsom Dam is very rugged, with rocky slopes, 

V-shaped canyons, and few flat valleys or plateaus.  Elevations range from 10,400 feet 
at the headwaters to about 25 feet at the confluence of the American and Sacramento 
Rivers.  The basin slope averages 80 feet per mile. The upper third of the basin is 
alpine; has been intensely glaciated; and is characterized by bare peaks and ridges, 
considerable areas of granite, and scattered areas of trees.  The middle third is 
dissected by canyons, which have reduced the interstream areas to narrow ribbons of 
relatively flat land.  The lower third consists of low rolling foothills and flood plain areas 
from Folsom Dam extending to the confluence with the Sacramento River.  The project 
would have no effect on the major topographic features in the project area. 
 
3.1.3 Hydrology and Hydraulics 
 

Hydrology 
 
The American River basin covers an area of approximately 2,000 square miles 

and has an average annual unregulated runoff of 2.7 million acre-feet. Annual runoff 
has varied in the past from 900,000 acre-feet to 5,000,000 acre-feet.  The American 
River basin, including all its tributaries, is divided into three subbasins:  North Fork 
American River, South Fork American River, and Lower American River.  The Lower 
American River begins at Folsom Dam and flows through Sacramento to the 
Sacramento River.  The proposed permanent bridge would be located downstream of 
Folsom Dam in the Lower American River subbasin.   

 
Folsom Dam and Reservoir together constitute a multipurpose water project 

constructed by the Corps and operated by Reclamation as part of the Central Valley 
Project (CVP).  Folsom Dam regulates runoff from a drainage area of about 
1,875 square miles.  Folsom Reservoir has a normal full-pool storage capacity of 
975,000 acre-feet, with a seasonally designated flood control storage space of 
400,000 acre-feet.  An interim agreement between SAFCA and Reclamation allows a 
variable flood storage space ranging from 400,000 to 670,000 acre-feet.  
 

The reservoir provides flood protection for the Sacramento area; water supplies 
for irrigation, domestic, municipal, and industrial uses; power generation; and a wide 
range of water-related recreational opportunities.  In addition, Folsom Dam and 
Reservoir affect the water quality in the Delta and maintain flows that balance the needs 
of wildlife habitat, anadromous and resident fish species, and recreational use in and 
along the Lower American River. 

 
Flood-producing runoff in the Lower American River subbasin occurs primarily 

during the months from October to April and is usually most extreme between 
November and March.  From April to July, the rain/flood season 



Chapter 3: Affected Environment 
 

TB022006003SAC/320181/060520006 (EIS 003.doc) 3-3 

is followed by a period of moderately high runoff from snowmelt.  Runoff from snowmelt 
usually does not result in flood-producing flows.  However, the snowmelt runoff is 
ordinarily adequate to fill Folsom Reservoir’s empty space, which is reserved for flood 
control during the winter months.  The project would have no effect on the amount of 
precipitation or runoff in the project area. 
 

Hydraulics 
 
During a flood event with a 1 in 2 chance of occurring in any 1 year, flows would 

be expected to reach 25,000 cfs under existing conditions and 40,000 cfs if unregulated.  
Flows during flood events with between a 1 in 18 and 1 in 120 chance of occurring in 
any 1 year would peak at approximately 115,000 cfs under existing conditions and 
would range between 160,000 cfs and 375,000 cfs if unregulated.   

 
The project is not expected to affect the flood plain boundaries, flood 

characteristics, or flood control structures (such as levees) downstream of Folsom Dam.   
 

3.1.4  Geology and Seismicity 
 

Geology 
 
Folsom Dam is located in the western foothills of the central Sierra 

Nevada.  This region or metamorphic belt is a northwest trending zone, which is 30 to 
50 miles wide and 250 miles long.  To the east lies the Sierra Nevada granitic batholith, 
which has intruded into and marks the eastern margin of the metamorphic belt.  These 
metamorphosed volcanic and sedimentary rocks range in age from 140 to more than 
300 million years old.  These strata are complex, faulted, and folded.  Following this 
faulting and folding, these strata were eroded to a landscape of moderate relief.  
Volcanic and sedimentary rocks were deposited over this surface.  Regional uplift and 
western tilting formed the present drainage patterns, including erosion and canyon 
cutting. 
 
 Geologic formations underlying the Sacramento Valley downstream of Folsom 
Dam include igneous, metamorphic, and sedimentary rock types, which range in age 
from pre-cretaceous to recent.  The valley is situated on vast alluvial deposits that have 
slowly accumulated over the last 100 million years.  The materials have been derived 
from the surrounding uplands, transported by major streams, and deposited in 
successive clay, silt, sand, and gravel layers on the valley floor.  The project would have 
no effect on the geologic features in the project area. 
 
 Seismicity  
 

The Foothill Fault system is located within the metamorphic belt.  This series of 
subparallel, northwest trending vertical faults includes at least two major fault zones.  
The easternmost is called the Melones Fault zone, and the westernmost is the Bear 
Mountains Fault zone, which intersects the main body of Folsom Reservoir.  This 
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system is geologically old (200 million years), with the last major seismic movement 
occurring about 140 million years ago.  Since there has been no recent seismic 
movement in the project area, it was assumed that the area is at low risk for seismic 
events.  The project would have no effect on local faults or potential seismic activity in 
the project area. 
 
3.1.5  Soils  
 

Soil information for the project area was obtained from the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Soil Survey for Sacramento County, California.  The soils in the project area 
consist of Andregg and Xerolls soils.  Andregg soils occur on 3 to 15 percent slopes; 
they are moderately deep, well drained soils located on foothill locations.  The parent 
material for these soils is granitic.  Inclusions of Auburn, Argonaut, and Fiddyment soils 
may be present.  The permeability is moderately rapid, and available water capacity is 
low.  The depth to weathered bedrock is 20 to 40 inches.  Runoff is medium, and the 
hazard of water erosion is moderate.  Steep slopes that have been cut and filled are 
susceptible to erosion and need to be permanently protected.   

 
Xerolls soils are shallow to very deep and somewhat excessively drained soils on 

terrace escarpments and steep hillslopes near the American River.  Parent material for 
these soils is granitic or metabasic rocks.  Small inclusions of Andregg, Auburn, 
Argonaut, Fiddyment, Kaseberg, and Red Bluff soils may be present.  Permeability is 
moderately rapid to moderately slow, and the depth to sandstone, siltstone, or granitic 
rocks ranges from 10 to more than 80 inches.  Runoff is rapid or very rapid, and the 
hazard or water erosion can be severe.   

   
Published soil data indicate that soils in the project area are not subject to 

structural loss of strength (collapse or quick failure) or to excessive shrinking and 
swelling.  In general, they are not corrosive.  The soils of the project area are generally 
unsuitable for agricultural uses because of a lack of natural fertility, dryness, shallow 
depth to bedrock, and textural properties.  The general low percentage of clay minerals 
makes the soils suitable for fill materials.  Topsoil, where it exists, is salvageable.  
Generally, the soils in the project area are suitable for bridge and roadway construction.   

 
The construction of the bridge and associated roadway would include the 

movement of a significant amount of soil during construction.  However, this movement 
and associated disturbance of soils would be temporary during construction.  About 
600,000 cubic yards of soil would be moved for various cut and fill activities.  There 
would be some soil that would be excess after all of the cuts and fills are completed.  
The amount of excess soil has not been determined.  This soil would be temporarily 
stockpiled within one-half mile of the excavated area.  The exact site(s) have not been 
determined.  The excess material would likely be used for dam safety activities 
associated with the dikes around Folsom Lake.   

 
The movement and disturbance of soils during construction could increase the 

potential for soil erosion.  However, any effects on water or air quality would be 
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expected to be less than significant due to the implementation of the best management 
practices discussed in Section 4-9.  Overall, there would be no significant adverse 
effects on soils due to the project.   

 
3.1.6  Water Supply and Hydropower 
 

Water Supply 
 
Folsom Reservoir, the principal reservoir in the American River basin, is operated 

by Reclamation as a unit of the CVP.  The CVP is a multipurpose project operated by 
Reclamation that stores and transfers water from the Sacramento, San Joaquin, and 
Trinity River basins to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys.  The CVP was 
authorized by Congress in 1937 to serve water supply, hydropower generation, flood 
control, navigation, fish and wildlife, recreation, and water quality control purposes.   

   
The CVP provides water for agricultural, urban, and wildlife uses in the Central 

Valley and in portions of the San Francisco Bay Area.  Deliveries from the CVP total 
approximately 7 million acre-feet annually.  Folsom Reservoir has a storage capacity of 
about 975,000 acre-feet.  Releases from the reservoir for downstream deliveries and for 
Delta operations generally are highest from May through September.  Water supply 
demands from the American River include about 140,000 acre-feet from Folsom 
Reservoir or from upstream, 20,000 acre-feet from Lake Natoma at the Folsom South 
Canal, and 105,000 acre-feet from the Lower American River.  

 
The construction and operation of the proposed bridge project would not affect 

the water supply function or capacity associated with Folsom Dam.  The roadway would 
be located approximately one-fourth mile from the dam and its water supply facilities.  
The project would not physically affect any water supply features or capacity of those 
features.  Additionally, access to water supply facilities would not be affected by bridge 
or roadway construction.   
 

Hydropower 
 

The CVP hydropower system consists of eight power plants and two pumping-
generating plants. This system is fully integrated into the Northern California Power 
System and provides a significant portion of the hydropower available for use in 
northern and central California. The installed power capacity of the system is 
2,044,350 kilowatts (kW).  By comparison, the combined capacity of the 368 operational 
hydropower plants in California is 12,866,000 kW. Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) is the area’s major power supplier, with a generating capacity from all sources 
of over 20 million kW. 
 

The Folsom power plant has three generating units, with a total generating 
capacity of 196.72 megawatts (MW) and a release capacity of approximately 
8,600 cubic feet per second (cfs).  By design, the facility is operated as a peaking 
facility.  Peaking plants schedule the daily water release volume during the peak 
electrical demand hours to maximize generation at the time of greatest need.  At other 
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hours during the day, there may be no release (and no power generation) from the 
plant. 

 
The construction and operation of the proposed bridge project would not 

adversely affect the ability of Folsom Dam generate hydropower.  The proposed 
roadway would be located approximately one-fourth mile from the power generating 
facilities and therefore would not physically affect those facilities.  The project would not 
change any water diversions that could affect power generation.  Additionally, access to 
hydropower facilities would not be affected by bridge construction.   
 
 
3.2  FACILITIES AND PUBLIC UTILITIES 
 

This section describes the existing facilities and public utilities within the project 
area.  These facilities are associated with Reclamation’s Central California Area Office, 
Folsom Dam industrial complex, and Corps’ Folsom Dam Modification Project.  The 
public utilities include electrical and water supply facilities. 

 
3.2.1  Facilities 

 
The Folsom Dam industrial complex houses Reclamation’s staff, shops, 

warehouses, and administrative buildings.  The complex is shown on Plate 3.  The 
resources at the complex are used to operate and maintain facilities and equipment in 
support of the dam’s core functions.  In addition, Central Area Office personnel have 
various area-wide responsibilities that include land management, environmental 
monitoring, contract administration, recreation program administration, and oversight of 
operations and maintenance at remote locations.   

 
The complex also houses California Department of Parks and Recreation (State 

Parks) staff and shops, the ARWEC, and buildings supporting the Folsom State 
Recreation Area.  The ARWEC was formed as a partnership between Reclamation and 
State Parks to promote water education directly related to the American River 
Watershed.  The facility provides dam tours to school groups, various indoor and 
outdoor water-related exhibits, picnic areas, amphitheater, and a waterwise garden.   

 
In addition, the Corps’ resident office and staging area would be located within 

the project area.  Construction of this complex is expected to be completed in the spring 
of 2006.  Facilities include the resident office building consisting of eight 12-foot by 
60-foot, three 12-foot by 20-foot, and one 12-foot by 16-foot portable modular trailers 
assembled together, a storage trailer, two mechanical rooms, and an attached covered 
deck.  The floor plan contains 18 open offices, two offices, one large conference room, 
storage rooms, restrooms, and a break room/kitchen.  There would be paved parking for 
42 spaces, various concrete pads, and temporary vehicle staging areas.  The area 
totals 10 acres.   
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Folsom Dam Road provides access to Federal property east of the dam and land 
adjacent to Folsom Prison.  The dam road, which is a two-lane, undivided road about 
2.3 miles long, connects Folsom-Auburn Road to the west of the American River with 
East Natoma Street to the east.  Folsom Dam Road was built to provide maintenance 
access to the dam structure and was not originally intended for public traffic.   

 
Folsom Dam Road has become an important traffic link in the Sacramento 

region.  The dam road is one of only three crossings of the American River within the 
city of Folsom and one of 13 major arterial roadways and thoroughfares that make up 
the city’s circulation system identified in Folsom’s General Plan (1993).  However, the 
road has been closed for public use since February 28, 2003, for security reasons.  
Prior to the road closure, Reclamation had allowed public use of the dam road 24 hours 
a day, supporting traffic volumes of about 16,000 vehicles per day (Corps, 1991; 
Folsom Mods EA/IS).   

 
3.2.2  Public Utilities 

 
Electric utilities in the project area include both SMUD and PG&E facilities 

(Plate 3).  The SMUD owns and operates the Folsom-Elverta 230-kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line that runs along the northern boundary of Folsom Prison and carries 
electricity from the Upper American River Project facilities to the Lake to Folsom 
Transmission Line and to the Lake to Orangeville Transmission Line.  The Folsom-
Elverta transmission line also connects the SMUD grid, a component of the Sacramento 
County electrical system.  The utility corridor north of the prison is considered a 
building-restricted area and does not permit certain uses incompatible with the safety, 
operation, maintenance, and construction of the transmission line facility.  The PG&E’s 
one transmission line within the project area is the Halsey Junction-Newark 115 kV line.   

 
 Folsom Reservoir provides water through a diversion at Folsom Dam to the cities 
of Folsom and Roseville, the San Juan Water District, and Folsom State Prison.  An 
84-inch pipeline, which is part of the North Fork distribution system, passes through the 
right abutment of the dam, providing water to the City of Roseville and San Juan Water 
District.  A second 42-inch pipeline, which is part of the Natoma distribution system or 
Natoma pipeline, passes through the left abutment, serving the City of Folsom and 
Folsom State Prison.   
 
3.3  LAND USE AND SOCIOECONOMICS   
 

This section describes the existing land uses and the social and economic 
characteristics of the project area.   
 
3.3.1  Land Use 

 
Generally, the land surrounding Folsom Dam and Reservoir is Federally owned 

and designated for recreation and flood control use.  The major land use in the project 
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area is Reclamation’s Central California Area Office and Folsom Dam industrial 
complex along with a utility corridor.   

 
State Parks, under an agreement with Reclamation, manages Folsom Lake, 

Lake Natoma, and adjacent lands designated as the Folsom Lake SRA.  Most of the 
project area for the permanent bridge is designated as part of the Folsom Lake SRA.  
As part of the Folsom Lake SRA, a portion of the American River bicycle, pedestrian, 
and equestrian trail is located within the project area along with the American River 
District Office of State Parks.  Additionally, the Lake Point Apartments are located in the 
project area on Folsom-Auburn Road and adjacent to the American River bike trail.   

  
On the east side of the river, the project area includes a portion of California 

State Prison, Sacramento.  This multi-mission institution is located on Prison Road on 
about 1,200 acres.  California’s second oldest prison, Folsom State Prison, is located at 
300 Prison Road on a 40-acre parcel adjacent to and south of Folsom Dam.  Both 
prisons collectively house nearly 8,000 inmates, the Regional Corporation yard for 
Inmate Day Labor, and the main headquarters for the Prison Industry Authority.  The 
prison property includes access to the Sacramento-Folsom firing range, office and 
storage facilities, and the Green Valley Conservation Camp.  Additionally, there are 
residential areas near East Natoma Street.  There is no farmland within the project area, 
therefore there would not be any adverse effects on agricultural resources. 
 
3.3.2  Socioeconomics 
 

Demographics 
 
The City of Folsom, which is adjacent to the project area, was used to 

characterize the socioeconomic conditions.  The population of the City of Folsom as of 
January 1, 2004, is estimated at 65,600.  This represents a 74.1 percent increase in 
population between 2000 and 2004.  The compound rate of growth for the period 
between 2000 and 2004 was 6 percent per year, as compared with the countywide 
compound growth rate of 2.2 percent during that same time.  These statistics indicate 
that the city’s rate of growth is relatively high and has increased at a higher rate than the 
overall county.   

 
The racial makeup of Folsom is predominantly white.  The city’s population is 

estimated to be 78 percent white, 6 percent black or African American, 1 percent Native 
American, 7 percent Asian, 5 percent other races, and 3 percent two or more races.   

 
The median household income in Folsom in 1999 was $73,175 (67 percent 

higher than the median household income for the county), while the per capita income 
was $30,210 (42.9 percent higher than the county).  About 7 percent of the city’s 
population and 3 percent of families were below the poverty level in 1999 as compared 
with 14 percent of the countywide population.  In 1999, the poverty level for a family of 
four was $17,027.  The proposed project is not expected to have any significant adverse 
effects on population or housing. 
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Local Economy 
 
The City of Folsom traditionally had an economy based largely on the Folsom 

State Prison industry; however, the economic and employment trends in and around the 
city have begun to shift.  In the last 20 years, several major corporations have located in 
the city along with several major retail and commercial centers.  Housing construction 
has also increased rapidly.  Much of this new residential growth has occurred to the 
east and southeast of the center of the city; therefore, many new businesses have 
located in these areas farther away from the city core.  

 
 In 2000, total business employment in Folsom was 21,958, and total payroll was 

$1,229,836,000 (Reclamation, 2004).  On the 1,026 business establishments in Folsom 
in 2000, 21 percent were in the retail sector; 13 percent were professional and research 
entities; 11 percent were in health care; 11 percent were in accommodation of food 
services; and 9 percent were in construction.  Total economic output in Folsom in 2000 
was $21 billion counting both public and private sectors.  State and local government, 
computer and data processing, and insurance carriers were the top contributors.  
Recreation also contributes to the local economy of Folsom, with an estimated 
$92,384,000 per year spend for recreation in the Folsom Lake SRA (Reclamation, 
2004).   

 
With the closure of Folsom Dam Road in February 2003, there has been a 

change in traffic patterns and congestion within the city of Folsom, especially in and 
around the Folsom Historic District.  Commuters that once traveled across Folsom Dam 
Road now travel through the City of Folsom and the historic district.  This district is 
bounded by Lake Natoma on the north, Coloma Street on the east, Bidwell Street on the 
south, and Folsom Boulevard on the west.  The district has a 150-year history, with its 
beginnings as a Gold Rush town.  Over the years the Folsom Historic District has 
incorporated markets, restaurants, and over 60 antique stores.  The increase in traffic 
and associated congestion in the historic district has lead to a decline in visitors and 
shoppers.  Businesses within the district have experienced a decrease in business 
because of increased commuter traffic congestion due to travelers using the Rainbow 
Bridge (Riley Street Crossing) and Lake Natoma Crossing (Folsom Boulevard 
Crossing).  Some business losses have been severe, while some businesses have 
closed.   

 
Some members of the City Chamber of Commerce have reported an average 

30 percent decline in overall business following the road closure.  Specific businesses 
that have experienced significant loss of business since the closure include Cevitas 
(business decreased 35 percent, now out of business), Clouds (business decreased 
21 percent), Village Cleaners (business decreased 30 percent), and Mission Rogelio 
(business decreased 25 to 30 percent) (City of Folsom, 2005).  Businesses that have 
closed include Tack Shop, Mama Ann’s, Granite Bay Jewelry, Jitters Coffee Shop, 
Remo’s Pizzeria, and Hip Chick Gift Shop (City of Folsom, 2005).   
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Additionally, in Reclamation’s 2005 Folsom Dam Road Access Restriction EIS, 
an evaluation of economic impacts associated with various restricted access 
alternatives was included.  This evaluation surveyed businesses affected by the dam 
road closure.  The businesses reported experiencing revenue losses of about 
21 percent.  However, data were not available to determine if these losses may be 
offset by increased revenue elsewhere in the city of county.  This evaluation also 
indicated that other factors that may have affected revenue losses such as business 
competition, industry demand, and regional economic conditions were not quantitatively 
factored into the analysis.  The analysis concluded that although revenue losses of up 
to 21 percent may have occurred immediately after the February 2003 road closure, it 
remains uncertain what portions of these losses can be directly attributed to the closure 
of the dam road. 

 
3.4  RECREATION 
 

This section describes the existing recreational facilities and opportunities in and 
near the project area.  These include the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FLSRA) 
for water recreation activities, hiking, picnicking, and camping; the American River Bike 
Trail for biking; and other regional parks connecting to the overall recreation of 
Sacramento County.  The segments of existing bike trail in the project area are also 
described. 

 
3.4.1  Recreational Facilities and Opportunities 

 
The Folsom Lake SRA is an 18,000-acre lake and recreation area located in the 

Sierra Nevada foothills about 25 miles east of Sacramento.  Operated by State Parks, 
the FLSRA is one of the most frequently used State recreation areas in California (State 
Parks, 2005).  Recreational opportunities at the Folsom Lake SRA include over 90 miles 
of trails for hiking, biking, and running; 176 campsites that can accommodate tents, 
trailers, recreational vehicles, and group campers; and 292 picnic tables located at 
Beal’s Point, Granite Bay, the Peninsula, Folsom Point, Folsom Powerhouse, Willow 
Creek, Nimbus Flat, and Negro Bar (Reclamation, 2004).   

 
Other recreational activities at the Folsom Lake SRA include horseback riding, 

and water-skiing, fishing, and boating made possible by the boat launch facilities 
located at Granite Bay, Folsom Point, Brown’s Ravine, Rattlesnake Bar, the Peninsula, 
Beal’s Point, Negro Bar, Nimbus Flat, and Willow Creek.  The various boat launch 
facilities have a total of 860 wet and dry boat slips for boats to dock.  Currently, access 
to these recreational locations is available through Folsom, El Dorado Hills, and 
Roseville without a continuous road around Folsom Reservoir.  Annual visitors to the 
Folsom Lake SRA averaged 1.5 million visitors between 2001 and 2004 with 
1,182,383 visitors in 2003, and 1,942,248 visitors in 2001 (Reclamation, 2004).  These 
visitors included Sacramento area residents, as well as visitors from other parts of 
California and nearby states.   
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The American River Bike Trail is a popular corridor for hiking, jogging, and bicycling 
through Sacramento and the outlying urban and suburban areas.  The trail provides an 
important connection between Sacramento’s parks, downtown Sacramento, the 
Sacramento and American Rivers, and the Folsom Reservoir although the trail is not 
continuous around the reservoir.  The 8.4-mile paved Class I bike trail at the Folsom Lake 
SRA connects Beal’s Point with the American River Bike Trail (also known as the Jedediah 
Smith Trail) south of Folsom Reservoir and into downtown Sacramento (Corps, 2002).   

 
Originally conceived of by the Capital City Wheelmen in 1896, the final leg of the 

American River Bike Trail was completed in 1985.  The parkway bike path offers 
32 miles of continuous and paved access to scenic localities from Old Sacramento 
along the Sacramento River to Beal’s Point just northwest of Folsom Dam.  With more 
than 5 million annual users, the American River Bike Trail is considered one of the most 
pleasant of its kind in America (Trails.com, 2005).  There is currently no access to 
recreational trails from the American River Bike Trail north and east of Folsom Dam.   

 
The Folsom City Bikeway Master Plan includes recommendations to enhance 

local existing bicycle facilities, providing consistent access to bike lanes on roads, the 
completion of trails, and the connection of exiting bike trails to local and regional roads 
and facilities (City of Folsom, 2002)   

 
The growth of Folsom has led to increased demand for local recreation 

opportunities and to links with recreation in the metropolitan area of Sacramento.  
Numerous parks and trails have been developed and completed to meet these 
recreation demands, including 14 county parks within the American River Parkway.  
Sacramento County also has a number of regional parks in the metropolitan area.  
Parks in the urban areas primarily consist of open areas for sports activities and passive 
recreation.  Access to boat launches and marinas is another important component of 
many of the parks and recreational areas around Folsom Reservoir, Lake Natoma, and 
the American River Bike Trail (Corps, 2002). 

 
3.4.2  Project Area Bike Trails 
 

There are several segments of existing bike trail in the project area.  These 
include (1) Class I bike trails on each side of the roadway at the intersection of Briggs 
Ranch Drive and East Natoma Street and (2) American River bike trail on the west side 
of the river.  These trails were constructed, and are currently maintained by, the City of 
Folsom and State Parks, respectively.   
 
3.5  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
 
 This section describes the existing transportation system within the 
“transportation study area” shown in Figure 3-1.  The existing system includes 
roadways, bus transit services and facilities, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  In 
addition, current capacities, traffic volumes, and levels of service for various roadway 
segments in and near the project area are identified. 
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3.5.1  Roadway System 
 
 The following discussion describes the major study roadways, explains how 
roadway segments and intersections are analyzed in this study, and then presents the 
analysis results for existing conditions.  The methodology described in this section is the 
same methodology used for the transportation analysis of the project alternatives in 
Section 4.5. 
 
 Route 50 is a six-lane freeway through the transportation study area (four mixed 
flow lanes and two high occupancy vehicle lanes).  It connects the Sacramento area 
with El Dorado County and is one of the all-weather routes over the Sierra Nevada to 
Lake Tahoe and Nevada.  
 
 Folsom Dam Road is a two-lane road that connects Folsom-Auburn Road to East 
Natoma Street.  It was closed to traffic in February 2003.  Bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
has always been restricted. 
 

Folsom-Auburn Road/Folsom Boulevard provides north-south access between 
the City of Auburn in the north and the City of Folsom in the south.  North of the county  
line, this roadway is called Auburn-Folsom Road.  Between the county line and 
Greenback Lane/Riley Street, this roadway is called Folsom-Auburn Road, and south of 
Greenback Lane/Riley Street it is called Folsom Boulevard.  Folsom-Auburn Road is a 
two-lane undivided north-south arterial north of Folsom Dam Road, a four-lane 
undivided south of Folsom Dam Road to Oak Avenue, and a four-lane divided arterial  
south of Folsom Dam Road.  Folsom Boulevard is a four-lane divided arterial in the City 
of Folsom.  The speed limit varies from 40 to 50 miles per hour (mph). 
 
 Natoma Street is an east-west roadway extending from Folsom-Auburn 
Road/Folsom Boulevard to east of Green Valley Road/Blue Ravine Road.  This roadway 
is a two-lane undivided arterial from Folsom Boulevard to Stafford Street.  East of 
Stafford Street to Fargo Way it is a four-lane undivided arterial.  From Fargo Way to 
Folsom Dam Road, the road is a two-lane undivided arterial.  From Folsom Dam Road 
to Green Valley Road, Natoma Street has two lanes in the eastbound direction and one 
lane in the westbound direction. 
 
 Riley Street runs from Folsom-Auburn Road to east of Blue Ravine Road.  This 
roadway is a two-lane undivided arterial that goes through Folsom’s historic downtown 
and business district.  
 
 Analysis Locations 
 
 A traffic operations analysis was conducted for roadway segments and 
intersections within the transportation study area.  The intersection analysis focuses on 
the area where the proposed new bridge crossings would have the largest effects on 
traffic flows and patterns.  The roadway segment analysis includes roadways outside 
this area and captures the potential regional effects of changes in travel demand with a 
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new bridge.  The roadway segments and intersections in the analysis are listed below 
and shown on Figures 3-1 and 3-2. 
 

Roadway Segments 
 
1. Douglas Blvd. – Barton Rd. to Auburn-Folsom Rd. 
2. Barton Rd. – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd. 
3.  Eureka Rd. – Barton Rd. to Auburn-Folsom Rd. 
4.  Auburn-Folsom Rd. – Douglas Blvd. to Eureka Rd. 
5.  Auburn-Folsom Rd. – Eureka Rd to Oak Hill Dr. 
6.   Auburn-Folsom Rd. – Oak Hill Dr. to Folsom Dam Rd. 
7.  Folsom-Auburn Rd. – Folsom Dam Rd. to Oak Ave. 
8.   Folsom Blvd. – Greenback Ln. to Leidesdorff St. 
9.  Folsom Blvd. – Natoma St. to Blue Ravine Rd. 
10.  Oak Hill Dr. – Barton Rd. to Folsom-Auburn Rd. 
11.  Santa Juanita Ave. – Barton Rd. to Oak Ave. 
12.  Sierra College Blvd. – Douglas Blvd. to Eureka Rd. 
13.  Hazel Ave. – Oak Ave. to Greenback Ln. 
14.  Hazel Ave. – Greenback Ln. to Madison Ave. 
15.  Hazel Ave. – Winding Wy. to Gold Country Blvd. 
16.  Oak Ave. – Hazel Ave. to Santa Juanita Ave. 
17.  Oak Ave. – American River Canyon Dr. to Folsom-Auburn Rd. 
18.  Greenback Ln. – Hazel Ave. to Madison Ave. 
19.  Madison Ave. – Hazel Ave. to Greenback Ln. 
20.  Rainbow Bridge – Folsom Blvd. to Leidesdorff St. 
21.  East Natoma St. – Cimmaron Cir. to Folsom Dam Rd. 
22.  East Natoma St. – Folsom Dam Rd. to Green Valley Rd. 
23.  Green Valley Rd. – East Natoma St. to Sophia Pkwy. 
24.  Sophia Pkwy. – Green Valley Rd. to Elmores Wy. 
25.  El Dorado Hills Blvd. – Green Valley Rd. to Francisco Dr. 
26.  Briggs Ranch Dr. – East Natoma St. to Oak Avenue Pkwy. 
27.  Oak Avenue Pkwy. – Blue Ravine Rd. to East Bidwell St. 
28.  Oak Avenue Pkwy. – East Bidwell St. to Riley St. 
29.  East Bidwell St. – Blue Ravine Rd. to Oak Avenue Pkwy. 
30.  East Bidwell St. – Clarksville Rd. to Iron Point Rd. 
31.  Blue Ravine Rd. – Folsom Blvd. to Sibley St. 
32.  Blue Ravine Rd. – Sibley St. to Riley St. 
33.  Blue Ravine Rd. – Oak Avenue Pkwy. to Green Valley Rd. 
34.  Iron Point Rd. – Black Diamond Dr. to Prairie City Rd. 
35.  Route 50 – Hazel Ave. to Folsom Blvd. 
36.  Route 50 – Folsom Blvd. to Prairie City Rd. 
37.  Route 50 – Prairie City Rd. to East Bidwell St. 
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38.  Route 50 – East Bidwell St. to County Line. 
39.  Oak Avenue Pkwy Bridge (2025 conditions only). 
40.  New Bridge (2007 and 2025 conditions only). 

 
Intersections 
 
1. Auburn-Folsom Rd./Douglas Blvd. 
2. Auburn-Folsom Rd./Eureka Rd. 
3. Auburn-Folsom Rd./Oak Hill Dr. 
4. Folsom-Auburn Rd./Folsom Dam Rd. (or new connection location of bridge 

alternatives). 
5. Folsom-Auburn Rd./Oak Ave. 
6. Folsom-Auburn Rd./Greenback Ln. 
7.  Folsom Blvd./Natoma St. 
8. Riley St./Scott St. 
9. Riley St./Leidesdorff St. 
10. Riley St./Sutter St. 
11. Riley St./Natoma St. 
12. Riley St./E. Bidwell St. 
13. Natoma St/Coloma St. 
14. Natoma St./Wales Dr. 
15. E. Natoma St./Folsom Dam Rd. (or new connection location of bridge 

alternatives). 
16. E. Natoma St./Green Valley Rd. 
17. Green Valley Rd./Sophia Pkwy. 

 
 Analysis Methodology 
 
 The study locations listed above were analyzed using the procedures and 
methodology in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 
2000.  The roadway segment analysis generated daily level of service (LOS) results 
while the intersection analysis provided a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS results.   
 
 LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions and varies similar to a 
report card.  From a driver’s perspective, LOS A is the best because it indicates free-
flow traffic conditions and little or no delay.  LOS F is the worst, representing congested 
conditions at or over capacity.  Table 3-1 describes each LOS from the driver’s 
perspective. 
 
 Roadway Segments 
 
 Roadway segment LOS is calculated based on functional classification (type of 
roadway), number of lanes, and daily traffic volumes.  Table 3-2 contains a cross-
classification of functional class, number of lanes, and LOS capacity thresholds. 
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Table 3-1.  Qualitative Description of LOS 

LOS Driver’s Perception 

A 

LOS A is the highest quality of traffic flow. Motorists are able to drive at the desired speeds for two- 
and four-lane roads and can easily make lane changes to pass on four-lane roads. At a traffic signal, 
all motorists can be served by one green signal phase. Motorists on a stop-controlled approach 
experience little or no conflicting traffic. 

B 

LOS B is characterized by light congestion. Motorists are generally able to maintain desired speeds 
on two- and four-lane roads and make lane changes on four-lane roads. Motorists are still able to 
pass through traffic signal-controlled intersections in one green phase. Stop-controlled approach 
motorists begin to notice absence of available gaps. 

C 

LOS C represents moderate traffic congestion. Average vehicle speeds continue to be near the 
motorist’s desired speed for two- and four-lane roads. Lane change maneuvers on four-lane roads 
increase to maintain desired speed. Turning traffic and slow vehicles begin to have an adverse effect 
on traffic flows. Occasionally, motorists do not clear the intersection on the first green phase. Stop-
controlled approach motorists begin to experience delay as they wait for available gaps. 

D 

LOS D is characterized by congestion with average vehicle speeds decreasing below the motorist’s 
desired level for two- and four-lane roads. Lane change maneuvers on four-lane roads are difficult to 
make and adversely affect traffic flow of turning traffic and slow vehicles. Multiple cars must wait 
through more than one green phase at a traffic signal. Stop-controlled approach motorists 
experience queuing due to a reduction in available gaps. 

E 

LOS E is the lowest grade possible without reaching stop-and-go operations. Driving speeds are 
substantially reduced; brief periods of stop-and-go conditions can occur on two- and four-lane roads; 
and lane changes are minimal. At signalized intersections, long vehicle queues can form waiting to 
be served by the signal’s green phase. Insufficient gaps on the major streets cause extensive 
queuing on the stop-controlled approaches. 

F 

LOS F represents stop-and-go conditions for two- and four-lane roads. Traffic flow is constrained, 
and lane changes are minimal. Drivers at signalized intersections may wait through several green 
phases prior to being served. Motorists on stop-controlled approaches experience insufficient gaps 
of suitable size to cross safely through a major traffic stream. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2004  (interpreted from 2000 Highway Capacity Manual) 

 
 Intersections 
 
 The calculation of intersection LOS is based on the intersection turn lane 
configuration, type of traffic control (signal or stop sign), and peak-hour traffic volumes.  
All of the study intersections are controlled by traffic signals, and many of the signals 
are operated as a system.  As such, the SYNCHO 6.0 software program was selected 
for the intersection analysis.  SYNCHRO applies the HCM methodology and intersection 
input data to estimate “control delay” at each study intersection. Control delay is the 
quantitative performance measure upon which LOS is determined.  For signalized 
intersections, control delay includes delay attributed to signal operations and includes 
initial deceleration, queue move up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay.  The 
specific ranges of control delay assigned to each LOS threshold for signalized 
intersection LOS criteria are summarized in Table 3-3. 
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Table 3-2.  Functional Class and Daily Roadway Segment LOS Thresholds 
LOS Capacity Threshold 

(Total vehicles per day in both directions) 
Functional Class Code A B C D E 

2-Lane Collector 2C - - 5,700 9,000 9,800 

Minor 2-Lane Highway MI2 900 2,000 6,800 14,100 17,400 

Major 2-Lane Highway MA2 1,200 2,900 7,900 16,000 20,500 

4-Lane, Multilane Highway MH4 10,700 17,600 25,300 32,800 36,500 

2-Lane Arterial 2A - - 9,700 17,600 18,700 

4-Lane Arterial, Undivided 4AU - - 17,500 27,400 28,900 

4-Lane Arterial, Divided 4AD - - 19,200 35,400 37,400 

6-Lane Arterial, Divided 6AD - - 27,100 53,200 56,000 

8-Lane Arterial, Divided 8AD - - 37,200 71,100 74,700 

2-Lane Arterial, moderate access control1 2AMD 10,800 12,600 14,400 16,200 18,000 

4-Lane Arterial, moderate access control1 4AMD 21,600 25,200 28,800 32,400 36,000 

6-Lane Arterial, moderate access control1 6AMD 32,400 37,800 43,200 48,600 54,000 

4-Lane Arterial, high access control1 4AHD 24,000 28,000 32,000 36,000 40,000 

6-Lane Arterial, high access control1 6AHD 36,000 42,000 48,000 54,000 60,000 

4-Lane Freeway2 4F 22,200 40,200 57,600 71,400 80,200 

4-Lane Freeway with Auxiliary Lanes2 4FA 28,200 51,000 72,800 89,800 100,700 
1 Used to analyze roadways within County of Sacramento. LOS Capacity Thresholds from Traffic Impact  
Analysis Guidelines, County of Sacramento, July 2004. 
2 Includes mixed flow lanes only.  HOV  lanes and volumes are excluded from the analysis because a review of 
existing HOV counts and forecasts showed the HOV  lanes to be operating under capacity. 

 
 
Table 3-3.  Signalized Intersection LOS Criteria 

LOS Control Delay per Vehicle  (Seconds) 

A ≤10.0 

B >10.0 and ≤20.0 

C >20.0 and ≤35.0 

D >35.0 and ≤55.0 

E >55.0 and ≤80.0 

F >80.0 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000) 

 
 The local jurisdictions within the transportation study area and Caltrans have 
established minimum acceptable LOS thresholds for roadway segments and 
intersections.  These thresholds are listed below and used to define existing LOS 
deficiencies for this study. 
 

• The City of Folsom General Plan (1995) establishes LOS C as the minimum 
acceptable threshold for City roadways.   
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• The Sacramento County General Plan (1993) establishes LOS D as the 

minimum acceptable threshold for rural roadways and LOS E for urban 
roadways.  All of the Sacramento County roadways in the transportation study 
area are urban roadways. 

 
• The Placer County General Plan (1994) establishes LOS C as the minimum 

acceptable threshold for County roadways.  This minimum threshold is currently 
under review by the County, and potential reductions may be allowed pending a 
General Plan amendment proposed for July 2005. 

 
• The El Dorado County General (2004) establishes LOS E as the minimum 

acceptable threshold for County roadways. 
 

• The State Route 50 Transportation Concept Report (1998) establishes LOS F as 
the concept LOS for Route 50 in Sacramento County and LOS E in El Dorado 
County within the transportation study area.  The Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies (Caltrans, 2002) also recommends using the transition 
between LOS C and LOS D to evaluate potential effects to the State highway 
system from local agency projects.  These guidelines were discussed with 
Caltrans staff and the other members of the traffic advisory committee (TAC) 
established for this project (refer to Section 5.3 for more information about the 
TAC).  The TAC agreed to use LOS E as the minimum acceptable LOS threshold 
for Route 50. 

 
 Existing Traffic Operations 
 
 Existing traffic operations were analyzed under 2004 conditions based on field 
collected data that included traffic counts, geometrics, and traffic controls.  The 
operations analysis included daily LOS results for roadway segments and peak hour 
LOS results for intersections.  All traffic counts were conducted on Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays, or Thursdays.  The peak hour traffic volumes were counted during the 
a.m. (7:00 to 9:00) and p.m. (4:00 to 6:00) peak periods on Thursday, April 29, 
Tuesday, May 18, Tuesday, May 25, Thursday, June 10, and Thursday, June 24.  
No unusual events (accidents) occurred during data collection, and the data are 
representative of weekday travel in the transportation study area with the City of 
Folsom’s traffic calming measures that were put in place after closure of Folsom Dam 
Road in 2003. 
 
 Roadway Segments 
 
 Figure 3-3 shows the existing roadway network including functional classification 
and number of travel lanes.  This information was used with the 2004 daily traffic count 
estimates and the LOS capacity thresholds in Table 3-2 to determine the existing daily 
LOS for each transportation study area roadway segment.  The results are displayed in 
Figure 3-4 and summarized in Table 3-4.  In some cases, 2004 daily traffic counts were 
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not available.  For these locations, either historical counts (2002 or 2003) were factored 
up to 2004 conditions based on historic growth rates in the transportation study area or 
the daily volume was estimated from peak hour counts. 
 
 The results in Table 3-4 indicate that 20 of the 38 segments (53 percent) operate 
worse than the minimum acceptable LOS threshold established in local jurisdiction 
General Plan policies. 

 
Table 3-4.  Roadway LOS – Existing (2004) Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Functional 

Class 
2004 

Volume LOS 
1.       Douglas Blvd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 4AD 36,0001 E 

2.       Barton Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 8,3001 C 

3.       Eureka Rd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2A 4,7001 C 

4.       Auburn-Folsom Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 30,9001 F 

5.       Auburn-Folsom Rd – Eureka Rd to Oak Hill Dr 2A 26,500 F 

6.       Folsom-Auburn Rd – Oak Hill Dr to Folsom Dam Rd 2A 31,3001 F 

7.       Folsom-Auburn Rd – Folsom Dam Rd to Oak Ave 4AU 28,6001 E 

8.       Folsom Blvd – Greenback Ln to Leidesdorff St 4AD 34,9001 D 

9.       Folsom Blvd – Natoma St to Blue Ravine Rd 4AD 37,800 F 

10.    Oak Hill Dr – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2C 9001 C 

11.    Santa Juanita Ave – Barton Rd to Oak Ave 2A 4,700 C 

12.    Sierra College Blvd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 4AD 25,9001 D 

13.    Hazel Ave – Oak Ave to Greenback Ln (Sac. County) 4AMD 35,400 E 

14.    Hazel Ave – Greenback Ln to Madison Ave (Sac. County) 4AMD 43,100 F 

15.    Hazel Ave – Winding Way to Gold Country Blvd (Sac. County) 4AHD 55,8001 F 

16.    Oak Ave – Hazel Ave to Santa Juanita Ave (Sac. County) 2AMD 9,900 A 

17.    Oak Ave – American River Canyon Dr to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2A 12,4001 D 

18.    Greenback Ln – Hazel Ave to Madison Ave (Sac. County) 4AMD 23,4001 B 

19.    Madison Ave – Hazel Ave to Greenback Ln (Sac. County) 4AMD 31,6001 D 

20.    Rainbow Bridge – Folsom Blvd to Leidesdorff St 2A 46,5001 F 

21.    East Natoma St – Cimmaron Cir to Folsom Dam Rd 2A 18,4001 E 

22.    East Natoma St – Folsom Dam Rd to Green Valley Rd 2A2 16,300 D 

23.    Green Valley Rd – East Natoma St to Sophia Pkwy 2A 24,4001 F 

24.    Sophia Pkwy – Green Valley Rd to Elmores Way 2A 1,1001 C 

25.    El Dorado Hills Blvd – Green Valley Rd to Francisco Dr 2A 5,9001 C 

26.    Briggs Ranch Dr – East Natoma St to Oak Avenue Pkwy 2C 9003 C 

27.    Oak Avenue Pkwy – Blue Ravine Rd to East Bidwell St 6AD 17,6003 C 

28.    Oak Avenue Pkwy – East Bidwell St to Riley St 4AD 10,6003 C 

29.    East Bidwell St – Blue Ravine Rd to Oak Avenue Pkwy 4AD 24,0003 D 

30.    East Bidwell St – Clarksville Rd to Iron Point Rd 4AD4 32,8003 D 

31.    Blue Ravine Rd – Folsom Blvd to Sibley St 6AD 18,1003 C 

32.    Blue Ravine Rd – Sibley St to Riley St 4AU 29,100 F 

33.    Blue Ravine Rd – Oak Avenue Pkwy to Green Valley Rd 4AD 18,200 C 
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Table 3-4.  Roadway LOS – Existing (2004) Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Functional 

Class 
2004 

Volume LOS 
34.    Iron Point Rd – Black Diamond Dr to Prairie City Rd 4AD 13,000 C 

35.    Route 50 – Hazel Ave to Folsom Blvd 4FA 111,800 F 

36.    Route 50 – Folsom Blvd to Prairie City Rd 4F 94,400 F 

37.    Route 50 – Prairie City Rd to East Bidwell St 4F 71,800 E 

38.    Route 50 – East Bidwell St to County Line 4F5,6 77,000 E 

 –      Folsom Bridge Summary (segments 8 and 20) - 81,400 - 
1  ADT volume factored up to 2004 conditions. 
2  Assumed 2-lane roadway for analysis. 
3  ADT volume estimated from 2004 intersection counts. 
4  Assumed 4-lane roadway for analysis. 
5 The eastbound truck climbing lane that exists on this segment is not included for analysis purposes. 
6 While the daily LOS is reported as E, peak hour analysis conducted by Caltrans based on freeway speeds identifies portions of this  
  segment as LOS F according to the 2004 HICOMP Report. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdiction or Caltrans. 
- Bold indicates bridge segment. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2005 

 
 Intersections 
 
 Level of service calculations were also performed for the study intersections 
based on the existing traffic control, lane configurations, and peak hour traffic volumes 
shown in Figure 3-5.  The LOS results are summarized in Table 3-5.  Detailed technical  
calculations can be found in Appendix A.  As shown in Table 3-5, six of the 17 study 
intersections operated worse than the minimum LOS threshold established by the local 
jurisdictions. 
 
 Along congested corridors, especially through the historic downtown area of 
Folsom, downstream queues spill back into adjacent intersections causing delays that 
may be higher than reported by the SYNCHRO analysis.  For example, this problem 
occurs at the Riley Street/Natoma Street intersection.  Peak hour queues at this 
intersection were observed to extend back into the Riley Street/Sutter Street 
intersection.  As a result, the actual delays and LOS for the Riley Street/Sutter Street 
intersection may be worse than reported. 
 
 In some locations, the intersection operations may also be affected by the 
operation of upstream intersections that “meter” the amount of traffic that can  
access these intersections.  For example, the Folsom-Auburn Road/Greenback Lane 
and the Natoma Street/Riley Street intersections both meter the amount of traffic that 
can reach the Riley Street intersections with Scott Street and Leidesdorff.  The metering 
effect combined with the coordination of the traffic signals results in relatively low delays 
at these two intersections, but only after experiencing long delays at the Folsom-Auburn 
Road/Greenback Lane and the Natoma Street/Riley Street intersections. 
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Table 3-5.  Intersection LOS – Existing Conditions 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection1 
Delay2 

V/C3 
LOS Delay 

V/C 
LOS 

1. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Douglas Blvd 40.9 D 37.7 D 

2. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Eureka Rd 19.3 B 14.7 B 

3. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Oak Hill Dr 13.6 B 20.1 C 

4. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Dam Rd 9.4 A 7.7 A 

5. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Oak Ave 39.6 D 36.7 D 

6. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Greenback Ln >80.0 
1.32 F >80.0 

1.11 F 

7.  Folsom Blvd/Natoma St 29.8 C 36.5 D 

8. Riley St/Scott St 4.2 A 6.5 A 
9. Riley St/Leidesdorff St 2.8 A 8.2 A 
10. Riley St/Sutter St 38.3 D 75.0 E 

11. Riley St/Natoma St 73.6 
1.01 E >80.0 

1.25 F 

12. Riley St/E. Bidwell St 17.8 B 12.8 B 

13. Natoma St/Coloma St 18.3 B 27.1 C 

14. Natoma St/Wales Dr 10.5 B 15.6 B 

15. E. Natoma St/Folsom Dam Rd 9.5 A 7.2 A 

16. E. Natoma St/Green Valley Rd 16.8 B 24.7 C 

17. Green Valley Rd/Sophia Pkwy 11.4 B 9.4 A 
1  All study intersections are signalized. 

 2  Delay reported in seconds per vehicle. 
 3  V/C – volume to capacity ratio.  V/C ratio reported only under LOS F conditions. 
 - Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdiction or Caltrans. 
 - Bold indicates intersections that are influenced by adjacent intersections.  Actual delays and LOS may be worse. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2005 

 
 To understand how the intersection delays affect travel through the existing 
Folsom bridge corridors, travel time runs were also conducted between the Natoma 
Street/Folsom Dam Road intersection and the Folsom-Auburn Road/Folsom Dam Road 
intersection.  Figures 3-6 and 3-7 map the travel routes and display the measured travel 
speeds and times.  The travel times between the two intersections range from a little over 
8 minutes to just over 18 minutes.  Intersection congestion and delay through the Folsom 
Historic District can add as many as 10 minutes to the overall trip during the peak hours. 
 
3.5.2  Transit Facilities and Services 
 
 Bus transit service in the area is provided by the Folsom Stage Line, Roseville 
Transit, Sacramento Regional Transit (RT), and Placer County Transit.  Light rail transit 
(LRT) service is provided by RT.  The primary bus service provider within the 
transportation study area is the Folsom Stage Line, which has the following three lines. 
 

• Route 10 provides service on Folsom-Auburn Road, East Bidwell Street, Riley 
Street, and Natoma Street.  Weekday service is provided from approximately  
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From Segment Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point A Point B 06:46:28am 06:59:38am 20.8 0:13:10
Point B Point C 07:32:59am 07:44:22am 24.6 0:11:23

Average 22.7 0:12:16

AM Peak Period

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point C Point B 07:23:22am 07:32:11am 32.5 0:08:49
Point B Point A 08:11:07am 08:18:29am 35.3 0:07:22

Average 33.9 0:08:06

AM Peak Period

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point A Point B 03:59:19pm 04:11:31pm 23.0 0:12:12
Point B Point C 04:54:34pm 05:08:59pm 19.1 0:14:25

Average 21.1 0:13:18

PM Peak Period

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point C Point B 04:40:39pm 04:54:20pm 28.6 0:13:41
Point B Point A 05:44:12pm 06:06:58pm 22.1 0:22:46

Average 25.4 0:18:14

PM Peak Period

DRAFT



!

!

!

!

Bidwell St
Blue R

avine
 Road

Oak Avenue Pkwy

Natoma St

Folsom Dam Road

Aub
urn

-Fo
lso

m R
o ad

Wales Dr

Sophia PkwyGre
en V

alley
 Roa

d

Coloma St

Scott St

Leidesdorff St
Natom

a St

!(B

!(A

!(C

TRAVEL TIME ANALYSISROUTE 2 - LAKE NATOMA BRIDGE
FIGURE 3-7

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  C O N S U L T A N T S

LEGEND                        
Average Speed (MPH)

0 - 10
10 - 20
20 - 30
30 - 40
>40

N:\PROJECTS\RS05\2106_Folsom_Bridge_EIS\GIS\Draft\Fig3-7_Route2_TT.mxd

!

!

!

!

Bidwell St
Blue R

avine
 Road

Oak Avenue Pkwy

Natoma St

Folsom Dam Road

Aub
urn

-Fo
lso

m R
o ad

Wales Dr

Sophia PkwyGre
en V

alley
 Roa

d

Coloma St

Scott St

Leidesdorff St
Natom

a St

!(B

!(A

!(C

!

!

!

!

Bidwell St
Blue R

avine
 Road

Oak Avenue Pkwy

Natoma St

Folsom Dam Road

Aub
urn

-Fo
lso

m R
o ad

Wales Dr

Sophia PkwyGre
en V

alley
 Roa

d

Coloma St

Scott St

Leidesdorff St
Natom

a St

!(B

!(A

!(C

!

!

!

!

Bidwell St
Blue R

avine
 Road

Oak Avenue Pkwy

Natoma St

Folsom Dam Road

Aub
urn

-Fo
lso

m R
o ad

Wales Dr

Sophia PkwyGre
en V

alley
 Roa

d

Coloma St

Scott St

Leidesdorff St
Natom

a St

!(B

!(A

!(C

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point A Point B 07:10:07am 07:22:32am 25.7 0:12:25
Point B Point C 07:57:37am 08:10:25am 23.9 0:12:48

Average 24.8 0:12:37

AM Peak Period

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point C Point B 07:00:47am 07:08:59am 37.7 0:08:12
Point B Point A 07:52:32am 07:52:27am 28.2 0:11:00

Average 33.0 0:09:36

AM Peak Period

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point A Point B 04:28:06pm 04:40:05pm 27.3 0:11:59
Point B Point C 05:28:52pm 05:43:48pm 20.4 0:14:56

Average 23.8 0:13:27

PM Peak Period

From To Begin Time End Time Average 
Speed Total Time

Point C Point B 04:13:07pm 04:27:31pm 21.1 0:14:24
Point B Point A 05:09:21pm 05:27:55pm 17.8 0:18:34

Average 19.5 0:16:29

PM Peak Period

DRAFT
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7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. with 30- to 60-minute headways.  There is no weekend or 
holiday service. 

 
• Downtown Commuter runs between the City of Folsom and downtown 

Sacramento on weekdays.  Service is provided during the morning commute 
from approximately 5:45 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. with 10- to 20-minute headways and 
during the evening commute from 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. with 15- to 30-minute 
headways. 

 
• Light Rail Commuter provides service on Sibley Street, Glenn Drive, and Iron 

Point Road to Butterfield Light Rail Station.  Service is provided on weekdays 
from approximately 5:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. with 60-minute headways. 

 
 RT operates LRT service from downtown Sacramento to the Sunrise Station in 
Rancho Cordova.  The Sunrise Station opened in June 2004 and is part of the 
Amtrak/Folsom Light Rail Project, which has extend light rail 10.9 miles from downtown 
Sacramento to the City of Folsom along Folsom Boulevard with new stations at Iron 
Point Road, Glenn Drive, and downtown. 
 
 The location of existing bus route service, including locations of stops within the 
transportation study area, is shown on Figure 3-8. 
 
3.5.3  Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
 Bicycling and pedestrian facilities exist throughout the City of Folsom.  Bicycle 
facilities are separated into three classes:  Class I (bicycle path), Class II (bicycle lane), 
and Class III (signed bicycle route).  The following diagram illustrates the differences 
between the classes of bicycle facilities. 
 
 The locations of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities are shown on 
Figure 3-9. The most significant facility is the Class I American River Parkway Trail that 
parallels Lake Natoma and the American River between Folsom and downtown 
Sacramento.  Another important Class I facility is the pedestrian/ bicycle bridge parallel 
to Rainbow Bridge.   
 
 While the bicycle system provides relatively good connectivity, conflicts with 
vehicles occur through the historic district and along portions of Folsom-Auburn Road 
where only Class III bike routes exist.  New Class I bike paths are planned on the south 
side of Lake Natoma both west and east of the Historic District that would provide 
alternatives to using on-street facilities to access downtown Folsom and the Class I bike 
path bridge over Lake Natoma. Gaps in the pedestrian system also exist as indicated in 
Figure 3-9, and the City is currently developing a Pedestrian Master Plan to establish 
policies and project priorities for improving this system.  
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3.6  VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 
 

This section describes the existing vegetation and wildlife resources in the 
project area.  This description is based on field visits and a review of pertinent literature.  
This information was gathered in coordination with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  A draft Coordination Act 
Report (CAR) is included in Appendix B.   

 
The project area is located within the 6-mile mile area between Folsom Dam and 

Nimbus Dam.  Most of the land in this area is owned by either the Federal Government 
or the State of California and is generally undeveloped.  Because this area is largely 
owned by the government and is close to Folsom Prison, the area will likely remain in its 
undeveloped state.  Most of the project area was disturbed during the construction of 
Folsom Dam.  The existing habitat in the area has reestablished after the dam was 
completed.   

 
The project area currently supports the following habitat types:  oak woodland, 

riparian woodland, seasonal wetland, chaparral, and annual grassland.  In addition, 
disturbed areas with various species of nonnative vegetation are found around 
roadways and facilities in the project area.   

 
Oak woodland is the predominant habitat type in the project area, consisting of 

mostly blue oak, interior live oak, some valley oak, buckeye, and an understory of 
annual grassland species.  Smaller areas of riparian woodland and seasonal wetlands 
are also found.  Riparian areas have sparse vegetation including various willow species 
and Fremont cottonwood.  Seasonal wetland species include cattail, blackberry, soft 
chess brome, perennial ryegrass, curly dock, and various willow species.  Common 
chaparral species include manzanita and chemise, while understory species include 
poison oak, California wild rose, and lupine.  Nonnative grassland species include wild 
oats, soft chess brome, ryegrass, mustard, and foxtail.  In addition, there are numerous 
elderberry shrubs associated with the oak woodland and nonnative grassland habitats 
in the project area.   
 

The habitats in the project area support various wildlife species.  Mammal 
species include mule deer, coyote, bobcat, gray fox, black-tailed jackrabbit, Virginia 
opossum, striped skunk, and a variety of rodents.  Common bird species in the project 
area include acorn wood pecker, Nuttall’s woodpecker, loggerhead shrike, western 
wood pewee, scrub jay, Bullock’s oriole, California quail, introduced wild turkeys, and 
plain titmouse.  Common raptors include red-tailed hawk, Cooper’s hawk, red-
shouldered hawk, golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, rough-legged hawk, American 
kestrel, prairie falcon, great horned owl, and bald eagle.  Reptile and amphibian species 
likely found in the project area include western fence lizard, gopher snake, western 
rattlesnake, common kingsnake, Pacific treefrog, and western toad.   
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The presence of year-round water provides habitat for many water-associated 
species such as raccoon, Canada goose, wood duck, common merganser, mallard, 
black phoebe, great blue heron, greater yellowlegs, belted kingfisher, and common 
yellowthroat.  Areas dominated by annual grassland provide foraging habitat and cover 
for California ground squirrel, pocket gopher, turkey vulture, coyote, western fence 
lizard, western rattlesnake, western kingbird, and western meadowlark.  
 
3.7 FISHERIES 
 

This section describes the existing fish resources in the project area.  The 
information in this section is based on field visits and recent work associated with the 
Folsom Dam Modifications project. 

 
Aquatic habitat in the project area includes the American River between Folsom 

Dam and Lake Natoma, a reach of approximately 6 miles.  The aquatic environment in 
the Lower American River has been substantially altered from historic conditions.  
Folsom and Nimbus Dams blocked access and inundated much of the historic spawning 
and rearing habitat above the dam sites.  As a result, the use of the American River by 
anadromous fishes is limited to the 23 miles of river between Nimbus Dam and the 
confluence of the Lower American River with the Sacramento River.   

 
The majority of water from Folsom Dam goes through the power plant into the 

tailrace and into the American River, flowing into Lake Natoma.  Additionally, water 
warms in the stilling basin, which begins at the base of the dam directly underneath the 
spillway gates.  The stilling basin is a concrete reservoir-type basin that is contained 
within concrete side structures.  The basin receives minimum continuous flows from 
service gate leaks and several other minor sources of incoming water.  Water flows 
from the stilling basin over a concrete weir and into the American River parallel to the 
tailrace outflow.   
 

The stilling basin was temporarily dewatered in October 2004 in association with 
the Folsom Dam Modifications project.  During the dewatering, a total of 1,250 fishes 
were removed from the stilling basin.  The fishes included varying species and sizes 
within species, indicating a variety of age classes.  The catch included channel catfish, 
rainbow trout, Wakasagi, spotted bass, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, riffle 
sculpin, and unidentified bass and sculpin.  Wakasagi dominated the catch, 
representing 95 percent of the catch.  Bass species represented the second dominant 
species assemblage with 4 percent of the catch, and the remaining three species were 
represented at 1 percent.  These species are representative of the species found in the 
reach between Folsom Dam and Lake Natoma.   

 
3.8  SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 
 

This section describes special status species that either occur or have the 
potential to occur (existing habitat) in the project area.  Special status species are 
protected by, or are otherwise of concern to, both the Federal and State Governments.  
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The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 provides legal protection for plant and 
animal species in danger of extinction (50 CFR 17).  The California Endangered 
Species Act of 1977 parallels the Federal Act and is administered by California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).   

 
Pursuant to these acts, a list of special status species was obtained from the 

FWS website, and a search of the California Natural Diversity Database was conducted 
in April 2005.  The species lists from these data searches are included in Appendix C.  
Many of the species listed in the appendix are not expected to occur in the project area 
due to the lack of suitable habitat.  Those special status species known to occur or with 
suitable habitat existing in the project area are discussed below.   

 
3.8.1  Plant Species 
 

The three special status plants with the potential to occur in the project area are 
Sacramento orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida), slender orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida), and 
Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala).  However, information indicates 
that no special-status plant species have been found in the project area (CDFG, 2005; 
Reclamation, 2004; and Reclamation, 1996).   
 

Sacramento Orcutt Grass 
 
Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida) is Federally and State-listed 

endangered.  The plant has a narrow population range encompassing a 135-square 
mile area in eastern Sacramento County.  This species occurs in the bottoms of large 
vernal pools.   
 

Slender Orcutt Grass 
 
Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenius) is Federally listed threatened and State-

listed endangered.  Populations of this plant are found in Lake, Lassen, Plumas, 
Sacramento, Shasta, Siskiyou, and Tehama Counties.  The species occurs at the 
bottom of vernal pools.   
 

Bogg’s Lake Hedge-Hyssop 
 
Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala) has no Federal status and is 

State-listed endangered.  This plant is widely distributed in central and northern 
California, and occurs in vernal pools and along the margins of seasonally receding 
ponds and lakes.   
 
3.8.2  Animal Species 
 

Nine special status animal species have the potential to occur in the project area.  
Elderberry shrubs, habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and bald eagles are 
known to occur in the project area.    
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Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp 
 
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) is Federally listed endangered 

and has no State status.  This shrimp is associated with low-alkalinity seasonal pools 
throughout the northern and eastern portions of the Central Valley.  Although no critical 
habitat has been designated in the project area, the potential exists for this species to 
occur.  There are no seasonal pools located within the project area. 
 

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp 
 
Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) Is Federally listed threatened and 

has no State status.  This shrimp is widely distributed in vernal pools and swales 
throughout the grasslands of California.  Although no critical habitat has been 
designated in the project area, the potential exists for this species to occur.  There are 
no vernal pools or swales located within the project area.   
 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
 
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) is 

Federally listed threatened and has no State status.  This beetle is endemic to the 
Central Valley and is found in riparian habitats and associated uplands where the 
elderberry (sambucus spp.), the beetle’s food plant, grows.  The beetle is a pith-boring 
species that depends on elderberry plants during its entire life cycle.  In surveys 
conducted from 1984 through 1991, only 12 patches of natural riparian forests along the 
American, Sacramento, and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries yielded either the 
beetles or emergence holes indicating their presence (DFG, 2002b).  The project area 
contains numerous elderberry shrubs; field surveys indicate that close to 200 elderberry 
shrubs are located within the project area.    
 

Giant Garter Snake 
 
Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) is Federally and State-listed threatened.  

This snake is endemic to the basins and flood plains of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Valleys.  Generally, the giant garter snake lives in rice fields, irrigation supply 
and drainage canals, freshwater marshes, sloughs, ponds, and other aquatic habitats.  
The snake requires habitat with permanent summer water, vegetative cover, food 
supply, and upland areas not subject to flooding.  Current populations can be found in 
the rice-producing areas in the Central Valley, portions of the Yolo Bypass, portions of 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and in the San Joaquin Valley (DFG, 2002a).  
There is no suitable habitat for the giant garter snake in the project area.   

 
 California Red-Legged Frog 
 

California red-legged frog  (Rana aurora draytonii)  is Federally listed threatened 
and a State species of special concern.  Typical habitat for this frog is a combination of 
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dense, shrubby, or emergent riparian vegetation closely associated with deep water 
(more than 2.3 feet deep) and the absence of predatory fish and bullfrogs.  Current 
populations are limited to coast and coastal mountain ranges of California and in the 
Sierra Nevada (above elevation 1,000 feet) from Butte County to Fresno County.  The 
nearest known occurrences are on Webber Creek near Placerville.  There is no suitable 
habitat downsteam of Folsom Dam (Corps, 2002).  
 

White-Tailed Kite 
 
White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is a Federal species of concern and fully 

protected under the California Fish and Game Code.  The white-tailed kite is a year-
round resident in coastal and valley lowlands.  The white-tailed kite breeds in lowland 
grasslands, agriculture, wetlands, oak-woodland, savannah, and riparian areas 
associated with open areas.  Currently, California contains the largest number of white-
tailed kites in North America (Point Reyes Bird Observatory, 2000). The bird is found in 
virtually all lowlands of California west of the Sierra Nevada and southeast deserts.  
Although the kite is common in the Central Valley, there are no known occurrences of 
white-tailed kites in the project area.   

 
Western Burrowing Owl 
 
Western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) is a Federal species of 

concern and State species of concern.  Habitat for this owl includes dry and nearly level 
annual and perennial grassland, with sparse three or shrub canopies.  Burrowing owls 
typically live and breed in abandoned ground squirrel colonies.  Burrowing owls are not 
likely to occur in the project area due to the lack of suitable level habitat.   

 
Purple Martin 
 
Purple martin (Progne subis) has no Federal status and is a State species of 

concern.  This bird inhabits woodland and riparian habitats, are tree-cavity nesters, and 
often use abandoned woodpecker holes.  The purple martin occurs primarily in coastal 
valley and Sierra Nevada foothills.  There are few recent records of breeding colonies in 
the Central Valley.  There are no known occurrences of the purple martin in the project 
area.   
 

Bald Eagle 
 
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is Federally listed threatened and State-

listed endangered.  This bird nests and roosts in coniferous forests within 1 mile of a 
lake, reservoir, or stream.  Bald eagles are known to winter at lakes, reservoirs, and 
along river systems throughout most of central and northern California.  Current bald 
eagle breeding distribution is limited to mountainous habitats in the northern quarter of 
the state, primarily in the northern Sierra Nevada, Cascades, and northern Coast 
Ranges (Reclamation, 1996).  Bald eagles are not known to nest in or near the project 
area or at Folsom Reservoir during the breeding season although they can occasionally 
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be found in the winter.  One bald eagle was observed just downstream of Folsom Dam 
during field studies for the proposed bridge project in February 2005.   
 
3.9   WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY 
 

This section describes the existing surface and groundwater water resources and 
quality, designated beneficial uses of the water resources, and jurisdictional wetlands in 
the project area.   
 
3.9.1  Regulatory Setting 
 

Federal and State law mandates a series of programs for the management of 
surface water quality.  The Clean Water Act is the Federal law that establishes the 
baseline that all other state and local water quality laws must meet. The State Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act  that regulates the State waterways, establishes 
pollution prevention plans and penalties for the State, and created the State Water 
Resources Control Board.   

 
The State Water Resources Control Board is divided into nine Regional Water 

Quality Control Boards (RWCQB), each of which is responsible for enforcing the State 
water quality laws and objectives, and developing plans (basin plans) that protect water 
quality and public water use.  The project area is under the jurisdiction of the Central 
Valley RWQCB.   

 
There are various portions of these Federal and State laws and associated 

programs that would be applicable to the proposed bridge project.  These laws and 
programs are discussed below. 
 

• Section 404 of the Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into wetlands and waters of the United States.  Individual permits and 
general permits are issued (by the Corps and U.S. EPA) for activities that may 
affect wetlands and waters of the Untied States.  Regulated waters include 
oceans, lakes, rivers, streams, creeks, intermittent drainages, and special 
aquatic sites such as wetlands, mudflats, and riffle pool complexes.  Although the 
Corps does not issue itself permits for its own Civil Works projects, Corps 
regulations state that the Corps must apply the guidelines and substantive 
requirements of Section 404 to its activities.   

 
• Section 401 of the Clean Water Act regulates the water quality of bodies of water 

associated with a discharge of dredged or fill material.  Section 401 is 
administered by the State of California, Central Valley RWQCB.  The RWQCB 
either issues or denies water quality certifications based on whether or not the 
proposed discharge or fill complies with all State and Federal laws, policies and 
regulations governing the protection of the beneficial uses of the State’s water 
resources. 
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• Stormwater discharges from general industrial and construction activities that 
disturb more than 5 acres of land are permitted by the RWQCB by requiring a 
NPDES permit.  This permit requires a notice of intent be submitted prior to 
commencing any soil disturbing construction activities and a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan must be developed and implemented along with a monitoring 
and reporting program.   

 
3.9.2  Surface and Groundwater Water 

 
The American River below Folsom Dam receives water from Folsom Lake after it 

passes through the dam.  Generally, the water entering Folsom Lake from the upper 
American River watershed is of extremely high quality.  Monitoring of the region has 
found that the surface water quality rarely exceeds State of California water quality 
objectives for temperature, bacteria, dissolved oxygen, pH, oil and grease, total 
dissolved solids, and turbidity (Reclamation, 2004).   

 
 Folsom Reservoir has numerous beneficial use designations as defined by the 

RWQCB.  The beneficial uses include municipal, domestic, and industrial water supply; 
irrigation; power; water contact and non-contact recreation; and warm and cold 
freshwater habitat, warm freshwater spawning habitat; and wildlife habitat (SAFCA, 
2003).   

 
Water quality in Folsom Lake is generally acceptable for the beneficial uses 

currently defined for these water bodies.  However, taste and odor problems have 
occurred in municipal water supplies diverted from the lake in the past.  These problems 
were attributed to blue-green algal blooms that occasionally occur in the reservoir as a 
result of elevated water temperatures.   

 
Beneficial uses of the Lower American River include all of those listed for the 

lake as well as recreational canoeing and rafting, warm- and coldwater fish migration 
habitat, and coldwater spawning habitat.   

 
Historically, water quality parameters for the Lower American River have typically 

been well within acceptable limits to achieve water quality objectives and beneficial 
uses (SAFCA, 2003).  Principal water quality parameters of concern for the river 
(pathogens, nutrients, total dissolved solids (TDS), total organic carbon (TOC), priority 
pollutants, and turbidity) are primarily affected by urban land use practices, runoff, and 
stormwater discharges.  The project area, just downstream of the dam, is likely less 
affected by these parameters due to the limited urban land use in the surrounding area.  
Generally, the TOC and TDS levels in the Lower American River do not exceed existing 
regulatory standards for the Lower American River.   
 
 The project area is dominated by bedrock formations of the Sierra Nevada foothill 
complex where groundwater is found primarily in fractured geologic formations. There 
could be small areas of groundwater within the fractured formations.  Alluvial and 
colluvial materials in the river segment of the project area are minimal because of the 
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hard rock formations that form the streambed in this area.  Due to the potential for small 
areas of groundwater in fractured rock, construction of the bridge piers may include 
dewatering.  The water would be pumped to the top of the hill, and then put in a tank for 
reuse on the site or spread over the ground.  The amounts of water are expected to be 
small. 
 
3.9.3  Jurisdictional Wetlands 
 

Regulated or jurisdictional waters include all navigable waters, interstate waters, 
their tributaries, and adjacent wetlands.  Any discharge of dredged or fill material into 
these jurisdictional waters would be subject to compliance under Section 404 and 401 
of the Clean Water Act.   

 
A  wetland delineation was done for the Corps by FWS (Appendix D). The 

jurisdictional wetlands in the project area include limited areas of freshwater marsh and 
seasonal wetlands typically located within or adjacent to streams, swales, or other 
drainages.  Other waters of the U.S. include the American River and two un-named 
tributaries to the American River.  The jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of U.S. 
are delineated in Appendix D. 

 
 Based on the delineation, there are 11.73 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S. in the project area that would be subject to regulation under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.   
  
3.10 AIR QUALITY 
 

This air quality section describes the pre-project air quality conditions in the 
project vicinity.  The section first explains the existing physical air quality environment, 
including the area’s climate and atmospheric conditions, the air pollutants of most 
concern, air quality conditions, and sensitive receptors in the project area.  Then the air 
quality regulatory environment is described, including a discussion of the Federal, State, 
and local regulations that apply to the project.  
 
3.10.1  Physical Environment 
 

Climate and Atmospheric Conditions 
 
Sacramento County is located at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley, 

which is bounded by the Coast and Diablo Ranges on the west and the Sierra Nevada 
on the east.  The county is about 50 miles northeast of the Carquinez Strait, a sea-level 
gap between the Coast Range and the Diablo Range.  The prevailing winds are from 
the south, primarily because of marine breezes through the Carquinez Strait, although 
during winter the sea breezes diminish and winds from the north occur more frequently. 
 

The project area experiences episodes of poor atmospheric mixing caused by 
inversion layers.  Inversion layers form when temperature increases with elevation 
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above ground or when a mass of warm dry air settles over a mass of cooler air near the 
ground.  Surface inversions (0 to 500 feet) occur most frequently during the winter, 
while subsidence inversions (1,000 to 2,000 feet) occur most frequently during the 
summer.  Inversion layers limit vertical mixing in the atmosphere, trapping pollutants 
near the surface. 
 

Air Pollutants and Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 
Pollutants are typically classified as either criteria or non-criteria pollutants.  

Federal and California regulators have established ambient air quality standards for 
criteria pollutants whereas no ambient standards have been established for non-criteria 
pollutants.  For some criteria pollutants, separate standards have been set for different 
periods.  Most standards have been set to protect public health.  For some pollutants, 
standards have been based on other values such as protection of crops, protection of 
materials, or avoidance of nuisance conditions.  The criteria pollutants of greatest 
concern in Sacramento County are carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, inhalable particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and fine particulate matter less than 
2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5).  A summary of State and Federal ambient air quality 
standards for criteria pollutants is shown in Table 3-6. 
 

Carbon Monoxide   
 
State and Federal CO standards have been set for both 1-hour and 8-hour 

averaging times.  The State 1-hour standard is 20 parts per million (ppm) by volume, 
while the Federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm.  Both State and Federal standards are 9 
ppm for the 8-hour averaging period.  CO is a public health concern because it 
combines more readily with hemoglobin than oxygen and thus reduces the amount of 
oxygen transported in the bloodstream. 
 

Motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO emissions in most areas.  High 
CO levels develop primarily during winter when periods of light winds combine with the 
formation of ground level temperature inversions (typically from the evening through 
early morning).  These conditions result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions.  
Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission rates at low air temperatures. 
 

Ozone   
 
Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed by a photochemical 

reaction in the atmosphere.  Ozone precursors, which include ROG and NOx, react in 
the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone.  Because photochemical 
reaction rates depend on the intensity of ultraviolet light and air temperature, ozone is 
primarily a summer air pollution problem.  Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant 
that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and can cause substantial damage 
to vegetation and other materials. 
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State and Federal standards for ozone have been set for an 8-hour averaging 
time.  California also has established 1-hour ozone standards of 0.09 ppm, not to be 
exceeded.  Federal 1-hour ozone standards of 0.12 ppm were discontinued on June 15, 
2005.  The Federal 8-hour ozone standard is 0.08 ppm measured, and the State 8-hour 
ozone standard is 0.07 ppm.   
 

Inhalable Particulate Matter  
 
Health concerns associated with suspended particulate matter focus on those 

particles small enough to reach the lungs when inhaled.  Few particles larger than 10 
microns in diameter reach the lungs.  Consequently, both the Federal and State air 
quality standards for particulate matter apply only to particulate matter 10 microns or 
less in diameter (generally designated as PM10). 
 

The California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for PM10 are 50 
micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) as a 24-hour average and 20 μg/m3 as an annual 
geometric mean.  The Federal PM10 standards are 150 μg/m3 as a 24-hour average 
and 50 μg/m3 as an annual arithmetic mean.  PM10 conditions in Sacramento County 
reflect a mix of rural and urban sources including agricultural activities, industrial 
emissions, dust suspended by vehicle traffic, and secondary aerosols formed by 
reactions in the atmosphere. 
 
New Federal standards for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
(generally designated as PM2.5) were issued in July 1997 by the Federal Government.  
PM2.5 is sometimes referred to as “fine particulate matter”.  The new PM2.5 standards 
have been set at concentrations of 15 μg/m3 annually and 65 μg/m3 daily.  The Federal 
standards for PM10 are being maintained so that relatively larger, coarser particulate 
matter continues to be regulated.  California has also recently established an annual 
PM2.5 standard of 12 μg/m3. 
 
Existing Air Quality Conditions 

 
The existing air quality conditions for a project area are typically the result of 

meteorological conditions and existing emission sources in an area.   
 

Emission Sources   
 
Table 3-7 presents estimates of existing emissions in Sacramento County.  

There are two main categories of emission sources in any area:  stationary and mobile. 
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Table 3-6.  Ambient Air Quality Standards Applicable in California  
    

Standard, as 
parts per million 

Standard, 
as micrograms 
per cubic meter 

 
Violation Criteria 

Pollutant Symbol Average Time California National California National California National 

Ozone O3 1 hour 0.09 0.012 180 235 If exceeded If exceeded on more than 3 days in 3 
years 

  8 hours 0.07 
 

0.08 
 

N/A N/A If exceeded If exceeded on more than 3 days in 3 
years 

Carbon 
monoxide 

CO 8 hours 9.0 9 10,000 10,000 If exceeded If exceeded on more than 1 day per 
year 

  1 hour 20 35 23,000 40,000 If exceeded If exceeded on more than 1 day per 
year 

Nitrogen dioxide NO2 Annual average 1 hour N/A 
0.25 

0.053 
N/A 

N/A 
470 

100 
N/A 

N/A 
If exceeded 

If exceeded 
N/A 

Sulfur dioxide SO2 Annual average 
24 hours 

N/A 
0.05 

0.03 
0.14 

N/A 
131 

80 
365 

N/A 
If exceeded 

If exceeded 
If exceeded on more than 1 day per 
year 

  1 hour 0.25 N/A 665 N/A N/A N/A 

Hydrogen sulfide H2S 1 hour 0.03 N/A 42 N/A If equaled or 
exceeded 

N/A 

Vinyl chloride C2H3Cl 24 hours 0.010 N/A 26 N/A If equaled or 
exceeded 

N/A 

Inhalable 
particulate 
 Matter 

PM10 Annual geometric mean 
Annual arithmetic mean 
24 hours 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
20 
50 

N/A 
50 
150 

If exceeded 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
If exceeded 
If exceeded on more than 1 day per 
year 

Fine  
particulate 
matter 
 

PM2.5 Annual arithmetic mean 
24 hours 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

12 
N/A 

15 
65 
 

N/A 
N/A 

If exceeded 
If exceeded on more than 1 day per 
year 

Sulfate particles SO4 24 hours N/A N/A 25 N/A If equaled or 
exceeded 

N/A 

Lead particles Pb Calendar quarter N/A N/A N/A 1.5 N/A If exceeded no more than 1 day per 
year 

  30 days N/A N/A 1.5 60 If equaled or 
exceeded 

N/A 

                              
Notes:  All standards are based on measurements at 25 C and 1 atmosphere pressure. 

National standards shown are the primary (health effects) standards.  N/A  = not applicable. 
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The main stationary source of CO in Sacramento County is fuel combustion.  The 

main stationary source of ROG in Sacramento County is solvent use, while commercial and 
industrial fuel combustion represents the largest source of NOx emissions.  Mineral 
processes (aggregate extraction) represent the largest stationary source of PM10 emissions 
in Sacramento County. 
 

The main mobile source of CO, ROG, NOx, and PM10 is light-duty passenger 
vehicles (CARB, 2004). 

 
Monitoring Data   
 
Air quality data from monitoring stations near the project site are summarized in 

Table 3-8.  Because many of the stations do not monitor all pollutants, a distinct set of 
monitoring stations were chosen for each pollutant that would best represent conditions at 
the project site, or in the case of ozone, the regional conditions. 
 

Monitored CO levels have been trending down over the last several years.  The 
downward trend is primarily a result of the use of oxygenated gasoline during the winter CO 
season.  Several exceedances of the State and Federal 8-hour standard were recorded in 
the early 1990’s.  However, exceedances have not been recorded since then, and 
Sacramento County was declared an attainment area for the Federal CO standard in March 
1998. 

 
The State 1-hour ozone standard has been exceeded up to 30 times each year at the 

individual monitoring stations shown on Table 3-8.  Exceedances of the Federal 8-hour 
ozone standard have also been recorded up to 26 times in 2003.  Substantial year-to-year 
variations in monitored ozone levels are common.  However, no clear trend in ozone levels 
is demonstrated by monitoring results over the 1990’s through 2004. 

 
The State 24-hour and annual PM10 standards were exceeded during the monitoring 

period.  Although the Federal PM10 standards were not exceeded, the State (but not 
Federal) PM2.5 annual standard was exceeded in 2002, as shown in Table 3-8. 
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Table 3-7.  2003 Emission Inventory for Sacramento County  
         Reactive          Inhalable   

  Carbon Monoxide Organic Gases Nitrogen Oxides Particulate Matter (PM10)   
             
                         
  Tons per Tons per  Tons per  Tons per Tons per Tons per Tons per Tons per    

Emission Category Day Year Day  Year Day Year Day Year   
             
                               

Fuel Combustion 2.97 742.5 0.57  142.5 3.14 785 0.92 230   
Waste Disposal 0.14 35 0.24  60 0.04 10 0.01 2.5   

Cleaning & Surface Coatings - - 5.23  1307.5 - - - -   
Petroleum Production & Marketing - - 4.01  1002.5 - - - -   

Industrial Processes 0.36 90 0.85  212.5 0.23 57.5 1.2 300   
Solvent Evaporation - - 13.74  3435 - - - -   

Miscellaneous Processes 40.39 10097.5 4.15  1037.5 3.15 787.5 37.79 9447.5   
On-Road Motor Vehicles 297.88 74470 31.37  7842.5 58.64 14660 1.75 437.5   

Other Mobile Sources 93.00 23250 13.30  3325 26.21 6552.5 1.77 442.5   
Natural Sources 0.20 50 0.02  5 0 0 0.03 7.5   

             
 Totals 434.9 108725   73.5  18375  91.4  22850 43.5 10875    

             
Note       The sum of values may not equal total shown due to rounding.             
Source:  The estimates of daily emissions are from the CARB, 2004. 
  
The estimates of annual amounts are based on a factoring of daily values.  A conversion factor of 250 was used to obtain tons per year.      
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Table 3-8.  Summary of Pollutant Monitoring Data in Sacramento 

Yearly Monitoring Data 
Station Location 2002 2003 2004 

     
  Carbon Monoxide     
  Roseville – N. Sunrise Blvd     
  Highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 2.8 1.6 1.9  
  Days above State standard (1) 0 0 0  
     
 T Street      
  Highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 4.3 3.4 3.0  
  Days above State standard (1) 0 0 0  
     
  Ozone 1-hour     
 Folsom              
  1st High (ppm) 0.139 0.140 0.111  
  2nd High (ppm) 0.138 0.138 0.109  
   Days above State standard (2) 27 30 14  
   Days above Federal standard 3 3 0  
     
  Sloughhouse     
  1st High (ppm) 0.127 0.131 0.114  
  2nd High (ppm) 0.127 0.124 0.107  
  Days above State standard (2) 22 27 11  
  Days above Federal standard 2 1 0  
     
  Roseville – N. Sunrise Blvd     
  1st High (ppm) 0.131 0.133 0.106  
  2nd High (ppm) 0.128 0.124 0.100  
  Days above State standard (2) 21 13 5  
  Days above Federal standard 2 1 0  
     
  Ozone 8-hour     
  Folsom      
  1st High (ppm) 0.120 0.118 0.094  
  2nd High (ppm) 0.112 0.108 0.093  
  Days above Federal standard (3) 23 26 7  
     
  Sloughhouse     
  1st High (ppm) 0.105 0.107 0.093  
  2nd High (ppm) 0.104 0.106 0.092  
  Days above Federal standard (3) 16 19 8  
     
  Roseville – N. Sunrise Blvd     
  1st High (ppm) 0.105 0.109 0.085  
  2nd High (ppm) 0.102 0.099 0.084  
  Days above Federal standard (3) 11 5 1  
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Table 3-8.  Summary of Pollutant Monitoring Data in Sacramento 
Yearly Monitoring Data 

Station Location 2002 2003 2004 
PM10     
  Branch Center Road     
  Highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 77 75 45  
  Geometric mean (ug/m3) N/A 28.8 25.4  
  Arithmetic mean (ug/m3) 29 28.4 24.6  
 Calculated number of days above State 
standard (d) 

N/A 24.5 0  

 Calculated number of days above 
Federal standard 

0 0 0  

     
  Roseville – N. Sunrise Blvd     
  Highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 61 59 43  
  Geometric mean (ug/m3) 25.2 21.3 22.1  
  Arithmetic mean (ug/m3) 24.6 21.0 21.6  
  Calculated number of days above 24-
hour State standard (4) 

6.1 6.1 0  

  Calculated number of days above 24-
hour Federal standard 

0 0 0  

     
PM2.5     
  Roseville – N. Sunrise Blvd.     
  Highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 53 30 N/A  
  Annual mean (ug/m3) 13.2 9.9 N/A  
  Number of days above standard (5) 0 0 N/A  
(1) Days above standard = days above State 8-hour standard of 9 ppm. 
(2) Days above standard = days above State 1-hour standard of 0.09 ppm. 
(3) Days above standard = days above Federal 8-hour standard of 0.08 ppm. 
(4) Days above standard = days above State 24-hour standard of 50 ppm.  Most PM10 
measurements are taken every 6 days; therefore, the number of days over the 24-hour standard 
is any year is calculated. 
   (5) Days above standard = days above Federal 24-hour standard of 65 ppm. 
  N/A = not available 
   Sources:  CARB 2005; EPA 2005 

  
 Sensitive Receptors  

 
Some individuals are considered more sensitive than others to air 

pollutants.  The reasons for greater than average sensitivity include pre-existing 
health problems, proximity to emissions sources, or the duration of exposure to 
air pollutants.  Schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are considered to be 
relatively sensitive to poor air quality because children, elderly people, and the 
infirm are more susceptible to respiratory distress and other air quality-related 
health problems than the general public.  Residential areas are considered 
sensitive to poor air quality because people usually stay home for extended 
periods of time, with associated greater exposure to ambient air quality.  
Recreational uses are also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure to 
ambient air quality conditions because vigorous exercise associated with 
recreation places a high demand on the respiratory system.  
 

For the proposed project, sensitive receptors include residences located 
near the proposed project.  Residences include the Lake Pointe Apartments 
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located just south of the proposed alternatives and east of Folsom Auburn Road.  
Another apartment complex is located just west of the Lake Pointe Apartments 
on the west side of Folsom Auburn Road.  The Jedediah Smith Bike Trail 
currently passes through the project site.  Also, several residences are located 
west of the western terminus of the project on the west side of Folsom Auburn 
Road.   
 
3.10.2 Regulatory Environment 
 

Air quality management responsibilities exist at Federal, State, and local 
levels of government.  Air quality management planning programs developed 
during the past decade have generally been in response to requirements estab-
lished by the Federal Clean Air Act.  However, the enactment of the California 
Clean Air Act of 1988 (CCAA) has produced additional changes in the structure 
and administration of air quality management programs in California. 
 

Air Quality Management at the Federal Level 
 
As required by the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) has established and continues to update the NAAQS 
for the original six “criteria” air pollutants:  ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), suspended particulate matter (PM10 
and PM2.5), and lead (Pb).  Standards for these pollutants (listed in Table 3-6) 
represent the levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, 
to protect the public health and welfare. 

 
The EPA has recently approved changes to the ozone and PM10 Federal 

standards.  In place of the current ozone standard, the EPA approved an 8-hour 
standard of 0.08 parts per million (ppm) (rather than the current one-hour 
standard of 0.12 ppm).  In addition to the current PM10 standard, the EPA 
approved a standard for suspended particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
(PM2.5).  Although these changes have been approved, implementation of the 
new standards and monitoring of ambient conditions relative to these new 
standards is an ongoing process. 
 

The FCAA requires states to classify air basins (or portions thereof) as 
either “attainment” or “non-attainment” with respect to criteria air pollutants, 
based on whether the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have 
been achieved, and to prepare air quality plans containing emission reduction 
strategies for those areas designated as “non-attainment.”  The Lower 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin, in which the proposed project is located, is 
designated as non-attainment for the Federal and State ozone NAAQS and for 
the PM10 standards (Table 3-9). 
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Table 3-9.  Federal and State Attainment Status 

Pollutant State Status Federal Status 
Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment, serious for 8-hour 

average 
Nonattainment, severe for 1-hour 
average 

PM10 Nonattainment Nonattainment, moderate 
PM2.5 Attainment Attainment 
CO Attainment Attainment 
NO2 Attainment Attainment 
SO2 Attainment Attainment 
Note: On June 15, 2005, the U.S. EPA dropped the 1-hour ozone standard in lieu of the 
8-hour standard. 
 

 
Air Quality Management at the State Level  
 

The CCAA substantially added to the authority and responsibilities of the 
State’s air pollution control districts.  The CCAA establishes an air quality 
management process that generally parallels the Federal process.  The CCAA, 
however, focuses on attainment of the State ambient air quality standards that, 
for certain pollutants and averaging periods, are more stringent than the 
comparable Federal standards.  

 
 The CCAA requires that air districts prepare an air quality attainment plan 

if the district violates State air quality standards for CO, sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
NOx, or ozone.  Table 3-9 shows that the Sacramento area is classified as a 
nonattainment area for the State ozone and PM10 standards. No locally 
prepared attainment plans are required for areas that violate the State PM10 
standards.   
 

The CCAA requires that the State air quality standards be met as 
expeditiously as practicable, but does not set precise attainment deadlines.  
Instead, the act established increasingly stringent requirements for areas that will 
require more time to achieve the standards.  The least stringent requirements 
were set for areas that were expected to achieve air quality standards by the end 
of 1994.  The most stringent requirements were set for areas that did not achieve 
the standards until after 1997. 
 

The air quality attainment plan requirements established by the CCAA are 
based on the severity of air pollution problems caused by locally generated 
emissions.  Upwind air pollution control districts are required to establish and 
implement emission control programs commensurate with the extent of pollutant 
transport to downwind districts. 
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The California Clean Air Act of 1988 requires that the Air Resources Board 
assess the relative contributions of upwind emissions to downwind State ozone 
standard exceedances and to update this assessment at least every 3 years.  
Also, the Act directs the Air Resources Board to establish mitigation 
requirements for upwind districts that contribute to ozone exceedances in 
downwind districts. The initial assessment was approved by the ARB in August 
1990.  The first triennial update of the ozone transport assessment occurred in 
August 1993; the second update was completed in November 1996; and the third 
update was completed in March 2001. The next update is planned for 2004.   

 
Air pollution problems in Sacramento County are primarily the result of 

locally generated emissions. However, Sacramento’s air pollution occasionally 
includes contributions from the San Francisco Bay Area or the San Joaquin 
Valley.  In addition, Sacramento County has been identified as a source of ozone 
precursor emissions that occasionally contribute to air quality problems in the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin and the Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin.  
Consequently, the air quality planning for Sacramento County must not only 
correct local air pollution problems, but must also reduce the area’s effect on 
downwind air basins. 
 

Air Quality Management in Sacramento County   
 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 
manages air quality within Sacramento County.  SMAQMD developed the 1991 
Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) for Sacramento County (SMAQMD, 1991).  
The 1991 AQAP addresses attainment of California air quality standards for 
ozone and CO.  The plan listed Sacramento as a severe nonattainment area for 
ozone (compliance to be achieved after 1997) and a moderate nonattainment 
area for CO (compliance to be achieved by 1994).  The 1991 AQAP placed great 
emphasis on both transportation control measures and indirect source control 
measures.  Updates of the AQAP’s are required once every 3 years. 
 

The SMAQMD has also published the Sacramento Area Regional Ozone 
Attainment Plan to address attainment of the Federal ozone standard  
(SMAQMD, 1994).  This 1994 plan has been incorporated into California’s State 
Implementation Plan (SIP).  This plan was prepared to comply with one of the 
requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  To avoid 
duplication, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has proposed that the 
SMAQMD use this plan to also meet State requirements.  Consequently, this 
plan satisfies the requirement for an updated AQAP. 
 

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments also require that a 1999 
milestone analysis be prepared for the Sacramento ozone nonattainment area to 
determine whether there have been sufficient emission reductions to meet the 
minimum rate-of-progress targets specified in the Act.  In addition, the milestone 
report evaluates the control measures that have actually been adopted and 
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implemented in comparison to the overall comprehensive attainment strategy 
contained in the 1994 SIP (SMAQMD, et al., 2000).  The total 1999 emission 
reduction commitments in the 1994 SIP were 19.0 tons per day (tpd) of volatile 
organic compounds (equivalent to ROG) and 11.6 tpd of NOx.  The 1999 
milestone evaluation of regional, State, and Federal measures resulted in 
estimated actual reductions of 17.2 tpd of volatile organic compounds and 8.4 tpd 
of NOx for the Sacramento nonattainment area.  However, surplus emission 
reductions from some SMAQMD control measures and other State control 
measures have compensated for much of the shortfall (SMAQMD, et al., 2000). 
 
3.11  NOISE 
 
 This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area.  
This includes local, Federal, and State criteria; sources and levels of noise; and 
noise-sensitive land uses and receptors. 
 
3.11.1  Noise Measurement 

 
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound, and effects are interpreted in 

relationship to noise level criteria for each county.  The standard unit of sound 
measurement is the decibel (dB).  Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to 
sound at all frequencies, a special rating scale has been devised to relate noise 
to human sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this 
compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating 
the sensitivity of the human ear.   

 
Community noise (CNEL) is commonly described in terms of ambient 

noise level that constitutes the normal or existing level of environmental noise at 
a given location.  The ambient noise level is measured as the average, or 
equivalent, sound level (Leq) and is often expressed as the noise descriptor Ldn, 
which is a 24-hour average noise level with a 10-dB penalty adjustment used for 
nighttime noise. 
 
3.11.2  Noise Regulation and Criteria  
 
 The proposed project would be subject to the City of Folsom noise criteria, 
as well as Federal and State criteria for transportation noise sources. 
 

Local Criteria 
 

 The Noise Element of the Folsom General Plan (Folsom Community 
Development Department, 1988) is the planning document that has established 
criteria and policies designed to achieve land use compatibility for proposed 
development.  The Noise Element defines a noise exposure criterion of 60 dB 
CNEL or Ldn for exterior activity areas of noise sensitive land uses, including 
residential land uses, schools, hospitals, and nursing homes.  In the event that a 
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noise level of 60 dB CNEL cannot be achieved through the application of practical 
noise mitigation measures, the General Plan allows an exterior noise level of up to 
65 dB CNEL for such land uses. 

 
The City of Folsom Noise Ordinance exempts noise from construction 

activities during daytime hours from its standards. For this purpose, daytime hours 
are defined as between 7 a.m. and  6 p.m. on weekdays, and between 8 a.m. and  
5 p.m. on weekends. For this analysis, effects on noise during construction would 
be considered significant if construction activities exceed the noise ordinance 
standards for construction outside of the hours allowed by the noise ordinance.  
Maximum noise levels not to be exceeded are 70 dBA before 10 p.m. and 65 dBA 
after 10 p.m. 
  
 Federal and State Criteria 
 

 The criteria for evaluating traffic effects on noise are contained in the 
Federal Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction 
Noise (23 CFR 772) and the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol dated 
October 1998.  The Category B criterion in these documents applies to 
residences, churches, schools, recreation areas and similar uses, and is an 
hourly sound level that approaches or exceeds 67 dBA Leq. 

 
Other developed lands such as commercial or industrial are included in 

Category C, for which an hourly sound level criterion that approaches or exceeds 
72 dBA Leq has been established.  There are no criteria for undeveloped land or 
construction noise.  These criterion sound levels are determined at the exterior of 
structures during peak-hour noise conditions.  
 
 Table 3-10 shows the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise 
criteria used for determining effects to specific land uses (for example, residential 
and commercial).   
 

The FHWA and Caltrans consider traffic to have an effect on noise if 
predicted peak-hour traffic noise levels approach or exceed the noise abatement 
criteria.  Caltrans defines “approach or exceed” as noise levels within 1 dBA of 
noise abatement criterion, meaning 66 dBA for Category B.  In addition to the 
criterion sound levels described above, the FHWA and Caltrans consider traffic 
to have an effect on noise predicted sound levels "substantially" exceed existing 
noise levels.  Caltrans defines "substantial" as an increase of 12 dBA over 
existing peak-hour noise levels.  Caltrans and FHWA policies dictate that noise 
abatement measures must be considered when effects on noise are identified. 
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Table 3-10.  Federal Highway Administration Noise Criteria 

Activity 
Category 

Design Noise Levels  
Leq hourly (dBA) Description of Land Use Activity Category 

A 57 
(exterior) 

Serene or quiet lands that serve an important public 
need where the preservation of those qualities is 
essential if the lands are to continue to serve their 
intended purpose.  Such areas could include 
amphitheaters, parks, open spaces, or historic districts 
that are dedicated or recognized by local officials for 
activities requiring serenity and quiet. 

B 67 
(exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active 
sports areas, and parks not included in Category A, and 
residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, 
schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

C 72 
(exterior) 

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
Categories A and B. 

D -- Undeveloped lands. 

E 52 
(interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, 
schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

Source:  23 CFR 772; Federal Highway Administration, 1992. 
 
 
3.11.3  Noise Sources and Levels  
 

Currently, vehicular traffic on area roadways, particularly Folsom-Auburn 
Road and East Natoma Street, is the dominant source of noise affecting noise-
sensitive land uses in the project area.  Occasional distant aircraft overflights and 
natural background sound sources are also parts of the existing noise 
environment, but are not significant contributors to the overall noise levels. 

 
On July 11 and 12, 2005, short-term and long-term noise level 

measurements and, in some cases, concurrent traffic counts at the exterior areas 
of representative noise-sensitive residential locations in the project area was 
conducted.  The six noise monitoring locations are shown on Plates 7 and 8 as 
sites numbered 1 through 6, with descriptions in Table 3-11. 
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Table 3-11.  Identified Noise Receiver Locations 
ID Area Description 

1 West Approach Front Unit of Lakeside Townhomes, located approximately 100 feet west of Folsom-Auburn 
Road centerline 

2 West Approach At Building 700, Unit 707 of Lake Pointe Apartments, approximately 165 feet east of the 
centerline of Folsom-Auburn Road 

3 West Approach At east side of Building 1200 of Lake Pointe Apartments, located just south of the existing 
tennis courts 

4 East Approach In front of 104 Tacana Drive, located approximately 100 feet south of East Natoma Street 
centerline 

5 East Approach Within Lot 34 of the La Collina Del Lago residential subdivision (undeveloped), located 
approximately 65 feet north of the existing soundwall 

6 East Approach Backyard of 104 Showers Court, just east of the intersection of East Natoma Street and 
Briggs Ranch Road 

7 West Approach Mobile home near Lark Lane and Robin Lane, approximately 90 feet west of Folsom-Auburn 
Road centerline 

8 West Approach Mobile home on Lark Lane near northeast corner of mobile home part, approximately 100 
feet west of Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

9 West Approach North side of Building 800 at Lake Pointe Apartments, approximately 525 feet east of the 
Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

10 West Approach West side of Building 100 at Lake Pointe Apartments, approximately 120 feet east of the 
Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

11 West Approach South side of Building 800 at Lake Pointe Apartments, approximately 300 feet east of the 
Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

12 West Approach South side of Building 1700 at Lake Pointe Apartments, approximately 700 feet east of the 
Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

13 West Approach East side of Building 1300 at Lake Pointe Apartments, approximately 850 feet east of the 
Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

14 West Approach ARWEC South, approximately 350 feet east of Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

15 West Approach ARWEC North, approximately 350 feet east of Folsom-Auburn Road centerline 

16 West Approach Existing Bureau of Reclamation facility approximately 550 feet east of Folsom-Auburn Road 
centerline 

17 West Approach Alternate future Bureau of Reclamation facility approximately 1700 feet east of Folsom-
Auburn Road centerline 

18 East Approach Home on Tracana Drive, located approximately 60 feet south of E. Natoma Street centerline 

19 East Approach Backyard of home on Tracana Drive, located approximately 100 feet south of east E. Natoma 
Street centerline 

20 East Approach Backyard of home on Amaya Drive, located approximately 100 feet south of south E. Natoma 
Street centerline 

21 East Approach Backyard of home at end of Strouse Ct. cul-de-sac, approximately 100 south of E. Natoma 
St. centerline 

22 East Approach Backyard of home at end of Sanborn Ct. cul-de-sac, approximately 100 south of E. Natoma 
St. centerline 
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The purpose of the noise level measurements was to document existing 
background noise levels and to validate the use of the Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 
in predicting traffic noise exposure within the project area.  The detailed noise 
measurement data can be found in Appendix F. 
 
3.11.4  Traffic Noise Levels 
 
 Prediction of existing peak-hour noise levels at the 16 non-measurement 
locations shown in Table 3-11 involves traffic data provided by the traffic 
consultant (Fehr & Peers, 2005).  Field surveys conducted during noise 
monitoring activities contain results of traffic counts used to develop appropriate 
vehicle compositions (percentages of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy 
trucks) for the prediction model.  Calculated existing peak-hour traffic noise levels 
for the selected receiver locations are summarized in Table 3-12.  From the data 
n this table, it is evident that existing peak-hour noise levels at a number of the 
receivers currently exceed the applicable peak-hour noise criterion. 
 
Table 3-12.  Existing (2004) Peak-Hour Traffic Noise Levels (dBA) 
Receiver Location Peak-hour Noise Level 24-hour Noise Level (CNEL)* 

West Approach 

1 68 64 
2 62 58 
3 50** 54 
7 70 66 
8 69 66 
9 50 56 
10 65 61 
11 57 54 
12 49 --- 
13 50 --- 
14 - ARWEC South 53 --- 
15 - ARWEC North 54 --- 
16 - Existing Reclamation 48 --- 
17 - New Reclamation --- --- 

East Approach 
4 65 61 
5 55 55 
6 66 62** 
18 68 65 
19 64 60 
20 64 61 
21 66 63 
22 64 61 

ARWEC: American River Water Education Center 
Reclamation: Bureau of Reclamation 
*  Estimated from calculated peak-hour noise levels. 
** Based on actual field noise measurements. 
Bold numbers indicate noise levels that exceed the applicable noise criterion for residential land use. 
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3.11.5  Noise-Sensitive Land Uses and Receptors 
 
 Existing noise-sensitive land uses in the project area include residential 
areas, sections of recreational bike trail, the Reclamation facilities, and the 
ARWEC.  These uses are located at both the east and west ends of the new 
roadway alignment.  Most of the new roadway would cross open undeveloped 
area.   
  
 Residential areas near the east approach include primarily single-family 
homes along and east of East Natoma Street.  Near the west approach, there are 
multifamily complexes, single family homes, and mobile homes along Folsom-
Auburn Road.  The large complexes include Lake Pointe Apartments and 
Lakeside Townhomes.  Both the Reclamation facilities and ARWEC include both 
staff and public space.  Other land uses along the project alignment are primarily 
open, undeveloped land, including areas within Folsom Prison. 
 
 Sensitive receptors in the project area include residents, visitors, 
Reclamation and ARWEC employees, motorists, staff and inmates of the 
correction facilities, and occasional wildlife. 
 
3.12  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
3.12.1  Cultural and Historical Setting  

 
“Cultural resources” describe several different types of properties:  

prehistoric and historic archeological sites; architectural properties such as 
buildings, bridges, and infrastructure; and resources of importance to Native 
Americans (traditional cultural properties).  “Artifacts” include any objects 
manufactured or altered by humans. 
 

Prehistoric archeological sites date to the time before recorded history, 
and in this area of the U.S. are primarily sites associated with Native American 
use before the arrival of European explorers and settlers.  Archeological sites 
dating to the time when these initial Native American-European contacts 
occurred are referred to as protohistoric.  Historic archeological sites can be 
associated with Native Americans, Europeans, or any other ethnic group.  In the 
project area, these sites include the remains of historic structures and buildings. 
 

Structures and buildings are considered historic when they are more than 
50 years old or when they are exceptionally significant.  Exceptional significance 
can be attributed if the properties are integral parts of districts that meet the 
criteria for eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or if they 
meet special criteria considerations.  

 



Chapter 3: Affected Environment 
 

TB022006003SAC/320181/060520006 (EIS 003.doc) 3-56 

A discussion of cultural resources along the American River is included in 
the document entitled American River Watershed, California, Long-Term Study 
Final Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report, Volume II:  Appendix A, Attachment 1, 
Appendix 1E (Corps, 2002).  The history of Folsom as a city connects back to 
several broader themes that have been prevalent in California history:  mining, 
railroads, and early farming and agriculture.  A summary specific to the 
development of Folsom Dam and the city of Folsom helps to place it within the 
history of the region and the State.     

 
Shortly after the initial discovery of gold, a group of Mormons previously 

employed by Sutter to work his mill were mining for riches near Folsom.  At the 
juncture of the North and South Forks of the American River, the town of Mormon 
Island was established around 1848 by Samuel Brannan and a group of about 
100 men.  By 1855, a small town was flourishing, populated with 2,500 people 
and complete with two stage lines, a post office, a school, four hotels, seven 
saloons, and more than a dozen other businesses.  The completion of the 
Sacramento Valley Railroad to Folsom in 1856 marked the firm establishment of 
Folsom as a destination and began the slow decline of Mormon Island.  By 1880, 
the mining community had disappeared.   

 
The early history of Folsom included founders such as William Alexander 

Leidesdorff and Joseph Libby Folsom.  Both individuals helped establish the city 
of Folsom, downstream of the current Folsom Dam.  Mining on the American 
River enticed many to try their luck.  In 1856, Theodore Judah surveyed and laid 
out the city of Folsom, where the 2,048 lots sold in the first day and the city 
began to flourish.   

 
Mining continued to draw people to Folsom.  By 1878, Folsom had a 

sizable Chinese population, numbering more than 3,500.  With the population 
continuing to rise, in 1870 Horatio Livermore devised and implemented a project 
to dam the American River and provide power to Folsom.  Completed in 1893 
with the use of convict labor from Folsom Prison, the original Folsom Dam 
provided local power as well as electricity to Sacramento, located 22 miles 
downstream.  There are remnants of the Old Folsom Dam just downstream of the 
current dam.   

 
Mining activities took the form of dredging operations in 1900, and the 

population of Folsom slowly grew in the beginning decades of the new century.   
Eventually, water resource needs for the region increased above what the Old 
Folsom Dam could provide.  Although the town of Mormon Island had 
disappeared decades earlier, there were a number of farmers occupying the 
using the land at and near the juncture of the North and South Forks of the 
American River at the time of the construction of Folsom Dam, (Folsom History 
Museum, 2006). 
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 Folsom Dam, reservoir, and surrounding area have had an important role 
in the history of water and growth in California.   During the 1920’s drought, water 
rights and lack of sufficient storage facilities endangered the State’s agricultural 
future.  As a result, the CVP was designed and constructed.  Before the 
construction of Folsom Dam, there was great concern in the Sacramento region 
about potential flooding if both the Sacramento and American Rivers should ever 
crest at the same time. 
 
 Construction began on Folsom Dam in 1948 under contracts supervised 
by the Corps.  In 1956, the dam joined the overall CVP, and Reclamation took 
possession of the dam for operation and maintenance on May 15, 1956.  The 
addition of the dam to the CVP operations added significant reservoir size to the 
dams on the Trinity, American, and Stanislaus Rivers.  As a component of the 
CVP, Folsom Dam has been a significant contributor to the water and agricultural 
history of California.  As an individual structure, Folsom Dam has had an 
important effect on flood control in the Sacramento region. 
  
3.12.2  Regulatory Setting  
 

Prior to implementation of an undertaking, the project must be in 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (36 
CFR 800).  Section 106 requires Federal agencies, or those they fund or permit, 
to consider the effects of their actions on the properties that may be eligible for 
listing or are listed in the National Register.  To determine whether an 
undertaking could affect National Register-eligible properties, cultural resources 
(including archeological, historical, and traditional cultural properties) must be 
inventoried and evaluated for listing in the National Register.  
 

The CEQA also requires that for public or private projects financed or 
approved by public agencies, the effects of the projects on historical resources 
and unique archeological resources must be assessed. Historical resources are 
defined as buildings, sites, structures, objects, or districts that have been 
determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources.  Properties listed in the National Register are automatically eligible 
for listing in the California Register.   
  
3.12.3  Records and Literature Search 
 

The Corps conducted a records and literature search at the Northwest 
Information Center at California State University, Sacramento, and consulted with 
Reclamation and the California Department of Parks and Recreation in 
Sacramento.  A previous study by PAR Environmental Services, Inc., 
investigated the general alignment of this project’s preferred alternative (Maniery 
and Syda, 1991).  The study did not identify any cultural resources within the 
Folsom Bridge area of potential effect (APE).  In December 2001 and January 
2002, Ric Windmiller completed a cultural resources survey and evaluation of 
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areas for he Folsom Auburn Road Widening Project.  Several resources were 
recorded and evaluated.  The Slate Bar Branch Ditch is the only resource also 
located with the APE for the Folsom Bridge Project.   

 
In 2000, Peak and Associated, Inc., prepared a report evaluating Folsom 

Dam for inclusion in the National Register.  At the time, the dam was not yet 50 
years old, was not found exceptionally significant, and was determined ineligible 
for inclusion in the National Register.  A list of potentially interested Native 
Americans was obtained from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission.  These individuals were contacted regarding the proposed project.  
No responses have been received to date.  Correspondence related to cultural 
resources in included in Appendix G.   

 
3.12.4  Field Surveys 

 
The National Register (www.cr.nps.gov/nr/research/) was consulted for 

the entire APE, and no properties listed in the National Register were found.  The 
Corps has conducted intensive cultural resource field surveys of areas that may 
be affected by construction of all of the project alternatives.  Investigations have 
been conducted to investigate additional features associated with a potential 
Folsom Dam Historic District.  The Corps has made preliminary determinations of 
eligibility for the identified resources.  Comments on the preliminary 
determination have been solicited from the California State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO).  The Corps will consult with the SHPO on final determinations of 
eligibility and effect for the project. 

 
No traditional cultural properties were identified by the Corps.  However, 

one prehistoric site, one building, and one potential historic district were identified 
near or adjacent to the APE (Corps, 2004a; Corps, 2005a; Corps, 2005b) as 
follows:    
 

• Folsom Dam Milling Station.  This site consists of three small bedrock 
mortar cups, located on a single, large exposed granite outcrop on the 
south side of the American River.  A fourth cup appears to be a natural 
feature, but shows some slight signs of use or wear and may have been 
opportunistically used as a mortar.  The mortars are located on a large 
smooth slab of granite that is about 10 meters above the current level of 
the river and about 10 meters south of the current channel boundary, 
which in this location is a vertical rock face (Davy, 2006). 

 
• Folsom Dam Historic District:  Located north of the roadway alignment, 

this possible district encompasses buildings, structures, and objects 
associated with the construction of Folsom Dam.  The individual district 
components identified below have been preliminarily determined to be not 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register individually or as contributors 
to a potential historic district.  The Corps is currently soliciting comments 



Chapter 3: Affected Environment 
 

TB022006003SAC/320181/060520006 (EIS 003.doc) 3-59 

for SHPO on the evaluation of the potential district for a final 
determination.  Preliminary determinations have found Folsom Dam 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register. 

 
 Folsom Dam:  Completed in 1956, the dam is a center spillway, 

straight concrete, gravity structure. The dam and power plant are 
located immediately north of the Folsom State Prison on the 
American River.  Built as a multipurpose dam, Folsom Dam has 
had involvement in flood damage reduction, salinity repulsion in the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, hydropower, limited irrigation 
services, recreation, and municipal and industrial water supplies in 
the northern Central Valley and Sacramento (Bailey, 2005). 

 
 Folsom Dam Administration and Operations Complex:  The 

complex consists of the 21 buildings that are currently used for 
operations and maintenance of Folsom Dam and for office facilities 
for Reclamation and State Parks activities and personnel.    

 
 Gravel Hopper and Trestle Piers:  The hopper is a large, open 

concrete structure used during construction of the dam.  When in 
use, gravel trucks would back up to this structure for the west side 
and deposit loads of gravel.  Openings at the bottom provided an 
outlet for the gravel to the conveyor trestle.  The conveyor trestle 
spanned the American River on a small suspension bridge, and 
then proceeded northeast to the concrete batch plant near the dam 
face.  The hopper’s truck loading platform has been removed, and 
its gravel holding bin has been filled in (Davy, 2006).  Of the 
numerous trestle piers that were used for the conveyor, only four 
remain intact.   

 
 American River Bypass Canal:  The gunnite panels clearly 

functioned as the erosion-control lining for the American River 
bypass channel that was uses during the construction of Folsom 
Dam.  Historic photographs show a very large earthen canal 
structure extending between the downstream outlet of the Folsom 
Dam construction bypass tunnel and the Old Folsom Dam power 
canal, a distance of about 2,500 feet.  The canal was constructed of 
earth (now removed) with gunnite panels as erosion-control liners.  
The only remains of the canal are the gunnite erosion control 
panels and a concrete bulwark (Davy, 2006).   

 
• Slate Bar Branch Ditch:  This section of the ditch meanders along the 

380-foot contour from the from the existing paved bike trail on the east to 
the east side of Folsom Auburn Road.  It continues on the west side of the 
road meandering to the west and north, totaling about 0.3 mile in length 
and averaging 6 feet deep and 15 feet wide across the top of the ditch.  
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Constructed in about 1857, the east end of the ditch originally connected 
with the North Fork reservoir which was destroyed by the construction of 
Folsom Dam (Windmiller, 2002). 

 
• 7530 Folsom Auburn Road:  This property is a craftsman-style bungalow 

with a broad veranda and boxed eaves.  It is located near to and facing 
Folsom Auburn Road on a small promontory and separated from the road 
by a modern commercial structure.  The bungalow was constructed in 
1921 and had undergone several modifications and additions (Davy, 
2006). 

 
3.13  ESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 

This section discusses the esthetics/visual resources in the project area 
downstream of Folsom Dam to Inwood Avenue.  In general, the Lower American 
River represents a significant esthetic and visual resource to the regional area.  
The area below Folsom Dam has been designated as a recreational river under 
the State and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts.  The American River, a large 
body of flowing water flanked on both sides by natural vegetation, creates a vivid 
and intact image to those who view it.   

 
The visual quality of an area is influenced by a wide range of landscape 

characteristics including geology, hydrology, plants, wildlife, and recreational and 
urban features.  Visual resource sensitivity is largely determined by the extent of 
the public’s concern for a particular view, by the number of people who see that 
view, and by viewing frequency and duration.  Areas of elevated visual sensitivity 
are those that are highly visible to the general public.  Views from scenic 
highways, tourist routes, and recreation areas are considered to be highly 
sensitive.   

 
Several sets of criteria have been developed for determining visual quality.  

One common set of criteria includes vividness, intactness, and unity.  These 
terms are defined as follows (Federal Highway Administration, 1983; Dunne and 
Leopold, 1978; and Jones et al., 1975):   
 

• Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components 
that combine in visual patterns. 

• Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and constructed landscape 
and its freedom from encroaching elements.  This factor can be present in 
urban and rural landscapes as well as natural settings. 

• Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape 
resources of the area.   

 
The existing visual quality in the project area is determined based both on 

the relative degree of vividness, intactness, and unity apparent in views, and on 
visual sensitivity.  Visual sensitivity or concern is based on several factors:  
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visibility of the landscape, proximity of viewers to the visual resources, elevation 
of viewers compared to the elevation of the visual resources, frequency and 
duration of views, number of viewers, types of individuals and groups of viewers, 
and viewers’ expectations. 
 

Prior to the closure of Folsom Dam Road on February 28, 2003, for 
security reasons, the main viewshed was from vehicles crossing the Folsom Dam 
Road.  At that time, the views would have been mainly urban features with 
occasional views of Folsom Lake.  Support facilities for the dam, including a 
water pipeline and energy substation, combined with the State prison facilities 
and numerous overhead transmission lines, created a highly urbanized 
viewshed.  These features detracted substantially from the intactness of the 
American River view at this location.  Therefore, those views at that time would 
be considered of moderate to low quality.   

 
The occasional views of Folsom Lake from the existing Folsom Dam Road 

varied from pleasing expanses of nearby blue water during the wet winter and 
spring to large expanses of barren, muddy shoreline with distant water during the 
dry summer and early fall.  Therefore, the views at that time would be considered 
to range from high to low quality.    

 
Since the closure of Folsom Dam Road, public viewing of the project area 

is limited to Reclamation employees, CDC employees, and a limited public view 
from the bike trail.  Since there are fewer viewers, the sensitivity of the view has 
decreased.  However, the quality of the existing views in the project area has 
remained moderate to low quality.  However, once the existing Folsom Dam 
Road is reopened and managed by Reclamation as a “restricted access” road, 
the sensitivity of the viewshed from more vehicles using the road would be the 
same as before the closure. 
 
3.14  PUBLIC SAFETY AND HEALTH 
 

This section focuses on emergency services and other aspects of public 
health and safety.  These include police, fire, emergency vehicles, and medical 
care.   Hazardous, toxic, and radiological waste is addressed in Section 3.14.   
 

The City of Folsom Police Department provides police protection for the 
City of Folsom and Folsom State Prison.  The department has a staff of 103, 
including officers and support staff.  The police department is located at 
46 Natoma Street in Folsom.   
 

The City of Folsom’s Fire Department consists of four fire stations: 
Stations 35 (535 Glenn Drive), 36 (9700 Oak Avenue), 37 (70 Clarksville Road), 
and 38 (1300 Blue Ravine Road).  The fire department has 71 employees and a 
service area of 24 square miles.  According to the department, it responds to 
more than 4,500 requests for service annually, with an average of 12 per day.   
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Each of the four fire stations also provides paramedic/advanced life 

support services.  The Emergency Medical Services Division participates in a 
countywide resource deployment plan that ensures that the closest available 
emergency crew responds to the scene of emergencies, regardless of 
geopolitical boundaries.   

 
Accident rates within the city of Folsom over the last 7 years have 

increased an average of 5.3 percent per year.  The combined emergency 
services of Folsom have been able to adjust to this increase with little effect in 
overall emergency operations.  With the closure of Folsom Dam Road in 
February 2003, there has been a change in traffic patterns and congestion within 
the city of Folsom, and an increase in the accident rate.  Within a 1 year after the 
dam road closure, the accident rate, on the routes most directly affected by the 
closure, increased by an average of 30 percent (City of Folsom, 2005).  This 
condition has stressed Folsom’s existing emergency services infrastructure (City 
of Folsom, 2005).     

 
In addition, emergency response times have been affected by the 

increased city traffic since the dam road closure.  Response times have been 
affected by increased congestion on city streets following the dam road closure, 
and the subsequent traffic calming efforts to address the closure’s effects on 
residential streets (City of Folsom, 2005).   Passage of emergency vehicles is 
permitted across Folsom Dam Road (Reclamation, 2005), although the City has 
reported periodic problems with emergency access across the dam road.    

 
The City of Folsom has three primary medical care facilities.  Other 

hospitals in nearby cities also serve Folsom residents based on their proximity.  
The medical care facilities in Folsom include Folsom Convalescent Hospital 
(510 Mill Street), Mercy Hospital of Folsom (1650 Creekside Drive), and Vencor 
Hospital/Kindred Hospital Sacramento (223 Fargo Way).   
 
3.15  HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOLOGICAL WASTE 
 

This section summarizes (1) Corps policy regarding hazardous, toxic, and 
radiological waste (HTRW); (2) the methods used to identify HTRW associated 
with the Folsom Bridge Project; and (3) known HTRW sites within the project 
area.  A  detailed report  on HTRW is provided as Appendix H. 

 
3.15.1 Regulatory Framework 
 

The policy of the Corps regarding HTRW sites is presented in Engineering 
Regulation 1165-2-132, developed in response to the Federal Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended. 
This policy stipulates that each civil works project must include a phased and 
documented review to provide early identification of known and potential HTRW 
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sites that may be affected by a proposed Federal project.  In addition, the 
non-Federal sponsor much ensure cleanup of any identified HTRW prior to 
initiation of a Corps civil works project.  When HTRW sites are identified, 
response actions must be acceptable to the U.S. EPA and applicable State 
regulatory agencies.   

 
3.15.2  Methods 
 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed by the 
Environmental Chemistry Section of the Corps’ Sacramento District in May 2005.  
The ESA, which consisted of a records investigation, interviews, and site 
reconnaissance, encompassed both the project area as well as the surrounding 
area.  The total area (referred to as “study area”) assessed included the new 
approximately 2-mile roadway, bridge, bicycle trail, and the area within a 2-mile 
radius from “center” of the project.   

 
 The records investigation consisted of consulting five sources of 
information:  regulatory lists of HTRW sites, historical literature reviews, 
reconnaissance photographs, aerial photographs, and website inquiries.  
In addition, the Corps contracted with Environmental Data Resources, Inc., 
to perform comprehensive database searches of the study area. 

 
Fourteen interviews were conducted with site personnel and Federal, 

State, and local government officials.  The purpose of the interviews was to 
obtain up-to-date information and confirm known information about the study 
area.  The interviewees were very cooperative in providing any information or 
data related to the project. 

 
On May 4, 2005, Corps personnel conducted a site reconnaissance of the 

project area.  The reconnaissance consisted of personnel walking along the 
centerline of the roadway alignment for Alternative 3 from East Natoma Street to 
Auburn-Folsom Road.  During the reconnaissance, the personnel looked for any 
evidence of potential past, present, or future releases of HTRW in area.  Types of 
evidence included spills, stressed vegetation, discolored soils, pipes or drains, 
fuel tanks or barrels, and waste stockpiles.  Areas that were Inaccessible due to 
dense vegetation, as well as the steep slopes down to the American River, were 
observed using a pair of binoculars. 

 
3.15.3  Results 
 
 The records investigation and interviews identified 174 HTRW sites in the 
study area.  These sites consisted of 131 above ground storage tanks, 
underground storage tanks, treatment, generator, storage, or disposal facilities, 
and 43 mitigating sites or sites that had reported spills in the past.  The Phase I 
ESA recommended that five specific sites observed during the site 
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reconnaissance be investigated or removed for potential HTRW release.  These 
sites included: 
 

• Stockpile of soil located at the Overlook area. 
• Heavy stained soils located at the BLM storage area. 
• Stockpile of soil and asphalt located at the Reclamation storage yard. 
• Wash basin and 4 to 5 railroad ties located at the Reclamation storage yard. 
• Leaking garbage container located at the power plant. 

 
In addition, several groups of HTRW sites were identified on 

Reclamation’s property and along Folsom-Auburn Road in the project area.  The 
records investigation did not identify any naturally occurring asbestos, which is 
commonly associated with serpentinite or ultramafic rock.  Serpentinite may 
contain chrysotile asbestos, especially near fault zones.  However, naturally 
occurring asbestos may exist and be irregularly distributed in the study area.  
The only way to confirm its existence is to conduct testing. 
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CHAPTER 4.0   
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

This chapter discusses the potential effects of the alternative plans on the 
significant environmental resources described in Chapter 3.  The conditions described 
for each resource in this chapter are compared with future conditions with each 
alternative plan in place.  As appropriate, the effects are discussed either by the 
reaches used in Chapter 2 (East Approach, Bridge Across American River, and West 
Approach) or for the project as a whole.  This is because the effects of several of the 
resources are realized over the entire project, rather than limited to a specific part of the 
project area. 

 
Both beneficial and adverse effects are considered, including direct effects during 

construction and indirect effects resulting from the alternatives.  Each section, where 
appropriate, contains a discussion of the methods used to analyze effects.  In addition, 
the bases of significance (criteria) for each resource are identified to evaluate the 
significance of any adverse effects.  Finally, measures are proposed to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate (compensate) any significant adverse effects for each resource.  A summary 
of the effects and significance is included in Section 4.19.   

 
The bases of significance are based on NEPA and CEQA requirements.  The 

Corps has integrated NEPA requirements into its regulations, policies, and guidance.  
Engineering Regulation 1105-2-100, “Planning Guidance Notebook,” April 2000, 
establishes the following significance criteria: 

 
• Significance based on institutional recognition means that the importance of the 

effects is acknowledged in the laws, adopted plans, and other policy statements 
of public agencies and private groups.  Institutional recognition is often in the 
form of specific criteria.   

 
• Significance based on public recognition means that some segment of the 

general public recognized the importance of the effect.  Public recognition may 
take the form of controversy, support, conflict, or opposition expressed formally 
or informally.   

 
• Significance based on technical recognition means that the importance of an 

effect is based on the technical or scientific criteria related to critical resource 
characteristics.   

 
For this SEIS/EIR, these three NEPA criteria apply to all resources and are not 

repeated for each resource.  The CEQA requirements are more specific to the resource 
and are listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  The CEQA criteria relevant to 
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the project area, as well as other agency criteria and thresholds of significance that 
apply to each resource, are identified under the appropriate resource.   

 
4.2 FACILITIES AND PUBLIC UTILITIES 
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on Reclamation 
facilities and public utilities in the project area.  The facilities, as described in Chapter 3, 
include facilities associated with Reclamation’s Central California Area Office, Folsom 
Dam Industrial Complex, ARWEC, and State Parks offices.  Utilities include various 
power and communication lines, as well as water supply facilities.   
 
4.2.1 Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on facilities and public utilities were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Substantially affect or displace facilities associated with Reclamation’s Central 
California Area Office or Folsom Dam Industrial Complex. 

 
• Substantially affect or displace the ARWEC or State Parks offices. 

 
• Substantially affect or displace the public power and water supply facilities in the 

project area. 
 

• Substantially affect or displace facilities associated with the Folsom Dam 
Modifications Project.  

 
4.2.2 Alternative 1 – No Action  
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  Facilities associated with Reclamation’s Central California 
Area Office and Folsom Dam Industrial Complex, ARWEC, State Parks offices, electric 
and communication utilities, and water delivery pipelines would remain in operation as 
they are now.  However, features associated with the Combined Federal Project or 
other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could still be constructed without 
the bridge project.  There could be effects on Reclamation facilities or utilities 
associated with these projects.    

 
If Folsom Dam Road is reopened, some temporary effects to Reclamation 

facilities and area utilities could occur during the implementation of security measures 
for the road reopening.  The costs and implementation of security measures for the road 
reopening would be the responsibility of the City of Folsom, as well as any temporary 
effects to Reclamation facilities and area utilities.   
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4.2.3 Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

East Approach 
 

With Alternative 2, construction activities associated with the roadway alignment 
between East Natoma Street and the Folsom Dam overlook would affect about 
10 wooden utility poles along the south side of the roadway.  These utility poles would 
be relocated to the south of the new roadway prior to the start of construction.  The pole 
replacement would be phased so that there would be no loss of power.  Therefore, no 
significant adverse effect associated with moving the power poles is expected.   
 

Additionally, five SMUD 230 kV transmission line towers are located in the 
roadway alignment in this reach.  These towers would likely be moved to the south of 
the roadway within the construction easement.  This replacement would be staged so 
that no power would be lost to SMUD customers.  Since the transmission line towers 
would be replaced and no power would be lost, the effects to public utilities would not 
be considered significant.  No Reclamation, ARWEC, or State Parks facilities would be 
affected in this reach.   

 
Prior to construction, an access road would be provided, for access to the dam 

for Reclamation maintenance operations.  Additionally, construction work would be 
staged and scheduled to maintain access to the dam and associated features for 
maintenance operations at all times during construction.  Therefore, these effects would 
not be considered significant.  The construction activities associated with bridge and 
roadway construction would not affect the Corp’s resident office or staging area, or any 
water diversion facilities.   

 
Bridge Across American River 

 
Since there are no Reclamation, ARWEC, or State Parks facilities in this reach, 

no significant adverse effects are anticipated with the implementation of Alternative 2.   
 

West Approach 
 
With Alternative 2, some Reclamation facilities, ARWEC, and State Parks would 

be adversely affected.  The bridge abutment and roadway would intersect the north side 
of the Reclamation storage yard, one access road, and the south side of ARWEC 
facilities.  Although the State Parks office would not be directly affected by the roadway, 
public access through the existing Folsom Dam Road intersection would be eliminated, 
affecting public access to the office.   

 
The dam service road would be relocated prior to roadway construction, and 

access to Reclamation facilities would be maintained at all times.  Therefore, effects to 
access for maintenance would not be considered significant.  Materials and parking at 
the Reclamation’s storage yard would be relocated to an area east of the current HTRW 
storage area.  The existing ARWEC, State Parks offices, and associated infrastructure 
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would be relocated within an area of about 5 acres near the new Reclamation access 
intersection.  All relocations would be coordinated to minimize disruption as much as 
possible.   

 
Although affected Reclamation, ARWEC, and State Parks facilities would be 

replaced prior to construction and disruption of the relocation would be minimized, it is 
likely that Alternative 2 would have significant temporary effects on Reclamation and 
State Parks staff.  The storage yard would be relocated, and material and equipment 
would have to be moved to the new storage yard, causing some lost work days.  The 
ARWEC and State Parks would likely be closed to the public for a period of time while 
moving their operations.  These effects are likely to be significant temporary effects.   

 
 Alternative 2 would affect of SMUD’s 230 kV transmission line towers located 
within the construction disturbance area.  These towers would be relocated prior to 
construction to other locations within the project area limits and replaced with 
appropriate steel pole structures.  The relocations would be staged so that no power 
would be lost to SMUD customers.  Since the utility towers would be relocated and no 
power would be lost, the effects to public utilities would not be considered significant.   

   
4.2.4 Alternative 3 – Four Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

East Approach 
 

The features of Alternative 3 in this reach are very similar to Alternative 2 except 
that the segment of new Folsom Dam Road between the Folsom Dam Overlook and the 
new bridge over the American River becomes a two-lane roadway.  Construction 
activities associated with Alternative 3 would still affect the wooden power poles and the 
SMUD towers.  Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 3 would have similar 
effects on utilities as described for Alternative 2.  The 10 wooden power poles and the 
SMUD transmission line towers would be relocated prior to construction and would be 
staged so there would be no loss of power.   

 
Access to the dam and associated features for maintenance operations would be 

maintained at all times during construction. There would be no effects on Reclamation, 
ARWEC, or State Parks facilities in this reach.  The construction activities associated 
with bridge and roadway construction would not affect the Corp’s resident office or 
staging area, or any water diversion facilities.   
 

Bridge Across American River 
 

 Since there are no Reclamation, ARWEC, or State Parks facilities in this reach, 
no significant adverse effects are anticipated with the implementation of Alternative 3.   
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West Approach 

 
In this reach, the features of Alternative 3 are the same as those described for 

Alternative 2.  Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 3 would have the same 
effects on Reclamation facilities, ARWEC, State Parks, and utilities as described for  
Alternative 2.   
  
4.2.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection (East) 
 

East Approach 
 

The features of Alternative 4 are similar to Alternative 3 in this reach except for 
the partial intersection at East Natoma.  Therefore, implementation of Alternative 4 
would have similar effects on utilities as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  There 
would be no change in effects to utilities due to the partial intersection at East Natoma.  
Access to the dam and associated features for maintenance operations would be 
maintained at all times during construction. There would be no effects on Reclamation, 
ARWEC, or State Parks facilities.  The construction activities associated with bridge and 
roadway construction would not affect the Corp’s resident office or staging area, or any 
water diversion facilities.   
 

Bridge Across American River 
 

Since there are no Reclamation, ARWEC, or State Parks facilities in this reach, 
no significant adverse effects are anticipated with the implementation of Alternative 4.   

 
West Approach 

 
In this reach, the features of Alternative 3 are the same as those described for 

Alternatives 2 and 3.  Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 4 would have the 
same effects on Reclamation facilities, ARWEC, State Parks, and utilities as described 
for Alternative 2.   

 
4.2.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersections 
 

East Approach 
 
The features of Alternative 5 are similar to Alternative 4 in this reach except that 

the entire new roadway segment from the East Natoma intersection to the new bridge 
would be a two-lane roadway.  The construction activities associated with the two-lane 
roadway would still affect the 10 wooden power poles and the SMUD 230 kV 
transmission line towers.  Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 5 would have 
similar effects on utilities as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  The 10 wooden 
power poles and the SMUD transmission line towers would be relocated prior to 
construction and would be staged so that there would be no loss of power.  The 
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construction activities associated with bridge and roadway construction would not affect 
the Corp’s resident office or staging area, or any water diversion facilities.   

 
Bridge Across American River 

 
Since there are no Reclamation, ARWEC, or State Parks facilities in this reach, 

no significant adverse effects are anticipated with the implementation of Alternative 5.   
 
 West Approach 
 
 In this reach, the features of Alternative 5 vary from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  The 
roadway from the bridge to Folsom-Auburn Boulevard would be a two-lane roadway 
with merge lanes, and the Folsom-Auburn intersection would be a partial configuration.  
However, implementation of Alternative 5 would still affect Reclamation facilities, 
ARWEC, and State Parks as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  Alternative 5 would 
affect the two transmission line SMUD towers described for Alternative 2.  The SMUD 
towers would be relocated as described for Alternative 2.   
 
4.2.7  Mitigation 
 

With Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, there would be significant short-term effects to 
Reclamation staff and the staff of ARWEC and State Parks.  Movement of the facilities 
described for Alternatives 2 could be minimized by advance planning and coordination, 
but could not be eliminated.  This would likely be a significant short-term effect that 
could not be fully mitigated.   
 
4.3 LAND USE AND SOCIOECONOMICS 
 

This section evaluates the consistency of the proposed alternatives with the 
types and intensities of existing and planned land uses in the project area.  These land 
uses are included in the City of Folsom General Plan (1993) and the Folsom Lake State 
Recreation Area General Plan.  Additionally, this section identifies and evaluates the 
potential effects of the proposed alternatives on the socioeconomic conditions in the 
project area and portions of the City of Folsom.   

 
4.3.1 Basis of Significance 
 
  Adverse effects on land use were considered significant if implementation of an 
alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Physically divide an established community. 
 

• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan or zoning ordinance). 
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Adverse effects on socioeconomic conditions were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly or indirectly. 
 

• Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, resulting in the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

 
• Substantially reduce employment opportunities or income levels in the area.   

 
4.3.2  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  However, features associated with the Combined Federal 
Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could still be 
constructed, without the bridge project.  Additionally, Folsom Dam Road could be 
reopened for limited traffic.  It is expected that the road would be limited to two-way 
traffic during the peak commute hours (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 
p.m.) on Monday through Friday.   
 

The current land uses in the project area, generally flood control and recreation, 
are not expected to change in the future if the permanent bridge is not constructed.  
However, socioeconomic conditions would likely improve from existing conditions, 
assuming that about 3,400 cars a day could use the reopened dam road during 
commute hours.  There would be fewer cars on the alternate routes through the city, 
reducing the congestion that has adversely affected local businesses since the dam 
road closure.  The businesses in the Folsom Historic District would likely see a return of 
some of the business that was lost in the last few years.  However, this would likely be 
limited due to the bridge access returning on a limited basis, Monday through Friday.  It 
is assumed that the City of Folsom’s traffic calming measures would remain in place.   
 
4.3.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

With the implementation of Alternative 2, some land uses in the project area 
would change from their current uses.   
 

East Approach and Bridge Across American River 
 
The areas that would be affected due to construction of the roadway, bridge, 

access roads, and associated intersections would change from natural open space to a 
transportation facility.  There would also be a change in land use associated with the 
relocation of utilities.  This change would be from open space to a utility corridor.  These 
changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant effect.   

 
The new roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of 

recreation and flood control as described in the Folsom General Plan and the Folsom 
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Lake State Recreation Area General Plan.  The roadway and bridge would provide 
increased recreation opportunities due to the new bike and pedestrian lanes.  The 
roadway and bridge are designed to accommodate future flood control and dam safety 
work in the area. 

 
West Approach 
 
The current Reclamation storage yard would be used temporarily for construction 

staging and would return to a similar use once construction is completed.  There would 
also be a change in land use associated with the relocation of the utilities.  This change 
would be from open space to a utility corridor.  The current State Parks office building 
would remain in use by State Park staff, while the public interface function would be 
relocated.  The future use of the current ARWEC site is unknown.   

 
The area identified for relocation of ARWEC, and State Parks public interface 

would also change from its current use.  These areas are currently in open space with 
natural vegetation and most of this area would change to offices, parking, and 
associated infrastructure.  ARWEC would likely retain some areas of natural vegetation 
and establish an area of native plants (water-wise garden), amphitheater, and other 
open space-compatible uses.   
 

These changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant effect.  The new 
roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of recreation and flood 
control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased recreation opportunities due 
to the new bike and pedestrian lanes.  The roadway and bridge are designed to 
accommodate future flood control and dam safety work in the area.   
 

Socioeconomics 
 

With Alternative 2, socioeconomic conditions are likely to improve over existing 
conditions.  The traffic patterns would return to the pre-road closure conditions, 
eliminating the congestion in the city of Folsom.  The conditions for local businesses in 
the historic district would likely return to similar conditions as prior to the closure of 
Folsom Dam Road.  Additionally, the City’s traffic calming measures would be 
eliminated.  Other portions of the local economy, including population and housing, are 
not expected to change.   

 
4.3.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

With the implementation of Alternative 3, some land uses in the project area 
would change from their current uses.   
 

East Approach and Bridge Across American River 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would have the same land uses changes for the 
roadway, bridge, access roads, intersections, and utilities as those described for 
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Alternative 2.  These changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant effect.  
The new roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of recreation 
and flood control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased recreation 
opportunities; however the bike lanes with Alternative 3 would be limited to Class II 
facilities, limiting pedestrian access.  The roadway and bridge is designed to 
accommodate future flood control and dam safety work in the area. 
 

West Approach 
 
Alternative 3 would have the same land use changes associated with relocating 

ARWEC and the State Parks Offices as described for Alternative 2.  The current 
Reclamation storage yard would be used temporarily for construction staging and would 
return to a similar use once construction is completed.  There would also be a change in 
land use associated with the relocation of utilities.  This change would be from open 
space to a utility corridor.  The current State Parks office building would remain in use 
by State Parks staff, while the public interface function would be relocated.  The future 
use of the current ARWEC site is unknown.   
 

ARWEC and the State Parks public interface function would be relocated to the 
same area as described in Alternative 2.  The effects on land use would be as 
described for Alternative 2.  These changes in land uses are not expected to be a 
significant effect.  The new roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current 
uses of recreation and flood control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased 
recreation opportunities; however the bike lanes with Alternative 3 would be limited to 
Class II facilities, limiting pedestrian access. The roadway and bridge are designed to 
accommodate future flood control and dam safety work in the area.   
 

Socioeconomics 
 
With Alternative 3, socioeconomic conditions are likely to improve over existing 

conditions similar to those described for Alternative 2.   
 
4.3.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection (East) 
 

East Approach and Bridge Across American River 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would have the same land uses changes for the 
roadway, bridge, access roads, intersections, and utilities as those described for 
Alternative 2.  These changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant effect.  
The new roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of recreation 
and flood control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased recreation 
opportunities; however the bike lanes with Alternative 3 would be limited to Class II 
facilities, limiting pedestrian access. The roadway and bridge is designed to 
accommodate future flood control and dam safety work in the area. 
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West Approach 

 
Alternative 4 would have the same land use changes associated with the 

temporary use of the Reclamation storage yard, relocating ARWEC and the State Parks 
Offices as described for Alternative 2.  There would also be a change in land use 
associated with the relocation of utilities.  This change would be from open space to a 
utility corridor.  The effects on land use would be as described for Alternative 2.   

 
These changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant effect.  The new 

roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of recreation and flood 
control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased recreation opportunities; 
however the bike lanes with Alternative 4 would be limited to Class II facilities, limiting 
pedestrian access. The roadway and bridge are designed to accommodate future flood 
control and dam safety work in the area.   

 
Socioeconomics 
 
With Alternative 4, socioeconomic conditions are likely to improve over existing 

conditions similar to those described for Alternatives 2 and 3.   
 

4.3.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersections 
 

East Approach and Bridge Across American River 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 would have the same land uses changes for the 
roadway, bridge, access roads, intersections, and utilities as those described for 
Alternative 2, 3, and 4.  These changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant 
effect.  The new roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of 
recreation and flood control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased 
recreation opportunities; however the bike lanes with Alternative 3 would be limited to 
Class II facilities, limiting pedestrian access. The roadway and bridge is designed to 
accommodate future flood control and dam safety work in the area. 

 
West Approach 

 
Alternative 5 would have the same land use changes associated with the 

temporary use of the Reclamation storage yard, relocating ARWEC and the State Parks 
Offices as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  There would also be a change in land 
use associated with the relocation of utilities.  This change would be from open space to 
a utility corridor.  The effects on land use would be as described for Alternative 2.   

 
These changes in land uses are not expected to be a significant effect.  The new 

roadway and bridge would be compatible with the current uses of recreation and flood 
control.  The roadway and bridge would provide increased recreation opportunities; 
however the bike lanes with Alternative 5 would be limited to Class II facilities, limiting 
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pedestrian access. The roadway and bridge are designed to accommodate future flood 
control and dam safety work in the area.   

 
Socioeconomics 
 
With Alternative 5, socioeconomic conditions are likely to improve over existing 

conditions similar to those described for Alternative 2.   
 

4.3.7  Mitigation 
 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, or 5 would not have a significant effect on 
land use in the project area.  The proposed land use changes are consistent with 
current uses and plans in the area.  Therefore, no mitigation would be needed.  
Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, or 5 would improve existing socioeconomic 
conditions within the city of Folsom; therefore, no mitigation would be needed.   
 
4.4 RECREATION   

 
This section evaluates the construction-related effects of the alternatives on 

recreation resources.  This analysis considers short-term recreation effects within the 
project area along the American River Bike Trail and discusses long-term beneficial 
effects to recreation.  None of the alternatives would affect recreation uses associated 
with Folsom Reservoir because access to these recreational facilities and opportunities 
would continue to be available with or without implementation of any of the alternatives.  
 
4.4.1 Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on recreation were considered significant if implementation of an 
alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Substantially disrupt any institutionally recognized recreational facility or activity. 
 

• Be inconsistent with the American River Parkway Plan and/or the City of Folsom 
Bikeway Master Plan. 

 
4.4.2  Alternative 1 – No Action  
 

This alternative would have no effects on existing recreation in the project area.  
Recreational activities would continue at already existing facilities and locations.   
 
4.4.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 The east approach includes an already established Class I bike trail at Briggs 
Ranch Drive and East Natoma Street.  The new Class I bicycle/pedestrian trail would 
connect the already existing trail to the new bridge.  There may be a short interruption in 
access of through traffic to the Class I trail at Briggs Ranch Drive and East Natoma 
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Street during construction activities to connect the two trails.  However, any interruption 
in access would be a short-term effect and would not be considered significant. 
 

The bridge crossing would provide bicyclists and pedestrians with access to a 
separate Class I trail and two Class II trails adjacent to the vehicular lanes of traffic.  
This would also connect the east and west approaches and banks of the American 
River to each other, and would provide a continuous trail around Folsom Lake, which 
would benefit bicycling and pedestrian activities around the Folsom Lake SRA.  The 
new bike trail underpass 800 feet east of the intersection of Folsom Dam Road and 
Folsom-Auburn Road would also connect the American River Parkway and the 
American River bike trail to the trails around Folsom Lake.  Construction of the 
underpass would likely interrupt access to the American River bike trail in this area.  
Any interruption in access of through traffic would be a short-term effect and would not 
be considered significant 
 

The current alignment of the bike trail at the intersection of Folsom Dam Road 
and Folsom-Auburn Road would remain the same.  The bike trail connecting the 
American River Parkway to the bike trail north along the Folsom-Auburn Road travels 
underneath the Folsom Dam Road.  There would be no construction in this area 
therefore, there would be no effects to bicycle or pedestrian access.   

 
The functions associated with ARWEC and the State Parks offices would be 

relocated northwest of the Reclamation buildings.  The bike trail would be relocated in 
this reach with a separated crossing.  There would likely be temporary interruptions 
along the bike trail during construction, however, this would be a short-term effect and 
would not be considered significant.  The separated crossing would eliminate 
permanent conflicts between vehicle and bike/pedestrian access in this reach.   
 
4.4.4  Alternative 3 –  Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections  
 
  With Alternative 3, there would be a new Class I bicycle trail on the bridge and 
Class II on the roadway which would connect the existing Class I trail at Briggs Ranch 
Drive and East Natoma Street.  There may be a short interruption in access of through 
traffic during construction activities to connect the two trails.  However, any interruption 
in access would be a short-term effect and would not be considered significant. 
 

The bridge crossing would provide bicyclists access to two Class II trails adjacent 
to the vehicular lanes of traffic, connecting the west approaches and banks of the 
American River to each other.  As described for Alternative 2, there would be a new 
bike trail underpass 800 feet east of the intersection of Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-
Auburn Road would also connect the American River Parkway and the American River 
trail to the trails around Folsom Lake. Construction of the underpass would likely 
interrupt access to the American River bike trail in this area.  Any interruption in access 
of through traffic would be a short-term effect and would not be considered significant. 
Alternative 3 would not affect the underground bike trail underneath Folsom Dam Road.   
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As described for Alternative 2, the functions associated with ARWEC and the 
State Parks offices would be relocated northwest of the Reclamation buildings.  The 
bike trail would be relocated in this reach with a separated crossing.  There would likely 
be temporary interruptions along the bike trail during construction, however, this would 
be a short-term effect and would not be considered significant.  The separated crossing 
would eliminate permanent conflicts between vehicle and bike/pedestrian access in this 
reach.   
 
4.4.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection (East) 
 
 With Alternative 4, the bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be the same as 
described for Alternative 3 for the east approach, bridge, and west approach.  
Therefore, the effects would be short-term and would not be considered significant.   
 
4.4.6 Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Two Partial Intersections 
 

With Alternative 5, the bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be the same as 
described for Alternative 3 for the east approach, bridge, and west approach.  
Therefore, the effects would be short-term and would not be considered significant.   
  
4.4.7  Mitigation 
 

Since there would be no significant adverse effects on recreation, no mitigation 
would be required.  However, to minimize disruption and ensure bicyclist and pedestrian 
safety, the construction areas would be fenced and informational signs would be posted 
during construction. 

 
4.5  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

 
This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on traffic and 

circulation in and near the project area.  The effects on traffic were analyzed in detail in 
coordination with the TAC.  A detailed Traffic Analysis was prepared to determine the 
effects of the proposed alternatives on traffic and circulation.  This section includes a 
discussion of the Traffic Analysis, which is included as Appendix A.   

 
4.5.1 Methodology 
 
 This section briefly discusses the traffic analysis scenarios and methodology 
used to develop traffic volume forecasts for 2007 and 2025 conditions.   
 
 Traffic Analysis Scenarios 

 
Folsom Dam Road 
 
Initially, the quantitative analysis of traffic volumes assumed that Folsom Dam 

Road would remain closed under Alternative 1.  This scenario was intended to reflect a 
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reasonable worst case traffic scenario, and also reflected the uncertainty associated 
with generating sufficient funding for security and operating costs associated with a 
partial reopening of Folsom Dam Road.  However, a qualitative evaluation of Alternative 
1 assuming that the Folsom Dam Road is partially reopened was included later for 
comparison, as well as consistency with the overall project assumption that the existing 
road is reopened and managed by Reclamation as a “restricted access” road.  In 
general, the effects of a partially reopened scenario on traffic and circulation would be 
less than those associated with Alternatives 2 through 5.   
 
 Time Periods  
 
 Quantitative travel demand and traffic operations analysis for all of the 
alternatives was conducted for 2007 and 2025 conditions.  Traffic counts in 2004 
represent existing conditions, while the year 2007 represents the year that the Folsom 
Bridge would be completed and opened for traffic.  The year 2025 reflects future 
conditions assuming local and regional growth and development, while 2057 represents 
the assumed life of the project (50 years).  The specific analysis locations and 
methodology are described in Section 3.5. 
 
 Development of Traffic Volume Forecasts 
 

The traffic volume forecasts were generated using a modified version of the 
regional SACMET travel demand model (version 01).  The SACMET model is 
maintained by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and made 
available to consultants and member jurisdictions for applications such as the 
development of traffic volume forecasts for transportation effect studies.  Prior to using 
the model, modifications are necessary to accurately reflect the detailed land use and 
roadway network of this particular study area given the regional nature of the SACMET 
model.  
 

The model modifications made for this project along with detailed documentation 
of the model validation results and forecasting process are described in Appendix A.  
The model validation compares the traffic volume estimates for existing 2004 conditions 
from the modified SACMET model to 2004 traffic counts.  The validation provides a 
measure of the model’s accuracy and an indication of where potential adjustments to 
future year traffic volume forecasts may be necessary to account for deviations between 
the existing 2004 model estimates and existing traffic counts.  A brief summary of the 
model validation results is shown in Table 4-1. 
 

Table 4-1.  Results of Model Validation 
Time 

Period Validation Criteria 
Criteria for 

Acceptance1 
Model 

Results 
% of Links Within Caltrans Deviation Standard At Least 75% 100% 
Correlation Coefficient At Least 0.88 0.95 Daily 

Root Mean Square Error Below 40% 14% 
1 Travel Forecasting Guidelines (California Department of Transportation, November 1992) 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2005 
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The results in Table 4-1 indicate that the model produces acceptable validation 
results for all validation criteria.  After the model was validated and accepted by the 
TAC, traffic volume forecasts were developed.   

 
The traffic volume forecasts were based on the regional land use growth 

projections developed by SACOG and roadway improvements in the City of Folsom 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the Tier 1 list of roadway improvements from 
the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  The CIP and Tier 1 projects are 
those projects expected to be funded and constructed by 2025 based on reasonably 
expected funding.  Projects that do not have full funding were not included in the travel 
demand model.  The land use forecasts are consistent with local city and county 
general plans and include individual development projects currently being processed by 
individual jurisdictions (Regional Center in Folsom and Rio Del Oro in Rancho Cordova) 
plus additional development expected by the forecast year on land designated for 
development under the general plan.   

 
Figure 4-1 provides a summary of the land use development projected within the 

transportation study area between 2004, 2007, and 2025.  According to the land use 
projections in Figure 4-1, approximately 14,000 new households and 27,000 new jobs 
will be added in the transportation study area between 2004 and 2025.  Residential 
growth represents a 32 percent increase while employment growth represents a 30 
percent increase.  Vehicle trips are projected to increase by about 45 percent between 
2004 and 2025. 
 

The land use forecasts and the resulting traffic volume forecasts were reviewed 
and approved by the TAC prior to their use in the roadway system operations analysis. 
The traffic volume forecasts were adjusted to account for differences between the 2004 
model traffic volume estimates and 2004 traffic counts.  This was accomplished by 
calculating the traffic growth forecast from the model between 2004 and the forecast 
year and adding it to the existing 2004 traffic count.  This process was used to avoid 
potential under- or over-projections of traffic due to variations in the model’s ability to 
replicate 2004 conditions. 
 
4.5.2 Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on traffic and circulation were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 

 
 City of Folsom and Placer County Roadways and Intersections 

 
• Deterioration of no action (Alternative 1) LOS from LOS C (or better) to LOS D 

(or worse), or addition of  traffic to a roadway segment or intersection operating 
at LOS D or worse. 

 
• Worsen operation of a new roadway segment or intersection so does not meet 

City of Folsom minimum acceptable threshold of LOS C. 
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Sacramento County, El Dorado County, and Caltrans Roadways and 
Intersections 

 
• Deterioration of no action (Alternative 1) LOS from LOS E (or better) to LOS F, or 

addition of traffic to a roadway segment or intersection operating at LOS F. 
 

Oak Hill Drive and Briggs Ranch Drive 
 

• Add regional (cut-through) traffic to Oak Hill Drive and Briggs Ranch Drive. 
 

• Transit Service, Bicycle Facilities, and Pedestrian Facilities 
 

• Substantially disrupt an existing transit service, bicycle facility, or pedestrian 
facility. 

 
• Substantially interfere with a planned transit service, bicycle facility, or pedestrian 

facility. 
 
4.5.3 Results of Traffic Analysis 
 
 This section discusses the results of the traffic and circulation analysis for 2007 
and 2025 conditions.  The results are organized according to roadway system, transit 
system, and bicycle and pedestrian system.  However, the emphasis is on the roadway 
system, specifically the traffic operations on roadway segments and at intersections.  
Because of the length and complexity of the analysis, the results as they apply to the 
five alternative are summarized in Section 4.5.4. 
 
Roadway System 
 
 The traffic operations analysis results for roadway segments and intersections 
are summarized below.  The 2007 results are presented first followed by the 2025 
results. 
 
2007 Roadway Segments  
 
 Figure 4-2 shows the 2007 roadway network including functional classification 
and number of travel lanes.  Various improvements are programmed to be in place by 
2007, and these improvements are reflected in Figure 4-2.  A complete list of the 2007 
roadway network improvements is included in Table A-1 of Appendix A.  This 
information was used with the 2007 daily traffic volume forecasts and the LOS capacity 
thresholds in Table 3-2 to determine the daily LOS for each study area roadway 
segment.  The daily traffic volumes and LOS results are shown in Figures 4-3 and 4-4 
and summarized in Table 4-2. 
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 A review of the daily traffic volume forecasts reveals that the proposed bridge 
has a regional influence on travel patterns.  Under Alternatives 2 through 5, traffic shifts 
from Route 50 and other regional routes to roadways providing direct access to the new 
bridge.  This shift is expected given the previous travel patterns and volumes observed 
between El Dorado County and Placer County when Folsom Dam Road was open.  The 
addition of the bridge also increases total daily trips across the American River within 
the study area as shown in Table 4-2.   
 
 Under 2004 conditions, a total of 81,400 daily vehicle trips cross the Hazel 
Avenue, Rainbow, and Lake Natoma Bridges.  These same bridges are projected to 
carry 86,300 daily vehicle trips in 2007 under Alternative 1.  With the addition of a new  
four-lane bridge under Alternatives 2 through 5, the total daily vehicle trips across the 
river in 2007 is projected to increase to 99,300.   
 
  The percentage of deficient segments under existing 2004 conditions is 53 
percent.  As a result of the traffic growth by 2007, 21 of the 38 study roadway segments 
(55 percent) are projected to operate worse than the minimum acceptable LOS 
threshold established in local jurisdiction General Plan policies under Alternative 1.  
Under Alternatives 2 through 5, the number of deficient segments increases to 23 out of 
39 (59 percent).  This difference is explained by the reduced travel times created by the 
new bridge and the fact that it attracts more trips into the study area, especially onto 
roadways that connect to the bridge approaches.  Of the 23 roadway segments with 
LOS deficiencies under Alternatives 2 through 5, significant adverse effects would occur 
on 11 of the segments.  While traffic problems would continue in the area, the 
alternatives would provide additional roadway/bridge lanes to help accommodate traffic 
movement over the American River in the rapidly growing Folsom area. 
 
2007 Intersections  
 
 Figure 4-5 shows the 2007 intersection lane configurations, traffic control, and 
peak hour turning movement volumes for Alternative 1 while Figure 4-6 contains the 
same information for Alternatives 2 through 5.  Due to the different potential intersection 
configurations of the proposed bridge to East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road 
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Table 4-2.  Roadway Segment LOS – 2007 Conditions 

Year 2004 Conditions Year 2007 Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Functional 

Class 
Existing 
Volume LOS 

Functional 
Class 

Alt. 1 
Volume LOS 

Alts. 2-5 
Volume LOS 

1.  Douglas Blvd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 4AD 36,0001 E 4AD 38,200 F 40,200 F 

2.  Barton Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 8,3001 C 2A 8,800 C 11,300 D 

3. Eureka Rd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2A 4,7001 C 2A 5,000 C 5,200 C 

4.  Auburn-Folsom Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 30,9001 F 4AU 31,900 F 34,300 F 

5. Auburn-Folsom Rd – Eureka Rd to Oak Hill Dr 2A 26,500 F 2A 27,400 F 30,500 F 

6.  Folsom-Auburn Rd – Oak Hill Dr to Folsom Dam Rd 2A 31,3001 F 4AU 32,800 F 40,300 F 

7.  Folsom-Auburn Rd – Folsom Dam Rd to Oak Ave 4AU 28,6001 E 4AU 30,100 F 21,400 D 

8. Folsom Blvd – Greenback Ln to Leidesdorff St 4AD 34,9001 D 4AD 38,000 F 32,600 D 

9. Folsom Blvd – Natoma St to Blue Ravine Rd 4AD 37,800 F 4AD 38,700 F 37,800 F 

10. Oak Hill Dr – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2C 9001 C 2C 1,400 C 5,400 C 

11. Santa Juanita Ave – Barton Rd to Oak Ave 2A 4,700 C 2A 5,300 C 4,800 C 

12. Sierra College Blvd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 4AD 25,9001 D 4AD 27,800 D 29,400 D 

13. Hazel Ave – Oak Ave to Greenback Ln (Sac. County) 4AMD 35,400 E 4AMD 36,600 F 35,400 E 

14. Hazel Ave – Greenback Ln to Madison Ave (Sac. County) 4AMD 43,100 F 4AMD 44,400 F 43,800 F 

15. Hazel Ave – Winding Way to Gold Country Blvd (Sac. County) 4AHD 55,8001 F 4AHD 57,900 F 56,700 F 

16. Oak Ave – Hazel Ave to Santa Juanita Ave (Sac. County) 2AMD 9,900 A 2AMD 11,000 B 12,400 B 

17. Oak Ave – American River Canyon Dr to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2A 12,4001 D 4AD 13,700 C 16,200 C 

18. Greenback Ln – Hazel Ave to Madison Ave (Sac. County) 4AMD 23,4001 B 4AMD 24,900 B 24,100 B 

19. Madison Ave – Hazel Ave to Greenback Ln (Sac. County) 4AMD 31,6001 D 4AMD 31,900 D 32,800 E 

20. Rainbow Bridge – Folsom Blvd to Leidesdorff St 2A 46,5001 F 2A 48,300 F 40,300 F 

21. East Natoma St – Cimmaron Cir to Folsom Dam Rd 2A 18,4001 E 4AU 20,800 D 16,600 C 

22. East Natoma St – Folsom Dam Rd to Green Valley Rd 2A2 16,300 D 4AU 19,000 D 27,100 D 

23. Green Valley Rd – East Natoma St to Sophia Pkwy 2A 24,4001 F 4AU 27,900 D 32,000 F 

24. Sophia Pkwy – Green Valley Rd to Elmores Way 2A 1,1001 C 2A 1,800 C 2,000 C 

25. El Dorado Hills Blvd – Green Valley Rd to Francisco Dr 2A 5,9001 C 2A 7,800 C 7,700 C 
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Table 4-2.  Roadway Segment LOS – 2007 Conditions 

Year 2004 Conditions Year 2007 Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Functional 

Class 
Existing 
Volume LOS 

Functional 
Class 

Alt. 1 
Volume LOS 

Alts. 2-5 
Volume LOS 

26. Briggs Ranch Dr – East Natoma St to Oak Avenue Pkwy 2C 9003 C 2C 900 C 6,100 D 

27. Oak Avenue Pkwy – Blue Ravine Rd to East Bidwell St 6AD 17,6003 C 6AD 19,100 C 22,200 C 

28. Oak Avenue Pkwy – East Bidwell St to Riley St 4AD 10,6003 C 4AD 13,000 C 13,000 C 

29. East Bidwell St – Blue Ravine Rd to Oak Avenue Pkwy 4AD 24,0003 D 4AD 27,400 D 25,100 D 

30. East Bidwell St – Clarksville Rd to Iron Point Rd 4AD4 32,8003 D 4AD4 38,300 F 39,300 F 

31. Blue Ravine Rd – Folsom Blvd to Sibley St 6AD 18,1003 C 6AD 20,100 C 18,100 C 

32. Blue Ravine Rd – Sibley St to Riley St 4AU 29,1001 F 4AU 29,900 F 29,100 F 

33. Blue Ravine Rd – Oak Avenue Pkwy to Green Valley Rd 4AD 18,2001 C 4AD 19,600 D 19,500 D 

34. Iron Point Rd – Black Diamond Dr to Prairie City Rd 4AD 13,000 C 4AD 14,700 C 14,500 C 

35. Route 50 – Hazel Ave to Folsom Blvd 4FA 111,800 F 4FA 119,400 F 116,800 F 

36. Route 50 – Folsom Blvd to Prairie City Rd 4F 94,400 F 4F 100,500 F 99,000 F 

37. Route 50 – Prairie City Rd to East Bidwell St 4F 71,800 E 4F 76,900 E 71,800 E 

38. Route 50 – East Bidwell St to County Line 4F5,6 77,000 E 4F5 84,700 F 81,900 F 

39. New Bridge - - - 4AD - - 26,400 D 

 –  Folsom Bridge Summary (segments 8, 20, and 39) - 81,400 - - 86,300 - 99,300 - 
1 ADT volume factored up to 2004 conditions. 
2 Assumed 2-lane roadway for analysis. 
3 ADT volume calculated from 2004 intersection counts. 
4 Assumed 4-lane roadway for analysis. 
5 The eastbound truck climbing lane that exists on this segment is not included for analysis purposes. 
6 While the daily LOS is reported as E, peak hour analysis conducted by Caltrans based on freeway speeds identifies portions of this segment as LOS F according to the 2004 
HICOMP Report. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdiction or Caltrans. 
- Bold indicates bridge segment. 
- Italics indicate significant effect associated with an alternative. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2005 
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under Alternatives 2 through 5, Figure 4-7 is included to show the 2007 lane 
configurations, traffic control, and peak hour turning movement volumes at the bridge 
intersections with East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road.   
 
 As shown on Figure 4-7 and described in detail in Chapter 2, Alternatives 2 and 3 
have the same full intersection configurations; Alternative 4 has a partial intersection 
configuration at East Natoma Street; and Alternative 5 has partial intersection 
configurations at both East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road.  Although the 
intersection configurations vary, the total yearly volume of traffic at both types of 
intersections would be the same. 
 
In addition to the roadway segment improvements mentioned above, some intersection 
improvements were assumed in place.  The Folsom-Auburn Road/Oak Avenue 
intersection will undergo improvements by 2007 and was assumed to have updated 
eastbound, westbound, and northbound approach lane configurations as shown in 
Figure 4-5.  This intersection cycle length was optimized under all 2007 conditions 
alternatives.  The Riley Street/Scott Street intersection will allow a left-turn  
from Scott Street.  This movement was included in the intersection analysis.  All other 
existing intersections were assumed to operate with 2004 phasing and timing plans.   
 
 The introduction of LRT transit service in the Folsom Boulevard corridor affects 
traffic operations at the Folsom Boulevard/Natoma Street intersection.  The SYNCHRO 
program does not have the capability to fully model this change, and the TAC agreed 
that more sophisticated modeling was not required.  This decision was based on the 
fact that the incremental effects of Alternatives 2 through 5 would be identical and that 
the SYNCHRO model would capture this incremental effect. 

 
Table 4-3 summarizes intersection operations under year 2007 conditions for 

Alternatives 2 through 5.  Note that the shaded cells highlight LOS deficiencies based 
on the minimum LOS thresholds established by local jurisdictions while italicized text 
indicates a significant adverse effect.  See additional notes in the table for other 
information.  Detailed technical calculations are included in Appendix A. 
 
 Under Alternatives 2 through 4, nine of the 17 study intersections in Table 4-3 
are projected to have at least one peak hour that operates worse than the minimum 
LOS threshold established by local jurisdictions.  Under Alternative 5, the number of 
study intersections increases to 10 out of the 17.  For intersections projected to operate 
at LOS F, the table above reports the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio in place of the 
delay.  The SYNCHRO software program cannot reliably estimate intersection delays 
when capacity is exceeded (V/C >1.0).  For these intersections, the V/C ratio provides a 
useful performance measure to isolate the incremental effect of changes in traffic 
volumes associated with the alternatives. 
 
 Given the different intersection configurations associated with Alternatives 2 
through 5, more detailed intersection analysis was required in the vicinity of the bridge 
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INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUME, 
LANE CONFIGURATIONS, AND TRAFFIC CONTROL – 

YEAR 2007 ALTERNATIVES 2-5 CONDITIONS 
 

FIGURE 4-6 
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terminal intersections at East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road.  These analysis 
results are summarized in Table 4-4. 
 
 Based on the results in Tables 4-3 and 4-4, significant adverse effects would be 
caused by Alternatives 2 through 5 at five of the study intersections.   
 
 2025 Roadway Segments 
 
 Figure 4-8 shows the 2025 roadway network including functional classification 
and number of travel lanes.  Various improvements are programmed to be in place by 
2025, and these improvements are reflected in Figure 4-8.  A complete list of the 2025 
roadway network improvements is included in Table A-1 of Appendix A.  This 
information was used with the 2025 daily traffic volume forecasts and the LOS capacity 
thresholds in Table 3-2 to determine the daily LOS for each study area roadway 
segment.  The daily traffic volumes and LOS results are shown in Figures 4-9 and 4-10 
and summarized in Table 4-5. 
 
 A review of the daily traffic volume forecasts reveals patterns similar to 2007 
conditions.  Under Alternatives 2 through 5, traffic shifts from Route 50 and other 
regional routes to roadways providing direct access to the new bridge.  One significant 
difference as compared to 2007 conditions is that the 2025 scenarios all include a new 
bridge at Oak Avenue Parkway through Folsom.  This bridge is identified in the City of 
Folsom General Plan and the MTP Tier 1 project list.  As a result, traffic growth through 
the Historic District of Folsom is not as high as might be expected, and overall bridge 
crossing demand is more evenly distributed.   
  
 The addition of the new bridge crossings in 2025 continues the trend identified 
under 2007 conditions where new bridge capacity attracts more trips.  Under 2004 
conditions, a total of 81,400 daily vehicle trips cross the Hazel Avenue, Rainbow, and 
Lake Natoma Bridges.  These bridges plus the Oak Avenue Parkway bridge are 
projected to carry 115,700 daily vehicle trips in 2025 under Alternative 1.  With the 
addition of a new four-lane bridge under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, or 5, the total daily vehicle 
trips across the river in 2025 is projected to increase to 125,500. 
 
 The percentage of deficient segments under existing 2004 conditions is 53 
percent.  As a result of the traffic growth by 2025, 23 of the 39 study roadway segments 
(59 percent) are projected to operate worse than the minimum acceptable LOS 
threshold established in local jurisdiction General Plan policies under Alternative 1.  
Under Alternatives 2 through 5, the number of deficient segments increases to 27 out of 
40 (68 percent).  This difference is explained by the reduced travel times created by the 
new bridge and the fact that it attracts more trips into the study area, especially onto 
roadways that connect to the bridge approaches.  Of the 27 roadway segments with 
LOS deficiencies under Alternatives 2 through 5, significant adverse effects would occur 
on 11 of the segments.  While traffic problems would continue in the area, the 
alternatives would provide additional roadway/bridge lanes to help accommodate traffic 
movement over the American River in the rapidly growing Folsom area. 
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Table 4-3.  Intersection LOS – 2007 Conditions 

Alternative 1 – No Action 
Alternatives 2-5  

with 4-Lane Bridge 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection1 
Delay2 

V/C3 LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
1. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Douglas Blvd 48.5 D 58.4 E 48.1 D 59.9 E 

2. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Eureka Rd 45.3 D 26.2 C 44.0 D 35.7 D 

3. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Oak Hill Dr 36.4 D 60.8 E >80.0 
1.17 F >80.0 

1.18 F 

4. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Dam Rd 13.1 B 13.9 B See Table 4-4 

5. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Oak Ave 74.7 E 28.8 C 68.6 E 34.7 C 

6. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Greenback Ln >80.0 
1.59 F >80.0 

1.31 F >80.0 
1.18 F >80.0 

1.15 F 

7.  Folsom Blvd/Natoma St 69.1 E 48.7 D 39.3 D 46.3 D 

8. Riley St/Scott St 6.5 A 8.5 A 4.2 A 6.6 A 

9. Riley St/Leidesdorff St 3.3 A 12.1 B 2.2 A 8.7 A 

10. Riley St/Sutter St >80.0 
1.24 F >80.0 

1.54 F 21.1 C >80.0 
1.24 F 

11. Riley St/Natoma St >80.0 
1.31 F >80.0 

1.50 F 61.4 E >80.0 
1.33 F 

12. Riley St/E. Bidwell St 18.7 B 13.6 B 14.8 B 11.7 B 

13. Natoma St/Coloma St 31.3 C 68.3 E 29.3 C 33.7 C 

14. Natoma St/Wales Dr 15.7 B 20.3 C 15.3 B 20.0 B 

15. E. Natoma St/Folsom Dam Rd 12.2 B 8.8 A See Table 4-4 

16. E. Natoma St/Green Valley Rd 18.6 B 34.5 C 30.3 C 37.9 D 

17. Green Valley Rd/Sophia Pkwy 13.8 B 14.9 B 14.0 B 16.9 B 
1 All study intersections are signalized.2 Delay reported in seconds per vehicle. 
3 V/C – volume to capacity ratio.  V/C ratio reported only under LOS F conditions. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdictions. 
- Bold indicates intersections that are influenced by adjacent intersections.  These intersections may have higher delays  

  and operate worse than the reported LOS due to the effects of queuing from downstream intersections. 
  - Italics indicate significant effect. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2005 
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Table 4-4.  Detailed Bridge Landing Intersection LOS – 2007 Conditions 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control 
Delay1 

V/C2 LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
Alternative 1 (No Project) 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Dam Rd Signalized 13.1 B 13.9 B 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Dam Rd Signalized 12.2 B 8.8 A 

Alternative 2 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.4 A 3.5 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
18.4 B 31.4 C 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge Signalized 18.6 B 31.7 C 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd Side-Street 
Stop3 13.4 B 43.7 E 

Alternative 3 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.4 A 3.5 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
18.4 B 31.4 C 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge Signalized 18.6 B 31.7 C 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd Side-Street 
Stop3 13.4 B 43.7 E 

Alternative 4 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.4 A 3.5 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
18.4 B 31.4 C 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge5 Signalized 18.6 B 31.7 C 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd5 Side-Street 
Stop3 13.4 B 43.7 E 

Alternative 5 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 4.0 A 4.3 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
31.0 C 38.0 C 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge5 Signalized 18.6 B 31.7 C 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd5 Side-Street 
Stop3 13.4 B 43.7 E 

1 Delay reported in seconds per vehicle. 
2 V/C – volume to capacity ratio.  V/C ratio reported only under LOS F conditions. 
3 Delay for worst-case movement reported for unsignalized intersections. 
4 Intersections operate as single intersection with one overall delay and LOS. 
5 V/C and LOS values after implementation of mitigation measures. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdictions. 
- Italics indicate significant effect. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2005 
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Table 4-5.  Roadway Segment LOS – 2025 Conditions 

Year 2004 Conditions Year 2025 Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Functiona

l Class 
Existing 
Volume LOS 

Functiona
l Class 

Alt. 1 
Volume LOS 

Alts. 2-5 
Volume LOS 

1.       Douglas Blvd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 4AD 36,0001 E 4AD 48,200 F 51,400 F 

2.       Barton Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 8,3001 C 2A 8,700 C 10,000 D 

3.       Eureka Rd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2A 4,7001 C 2A 6,900 C 7,700 C 

4.       Auburn-Folsom Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 30,9001 F 4AU 46,700 F 51,700 F 

5.       Auburn-Folsom Rd – Eureka Rd to Oak Hill Dr 2A 26,500 F 4AU 42,800 F 48,400 F 

6.       Folsom-Auburn Rd – Oak Hill Dr to Folsom Dam Rd 2A 31,3001 F 4AU 47,500 F 54,100 F 

7.       Folsom-Auburn Rd – Folsom Dam Rd to Oak Ave 4AU 28,6001 E 4AU 44,800 F 23,000 D 

8.       Folsom Blvd – Greenback Ln to Leidesdorff St 4AD 34,9001 D 4AD 36,000 E 32,700 D 

9.       Folsom Blvd – Natoma St to Blue Ravine Rd 4AD 37,800 F 4AD 41,900 F 40,900 F 

10.    Oak Hill Dr – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2C 9001 C 2C 900 C 900 C 

11.    Santa Juanita Ave – Barton Rd to Oak Ave 2A 4,700 C 2A 6,400 C 6,900 C 

12.    Sierra College Blvd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 4AD 25,9001 D 6AD 38,300 D 37,500 D 

13.    Hazel Ave – Oak Ave to Greenback Ln (Sac. County) 4AMD 35,400 E 6AMD 53,000 E 51,200 E 

14.    Hazel Ave – Greenback Ln to Madison Ave (Sac. County) 4AMD 43,100 F 6AMD 61,800 F 59,900 F 

15.    Hazel Ave – Winding Way to Gold Country Blvd (Sac. County) 4AHD 55,8001 F 6AHD 81,100 F 78,900 F 

16.    Oak Ave – Hazel Ave to Santa Juanita Ave (Sac. County) 2AMD 9,900 A 2AMD 14,500 D 14,900 D 

17.    Oak Ave – American River Canyon Dr to Folsom-Auburn Rd 2A 12,4001 D 6AD 23,200 C 24,600 C 

18.    Greenback Ln – Hazel Ave to Madison Ave (Sac. County) 4AMD 23,4001 B 4AMD 26,200 C 25,800 C 

19.    Madison Ave – Hazel Ave to Greenback Ln (Sac. County) 4AMD 31,6001 D 4AMD5 34,800 E 34,800 E 

20.    Rainbow Bridge – Folsom Blvd to Leidesdorff St 2A 46,5001 F 2A 33,700 F 30,300 F 

21.    East Natoma St – Cimmaron Cir to Folsom Dam Rd 2A 18,4001 E 4AU 33,900 F 20,800 D 

22.    East Natoma St – Folsom Dam Rd to Green Valley Rd 2A2 16,300 D 4AU 35,200 F 44,300 F 

23.    Green Valley Rd – East Natoma St to Sophia Pkwy 2A 24,4001 F 4AU 37,000 F 38,500 F 

24.    Sophia Pkwy – Green Valley Rd to Elmores Way 2A 1,1001 C 4AD 7,800 C 11,300 C 

25.    El Dorado Hills Blvd – Green Valley Rd to Francisco Dr 2A 5,9001 C 4AD 5,900 C 5,900 C 

26.    Briggs Ranch Dr – East Natoma St to Oak Ave 2C 9003 C 2C 1,200 C 6,900 D 
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Table 4-5.  Roadway Segment LOS – 2025 Conditions 

Year 2004 Conditions Year 2025 Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Functiona

l Class 
Existing 
Volume LOS 

Functiona
l Class 

Alt. 1 
Volume LOS 

Alts. 2-5 
Volume LOS 

27.    Oak Avenue Pkwy – Blue Ravine Rd to East Bidwell St 6AD 17,6003 C 6AD 25,200 C 28,000 D 

28.    Oak Avenue Pkwy – East Bidwell St to Riley St 4AD 10,6003 C 4AD 23,800 D 23,500 D 

29.    East Bidwell St – Blue Ravine Rd to Oak Avenue Pkwy 4AD 24,0003 D 6AD 37,300 D 33,900 D 

30.    East Bidwell St – Clarksville Rd to Iron Point Rd 4AD4 32,8003 D 6AD 48,500 D 47,800 D 

31.    Blue Ravine Rd – Folsom Blvd to Sibley St 6AD 18,1003 C 6AD 18,100 C 18,100 C 

32.    Blue Ravine Rd – Sibley St to Riley St 4AU 29,1001 F 4AU 29,100 F 29,100 F 

33.    Blue Ravine Rd – Oak Avenue Pkwy to Green Valley Rd 4AD 18,2001 C 4AD 22,200 D 22,700 D 

34.    Iron Point Rd – Black Diamond Dr to Prairie City Rd 4AD 13,000 C 6AD 23,500 C 23,200 C 

35.    Route 50 – Hazel Ave to Folsom Blvd 4FA 111,800 F 4FA 143,900 F 140,000 F 

36.    Route 50 – Folsom Blvd to Prairie City Rd 4F 94,400 F 4F 119,200 F 116,100 F 

37.    Route 50 – Prairie City Rd to East Bidwell St 4F 71,800 E 4F 83,100 F 83,000 F 

38.    Route 50 – East Bidwell St to County Line 4F6,7 77,000 E 4FA 93,600 E 89,600 D 

39.    New Bridge - - - 4AD - - 29,600 D 

40.    Oak Avenue Pkwy Bridge - - - 4AD 46,000 F 32,900 D 

 –      Folsom Bridge Summary (segments 8, 20, 39, and 40) - 81,400 - - 115,700 - 125,500 - 
1 ADT volume factored up to 2004 conditions. 
 2 Assumed 2-lane roadway for analysis. 
 3 ADT volume calculated from 2004 intersection counts. 
 4 Assumed 4-lane roadway for analysis. 
 5 Segment analyzed as 4-lane roadway due to no improvement listed in the MTP.  However, Sacramento County has indicated funding and construction of an upgrade to a 6-lane 
  roadway will occur by 2010.  The segment would operate at LOS B conditions for all 2025 scenarios as a 6-lane roadway. 
 6 The eastbound truck climbing lane that exists on this segment is not included for analysis purposes. 
 7 While the daily LOS is reported as E, peak hour analysis conducted by Caltrans based on freeway speeds identifies portions of this segment as LOS F according to the 2004  
 HICOMP Report. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established in local jurisdiction General Plan policy.  Bold indicates bridge segment. 
- Italics indicate significant effect associated with a alternative. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2005 
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 2025 Intersections 
 
 Figure 4-11 shows the 2025 intersection lane configurations, traffic control, and 
peak hour turning movement volumes for Alternative 1 while Figure 4-12 contains the 
same information for Alternatives 2 through 5.  Due to the different potential intersection 
configurations of the proposed bridge to East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road 
under Alternatives 2 through 5, Figure 13 is included to show the 2025 lane 
configurations, traffic control, and peak hour turning movement volumes at the bridge 
intersections with East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road. 
 
 As shown on Figure 13 and described in detail in Chapter 2, Alternatives 2 and 3 
have the same full intersection configurations; Alternative 4 has a partial intersection 
configuration at East Natoma Street; and Alternative 5 has partial intersection 
configurations at both East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road.  Although the 
intersection configurations vary, the total yearly volume of traffic at both types of 
intersections would be the same. 
 
 While a number of roadway segment improvements are planned by 2025, most 
of the improvements occur outside the focused transportation study area.  Therefore, 
the study intersections do not change much between 2007 and 2025.  The only 
changes between 2007 and 2025 include the following as shown in Figure 4-11 
 

• One additional through lane in each direction on the Green Valley Road and Blue 
Ravine Road approaches to the intersection with E. Natoma Street.  The 
intersection has already been constructed with these lanes although they are 
striped out today. 

 
• Widening of the Folsom-Auburn Road/Oak Avenue intersection to accommodate 

changes associated with the new Oak Avenue Parkway bridge. 
 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

TB022006003SAC/320181/060520007 (EIS 004a.doc) 4-37 

 

 FIGURE 4-11 
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FIGURE 4-12 
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Table 4-6 summarizes intersection operations under year 2025 conditions for 

each alternative.  Note that the shaded cells highlight LOS deficiencies based on the 
minimum LOS thresholds established by local jurisdictions while italicized text indicates 
a significant adverse effect.  See additional notes in the table for other information.  
Detailed technical calculations are included in Appendix A. 
 

Table 4-6.  Intersection LOS – 2025 Conditions 

Alternative 1 – No Action 
Alternatives 2-5  

with 4-Lane Bridge 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection1 
Delay2 

V/C3 LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 

1. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Douglas Blvd >80.0 
1.10 F >80.0 

1.25 F >80.0 
1.18 F >80.0 

1.30 F 

2. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Eureka Rd 21.0 C 13.0 B 21.7 C 18.6 B 

3. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Oak Hill Dr 12.3 B 15.1 B 14.3 B 16.9 B 

4. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Dam Rd 18.1 B 19.6 B See Table 4-7 

5. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Oak Ave >80.0 
1.47 F >80.0 

1.46 F 70.7 
1.05 E 73.7 E 

6. Folsom-Auburn Rd/Greenback Ln >80.0 
1.27 F >80.0 

1.23 F >80.0 
1.16 F 71.3 E 

7.  Folsom Blvd/Natoma St 35.4 D 37.6 D 34.3 C 44.3 D 

8. Riley St/Scott St 4.8 A 7.7 A 3.6 A 5.7 A 

9. Riley St/Leidesdorff St 2.3 A 10.5 B 2.1 A 7.2 A 

10. Riley St/Sutter St 42.4 
1.07 D >80.0 

1.34 F 8.2 A 41.8 D 

11. Riley St/Natoma St >80.0 
1.08 F >80.0 

1.45 F 68.6 E >80.0 
1.37 F 

12. Riley St/E. Bidwell St 16.3 B 12.8 B 14.8 B 10.5 B 

13. Natoma St/Coloma St 19.8 B 33.7 C 42.0 D >80.0 
1.14 F 

14. Natoma St/Wales Dr 14.8 B 18.5 B 24.9 C 32.9 C 

15. E. Natoma St/Folsom Dam Rd 13.5 B 11.3 B See Table 4-7 

16. E. Natoma St/Green Valley Rd 39.3 D 62.9 E 40.4 D 74.8 E 

17. Green Valley Rd/Sophia Pkwy 33.5 C 42.8 D 31.9 C 48.2 D 
1 All study intersections are signalized. 
2 Delay reported in seconds per vehicle. 
3 V/C – volume to capacity ratio.  V/C ratio reported only under LOS F conditions. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdictions. 

- Bold indicates intersections that are influenced by adjacent intersections.  These intersections may have higher delays  
  and operate worse than the reported LOS due to the effects of queuing from downstream intersections. 
- Italics indicate significant effect. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2005 

 
Given the different intersection configurations associated with Alternatives 2 

through 5, more detailed analysis was required for the bridge terminal intersections at 
East Natoma Street and Folsom-Auburn Road.  These analysis results are summarized 
in Table 4-7. 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

TB022006003SAC/320181/060520007 (EIS 004a.doc) 4-41 

 
 Based on the results in Tables 4-6 and 4-7, significant adverse effects would be 
caused by Alternatives 2 through 5 at six of the study intersections.   
 
Table 4-7.  Detailed Bridge Landing Intersection LOS – 2025 Conditions 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control 
Delay1 

V/C2 LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 

Alternative 1 (No Project) 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Dam Rd Signalized 16.1 B 17.3 B 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Dam Rd Signalized 12.6 B 11.1 B 

Alternative 2  

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.0 A 3.6 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
35.4 D 57.6 D 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge Signalized 34.6 C 51.4 D 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd 
Side-Street 

Stop3 17.4 C 28.5 D 

Alternative 3  

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.0 A 3.6 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
35.4 D 57.6 D 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge Signalized 34.6 C 51.4 D 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd 
Side-Street 

Stop3 17.4 C 28.5 D 

Alternative 4  

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.0 A 3.6 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
35.4 D 57.6 D 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge5 Signalized 34.6 C 51.4 D 

        E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd5 
Side-Street 

Stop 17.4 C 28.5 D 

Alternative 5       

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/New Bureau Access Signalized 5.2 A 4.0 A 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom Dam Rd4 Signalized 

        Folsom-Auburn Rd/Folsom Bridge4 Signalized 
69.2 E 50.2 D 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge5 Signalized 34.6 C 51.4 D 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd5 
Side-Street 

Stop 17.4 C 28.5 D 
1 Delay reported in seconds per vehicle. 
2 V/C – volume to capacity ratio.  V/C ratio reported only under LOS F conditions. 
3 Delay for worst-case movement reported for unsignalized intersections. 
4 Intersections operate as single intersection with one overall delay and LOS. 
5 V/C and LOS values after implementation of mitigation measures. 
- Shading indicates deficiency based on minimum LOS threshold established by local jurisdictions. 
- Italics indicate significant effect. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2005 
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 2057 Roadway Segments and Intersections 
 
 While detailed traffic forecasts were not developed for 2057, housing and job 
projections for 2050 indicate that vehicle trips could increase an additional 30 to 
50 percent beyond 2025 conditions (SACOG, 2004).  Under these conditions, the 2050 
daily traffic volume projection for the new bridge would range from about 39,000 to 
45,000.  However, these projections are based only on the land use growth projections 
and do not reflect the potential effects of other factors such as congestion or improved 
transit service.  Based on this information, the relative differences between the 
alternatives would be the same as for 2007 and 2025.   
 
 Transit System 
 
 The 2007 and 2025 transit system in the transportation study area will change to 
accommodate a new extension of LRT to Folsom.  Service has been extended from the 
current terminal station at Sunrise Boulevard along Folsom Boulevard into downtown 
Folsom.  All the Folsom Stage Line routes are being reconfigured to serve the new LRT 
stations.  For example, the Downtown Commuter and Light Rail Commuter runs are 
being replaced with routes that connect to the new LRT stations in Folsom.  The final 
route plans are being completed.  The alternatives would not disrupt or interfere with 
potential changes to the transit system given the distance between the new bridge 
location and the LRT line.   
 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian System 
 
 The existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian system is shown in Figure 4-14.  
The specific implementation of any planned changes to the system will depend on 
available funding.  The alternatives would not disrupt or interfere with the implementation 
of the planned bicycle and pedestrian system.  Any recreation features of the alternatives 
would be designed to be compatible with the existing and planned system. 
 
4.5.4 Summary of Effects of Alternatives 
 
 Alternative 1 – No Action 

 
The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 

constructed by the Corps and that the Folsom Road would remain closed (for the 
quantitative traffic analysis only as explained in Section 4.5.1).  However, features 
associated with the Combined Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam 
safety projects could still be constructed.  Any adverse effects to traffic and circulation 
associated with those projects would still occur.  Current LOS deficiencies would 
continue in the traffic study area, as well as cut-through traffic in residential 
neighborhoods.  Existing bicycle/pedestrian trails would be expected to remain the 
same.  The transit system would change over time based on public use of LRT and 
connecting bus lines. 
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 The same conditions would be expected if Folsom Dam Road is partially 
reopened to traffic.  However, Corps estimates indicate that approximately 3,600 daily 
vehicle trips would use Folsom Dam Road under the partial opening scenario under any  
future year.  This number of trips is not considered significant as compared to the 
overall volume of traffic in the transportation study area. 
 
 Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Implementation of Alternative 2 would have effects on the roadway system, 
transit system, and bicycle/pedestrian system in the project area.   
 
 Roadway System  
 
 Implementation of Alternative 2 would have permanent effects on the volume of 
traffic and LOS on roadway segments, the new bridge segment, and intersections in the 
project area.  Tables 4-8 and 4-9 show specific locations and resulting LOS for both 
years 2007 and 2025.  The tables show that there would be a deterioration or worsening 
of 2007 and 2025 roadway segment and intersection LOS plus unacceptable LOS on 
the new bridge segment.  These effects would be considered to be significant. 
 
 This alternative would also increase the cut-through traffic on Oak Hill Drive in 
Placer County and Briggs Ranch Drive in Folsom under 2007 conditions.  Daily traffic is 
projected to increase from 1,400 under Alternative 1 to 5,400 under Alternative 2 on 
Oak Hill Drive.  This cut-through traffic would occur because of limited capacity on 
Auburn-Folsom Road between Oak Hill Drive and Fuller Drive.  This section of Auburn-
Folsom Road is not planned to be widened to four lanes until after 2007.  However, the 
road will be widened before 2025; therefore, no-cut through traffic is projected on Oak 
Hill Drive under 2025 conditions. 
 
 The daily traffic volume on Briggs Ranch Drive is projected to increase from 900 
under Alternative 1 to 6,100 under Alternative 2 under 2007 conditions.  By 2025, the 
daily traffic volume is projected to reach 6,900.  However, the East Natoma Street/ 
Briggs Ranch Drive intersection would be reconfigured as part of Alternative 2 to 
minimize cut-through traffic problems.  The effects of the alternative on cut-through 
traffic would be considered to be significant.
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Table 4-8.  Roadway LOS Significant Effects 

Alternative 1 Alternatives 2-5  
Roadway Segments with Significant Adverse Effects FC1 Volume LOS Volume LOS 

2007 CONDITIONS 

1.  Douglas Blvd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 4AD 38,200 F 40,200 F 

2.  Barton Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 8,800 C 11,300 D 

4.  Auburn-Folsom Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 4AU 31,900 F 34,300 F 

5. Auburn-Folsom Rd – Eureka Rd to Oak Hill Dr 2A 27,400 F 30,500 F 

6.  Folsom-Auburn Rd – Oak Hill Dr to Folsom Dam Rd 4AU 32,800 F 40,300 F 

12. Sierra College Blvd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 4AD 27,800 D 29,400 D 

22. East Natoma St – Folsom Dam Rd to Green Valley Rd 4AU 19,000 D 27,100 D 

23. Green Valley Rd – East Natoma St to Sophia Pkwy 4AU 27,900 D 32,000 F 

26. Briggs Ranch Dr – East Natoma St to Oak Avenue Pkwy 2C 900 C 6,100 D 

30. East Bidwell St – Clarksville Rd to Iron Point Rd 4AD4 38,300 F 39,300 F 

39. New Bridge 4AD - - 26,400 D 

2025 CONDITIONS 

1.       Douglas Blvd – Barton Rd to Folsom-Auburn Rd 4AD 48,200 F 51,400 F 

2.       Barton Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 2A 8,700 C 10,000 D 

4.       Auburn-Folsom Rd – Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 4AU 46,700 F 51,700 F 

5.       Auburn-Folsom Rd – Eureka Rd to Oak Hill Dr 4AU 42,800 F 48,400 F 

6.       Folsom-Auburn Rd – Oak Hill Dr to Folsom Dam Rd 4AU 47,500 F 54,100 F 

22.    East Natoma St – Folsom Dam Rd to Green Valley Rd 4AU 35,200 F 44,300 F 

23.    Green Valley Rd – East Natoma St to Sophia Pkwy 4AU 37,000 F 38,500 F 

26.    Briggs Ranch Dr – East Natoma St to Oak Avenue Pkwy 2C 1,200 C 6,900 D 

27.    Oak Avenue Pkwy – Blue Ravine Rd to East Bidwell St 6AD 25,200 C 28,000 D 

33.    Blue Ravine Rd – Oak Avenue Pkwy to Green Valley Rd 4AD 22,200 D 22,700 D 

39.    New Bridge 4AD - - 29,600 D 

FC = Functional Classification 
Italics indicates significant adverse effects. 
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Table 4-9.  Intersection LOS Significant Effects 
Alternative 1 Alternatives 2-51 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection 
Delay
V/C LOS 

Delay 

V/C LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
Delay 

V/C LOS 
2007 CONDITIONS 

1. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Douglas Blvd - - 58.4 E - - 59.9 E 

2. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Eureka Rd - - 26.2 C - - 35.7 D 

3. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Oak Hill Dr 36.4 
0.91 D 60.8 E >80.0 

1.17 F >80.0 
1.18 F 

16. E. Natoma St/Green Valley Rd - - 34.5 C - - 37.9 D 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd - - - - - - 43.7 E 

2025 CONDITIONS 

1. Auburn-Folsom Rd/Douglas Blvd >80.0 
1.10 F >80.0 

1.25 F >80.0 
1.18 F >80.0 

1.30 F 

13. Natoma St/Coloma St 19.8 B 33.7 C 42.0 D >80.0 
1.14 F 

16. E. Natoma St/Green Valley Rd 39.3 D 62.9 E 40.4 D 74.8 E 

 E. Natoma St/Folsom Bridge - - - - - - 51.4 D 

 E. Natoma St/Briggs Ranch Rd - - - - - - 28.5 D 
2025 CONDITIONS – ALTERNATIVES 2-5 

 Folsom-Auburn Rd/Existing Folsom 
Dam Rd and Folsom-Auburn 
Rd/Folsom Bridge2 

- - - - 35.2 D 50.8 D 

1 Alternative 4 A/C and LOS values at E. Natoma St intersections after implementation of mitigation; Alternative A/C and LOS 
values at E. Natoma and Auburn-Folsom Rd intersections after implementation of mitigation measures. 
2 These two intersections operate as a single intersection due to their close spacing. 
Italics indicates significant adverse effects. 

  
Transit System 
 

 This alternative would have no effects on the LRT line because of the distance to 
the work areas, but could affect transit buses in the project area during construction.  
Traffic flow could be disrupted or delayed on roadways or intersections by lane closures 
or entrance/exit of construction equipment or vehicles.  However, since any disruption 
or delay would be temporary, this effect would not be considered to be significant.  A 
potential beneficial effect of Alternative 2 would be to reduce vehicle traffic crossing the 
LRT line to access the Lake Natoma Bridge. 
 
 Bicycle/Pedestrian System 
 

This alternative would not disrupt or interfere with the implementation of the 
planned bicycle and pedestrian system in the area.  However, existing bike and 
pedestrian trails would be adversely affected during construction of the new roadway.  
The types and significance of these effects, as well as potential benefits to recreation, 
are discussed in detail in Section 4.4.   
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Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Implementation of Alternative 3 would have effects on the roadway system, 
transit system, and bicycle/pedestrian system in the project area.   
 
 Roadway System  
 
 Implementation of Alternative 3 would have permanent effects on the volume of 
traffic and LOS on roadway segments, the new bridge segment, and intersections in the 
project area.  Tables 4-8 and 4-9 show specific locations and resulting LOS for both 
years 2007 and 2025.  The tables shows that there would be a deterioration or 
worsening of 2007 and 2025 roadway segment and intersection LOS plus unacceptable 
LOS on the new bridge segment.  These effects would be considered to be significant. 
 
 This alternative would also increase the cut-through traffic on Oak Hill Drive in 
Place County and Briggs Ranch Drive in Folsom under 2007 conditions.  Daily traffic is 
projected to increase from 1,400 under Alternative 1 to 5,400 under Alternative 3 on 
Oak Hill Drive.  This cut-through traffic would occur because of limited capacity on 
Auburn-Folsom Road between Oak Hill Drive and Fuller Drive.  This section of Auburn-
Folsom Road is not planned to be widened to four lanes until after 2007.  However, the 
road will be widened before 2025; therefore, no-cut through traffic is projected on Oak 
Hill Drive under 2025 conditions. 
 
 The daily traffic volume on Briggs Ranch Drive is projected to increase from 900 
under Alternative 1 to 6,100 under Alternative 3 under 2007 conditions.  By 2025, the 
daily traffic volume is projected to reach 6,900.  However, the East Natoma 
Street/Briggs Ranch Drive intersection would be reconfigured as part of Alternative 3 to 
minimize cut-through traffic problems.  The effects of the alternative on cut-through 
traffic would be considered to be significant. 
 

Transit System 
 

 This alternative would have no effects on the LRT line because of the distance to 
the work areas, but could affect transit buses in the project area during construction.  
Traffic flow could be disrupted or delayed on roadways or intersections by lane closures 
or entrance/exit of construction equipment or vehicles.  However, since any disruption 
or delay would be temporary, this effect would not be considered to be significant.  A 
potential beneficial effect of Alternative 3 would be to reduce vehicle traffic crossing the 
LRT line to access the Lake Natoma Bridge. 
 
 Bicycle/Pedestrian System 
 

This alternative would not disrupt or interfere with the implementation of the 
planned bicycle and pedestrian system in the area.  However, existing bike and 
pedestrian trails would be adversely affected during construction of the new roadway.  
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The types and significance of these effects, as well as potential benefits to recreation, 
are discussed in detail in Section 4.4.   
 
 Alternative  4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection 
(East) 
 
 Implementation of Alternative 4 would have effects on the roadway system, 
transit system, and bicycle/pedestrian system in the project area.   
 
 Roadway System  
 
 Implementation of Alternative 4 would have permanent effects on the volume of 
traffic and LOS on roadway segments, the new bridge segment, and intersections in the 
project area.  Tables 4-8 and 4-9 show specific locations and resulting LOS for both 
years 2007 and 2025.  The tables shows that there would be a deterioration or 
worsening of 2007 and 2025 roadway segment and intersection LOS plus unacceptable 
LOS on the new bridge segment.  These effects would be considered to be significant. 
 
 This alternative would also increase the cut-through traffic on Oak Hill Drive in 
Place County and Briggs Ranch Drive in Folsom under 2007 conditions.  Daily traffic is 
projected to increase from 1,400 under Alternative 1 to 5,400 under Alternative 4 on 
Oak Hill Drive.  This cut-through traffic would occur because of limited capacity on 
Auburn-Folsom Road between Oak Hill Drive and Fuller Drive.  This section of Auburn-
Folsom Road is not planned to be widened to four lanes until after 2007.  However, the 
road will be widened before 2025; therefore, no-cut through traffic is projected on Oak 
Hill Drive under 2025 conditions. 
 
 The daily traffic volume on Briggs Ranch Drive is projected to increase from 900 
under Alternative 1 to 6,100 under Alternative 4 under 2007 conditions.  By 2025, the 
daily traffic volume is projected to reach 6,900.  However, the East Natoma 
Street/Briggs Ranch Drive intersection would be reconfigured as part of Alternative 4 to 
minimize cut-through traffic problems.  The effects of the alternative on cut-through 
traffic would be considered to be significant. 
 

Transit System 
 

 This alternative would have no effects on the LRT line because of the distance to 
the work areas, but could affect transit buses in the project area during construction.  
Traffic flow could be disrupted or delayed on roadways or intersections by lane closures 
or entrance/exit of construction equipment or vehicles.  However, since any disruption 
or delay would be temporary, this effect would not be considered to be significant.  A 
potential beneficial effect of Alternative 4 would be to reduce vehicle traffic crossing the 
LRT line to access the Lake Natoma Bridge. 
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 Bicycle/Pedestrian System 
 

This alternative would not disrupt or interfere with the implementation of the 
planned bicycle and pedestrian system in the area.  However, existing bike and 
pedestrian trails would be adversely affected during construction of the new roadway.  
The types and significance of these effects, as well as potential benefits to recreation,  
are discussed in detail in Section 4.4   
 
 Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersections 
 
 Implementation of Alternative 5 would have effects on the roadway system, 
transit system, and bicycle/pedestrian system in the project area.   
 
 Roadway System  
 
 Implementation of Alternative 5 would have permanent effects on the volume of 
traffic and LOS on roadway segments, the new bridge segment, and intersections in the 
project area.  Tables 4-8 and 4-9 show specific locations and resulting LOS for both 
years 2007 and 2025.  The tables shows that there would be a deterioration or 
worsening of 2007 and 2025 roadway segment and intersection LOS plus unacceptable 
LOS on the new bridge segment.  These effects would be considered to be significant. 
 
 This alternative would also increase the cut-through traffic on Oak Hill Drive in 
Place County and Briggs Ranch Drive in Folsom under 2007 conditions.  Daily traffic is 
projected to increase from 1,400 under Alternative 1 to 5,400 under Alternative 4 on 
Oak Hill Drive.  This cut-through traffic would occur because of limited capacity on 
Auburn-Folsom Road between Oak Hill Drive and Fuller Drive.  This section of Auburn-
Folsom Road is not planned to be widened to four lanes until after 2007.  However, the 
road will be widened before 2025; therefore, no-cut through traffic is projected on Oak 
Hill Drive under 2025 conditions. 
 
 The daily traffic volume on Briggs Ranch Drive is projected to increase from 900 
under Alternative 1 to 6,100 under Alternative 5 under 2007 conditions.  By 2025, the 
daily traffic volume is projected to reach 6,900.  However, the East Natoma 
Street/Briggs Ranch Drive intersection would be reconfigured as part of Alternative 5 to 
minimize cut-through traffic problems.  The effects of the alternative on cut-through 
traffic would be considered to be significant. 
 

Transit System 
 

 This alternative would have no effects on the LRT line because of the distance to 
the work areas, but could affect transit buses in the project area during construction.  
Traffic flow could be disrupted or delayed on roadways or intersections by lane closures 
or entrance/exit of construction equipment or vehicles.  However, since any disruption 
or delay would be temporary, this effect would not be considered to be significant.  A 
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potential beneficial effect of Alternative 5 would be to reduce vehicle traffic crossing the 
LRT line to access the Lake Natoma Bridge. 
 
  

Bicycle/Pedestrian System 
 

This alternative would not disrupt or interfere with the implementation of the 
planned bicycle and pedestrian system in the area.  However, existing bike and 
pedestrian trails would be adversely affected during construction of the new roadway.  
The types and significance of these effects, as well as potential benefits to recreation,  
are discussed in detail in Section 4.4   
 
4.5.5 Mitigation 
 

Mitigating the significant effects of Alternatives 2 through 5 would require 
operational and physical improvements to the roadway system.  Specific mitigation 
measures are identified in Figures 4-15 through 4-18.  If implemented, these measures 
could reduce the effects of Alternatives 2 through 5 to less than significant.  Appendix A 
includes detailed technical calculations.   

 
However, the feasibility of implementing these improvements is uncertain for 

several reasons: 
 

• Potential adverse effects associated with acquiring and using necessary right-of-
way.  These effects could include disruption, displacement, or destruction of 
businesses, sensitive plants, or animal species, as well as increases in 
impervious surfaces. 

 
• Lack of authority to implement mitigation improvements.  The Corps and the City 

of Folsom do not have jurisdiction to make roadway improvements outside their 
areas of governance. 

 
• Lack of secure funding for improvements beyond the MTP Tier 1 list.  Funding 

mechanisms do not currently exist to generate funding beyond the levels 
projected for the MTP Tier 1 list.   

 
• Potential adverse effects associated with traffic calming measures on Briggs 

Ranch Drive, such as shifting traffic to other residential streets in the city. 
 

Because of the uncertain feasibility of implementing such mitigation measures, the 
adverse effects would likely remain significant.  However, Alternatives 2 through 5 
would benefit the area by providing additional roadway/bridge lanes to help 
accommodate traffic volumes and movement over the American River in the rapidly 
growing Folsom area.  In addition, all of the alternatives would provide a Class II bike 
trail, connecting other existing segment of trail in the area. 
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4.6  VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on 
vegetation and wildlife resources in the project area.  Effects of the proposed 
alternatives were analyzed during coordination with the FWS under the Federal 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  A Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) 
analysis was conducted to determine the effects of the proposed alternatives on 
vegetation and wildlife resources.  This section includes a summary of the HEP 
analysis.  A detailed discussion of the HEP analysis is included in the 
Coordination Act Report (CAR) (Appendix B).   

 
4.6.1  Methodology 

 
The HEP analysis measures habitat value or quality of the habitat for 

wildlife at baseline or current conditions, and compares that value with the 
estimated habitat value at various points in time throughout the project life 
(50 years).  The HEP analysis is based on the assumption that the value of 
habitat to a selected species or group of species can be described in models 
using variables that represent habitat suitability of wildlife.  The models produce a 
Habitat Suitability Index, which is multiplied by the area of available habitat to 
obtain habitat units (HU’s).  The HU’s and average annual habitat units (AAHU’s) 
over the life of the project are then used in the comparison of the effects of the 
alternatives and in the quantification of any project-related mitigation.   
 
4.6.2  Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on vegetation and wildlife were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Result in a substantial loss of native vegetation. 
 

• Remove, fill, or substantially disturb a sensitive natural community 
(wetlands, riparian woodlands, and oak woodlands); 

 
• Substantially reduce the quality and quantity of important habitat or access 

to such habitat for wildlife species. 
 
4.6.3  Alternative 1 – No Action  
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  However, features associated with the Combined 
Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could 
still be constructed, without the bridge project.  Any adverse effects to vegetation 
and wildlife resources associated with those projects would still occur.  Folsom 
Dam Road could be reopened for limited traffic.  Any adverse effects to 
vegetation and wildlife resources due to the reopening would be limited to small 
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areas disturbed during construction of vehicle inspection facilities (Reclamation, 
2004).  Overall, vegetation and wildlife resources in project area are expected to 
remain similar to existing conditions.   

 
4.6.4  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would have permanent effects on about 
41.84 acres of vegetation (Table 4-10).  These losses would result from 
construction of the roadway, bridge, access roads, and associated intersections, 
ARWEC, State Park offices, and various utilities.  The proposed staging areas 
are already disturbed with little to no vegetation; therefore, there would be no 
adverse effects to vegetation in these areas.   

 
The loss of 41.84 acres of vegetation would be considered a significant 

permanent effect.  About 33.87 acres of oak woodland would be lost, along with 
5.46 acres of riparian woodland and 2.51 acres of seasonal wetland.  These 
areas are identified as sensitive and important habitat for species in the area.  
Effects on annual grassland areas were not quantified or determined significant 
due to the common nature of these areas.  Additionally, some of the areas 
disturbed during construction would be reseeded with annual grasses, and over 
time, oaks and other species would likely reestablish.  The affected seasonal 
wetland areas are generally drainages that reestablished in the project area after 
the construction of Folsom Dam.  Alternate drainage areas would be established 
as part of the bridge/roadway design and construction.   
 

There would be temporary and permanent effects to wildlife species with 
Alternative 2.  During construction, wildlife in the area would be disturbed due to 
equipment and other construction-related activities.  Mobile species such as birds 
and mammals would likely leave the immediate area during construction, but 
would likely return after construction is completed.  The loss of vegetative habitat, 
although permanent, would not likely be a significant adverse effect to wildlife in 
the area.  The total habitat acreage lost with Alternative 2 (41.84 acres) is just a 
portion of the 6-mile area between Folsom Dam and Nimbus Dam.  This area is 
made up of habitats similar to the project area.  Therefore, the loss of vegetation 
due to Alternative 2 is not expected to be a significant loss to wildlife in the area.   
 
4.6.5 Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would have permanent effects on about 
40.84 acres of vegetation (Table 4-10).  These losses would result from 
construction of the roadway, bridge, access roads, and associated intersections, 
along with the relocation of Reclamation’s storage yard, ARWEC, State Park 
offices, and various utilities.  The proposed staging areas are already disturbed 
with no vegetation; therefore, there would be no adverse effects to vegetation in 
these areas.   
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The loss of 40.84 acres of vegetation would be considered a significant 
permanent effect as described in Alternative 2.  About 32.87 acres of oak 
woodland would be lost, along with 5.46 acres of riparian woodland and 2.51 
acres of seasonal wetland.   
 

The effects to wildlife resources from Alternative 3 would be similar to 
those described for Alternative 2.  The total habitat acreage lost with Alternative 3 
is just a portion of the 6-mile area between the dam and Nimbus Dam.  This area 
is made up of habitats similar to the project area.  Therefore, the loss of 
vegetation due to Alternative 3 is not expected to be a significant loss to wildlife 
in the area.   

 
4.6.6  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection 
(East) 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would have permanent effects on about 
38.93 acres of vegetation (Table 4-10).  These losses would result from 
construction of the roadway, bridge, access roads, associated intersections, and 
utility relocations.  The proposed staging areas are already disturbed with no 
vegetation; therefore, there would be no adverse effects to vegetation in these 
areas.   
 

The loss of 38.93 acres of vegetation would be considered a significant 
permanent effect as described for Alternative 2.  About 31.19 acres of oak 
woodland would be lost, along with 5.46 acres of riparian woodland and 
2.28 acres of seasonal wetland.   

 
The effects to wildlife resources from Alternative 4 would be similar to 

those described for Alternative 2.  The total habitat acreage lost with Alternative 4 
is just a portion of the 6-mile area between the dam and Nimbus Dam.  This area 
is made up of habitats similar to the project area; therefore, the loss of vegetation 
due to Alternative 4 is not expected to be a significant loss to wildlife in the area. 
 
4.6.7  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 would have permanent effects on about 
37.93 acres of vegetation (Table 4-10).  These losses would result from 
construction of the roadway, bridge, access roads, associated intersections, and 
utility relocations.  The proposed staging areas are already disturbed with no 
vegetation; therefore, there would be no adverse effects to vegetation in these 
areas.   
 

The loss of 37.93 acres of vegetation would be considered a significant 
permanent effect as described in Alternative 2.  About 30.19 acres of oak 
woodland would be lost, along with 5.46 acres of riparian woodland and 2.28 
acres of seasonal wetland.   
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The effects to wildlife resources from Alternative 5 would be similar to 

those described for Alternative 2.  The total habitat acreage lost with Alternative 5 
is just a portion of the 6-mile area between the dam and Nimbus Dam.  This area 
is made up of habitats similar to the project area; therefore, the loss of vegetation 
due to Alternative 5 is not expected to be a significant loss to wildlife in the area. 
 
 
Table 4-10.  Summary of Vegetation Effects  in Acres 

Cover Type Alternative 2 
Acres Affected 

Alternative 3 
Acres 

Affected 

Alternative 4 
Acres 

Affected 

Alternative 5
Acres 

Affected 
Oak woodland 33.87 32.87 31.19 30.19 
Riparian 
woodland 

 5.46  5.46  5.46  5.46 

Seasonal wetland  2.51  2.51  2.28  2.28 
Total 41.84 40.84 38.93 37.93 
 
 
4.6.8  Mitigation 
 

Mitigation for project-related effects on vegetation due to the 
implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would take place at various sites 
along the American River, downstream of the Sunrise Bridge in areas located 
upstream of the American River levee system.  The sites would be selected in 
consultation with numerous local agencies including the Corps, SAFCA, FWS, 
Sacramento County Parks Department, and the State of California Reclamation 
Board.   
 

Generally, the sites targeted for mitigation would be sites that County 
Parks has identified as beneficial for establishment of additional habitat or 
increasing the habitat quality of degraded areas along the parkway.  Mitigation 
for Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are shown on Table 4-11.  These habitats would be 
established on the site and monitored for 3 years.  Long-term monitoring would 
be accomplished by County Parks.  This mitigation is expected to reduce the 
effects on vegetation to a less-than-significant level.   

 
The mitigation acreage displayed in table 4-11, are a product of the HEP 

analysis conducted by FWS and the Corps.  A cost effectiveness/incremental 
cost analysis was prepared and is included in Appendix B.  The mitigation 
acreage resulting from the cost effectiveness/incremental cost analysis varied 
slightly from the HEP results.  The assumptions associated with the cost 
effectiveness/incremental cost analyses were not fully coordinated with FWS.  
The Corps will work with FWS to complete this coordination and the coordinated 
mitigation will be presented in the final SEIS/EIR.   
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Table 4-11.  Summary of Vegetation Mitigation in Acres  
Cover Type Alternative 2 

Mitigation 
Alternative 3 

Mitigation 
Alternative 4 

Mitigation 
Alternative 5

Mitigation 
Oak woodland 51.67 50.10 47.51 45.94 
Riparian 
woodland 

5.80 5.80 5.80 5.80 

Seasonal wetland 2.51 2.51 2.28 2.28 
Total 59.98 58.41 55.59 54.02 
 
 
4.7  FISHERIES 
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on fishery 
resources in the project area.  Effects on fishery resources were analyzed 
qualitatively in conjunction with the FWS during coordination under the Federal 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  The draft CAR is included in Appendix B.   
 
4.7.1  Basis of Significance 
   

Adverse effects on fishery resources were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in the following: 
 

• Substantially reduce the quality and quantity of important habitat or access 
to such habitat for fish species. 

 
• Substantially reduce shaded riverine aquatic habitat over the project life.   

 
4.7.2  Alternative 1 – No Action  
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  Habitat for fish is expected to remain as described in 
Chapter 3.  However, features, associated with the Combined Federal Project or 
other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could still be constructed, 
without the bridge project and any effects on fish resources associated with those 
projects would still occur.  The reopening of Folsom Dam Road is not expected to 
have an adverse effect on fish resources within the project area.   
 
4.7.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

The implementation of Alternative 2 is not expected to have any adverse 
effects on fishery resources.  In the project area, suitable habitat for fish is found 
in the stilling basin at the base of Folsom Dam and in the American River.  
Construction activities associated with the roadway or bridge would not affect 
these habitats.  The bridge crossing is one-fourth mile downstream of the stilling 
basin; therefore, there would be no affects to fishery resources in this area.   
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The bridge piers would be located above the mean water level of the 
American River, and construction methods used to construct the bridge avoid 
any in-water disturbance.  However, the potential exists for materials or spills to 
get into the river.  The following best management practices would be 
implemented as part of the project to avoid any accidental spills into the river: 

 
• A concrete and fuel spill management plan would be developed for the 

project.   
 
• Refueling of equipment and vehicles would occur only in a designated part 

of the staging areas where potential spills can be readily contained. 
 

• Equipment and vehicles operating near any water bodies would be 
checked and maintained to prevent leaks of fuels, lubricants, and or other 
fluids. 

 
• Any spills of hazardous material would be cleaned up immediately.  Spills 

would be reported in construction compliance reports. 
 

• Appropriate erosion control measures would be incorporated into the 
storm water pollution prevention program.   

 
These measures would reduce the potential for materials or spills to get 

into the American River to a less than significant level.   
 
4.7.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections   
 

Alternative 3 would have similar effects on fishery resources to those 
described for Alternative 2.  The bridge would be constructed in the same way as 
Alternative 2, and the bridge piers would be located above the mean water level 
of the American River.  The best management practices described for 
Alternative 2 are expected to reduce the potential for spills into the river to a 
less-than-significant level.   
 
4.7.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection 
(East) 
 

Alternative 4 would have similar effects on fishery resources to those 
described for Alternative 2.  The bridge would be constructed in the same way as 
Alternative 2, and the bridge piers would be located above the mean water level 
of the American River.  The best management practices described for 
Alternative 2 are expected to reduce the potential for spills into the river to a 
less-than-significant level.   
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4.7.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 

Alternative 5 would have similar effects on fishery resources to those 
described for Alternative 2.  The bridge would be constructed in the same way as 
Alternative 2, and the bridge piers would be located above the mean water level 
of the American River.  The best management practices described for 
Alternative 2 are expected to reduce the potential for spills into the river to a 
less-than-significant level.   
 
4.7.7  Mitigation 
 

With Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 there would be no significant effects on 
fishery resources.  Work associated with the bridge would not take place near the 
stilling basin, and there would be no in-water work in the American River.  There 
would be no significant loss or effect on fish habitat.  Best management practices 
would be implemented to avoid the potential for spills into the river.  Therefore, 
no additional mitigation would be required.   
 
4.8  SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES   
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on special 
status species in the project area.  Initial evaluation determined that several  
species have the potential to occur, or that suitable habitat exists, in the project 
area.  These species include the Sacramento orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida), 
slender orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenius), Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola 
heterosepala), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (lepidurus packardi), vernal pool fairy 
shrimp (Brachinecta Lynchi), valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmoceros 
californicus dimorphus), giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), California red-
legged frog (rana aurora draytonii), white-tailed kite(Elanus leucurus), western 
burrowing owl (spetoyto cunicluaria), purple martin (Progne subis), and bald 
eagle (Haliaeetus leucephalus). 
 
4.8.1  Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on special status species were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Directly or indirectly reduce the growth, survival, or reproductive success 
of species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered 
under the Federal or State Endangered Species Act. 

 
• Directly or indirectly reduce the growth survival, or reproductive success of 

substantial populations of Federal or State species of concern or 
regionally important species.   
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4.8.2  Alternative 1 – No Action  
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  However, features associated with the Combined 
Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could 
still be constructed without the bridge project.  Any effects on special status 
species associated with those projects work would still occur.  Folsom Dam Road 
could be reopened for limited traffic and there would be no adverse effects to 
special status species expected due to the construction of vehicle inspection 
facilities (Reclamation, 2004).   
 
4.8.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Plant Species 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 is not expected to have any adverse 
effects on any of the special status plant species with the potential to occur in the 
project area.  These species, Sacramento orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida), slender 
orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenius), and Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola 
heterosepala), are all associated with vernal pools.  There are no vernal pools 
located within the project area.  The Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop is also 
associated with the margins of seasonally receding ponds and lakes.  Alternative 
2 does not affect any nearby ponds or Folsom Lake.  Additionally, information 
and past surveys have indicated that there are no special status plants in the 
project area.  Therefore, there would no adverse effects on these plant species 
with Alternative 2.   
 

Animal Species  
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 is not expected to have any adverse 
effects on eight of the nine species with the potential to occur in the project area.  
There is no suitable habitat in the project area for most of these species.  
 
 Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp and Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp 
 
  The vernal pool tadpole shrimp (lepidurus packardi) and vernal pool fairy 
shrimp (Brachinecta Lynchi) are associated with vernal pools and other seasonal 
depressions that hold water.  There are no vernal pools within the project area, 
and there was no suitable habitat for special status reptiles, amphibians, or 
invertebrates noted during the wetland delineation for the proposed project.  
Therefore, there would be no adverse effects on these vernal pool species with 
Alternative 2.   
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Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle   
 

Alternative 2 would adversely affect about 154 elderberry shrubs, host 
plant for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmoceros californicus 
dimorphus).  The shrubs are located in various locations within the project area.  
There are about 108 shrubs between East Natoma Street and the bridge 
crossing; about 16 shrubs along the west approach; and about 30 shrubs within 
the area designated for the relocation of ARWEC, State Parks, and the new 
Reclamation intersection.  These shrubs would either be directly affected due to 
construction activities related to the bridge, roadway, access roads, and 
relocations, or there would indirect effects such as dust and vibration from these 
activities.  These effects would be considered a significant adverse effect on 
habitat for the beetle.   
 

Giant Garter Snake and California Red-Legged Frog  
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would not adversely affect either the giant 
garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) or the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora 
draytonii).  The giant garter snake generally occupies the rice-producing areas of 
the Central Valley and other areas with permanent summer water.  The red-
legged frog needs deep water habitat (more than 2.3 feet deep).  Most of the 
seasonal wetlands in the project area are very small, shallow, and generally do 
not have significant summer water.  Additionally, no suitable habitat for special 
status reptiles, amphibians, or invertebrates was noted during the wetland 
delineation for the proposed project.  Since there is no suitable habitat in the 
project area for these species, there would be no adverse effects due to 
Alternative 2.   
 
 White-Tailed Kite  
 
 The white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is found in virtually all lowlands of 
California west of the Sierra Nevada and southeast deserts, and is common in 
the Central Valley.  Although there are no known occurrences of white-tailed 
kites in the project area, the bird could be present.  Since the kite is a mobile 
species, visiting kites could leave the area when construction begins and return 
after construction is completed.  However, the presence of nesting kites within 
any of the construction areas for the bridge, roadway, access roads, or relocation 
areas could result in a potential adverse effect to the kite.   
 
 Western Burrowing Owl  
 

The burrowing owl (Spetoyto cunicluaria) generally prefers level grassland 
areas with existing ground squirrel colonies.  The owls live and breed in the 
abandoned portions of the squirrel colonies.  The project area is located in a 
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rolling foothill area with few areas of level ground.  The project area does not 
seem to have suitable habitat for the owl.  There are no known established 
ground squirrel colonies and no associated burrowing owls. Since there is no 
suitable habitat in the project area for the burrowing owl, there would be no 
adverse effects due to Alternative 2.   
 
 Purple Martin  
 
 The purple martin (Progne subis) is a cavity nester and occurs primarily in 
coastal valley and Sierra Nevada foothills, with few recent records of breeding 
colonies in the Central Valley.  There are no known occurrences of the purple 
martin in the project area.  The purple martin is a migratory species spending the 
winter in Mexico and Arizona.  Generally, these swallows return to California 
between March 1 and 15.  Pre-construction work on the bridge project would 
likely begin prior to the return of the martins for the nesting season.  The 
construction-related activity would likely discourage any returning purple martins 
from nesting near the construction areas.  If purple martins do occur in the 
project area, no significant adverse effects are expected.   
 
 Bald Eagle  
 
 Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucephalus) are known to winter at lakes, 
reservoirs, and along river systems throughout most of central and northern 
California.  Current bald eagle breeding distribution is limited to mountainous 
habitats in the northern quarter of the State.  Bald eagles are not known to nest 
in or near the project area or at Folsom Reservoir during the breeding season 
although they can occasionally be visitors in the winter.  If bald eagles are found 
in the project area during construction, FWS protocol avoidance measures would 
be followed.   
  
4.8.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections   
 

Plant Species 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 is not expected to have any adverse 
effects on any of the special status plant species with the potential to occur in the 
project area as described for Alternative 2.   
 

Animal Species 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would have the same effects to special 
status animal species as described for Alternative 2.  The number of elderberry 
shrubs that would be affected with Alternative 3 would be 154 shrubs, the same 
as described for Alternative 3.  The disturbance areas, and relocations for both of 
these alternatives would essentially be the same, causing the same adverse 
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effects to elderberry shrubs as described for Alternative 2.  All other effects on 
special status species would be as described for Alternative 2.   
 
4.8.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection 
(East) 
 

Plant Species 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 is not expected to have any adverse 
effects on any of the special status plant species with the potential to occur in the 
project area as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.   
 

Animal Species 
 
 Implementation of Alternative 4 would have similar effects to special status 
animal species as described for Alternative 2.  The number of elderberry shrubs 
affected with Alternative 4 would decrease by 3 shrubs, for a total of 152 shrubs 
affected.  This decrease is due to the partial intersection at East Natoma, the 
road work there would not affect 2 shrubs that would be relocated with the 
construction of the full intersection.  All other effects on special status species 
would be as described for Alternative 2.   
 
4.8.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 
 Plant Species 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 is not expected to have any adverse 
effects on any of the special status plant species with the potential to occur in the 
project area as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.   
 
 Animal Species 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 would have the same effects to special 
status animal species as described for Alternative 4.  The number of elderberry 
shrubs that would be affected with Alternative 5 would be 152 shrubs.  The 
disturbance areas, and relocations for both of these alternatives would 
essentially be the same, causing the same adverse effects to elderberry shrubs 
as described for Alternative 4.  All other effects on special status species would 
be as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.   
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4.8.7  Mitigation 
 

Plant Species 
 

With Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, there would be no significant effects on 
special status plant species because there is no suitable habitat for these 
species and past surveys have indicated that there are no occurrences of these 
species within the project area.  Therefore, no mitigation would be required.   
 

Animal Species 
 

With Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5, there would be significant adverse effects 
on habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  These effects would reduced 
to a less-than-significant level by providing mitigation for these adverse effects at  
various sites along the American River, downstream of the Sunrise Bridge in 
areas located upstream of the American River levee system.  The sites will be 
selected in consultation with numerous local agencies including the Corps, 
SAFCA, FWS, Sacramento County Parks Department, and the State of California 
Reclamation Board.   
 

Generally, the sites targeted for mitigation would be sites that County 
Parks has identified as beneficial for establishment of additional habitat or 
increasing the habitat quality of degraded areas along the parkway.  Mitigation 
would include transplanting all elderberry shrubs that physically can be 
transplanted and establishing additional elderberry seedlings and associated 
natives according to the General Compensation Guidelines for the Valley 
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle dated July 9, 1999.  Consultation with FWS has 
been initiated, a biological assessment will be sent to FWS and a Biological 
Opinion will be issued and included in the final SEIS/EIR.   

 
The mitigation sites would be established and monitored for 3 years.  

Long-term monitoring for elderberry mitigation (10 years) would be accomplished 
by County Parks and the Corps.  Mitigation for Alternatives 2 and 3 would be the 
same, and preliminary calculations indicate that mitigation would include planting 
1,484 elderberry seedlings and 2,586 associated native plantings on 16.82 acres.  
Mitigation for Alternatives 4 and 5 would be slightly less, planting 1,480 elderberry 
seedlings and 2,583 associated native plantings on about 16.03 acres.   
 

Raptor surveys would be done prior to construction within a 0.5-mile 
radius of construction areas, staging areas, access roads, and relocation areas 
where there is suitable nesting habitat.  If an active nest is located near any of 
these areas, the California Department of Fish and Game would be consulted to 
determine the appropriate no-disturbance area until the young have fledged.  If 
raptor nests are identified in trees that would be removed, these trees would be 
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removed between August 15 and March 1.  These measures would reduce the 
potential effects to raptor species to a less-than-significant level.   

 
Surveys for nesting purple martins would also be conducted prior to 

construction.  If nests are found, appropriate avoidance measures would be 
implemented until the young have fledged.  If purple martins do occur in the 
project area, the survey and avoidance measures would reduce any potential 
effects to a less-than-significant level.   

  
4.9  WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY 
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on the 
water resources, surface and groundwater water quality conditions, and 
jurisdictional wetlands in the project area.  Qualitative effects on water quality 
were based on construction practices and materials, location, and duration of 
construction.  Standard pollution prevention measures including erosion and 
sediment control measures, proper control of non-stormwater discharges, and 
hazardous spill prevention and response measures would be implemented as 
part of the project design.   
 
4.9.1  Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on water resources, quality and jurisdictional wetlands 
were considered significant if implementation of an alternative plan would result 
in any of the following:   

 
• Substantially degrade surface water or groundwater quality such that it 

would violate criteria or objectives identified in the Central Valley RWQCB 
basin plan or otherwise substantially degrade water quality to the 
detriment of beneficial uses.  

 
• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level. 

 
• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, including 

through the alternation of the course of a stream, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or offsite. 

 
• Disturb existing channel banks, channel beds, or levees to the extent that 

erosion and sedimentation could be accelerated.   
 

• Remove, fill, or substantially disturb a jurisdictional wetland.   
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4.9.2  Alternative 1 – No Action  
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  However, features associated with the Combined 
Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could 
still be constructed without the bridge project.  Any effects on water resources or 
water quality associated with those projects would still occur.  Folsom Dam Road 
could be reopened for limited traffic and any adverse effects to water resources 
or quality would be associated with construction of vehicle inspection facilities 
(Reclamation, 2004).   
 
4.9.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Surface and Ground Water 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 is not expected to adversely affect surface 
or ground water quality or deplete ground water supplies.  There are no 
construction activities close to Folsom Lake, so there would be no opportunity to 
adversely affect the water quality of the lake.  Construction of the bridge would 
take place over the American River.  However, the bridge piers would be located 
above the mean water level of the river, and construction methods used to 
construct the bridge would avoid any in-water disturbance.   

 
Nevertheless, the potential exists for materials or spills to get into the 

American River.  The following best management practices would be 
implemented as part of the project to avoid any accidental spills into the river: 

 
• A concrete and fuel spill management plan would be developed for the 

project.   
 
• Equipment and vehicles would be refueled only in a designated part of the 

staging areas where potential spills can be readily contained. 
 

• Equipment and vehicles operating near any water bodies would be 
checked and maintained to prevent leaks of fuels, lubricants, and or other 
fluids. 

 
• Any spills of hazardous material would be cleaned up immediately.  Spills 

would be reported in construction compliance reports. 
 

• Appropriate erosion control measures would be incorporated into the 
storm water pollution prevention program.   

 
Additionally, the bridge would be designed to allow stormwater to drain off 

the bridge roadway surface by gravity to the edges of the bridge.  In order to 
prevent the stormwater from getting into the river, the bridge would have a water 
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collection system.  The stormwater would flow into drains at the end of the bridge 
and gravity flow through pipes to a siltation basin with riparian or similar 
vegetation to bio-remediate the runoff.   

 
The project would be designed and implemented with safeguards to avoid 

any substantial degradation of surface water quality that would violate criteria or 
objectives identified in the Central Valley RWQCB basin plan or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality to the detriment of beneficial uses. Therefore, 
Alternative 2 is not expected to have a significant adverse effect on surface water 
quality.   

 
Due to the potential for small areas of groundwater in fractured rock near 

the river, construction of the bridge piers could affect some small areas of 
groundwater.  As a result, construction of the piers may include some 
dewatering.  If a pocket of groundwater is found during construction, the water 
would be pumped to the top of the hill, and then put in a tank for reuse on the 
construction site or spread over the ground to percolate.  Geotechnical 
investigations indicate that the amounts of water that might be found are 
expected to be small.   

 
Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would not substantially deplete 

groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level.  Additionally, Alternative 2 would not substantially degrade 
groundwater quality such that it would violate criteria or affect the beneficial uses.   

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands 

 
 East Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would adversely affect about 1.71 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands in the east approach area.  The types of jurisdictional 
wetlands include waters of the U.S., seasonal wetlands, other waters of the U.S., 
vegetated swales, and drainages.  These areas would be permanently lost due to 
construction of the new intersection at East Natoma Street and Folsom Dam 
Road, and roadway construction.   

 
These areas are shown in the wetland delineation in Appendix D.  Several 

of the drainages that would be affected by the project currently run through 
culverts under existing roads in the area.  The drainage patterns associated with 
these jurisdictional waters would be reestablished as part of project construction 
and would likely be rerouted through new culverts under the new roadway.  
However, any vegetation directly associated with these areas would be lost.  The 
loss of this vegetation is discussed in Section 4.6.   
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A 404 (b)(1) analysis for the project is in Appendix D.  In this reach, 
Alternative 2 would result in the filling and/or disturbing of 1.71 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands.  This would be considered a significant adverse effect.   
 
 Bridge Across American River 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would not affect any jurisdictional wetlands 
in this reach.  Since there is no project-related work that would affect the 
American River, no adverse affects are expected.   
 
 West Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would adversely affect 0.8 acre of 
jurisdictional wetlands in this reach.  The 0.8 acre consists of seasonal wetland  
other waters of the U.S.  These wetlands are located in the area where ARWEC 
and State Parks would be relocated and where the new Reclamation intersection 
would be constructed.  The project-related construction in this area would not 
change the drainage patterns; however, the drainages would likely be rerouted 
through a culvert for a short stretch.  Vegetation losses associated with this work 
are discussed in Section 4.6.  In this reach, Alternative 2 would result in the filling 
and/or disturbing of 0.8 acre of jurisdictional wetlands.  This would be considered 
a significant adverse effect.   
 
4.9.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Surface and Ground Water 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would not have significant effects on 
surface and ground water as described for Alternative 2.  The project is designed 
and would be implemented with safeguards to avoid any substantial degradation 
of surface or ground water quality.  Therefore, no adverse effects are expected.   
 

Jurisdictional Wetlands 
 
 East Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would adversely affect about 1.71 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands in the east approach area as described for Alternative 2.  
The intersection at East Natoma Street and Folsom Dam Road would be 
included in Alternative 3, and disturbance associated with roadway construction 
in the rest of the reach is the same as Alternative 2.  This loss of 1.71 acres of 
wetlands would be a significant adverse affect.   
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Bridge Across American River 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would not affect any jurisdictional wetlands 
in this reach.  There is no project-related work that would affect the American 
River; therefore, no adverse affects are expected.   
 
 West Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would adversely affect 0.8 acre of 
jurisdictional wetlands in this reach as described for Alternative 2.  The 
relocations and new intersection are also included in Alternative 3.  This loss of 
0.8 acre of wetlands would be a significant adverse affect.   
 
4.9.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial Intersection 
(East) 
 

Surface and Ground Water 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would not have significant effects on 
surface and ground water as described in Alternatives 2and 3.  The project is 
designed and would be implemented with safeguards to avoid any substantial 
degradation of surface or ground water quality.  Therefore, no adverse effects 
are expected 
 

Jurisdictional Wetlands 
 
 East Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would adversely affect about 1.48 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands in the east approach area.  These effects would be slightly 
less than those described for Alternatives 2 and 3 due to the partial intersection 
at East Natoma Street.  The disturbance associated with roadway construction in 
the rest of the reach is the same as Alternatives 2 and 3.  This loss of 1.48 acres 
of wetlands would be a significant adverse affect.   
 
 Bridge Across American River 

 
Implementation of Alternative 4 would not affect any jurisdictional wetlands 

in this reach.  There is no project-related work that would affect the American 
River; therefore, no adverse affects are expected.   
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 West Approach 
 

In this reach, implementation of Alternative 4 would affect 0.8 acre of 
jurisdictional wetlands as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  The relocations and 
new Reclamation intersection are also included in Alternative 4.  Therefore, the 
effects on jurisdictional wetlands would be the same.  This loss of 0.8 acre of 
wetlands would be a significant adverse affect.   
 
4.9.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 

Surface and Ground Water 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would not have significant effects on 
surface and ground water as described in Alternatives 2and 3.  The project is 
designed and would be implemented with safeguards to avoid any substantial 
degradation of surface or ground water quality.  Therefore, no adverse effects 
are expected. 

 
East Approach 

 
Implementation of Alternative 5 would adversely affect about 1.48 acres of 

jurisdictional wetlands in the east approach area as described for Alternative 4.  
Project features in this reach are the same as Alternative 4, therefore, the effects 
would be the same.  This loss of 1.48 acres of wetlands would be a significant 
adverse affect.   

 
 Bridge Across American River 

 
Implementation of Alternative 5 would not affect any jurisdictional wetlands 

in this reach.  There is no project-related work that would affect the American 
River; therefore, no adverse affects are expected.   

 
 West Approach 
 

In this reach, implementation of Alternative 5 would affect 0.8 acre of 
jurisdictional wetlands as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  The relocations, 
new Reclamation intersection and the area disturbed for roadway construction 
would be the same as Alternative 4.  Therefore, the effects to jurisdictional 
wetlands would be the same.  This loss of 0.8 acre of wetlands would be a 
significant adverse affect.   
 
4.9.7  Mitigation 
 

 Mitigation for jurisdictional wetlands associated with Alternatives 2, 3, and 
4 was evaluated in the HEP analysis described in Sections 4.6.3, 4.6.4, and 
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4.6.5.  The jurisdictional wetlands were evaluated using the seasonal wetlands 
cover type.  Losses of vegetation associated with jurisdictional wetland effects 
would be mitigated for as described in Section 4.6.6.   

 
4.10  AIR QUALITY   
 
 This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on air 
quality in the project vicinity.  Both construction and operation emissions were 
estimated and then compared with Federal, State, and local air quality criteria for 
the area.  Based on the results of the comparison, best management practices 
and mitigation measures are identified to offset and/or reduce air quality 
emissions from the project. 
 
4.10.1  Methodology 
 
 Construction Emissions Methodology   
 
 Table 4-12 summarizes unmitigated Folsom Bridge construction 
emissions in pounds per day by phase for Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5.  
Construction emissions would not differ substantially between the action 
alternatives. The emissions are based on estimates of equipment use by phase 
and activity level (National Constructor’s Group, 2005).   
 
 Emission estimates for on-road vehicles were based on emission factors 
produced using the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) EMFAC2002 model 
(CARB, 2005).  Light-duty truck EMFAC2002 emission rates were used to 
estimate emissions from pickup trucks and employee commute trips.  Heavy-duty 
truck EMFAC2002 emission rates were used to estimate emissions for other on-
road truck trips, such as concrete trucks, haul trucks, and dump trucks.  Off-road 
construction equipment emissions were estimated using 1996-2000 (Tier I) diesel 
powered emission rates, the horsepower of proposed equipment, and typical 
load factors for each equipment type (National Constructor’s Group, 2005; 
CARB, 2004).   
 
 Table 4-13 shows construction emissions in tons per year.  As with the 
pounds per day estimates in Table 4-12, the annual emissions would not differ 
between the action alternatives.  
 
Operational Emissions Methodology for Ozone Precursor and PM10  
 
 Operational emissions of PM10, ROG, and NOx, were estimated using 
traffic volume forecasts included in the traffic report prepared for this project 
(Fehr and Peers, 2005).  The traffic forecasts were based on the regional land 
use growth projections developed by SACOG. The land use forecasts included in 
the traffic analysis are consistent with local city and county general plans, and 
include individual development projects currently being processed by individual 
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jurisdictions plus additional development expected to occur by the forecast year 
on land designated for development under the general plan.  
 
Table 4-12.  Construction Emissions by Phase and Activity within Each Phase 
(unmitigated, pounds per day) 
Construction Phase and Activity ROG NOx PM10 

Phase 1. Access Road Development/SMUD Tower Relocation 
  Access Road Development 7.5 54.7 3.0 
  SMUD Tower Relocation 3.8 30.0 1.5 

Phase 2a. Roadway Construction 
  Roadway Excavation 20.7 145.4 8.2 
  Roadway Structural 9.8 67.6 3.9 
  Roadway Paving 8.1 75.1 3.0 
  Bike Path Subgrade 2.9 20.5 1.1 
  Bike Path Pavement 2.1 16.4 0.8 
  Fence 3.9 27.0 1.5 
  Curb & Gutter 4.7 34.3 1.8 
  Signage 3.0 21.8 1.2 
  Miscellaneous 17.1 121.8 6.8 

Phase 2b.  Bridge Construction 
  Abutment Foundations 10.9 75.7 4.3 
  Pier Foundations 19.2 132.8 7.6 
  Substructure 13.1 91.4 5.2 
  Superstructure 14.6 101.7 5.8 
  General Hauling 2.1 15.8 0.8 
Notes:  Construction equipment emission estimates based on construction equipment by phase (The 
National Constructor’s Group, 2005a and 2005b).  Emissions shown above include construction exhaust 
only.  Uncontrolled fugitive PM10 dust emissions would equal approximately 50 pounds per day, based 
on a maximum disturbed acreage of 5 acres per day (Horton, pers. comm.). 
 
 
Table 4-13.  Construction Emissions by Year (unmitigated, tons per year) 

Year ROG NOx PM10 
2007 2.3 15.0 7.1 
2008 5.2 36.7 8.2 

  Notes: Annual emission estimates include both construction equipment exhaust and fugitive dust 
emissions.   
Annual emissions assume the following phases and subphases in each year: 
2007: Phase 1 (both subphases), Phase 2a (50 percent of road grading), Phase 2b (bridge 
abutments, pier foundations, substructure, and 40 percent of superstructure). 
2008: Phase 2a (50 percent of road grading and remaining Phase 2a subphases), Phase 3a 
(completion of superstructure). 

 
 Fehr and Peers used SACOG’s SACMET regional travel model to 
estimate total vehicle trips (VT), vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and vehicle hours 
of travel (VHT) for peak and off peak hours within the transportation study area 
for each alternative (Fehr and Peers, 2005).   
 
 The air analysis used VMT and VHT to estimate average speeds for peak 
and off-peak hours.  The EMFAC2002 model was used to estimate emissions by 
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pollutant as a function of the number of vehicle trips and vehicle speeds.  The 
emission rate calculations, including the EMFAC2002 model runs for 2007 and 
2025, can be found in Appendix E. 
 
 Table 4-14 shows the on-road operational emission estimates for each 
alternative.  Emissions are shown in pounds per day and tons per year for each 
pollutant. 
 
Table 4-14.  Ozone Precursor and PM10 Emissions 
Alternative ROG NOx PM10 
2007 No Project (lbs/day) 1,270 6,088 181 
2007 Alternatives 2, 3, 4 & 5 
(lbs/day) 1,274 6,145 182 
Net Change (lbs/day) 4 58 1 
Net Change (tons/year) 1 11 0.1 
2025 No Project (lbs/day) 295 1,435 233 
2025 Alternatives 2, 3, 4, & 5 
(lbs/day) 297 1,443 234 
Net Change (lbs/day) 2 8 1 
Net Change (tons/year) 0.3 1 0.2 
Notes: EMFAC2002 emission rates used to generate vehicle emissions for 2007 
and 2025.  The EMFAC2002 model runs can be found in Appendix E.  Those 
emission rates were applied to the vehicle miles traveled estimates included in the 
project traffic report (Fehr and Peers, 2005). 
 
 Operational Methodology for Carbon Monoxide  
 
 In this analysis, the significance of project-related CO effects is based on 
air quality modeling using the CALINE4 line source dispersion model.  Several 
sources were used to develop inputs for the CALINE4 model.  They included 
traffic volumes and levels of service included in the project traffic report (Fehr 
and Peers, 2003), CARB’s EMFAC2002 emission rates model, and guidance 
presented in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Garza, 
et al., 1997).  Appendix E includes a detailed description of the approach used to 
conduct the CO analysis. 
 
 CALINE4 modeling was used to estimate increases in CO concentrations 
at sensitive receptors located near congested intersections affected by the 
proposed project.  Modeling was performed at the intersections of: 
 

• Auburn-Folsom Road at Douglas Boulevard  
• Folsom-Auburn Road at Oak Avenue Parkway  
• Folsom-Auburn Road at Greenback Lane  
• Riley Street at Sutter Street  
• Riley Street at Natoma Street  
• Coloma Street at Natoma Street  
• Green Valley Road/Blue Ravine Road at E. Natoma Street   
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 CO modeling was conducted at these intersections because they 
represent the intersections with the greatest traffic volumes and worst levels of 
service (LOS)/delay; effects at these locations would be higher than at any of the 
other affected intersections.  It should be noted that traffic volumes and 
LOS/delay at these intersections would not differ between the four action 
alternatives.  Further, intersections where volumes and LOS/delay did differ 
between the four action alternatives were not modeled since traffic conditions at 
these intersections did not warrant analysis.  (Traffic volumes and LOS/delay at 
these intersections did not represent the greatest traffic volumes and worst 
LOS/delay within the project area.) 
 
 At each intersection, four receptor positions were located 100 feet away 
from the center of the roadway to represent a worst-case scenario.  The 
conditions modeled included existing conditions, 2007 with and without project, 
and 2025 with and without project.  The existing conditions scenario has the 
highest modeled concentrations. Emissions under future conditions are lower 
because emissions associated with increased traffic volumes are outweighed by 
improvements in engine technology and the retirement of older, higher-emitting 
vehicles.  Modeled CO concentrations are presented in Table 4-15.  
 
4.10.2  Basis of Significance 
 
 The following describes the criteria used to determine the significance of 
air quality effects.  According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will violate 
any ambient air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 
 
 SMAQMD Criteria  
 
 In addition to these general criteria, the SMAQMD adopted a series of 
significance thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions.  Under the SMAQMD’s 
most recent guidance, a project is considered to have a significant short-term 
construction-related effect if it would generate more than 85 pounds per day 
(ppd) of NOx or a long-term operational effect if it would generate more than 
65 pounds per day (ppd) of ROG or NOx  (SMAQMD, 2004a).   
 

To evaluate PM10 effects associated with construction, the SMAQMD 
does not have a mass emission threshold, but instead requires that modeling be 
conducted to determine whether a project would cause a violation of the State or 
Federal standards.  However, PM10 modeling is only required for construction 
projects that would disturb 15 acres or more per day.  For projects with less than 
15 acres disturbed per day, SMAQMD requires implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures.  To evaluate CO effects, modeling must be conducted to 
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determine whether a project’s operational emissions would violate the State or 
Federal ambient standards. 

 
Table 4-15.  Modeled Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)  

2007 Conditions 
(Parts Per Million) 

2025 Conditions 
(Parts Per Million) 

Existing 
Conditions 
(Parts Per 
Million) 

No Project1 With Project2 No Project1 With Project2 

 
 
 
 
Intersection 

 
 
 
 
Sensitive 
Receptors  

1-hr3 8-hr4 1-hr3 8-hr4 1-hr3 8-hr4 1-hr3 8-hr4 1-hr3 8-hr4 

West 4.6 3.1 4.7 3.2 4.7 3.2 3.6 2.4 3.7 2.5 
East 4.4 3.0 4.5 3.0 4.5 3.0 3.6 2.4 3.6 2.4 
North 4.6 3.1 4.7 3.2 4.7 3.2 3.6 2.4 3.7 2.5 

Au
bu

rn
-

Fo
ls

om
 

R
d 

at
 

D
ou

gl
as

 
B

lv
d 

South 4.3 2.9 4.4 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.6 2.4 3.6 2.4 
West 4.2 2.8 4.1 2.7 5.1 3.4 3.7 2.5 3.5 2.3 
East 4.2 2.8 4.1 2.7 5.1 3.4 3.7 2.5 3.5 2.3 
North 4.2 2.8 4.1 2.7 5.1 3.4 3.7 2.5 3.5 2.3 

Fo
ls

om
-

Au
bu

rn
 

R
d 

at
 O

ak
 

Av
e 

P
ar
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ay

 

South 4.3 2.9 4.2 2.8 5.0 3.4 3.7 2.5 3.5 2.3 
West 5.3 3.6 5.6 3.8 4.2 2.8 3.6 2.4 3.5 2.3 
East 5.3 3.6 5.5 3.7 4.1 2.7 3.6 2.4 3.5 2.3 
North 5.3 3.6 5.5 3.7 4.2 2.8 3.6 2.4 3.5 2.3 

Fo
ls

om
-

Au
bu

rn
 

R
d 

at
 

G
re

en
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c
k 

La
ne

 

South 5.3 3.6 5.4 3.7 4.1 2.7 3.6 2.4 3.5 2.3 
West 4.3 2.9 4.5 3.0 4.3 2.9 3.4 2.3 3.4 2.3 
East 4.3 2.9 4.5 3.0 4.3 2.9 3.4 2.3 3.4 2.3 
North 4.3 2.9 4.5 3.0 4.3 2.9 3.4 2.3 3.4 2.3 

R
ile

y 
S

tre
et

 a
t 

S
ut

te
r 

S
tre

et
 

South 4.3 2.9 4.5 3.0 4.3 2.9 3.4 2.3 3.4 2.3 
West 4.6 3.1 4.8 3.2 4.5 3.0 3.5 2.3 3.5 2.3 
East 4.8 3.2 5.0 3.4 4.8 3.2 3.5 2.3 3.5 2.3 
North 4.6 3.1 4.8 3.2 4.5 3.0 3.5 2.3 3.4 2.3 

R
ile

y 
S

t a
t 

N
at

om
a 

S
t 

South 4.7 3.2 5.0 3.4 4.8 3.2 3.5 2.3 3.5 2.3 
West 3.6 2.4 4.1 2.7 3.9 2.6 3.3 2.2 3.4 2.3 
East 3.6 2.4 4.1 2.7 3.9 2.6 3.3 2.2 3.4 2.3 
North 3.6 2.4 4.0 2.7 3.8 2.5 3.3 2.2 3.4 2.3 

C
ol

om
a 

S
t 

at
 N

at
om

a 
S

t South 3.6 2.4 4.0 2.7 3.8 2.5 3.3 2.2 3.4 2.3 
West 3.8 2.5 4.1 2.7 4.4 3.0 3.5 2.3 3.6 2.4 
East 3.7 2.5 4.0 2.7 4.2 2.8 3.5 2.3 3.5 2.3 
North 3.8 2.5 4.1 2.7 4.4 3.0 3.5 2.3 3.6 2.4 

G
re

en
 

V
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y 

R
d/

Bl
ue

 
R
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e 
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S
t 

South 3.6 2.4 3.9 2.6 4.1 2.7 3.5 2.3 3.5 2.3 
 
*Note:  Background concentrations of 3.2 ppm and 2.11 ppm were added to the modeling 1-hour and 8-hour results, respectively. 
1Alternative 1 
2Alternatives 2 through 4  (similar modeled emissions. 
3The Federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm and the California standard is 20 ppm. 
4The Federal and California 8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 

 
  
 The SMAQMD has also identified significance thresholds for toxic air 
contaminants (TAC’s).  Those thresholds state that TAC emissions should be 
evaluated if the Lead Agency determines that a project’s emissions have the 
potential to adversely affect nearby populations. The proposed project has the 
potential to emit two TAC’s - diesel exhaust and asbestos - both of which would 
be a concern during project construction. 
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Federal General Conformity Criteria 
 
 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency developed the General 
Conformity Rule, which became effective on January 31, 1994, to implement 
Section 176c of the Federal Clean Air Act.  The underlying principle of the 
General Conformity Rule is that Federal actions must not cause or contribute to 
any violation of a NAAQS.  A conformity determination is required for each 
pollutant where the total of direct and indirect emissions caused by a Federal 
action in a nonattainment area exceeds de minimis threshold levels listed in the 
General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93.153).  This determination is intended to 
ensure that the project does not:  
 

• Cause or contribute to new violations of any standard in any area. 
 

• Increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation of any standard. 
 

• Delay timely attainment of any standard, required interim emission 
reduction other milestones. 

 
 As part of the general conformity process, a conformity analysis is 
required if a Federal action satisfies one of the following two conditions: 
 

• The action's direct and indirect emissions have the potential to emit one or 
more of the six criteria pollutants at or above emission rates shown in 
Table 4-16.  

 
• The action's direct and indirect emissions of any criteria pollutant 

represent 10 percent of a nonattainment or maintenance area’s total 
emissions inventory for that pollutant. 

  
 If the total direct emissions associated with the project are below the de 
minimus levels indicated in Table 4-16, general conformity requirements do not 
apply, and the project is considered in conformity and would not result in an 
adverse effect.   
 

Because the project region is in attainment for the criteria pollutants 
indicated in Table 4-5 except ozone (serious) and PM10 (moderate), a conformity 
assessment for ozone and PM10 must be completed.  That assessment will 
evaluate whether the project’s construction or operational emissions will exceed 
50 tons per year of ROG or NOx, or 100 tons per year of PM10.  The 
Sacramento area is currently a serious non-attainment area for the Federal 8-
hour ozone standards; therefore, the 50 tons per year threshold applies for ozone 
precursors.   
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4.10.3  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 
 Construction Emissions  
 
Under Alternative 1, the proposed project would not be constructed.  
Consequently, no construction emissions would result, and there would be no 
direct short-term air quality effects as a result of this alternative.  However, 
features associated with the Combined Federal Project or other authorized flood 
control and dam safety projects could still be constructed, without the bridge 
project.  There could be potential short-term air quality effects with the 
implementation of other future projects 
 
Table 4-16.  Emission Rates for Criteria Pollutants in Nonattainment Areas 
Pollutant Emission Rate 

(tons per year) 
Ozone (Volatile organic compounds or NOX)  
Serious nonattainment areas 50 
Severe nonattainment areas 25 
Extreme nonattainment areas 10 
Other ozone nonattainment areas outside an ozone transport region 100 
Marginal and moderate nonattainment areas inside an ozone transport region  
Volatile organic compounds  50 
NOX 100 
CO: All nonattainment areas 100 
SO2 or NO2: All nonattainment areas 100 
PM10  
Moderate nonattainment areas 100 
Serious nonattainment areas 70 
Pb: All nonattainment areas 25 
Note:  De minimis threshold levels for conformity applicability analysis. 
Source:  40 CFR 51.853 

  
 
 Operational Emissions  
 
 Under Alternative 1, the Corps would not construct a permanent bridge 
over the American River, and consequently, there would be no change in 
operational on road emissions.  There would be no direct long-term air quality 
effects as a result of this alternative.  
 
4.10.4  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Construction Emissions  
 
 Construction of the alternative would result in the temporary generation of 
ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions.   
 

ROG and NOx Emissions   
 
Table 4-12 shows construction emission estimates for the proposed 

project in pounds per day, while Table 4-13 shows emissions in tons per year.  
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The emission estimates represent the highest daily emissions expected from 
each phase and subphase of construction.  
 
 NOx emissions would exceed the SMAQMD’s significance threshold of 85 
pounds per day for several phases of construction, as well as the Federal 
conformity threshold of 50 tons per year.  This exceedance of NOx emissions 
would be considered a significant adverse effect. 
 

PM10 Emissions   
 
As described in Section 4.10.2, the SMAQMD has not established a mass 

emissions threshold for PM10.  Instead, dispersion modeling is required to 
determine whether the project would result in a significant air quality effect.  
However, that modeling is not required for projects that are larger than 15 acres 
or those that do not implement the SMAQMD’s recommended mitigation 
measures (SMAQMD, 2004a).  Without mitigation, PM10-related construction 
effects would be considered a significant, adverse effect.  However, 
implementation of the recommended fugitive dust mitigation measures would 
reduce this to a less-than-significant effect.  

 
The Federal general conformity regulations have established a mass 

emission threshold for PM10.  For the Sacramento non-attainment area, that 
threshold is 100 tons per year.  As shown in Table 4-2, the project would not 
generate emissions that exceed those levels and consequently is considered a 
conforming project for PM10 emissions. 
 
 Asbestos 
 
 The proposed project has the potential to expose individuals to asbestos if 
naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) is present in soils exposed during 
construction. The SMAQMD recently discovered NOA in the Empire Ranch area 
of Folsom.  The NOA was found in the Copper Hills Volcanic unit, a geologic unit 
mapped in the Geologic Map of the Sacramento Quadrangle, published by the 
California Department of Conservation.  Based on the recent findings of NOA 
and information from CDC, the SMAQMD recommends that all earth-moving 
activities in areas located in the Copper Hills Volcanic unit implement the 
requirements of Section 93105 of the California Code of Regulations, Asbestos 
Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, 
and Surface Mining Operations (SMAQMD, 2004b).  Projects may be considered 
exempt from the requirements of the ATCM if a geologic evaluation conducted by 
a registered geologist concludes that asbestos does not exist in the area to be 
disturbed.  This determination must be made in writing and submitted to the 
SMAQMD. 
 
 The eastern portion of Alternative 2 is located on soils within the Copper 
Hill Volcanics geologic unit (SMAQMD, 2004c).  However, project-related 
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analysis along the proposed bridge and roadway alignment has concluded that 
no asbestos-containing soils exist in this area.  Consequently, the potential for 
releasing asbestos from road-widening activities is considered less than 
significant. 
 
 Diesel Exhaust 
 
 The CARB has identified the PM10 component of diesel exhaust as a 
carcinogen.  Diesel-powered construction vehicles associated with the alternative 
would generate PM10 emissions during the construction period.  The CARB has 
developed a diesel risk reduction plan designed to reduce health risks from on- 
and off-road mobile sources of diesel exhaust (CARB, 2000).  That plan was 
necessitated by the realization that a comprehensive Statewide plan was 
superior to a piecemeal approach that would vary by individual air basin.  The 
Statewide plan contains control measures that would significantly reduce diesel 
PM emissions.  These measures include: 
 

• New regulatory standards for all new on-road, off-road, and stationary 
diesel-fueled engines and vehicles to reduce diesel PM emissions by 
about 90 percent overall from current levels. 

• New retrofit requirements for existing on-road, off-road, and stationary 
diesel-fueled engines and vehicles where determined to be technically 
feasible and cost-effective. 

• New Phase 2 diesel fuel regulations to reduce the sulfur content levels of 
diesel fuel to no more than 15 ppm to provide the quality of diesel fuel 
needed by the advanced diesel PM emission controls. 

 
 Consequently, because of the Statewide diesel control plan, and because 
the proposed construction is a short-term project lasting only 2 years, diesel 
exhaust emissions associated with construction are considered to be less than 
significant and are not expected to pose a significant health risk to nearby 
residents.   
 
 Operational Emissions 
 
 Operational emissions would result in the long-term change in emissions 
of ozone precursors, PM10, and carbon monoxide.   
 
 Ozone Precursors and PM10 
 
 Alternative 2 would result in a net change in emissions as compared to no 
project conditions.  As shown in Table 4-3, Alternative 2 (in 2007) as compared 
to Alternative 1 (in 2007) would increase emissions of ROG by 4 pounds per day 
(1 ton per year), NOx by 58 pounds per day (11 tons per year), and PM10 by 1 
pound per day (0.1 tons per year).  By 2025, Alternative 2 as compared to 
Alternative 1 (in 2025) would increase emissions of ROG by 2 pounds per day 
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(0.3 ton per year), NOx by 8 pounds per day (1 tons per year), and PM10 by 
1 pound per day (0.2 tons per year).   
 
 Between 2007 and 2025, emissions would decrease within and near the 
project area despite a substantial increase in vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours traveled.  This is because the increase in travel is more than offset by 
improvements in vehicle emissions technology and the turnover in the vehicle 
fleet.   
 
 The net increases in emissions as shown in Table 4-2 for 2007 and 2025 
are less than the SMAQMD’s thresholds of 65 pounds per day for ROG and NOx.  
The SMAQMD has not established a threshold for PM10 operational emissions.  
Similarly, Alternative 2’s net increases in operational emissions of ROG, NOx, 
and PM10 are less than the general conformity thresholds of 50 tons per year for 
ROG and NOx, and 100 tons per year for PM10.  These results indicate that 
Alternative 2 would not result in a significant increase in ozone precursors or 
PM10, the pollutants of most concern in the Lower Sacramento Valley Air Basin.  
Consequently, Alternative 2 would not result in a significant long-term effect for 
these pollutants. 
 
 Carbon Monoxide 
 
 As shown in Table 4-4, emissions of CO hotspots are not anticipated to 
exceed the Federal or State 1- and 8- hour standards.  Further, as indicated in 
Table 4-4, emissions under future conditions are anticipated to be lower because 
of continuing improvements in engine technology and the retirement of older, 
higher-emitting vehicles.  Consequently, Alternative 2 would not result in a 
significant effect.  No mitigation would be required. 
 
4.10.5  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Construction Emissions  
 
 The unmitigated construction emissions for Alternative 3 would be the 
same as those estimated for Alternative 2.  The disturbance areas, construction 
phases, and activities would essentially be the same for both alternatives, 
generating the same emissions.  Consequently, construction emission mitigation 
measures would need to be implemented to reduce Alternative 3’s significant 
adverse effects. 
 
 The alignment for the roadway in Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2, 
the alignment has been surveyed and found not to contain asbestos-containing 
soils.  Also, Alternative 3’s diesel-related construction emissions would be 
minimized as a result of CARB’s Statewide diesel risk management program.   
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Operational Emissions 
 
 Ozone Precursors and PM10 
 
 Alternative 3 would result in the same amount of operational emissions as 
Alternative 2.  Like Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in a slight increase in 
emissions as compared to Alternative 1 for both the 2007 and 2025 scenarios.  
However, the emission increases for each pollutant would be less than the 
SMAQMD thresholds and the Federal general conformity thresholds.  
Consequently, Alternative 3 would not result in a significant long-term effect for 
these pollutants. 
 
 Carbon Monoxide  
 
 CO hot-spot emissions under Alternative 3 would be similar to those for 
Alternative 2 (Table 4-4).  Consequently Alternative 3 would not result in a 
significant effect.  No mitigation would be required. 
 
4.10.6  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersection (East) 
 
 Construction Emissions 
 
 The unmitigated construction emissions for Alternative 4 would be the 
same as those estimated for Alternative 2.  The disturbance areas, construction 
phases, and activities would essentially be the same for alternatives 2, 3, and 4, 
generating the same emissions.  Consequently, construction emission mitigation 
measures would need to be implemented to reduce Alternative 4’s significant 
adverse effects. 
 
 The alignment for the roadway in Alternative 4 is the same as Alternatives  
2 and 3, the alignment has been surveyed and found not to contain asbestos-
containing soils.  Also, Alternative 4’s diesel-related construction emissions 
would be minimized as a result of CARB’s Statewide diesel risk management 
program.   
 
 Operational Emissions 
 
 Ozone Precursors and PM10 
 
 Alternative 4 would result in the same amount of operational emissions as 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  Like Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 4 would result in a 
slight increase in emissions as compared to Alternative 1 for both the 2007 and 
2025 scenarios.  However, the emission increases for each pollutant would be 
less than the SMAQMD thresholds and the Federal general conformity 
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thresholds.  Consequently, Alternative 4 would not result in a significant long-
term effect for these pollutants. 
 
 Carbon Monoxide 
 
 CO hot-spot emissions under Alternative 4 would be similar to those for 
Alternatives 2 (Table 4-4).  Consequently, Alternative 4 would not result in a 
significant effect.  No mitigation would be required. 
 
4.10.7  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 
 Construction Emissions 
 

The unmitigated construction emissions for Alternative 5 would be the 
same as those estimated for Alternative 2.  The disturbance areas, construction 
phases, and activities would essentially be the same for alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 
5 generating the same emissions.  Consequently, construction emission 
mitigation measures would need to be implemented to reduce Alternative 4’s 
significant adverse effects. 
 
 The alignment for the roadway in Alternative 5 is the same as Alternatives 
2, 3, and 4, the alignment has been surveyed and found not to contain asbestos-
containing soils.  Also, Alternative 5’s diesel-related construction emissions 
would be minimized as a result of CARB’s Statewide diesel risk management 
program.   
 
 Operational Emissions 
 
 Ozone Precursors and PM10 
 

Alternative 5 would result in the same amount of operational emissions as 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  Like Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, Alternative 5 would result in a 
slight increase in emissions as compared to Alternative 1 for both the 2007 and 
2025 scenarios.  However, the emission increases for each pollutant would be 
less than the SMAQMD thresholds and the Federal general conformity 
thresholds.  Consequently, Alternative 5 would not result in a significant long-
term effect for these pollutants. 
 
 Carbon Monoxide 
 

CO hot-spot emissions under Alternative 5 would be similar to those for 
Alternatives 2 (Table 4-4).  Consequently, Alternative 5 would not result in a 
significant effect.  No mitigation would be required. 
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4.10.8  Mitigation 
 

Without mitigation, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would 
generate significant adverse air quality effects.  However, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 
and 5 would not generate significant levels of operational emissions. 
 

The following mitigation measures would be incorporated into the project 
to minimize the generation of NOx emissions and PM10 during project 
construction.  They are based on recommendations from the SMAQMD 
(SMAQMD, 2004a). 
 

• Reduce NOx emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment. 
 

The project would provide a plan for approval by the SMAQMD demonstrating 
that the heavy duty (greater than 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used 
in the construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles, would achieve a project-wide fleet average 20 percent NOx 
reduction and 45 percent particulate matter reduction as compared to the 
most recent CARB fleet average at the time of construction.  
 
The project would also include a comprehensive inventory of all off-road 
construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that 
would be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the 
construction project.  The inventory would include the horsepower rating, 
engine production year, and projected hours of use or fuel throughput for 
each piece of equipment.  The inventory would be updated and submitted 
monthly throughout the duration of the project except that an inventory 
would not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction 
activity occurs.  At least 48 hours prior to the use of this heavy-duty off-
road equipment, the contractor would provide SMAQMD with the 
anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone 
number of the project manager and onsite foreman. 
 

• Control visible emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment. 
 
The project would ensure that exhaust emissions from all off-road diesel-
powered equipment used on the project site does not exceed 40 percent 
opacity for more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour.  This test would be 
performed by an CARB-certified visible emissions evaluator.  Any 
equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) would 
be repaired immediately, and the lead agency and SMAQMD would be 
notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment.  A 
visual survey of all in-operation equipment would be made at least weekly, 
and a monthly summary of the visual survey results would be submitted 
throughout the duration of the project except that the monthly summary 
would not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction 
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activity occurs.  The monthly summary would include the quantity and type 
of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.  The SMAQMD 
and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine 
compliance.  Nothing in this section would supersede other SMAQMD or 
State rules or regulations. 

 
• Minimize the generation of PM10 dust during construction. 

 
Areas of exposed soil would be watered twice daily, and 2 feet of 
freeboard space would be maintained on haul trucks. 

 
 Table 4-17 shows mitigated daily construction emissions for NOx and 
PM10.  The proposed mitigation measures would not reduce ROG emissions, 
and they would remain unchanged from the levels shown in Table 4-1.  The 
mitigated construction emissions assume that NOx emissions would be reduced 
by 20 percent and PM10 emissions by 45 percent (for off-road diesel equipment).  
PM10 fugitive dust emissions would be reduced from 50 pounds per day to 25 
pounds per day through the use of fugitive dust control measures. 
 

Table 4-17.  Mitigated Daily Construction Emissions (pounds per day) 
 NOx PM10 
Construction Phase and Activity  
Phase 1. Access Road Development/SMUD Tower Relocation 
  Access Road Development 45.1 1.7 
  SMUD Relocation 26.1 0.9 
Phase 2a. Roadway Construction 
  Roadway Excavation 117.7 4.6 
  Roadway Structural 59.2 2.8 
  Roadway Paving 70.0 2.3 
  Bike Path Subgrade 16.8 0.7 
  Bike Path Pavement 14.2 0.5 
  Fence 22.0 0.9 
  Curb & Gutter 28.5 1.1 
  Signage 18.1 0.7 
  Miscellaneous 106.6 4.8 
Phase 2b Bridge Construction 
  Abutment Foundations 60.9 2.4 
  Pier Foundations 106.6 4.2 
  Substructure 73.8 2.9 
  Superstructure 82.1 3.2 
  General Hauling 13.4 0.5 
Notes:  Construction equipment emission estimates based on construction 
equipment emission provided by phase (National Constructor’s Group, 2005).  
Emissions shown above include construction exhaust only.  Controlled fugitive 
PM10 dust emissions would equal approximately 25 pounds per day, based 
on a maximum disturbed acreage of 5 acres per day and 50 percent control 
using the proposed mitigation measures. 
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 Table 4-18 shows mitigated annual construction emissions.  With the 
proposed mitigation, the project’s emissions would be less than the general 
conformity thresholds for ROG and NOx of 50 tons per year, and the PM10 
threshold of 100 tons per year. 
 
Table 4-18.  Mitigated Annual Construction Emissions (tons) 
 ROG NOx PM10 
2006 2.3 12.5 3.6 
2007 5.2 31.8 4.4 
  Notes: Annual emission estimates include both 
construction equipment exhaust and fugitive dust 
emissions.   

 
 Even with the air quality mitigation measures discussed above, the 
project’s daily emissions would still exceed the SMAQMD’s daily significance 
threshold of 85 pounds of NOx per day.  In the case of construction-related air 
quality effects, if the SMAQMD’s standard recommended mitigation measures do 
not reduce effects to below the construction threshold, SMAQMD recommends 
payment of a mitigation fee that would be used to reduce emissions to below the 
SMAQMD’s threshold (Tholen, pers. comm., 2005; Greene, pers. comm., 2005).  
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the project’s 
daily construction-related emission effects (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5) to less 
than the SMAQMD’s significance thresholds. 
 

• Payment of Fee to Offset Construction-Related NOx Emissions. 
 
 The Corps would pay a fee to the SMAQMD to offset construction-related 
NOx emissions.  That fee would be used by the SMAQMD to fund projects that 
would offset the project’s daily construction-related NOx emissions to less than 
the significance threshold of 85 pounds NOx per day.  The amount of that fee 
would be subject to negotiation between the Corps and the SMAQMD. 
 
4.11  NOISE   
 
 This section evaluates the effects of construction and operation of the 
alternatives on noise-sensitive land uses and sensitive receptors in the project 
area.  These sensitive land uses and receptors are discussed in detail in 
Chapter 3.0.  In addition, Plates 7 and 8 and Table 3-11 in the same chapter 
show and identify the 22 noise receivers selected as representative locations to 
evaluate the potential effects of the alternatives on the sensitive land uses and 
receptors. 
 
4.11.1  Methodology 
 

Estimates of construction noise levels due to the alternatives stem from 
available reference noise level data on construction equipment (USDOT, 1977) 
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and factor in distance between construction activities and nearest identified 
receiver locations. 

 
Traffic noise levels were evaluated using the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5 computer 
program.  The TNM is the latest analytical method developed for roadway traffic 
noise prediction.  The model is based on reference energy emission levels for 
automobiles, medium trucks (two axles), heavy trucks (three or more axles), 
buses, and motorcycles, with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, 
roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, atmospheric conditions, and the 
acoustical characteristics of the site.   

 
The TNM was developed to predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing and 

interrupted-flow traffic conditions, and is generally considered to be accurate 
within 3 dB.  The model enables the user to account for the effects of different 
pavement types, graded roadways, and attenuation over/through rows of 
buildings and dense vegetation.  For a conservative assessment of future traffic 
noise levels, noise-attenuating effects of trees and foliage are not considered in 
this analysis. The model uses traffic noise emission curves, which are 
recommended by the FHWA to accurately calculate noise levels generated by 
traffic. 

 
Traffic data used in the noise model were developed from data provided 

by the project traffic consultant (Fehr & Peers, 2005).  Appendix F lists the traffic 
assumptions used as inputs to the noise model. 

 
The TNM allows for input of an overall site temperature and relative 

humidity to account for the atmospheric effects of these factors on noise 
propagation.  Based on the FHWA recommendation, the default temperature of 
68 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and a relative humidity of 50 percent are used in this 
analysis.  Current tools do not offer analysis capabilities for the effects of other 
factors such as wind and atmospheric inversions.  Therefore, similar to other 
noise studies, a no-wind condition is assumed for this noise analyses. 

 
4.11.2  Summary of Results of Traffic Noise Model 

 
Future (2025) without-project and with-project peak-hour traffic noise 

levels were calculated based on projected traffic volumes on area roadways. 
Table 4-19 summarizes the future peak-hour traffic noise levels for Alternative 1 
and Alternatives 2-5, and compares them to existing noise levels. 
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Table 4-19.  Future (2025) Traffic Noise Levels – No Mitigation 
Calculated Peak Hour Traffic Noise Levels, Leq (dBA) 

Alternative 1 Alternatives 2-5 
Rec. 

ID Existing 
(2004) Level Increase Level Increase 

West Approach 
1 68 70 2 67 0 
2 62 64 2 67 5 
3 46 48 2 66 20 
7 70 72 2 68 -2 
8 69 72 3 68 -1 
9 50 52 2 65 15 
10 65 67 2 60 -5 
11 57 59 2 55 -2 
12 49 51 2 50 1 
13 50 52 2 54 4 
14 53 55 2 69 16 
15 54 56 2 63 9 
16 48 50 2 61 13 
17 --- 47 --- -- --- 

East Approach 
4 65 68 3 64 -1 
5 55 58 3 59 4 
6 66 69 3 69 3 
18 68 72 4 69 1 
19 64 67 3 57 -7 
20 64 68 4 58 -6 
21 66 69 3 69 3 
22 64 68 4 69 5 

 
 
Although project planning included “partial intersection” alternatives to the 

TNM-modeled “full intersection” at Folsom-Auburn Road and the selected 
roadway alignment, the key differences between the two would not significantly 
affect noise levels due to an assumption of identical future traffic volumes for 
both partial and full intersections.  Therefore, the results of the modeled 
intersection alternative are expected to be representative for all intersection 
alternatives. 
 
4.11.3  Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse noise effects on sensitive land uses were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Nighttime construction noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses would 
exceed noise limits established by the City of Folsom Noise Ordinance.  In 
this case, non-exempt hours are defined as between 6 p.m. and 7 a.m. on 
weekdays, and between 5 p.m. and 8 a.m. on weekends.  Maximum noise 
levels not to be exceeded are 70 dBA before 10 p.m. and 65 dBA after 
10 p.m. 
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• At locations where future peak-hour traffic noise levels under no-action  

would be below the effective Federal and State noise abatement criterion 
of 66 dBA, implementation of the alternative would cause noise levels to 
exceed this criterion.  

 
• Implementation of the alternative would cause traffic noise levels at any 

location to increase by 5 dBA or more above no-action conditions.  
 

Noise effects of the alternatives during construction and operation were 
evaluated to determine the potential noise effects and need for mitigation. The 
same 22 noise receivers were used as representative locations to evaluate the 
potential noise effects of the alternatives on nearby sensitive land uses. 

 
4.11.4  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 

The no action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  Traffic noise exposure at noise-sensitive locations 
would be primarily due to projected traffic growth on the existing roadway 
system. 
 

As shown in Table 4-19, traffic noise levels at exterior activity areas of 
single-family homes along East Natoma Street in the vicinity of Folsom Dam 
Road (represented by receivers 4 through 6 and 18 through 22) would range 
between 58 dBA and 72 dBA for Alternative 1, which would be 3 to 4 dBA above 
existing peak-hour noise levels.  Such increases would be caused by projected 
future traffic growth on East Natoma Street.  All first-row backyards are expected 
to be exposed to peak-hour noise levels in excess of the FHWA criteria. 

 
On the west end, future (2025) Alternative 1 peak-hour traffic noise levels 

at exterior activity areas of Lake Pointe Apartments closest to Folsom-Auburn 
Road (represented by receivers 2 and 10) would range between 64 and 67 dBA, 
which is up to 2 dBA above existing peak-hour noise levels.  At units located in 
the interior of the apartment complex (receivers 3, 9, 11, and 12), future noise 
levels are expected to increase only slightly (up to 2 dBA) from existing noise 
levels.  At Reclamation and ARWEC facilities (receivers 14, 15, and 16),  future 
Alternative 1 traffic noise levels are expected to remain well below the applicable 
noise criterion and only slightly (up to 2 dBA) higher than existing noise levels. 

 
Along the west side of Folsom-Auburn Road, future (2025) Alternative 1 

peak-hour noise levels at exterior activity areas of the first row of buildings in 
Lakeside Townhomes (represented by receiver 1) would be 70 dBA, which is 
higher than the traffic noise criterion, but only 2 dBA above existing peak-hour 
noise levels.  At exterior activity areas of the first row of the mobile homes 
(represented by receivers 7 and 8), peak-hour noise levels would be 72 dBA, 
which is 2 to 3 dBA above existing peak-hour noise levels. 
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4.11.5  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Construction Noise 
 

Construction activities associated with the roadway alignment between 
East Natoma Street and the Folsom Dam overlook would affect noise at single-
family homes along East Natoma Street.  Maximum construction noise levels 
from roadway construction are expected to reach 85 to 90 dBA at exterior areas 
of the nearest homes to the roadway.  Such levels, although temporary, would 
create a significant effect if construction occurs after 6 p.m. on weekdays.  Pile 
driving would occur far to the west and well shielded by intervening terrain and is 
not expected to create excessive noise levels at homes in this area. 

 
During construction of the alternative, noise from construction activities 

would add to the noise environment in the immediate project area.  Activities 
involved in construction would generate noise levels, as indicated in Table 4-20, 
ranging from 82 to 102 dBA at a distance of 100 feet.  By far, the loudest 
construction noise levels would be those due to pile driving.  Construction noise 
effects could result in annoyance or sleep disruption if nighttime operations occur 
or if unusually noisy equipment is used.   

 
Noise would also be generated during construction by increased truck 

traffic on area roadways associated with transport of heavy materials and 
equipment.  This noise increase would be of short duration and would probably 
occur primarily during daytime hours. 

 
 

Table 4-20.  Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Construction Activity Loudest Equipment Maximum Noise Level at 100 Feet (dBA) 
Clearing and Grubbing Bulldozer, backhoe 83 

Earthwork Scraper, bulldozer 85 
Foundation Backhoe, loader 82 

Superstructure Crane, loader 83 
Base Preparation Truck, bulldozer 85 

Paving Paver, truck 86 
Pile Driving Pile Driver 102 

Source:  U.S. Department of Transportation, 1977. 

 
 

East Approach 
 

Implementation of the alternative would have no significant noise effects 
on single-family homes along East Natoma Street. 
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Future (2025) peak-hour traffic noise levels at exterior locations of single-
family homes along East Natoma Street would be similar to or at some locations 
substantially below traffic noise levels under Alternative 1.  At some homes, 
traffic noise levels would even decrease below existing noise levels. 
 

West Approach 
 

Maximum construction noise levels at the west approach due to 
Alternative 2 was estimated based on reference noise level data and attenuating 
effect of distance to receivers.  Table 4-21 summarizes the estimated maximum 
construction noise levels at noise-sensitive receivers closest to such activities. 

 
 
Table 4-21.  Estimated Maximum Construction Noise Levels at West Approach of 
Project (dBA) 

Construction Activity North Pointe 
Apartments Bureau of Reclamation 

Clearing and Grubbing 82 78 

Earthwork 84 80 

Foundation 81 77 

Superstructure 82 78 

Base Preparation 84 80 

Paving 85 81 

Pile Driving 88 85 

Note:  Calculated noise levels do not account for intervening vegetation or terrain shielding 
effects and are therefore conservative estimates of construction noise levels. 

 
Maximum noise levels from roadway construction activities are expected 

to be between 81 and 85 dBA at exterior areas of Lake Pointe Apartments and 
77 and 81 dBA at Reclamation facilities.  Such levels would exceed the City’s 
noise limits and would therefore result in a significant effect if construction occurs 
after 6 p.m. on weekdays or 5 p.m. on weekends.  Pile driving would be the 
loudest construction noise source. The nearest pile driving would result in 
maximum noise level 88 dBA at the North Pointe Apartments.  At Reclamation, 
maximum pile driving noise levels would be 85 dBA.  Pile driving would also 
result in significant noise effects if it occurs during the above hours. 

 
From Table 4-19, future (2025) peak-hour traffic noise levels at exterior 

activity areas of the Lake Pointe Apartments closest to Folsom-Auburn Road 
(represented by receivers 2 and 10) would range between 67 and 60 dBA.  At 
apartment units located on the southern end of the complex (receivers 11 and 
12), future noise levels would be kept to less than significant effects.  For units 
located in the interior of the complex (receivers 3 and 9) and at site 16 
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(representing Reclamation facilities), future noise levels would increase by well 
over 10 dBA from existing 2004 levels without some form of mitigation.  
Section 4.11.9 on mitigation presents the predicted effects of barriers currently 
planned for the project. 

 
Along the west side of Folsom-Auburn Road, future (2025) peak-hour 

noise levels at exterior activity areas of the first row of buildings in Lakeside 
Townhomes (represented by receiver 1) would be 67 dBA, which is similar to 
existing peak-hour noise levels.  Exterior activity areas of the first row of the 
mobile homes (represented by receivers 7 and 8) would be 68 dBA, which are 
1 to 2 dB lower than existing traffic sound levels and 4 dB below the without-
project peak-hour noise levels. 

 
ARWEC Setback Distance 

 
The ARWEC would be relocated as part of the project.  Since the new 

ARWEC may be located in the general vicinity of the project site, the Corps 
requested URS to calculate a setback distance that would permit new external 
frequent use areas to comply with applicable CNEL limits.  Assuming the 
difference between the peak-hour noise level and CNEL obtained at receiver 6 
may be applied to the calculated peak-hour noise levels (to arrive at CNEL 
values) for other receivers in close proximity to traffic, complying with 65 dBA 
CNEL would require a perpendicular setback distance from Folsom-Auburn Road 
of 100 feet.  Meeting 60 dBA CNEL would require 200 feet of distance. 

 
4.11.6  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 The construction and traffic noise and their effects for Alternative 3 would 
be basically the same as Alternative 2. 
 
4.11.7  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersection (East) 
 
 The construction and traffic noise and their effects for Alternative 4 would 
be basically the same as Alternative 2. 
 
4.11.8  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 
 The construction and traffic noise and their effects for Alternative 5 would 
be basically the same as Alternative 2. 
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4.11.9  Mitigation 
 

Barrier Evaluation 
 

The only areas where future peak-hour traffic levels, under the 2025 with-
project conditions, would experience a significant noise effect of 5 dB or more 
over without-project levels would be the apartment buildings located on the north 
side of the North Pointe Apartment complex and the southern end of the 
Reclamation facilities that face the proposed new roadway. 

 
For a more dense set of receptor locations at the western end of the new 

roadway than those previously discussed and as shown in Plate 9, the TNM 
model determines a traffic noise level reduction provided by intended project 
sound barriers, calculating insertion loss by accounting for variables such as 
distance from source to barrier, distance from barrier to receiver, source and 
receiver locations, and barrier height.  Per standard assumptions, effective 
acoustical heights of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks are at 
roadway surface, 2 feet, and 8 feet above the roadway surface, respectively.  
Receiver height is, with respect to ground, either 5 feet or 17 feet depending on 
whether or not the receptor is adjacent to a single-story or second-story 
apartment unit. 

 
Lake Pointe Apartments Barrier Study 

 
For a range of barrier heights including 14 feet and 20 feet, Table 4-2 

shows anticipated noise reduction at the previously mentioned set of Lake Pointe 
Apartment unit receivers.  (See Plate 9 for locations.)  While the model predicts 
that a 14-foot-tall barrier wall should provide perceptible noise reduction, it also 
indicates that – on average – increasing the wall height above this dimension 
does not furnish a meaningful improvement in barrier performance. 
 

With the 14-foot-high barrier, lower and upper storey receptors from 
Table 4-22 are below 64 Leq, suggesting 60 dBA CNEL or less. 
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Table 4-22.  Lake Pointe Apartments Noise Barrier Performance Analysis 
Future Noise Levels, Leq (dBA)/Barrier Height 

 
None 14 feet 16 feet 18 feet 20 feet 

Rec. 
ID 

Receptor 
Description 

Level Level NR Level NR Level NR Level NR

2A/L Unit 707 63.5 61.0 2.5 60.9 2.6 60.9 2.6 60.9 2.6

2A/U Unit 708 65.4 63.4 2.0 62.8 2.6 62.5 2.9 62.4 3.0

2B/L Unit 705 62.2 61.5 0.7 61.5 0.7 61.4 0.8 61.4 0.8

2B/U Unit 706 63.9 63.0 0.9 62.8 1.1 62.7 1.2 62.6 1.3

2C/L Unit 703 67.1 55.3 11.8 54.3 12.8 53.5 13.6 52.8 14.3

2C/U Unit 704 68.4 62.4 6.0 59.0 9.4 56.8 11.6 55.2 13.2

2D/L Unit 701 64.0 54.1 9.9 53.2 10.8 52.4 11.6 51.7 12.3

2D/U Unit 702 66.4 57.7 8.7 55.7 10.7 54.2 12.2 53.3 13.1

2E/L Unit 607 62.2 60.3 1.9 60.2 2.0 60.1 2.1 60.0 2.2

2E/U Unit 608 64.1 61.2 2.9 61.0 3.1 60.8 3.3 60.7 3.4

2F/L Unit 605 61.9 57.9 4.0 57.7 4.2 57.5 4.4 57.4 4.5

2F/U Unit 606 64.5 59.5 5.0 59.1 5.4 58.9 5.6 58.8 5.7

2G/L Unit 603 62.5 56.3 6.2 56.0 6.5 55.7 6.8 55.5 7.0

2G/U Unit 604 65.3 58.9 6.4 58.2 7.1 57.8 7.5 57.6 7.7

2H/L Unit 601 63.6 55.3 8.3 54.7 8.9 54.2 9.4 53.8 9.8

2H/U Unit 602 66.3 58.6 7.7 57.6 8.7 56.9 9.4 56.6 9.7

9A/L Unit 807 62.7 53.0 9.7 52.4 10.3 51.8 10.9 51.4 11.3

9A/U Unit 808 65.1 55.1 10.0 54.4 10.7 53.8 11.3 53.4 11.7

9B/L Unit 805 63.0 52.4 10.6 51.6 11.4 50.9 12.1 50.3 12.7

9B/U Unit 806 65.4 54.6 10.8 53.6 11.8 52.9 12.5 52.2 13.2

9C/L Unit 803 63.4 52.6 10.8 51.8 11.6 51.0 12.4 50.4 13.0

9C/U Unit 804 65.7 54.8 10.9 53.7 12.0 53.0 12.7 52.1 13.6

9D/L Unit 801 63.9 53.3 10.6 52.5 11.4 51.8 12.1 51.1 12.8

9D/U Unit 802 66.3 55.6 10.7 54.7 11.6 53.9 12.4 53.1 13.2

9E/L Unit 1115 60.3 49.8 10.5 49.0 11.3 48.3 12.0 47.7 12.6

9E/U Unit 1116 63.0 52.6 10.4 51.8 11.2 51.1 11.9 50.5 12.5

9F/L Unit 1107 63.2 52.4 10.8 51.8 11.4 51.2 12.0 50.9 12.3

9F/U Unit 1108 65.8 55.3 10.5 54.7 11.1 54.1 11.7 53.7 12.1

Average NR 7.5 8.3 8.9 9.3
Notes: in receiver ID column U = Upper/2nd floor level apartment, L = Lower/ground level apartment, barrier heights are 
above finished grade level.  NR refers to Noise Reduction, the difference in the noise level with and without the barrier. 
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Bureau of Reclamation Barrier Study 
 

The TNM-based analysis of noise mitigation predicts two different barrier 
heights of the wall contemplated for the Reclamation facilities.  The TNM model 
considers three new receptors, shown in Plate 9, within close proximity to 
receiver location #16 of the original set of 22 receptors. Table 4-23 shows the 
predicted results.  According to the results in Table 4-23, neither the 6-foot- or 
8-foot-tall barrier would provide substantial noise reduction in this area.  
However, this land use is generally not considered noise sensitive. 
 

 
Table 4-23.  Reclamation Noise Barrier Performance Analysis 

Future Noise Levels, Leq (dBA)/Barrier 
Height 

None 6 feet 8 feet 
Receptor 

ID 
Receptor 

Description 
Level Level NR Level NR 

16A Reclamation West 61.7 60.8 0.9 59.9 1.8 

16B Reclamation South 63.8 63.5 0.3 62.6 1.2 

16C Reclamation East 60.6 59.2 1.4 58.6 2.0 

Average NR  0.9 1.7 

NR refers to Noise Reduction, the difference in the noise level with and without the barrier. 

 
 
 Construction Noise 
 

By implementing the proposed plan, there would be significant short-term 
construction noise effects to residential receivers at both ends of the project and 
Reclamation and ARWEC facilities if construction activities occur after 6 p.m. and 
before 7 a.m. on weekdays or after 5 p.m. and before 8 a.m. on weekends. 
 

To mitigate construction noise effects, it is recommended that heavy 
construction activities at the two ends of the project be limited to daytime hours of 
7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on weekdays and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on weekends.  

 
Although construction noise effects would be temporary, the following 

standard measures are also recommended to minimize such effects during 
daytime hours: 

 
• For construction activities closest to noise-sensitive areas, place 

temporary noise barriers or curtains between sources of noise and nearest 
receivers. 

• Whenever possible, limit operation of heavy equipment and other noisy 
procedures to non-sleeping hours.  

• Install and maintain effective mufflers on equipment.  
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• Locate equipment and vehicle staging areas as far from residential areas 
as possible. 

• Limit unnecessary idling of equipment. 
 

Operation of the project would not result in significant noise effects with 
inclusion of needed noise walls as evaluated in the previous paragraphs.  Exact 
locations and heights of such walls would be determined during the final design 
of the project.  Additional mitigation measures would not be required. 
 
4.12 CULTURAL RESOURCES   
 
4.12.1  Basis of Significance 
 

Any adverse effects on cultural resources that are listed or eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places are considered to be significant.  
Effects are considered to be adverse if they: 
 

• Alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a cultural resource 
that qualify that resource for the National Register so that the integrity of 
the resource's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 
association is diminished. 

 
In California, effects to a historic resource or unique archaeological 

resource are considered to be adverse if they 
 

• Materially impair the significance of a historical or archaeological resource. 
 
4.12.2  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  The cultural resources are expected to remain as 
described in Chapter 3.  However, features associated with the authorized flood 
control projects would still be constructed, and any effects on cultural resources 
associated with those projects would still occur.  The reopening of Folsom Dam 
Road is not expected to have an adverse effect on cultural resources within the 
project area.   
  
4.12.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Preliminary determinations have been made for the known cultural 
resources within or near the APE and a potential Folsom Dam Historic District.  
The Folsom Dam Milling Station, Slate Bar Branch Ditch, and 7530 Folsom 
Auburn Road were previously found not eligible for listing in the National Register 
(Davy, 2006; Windmiller, 2002).  There are no Native American traditional 
cultural properties within the APE. 
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 Folsom Dam has been found individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register for its association with the role in the history of flood control in the 
Sacramento region.  Although Folsom Dam has made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history, it will not be affected by the proposed bridge 
project.  The proposed bridge project will visually affect the landscape within the 
APE, but the landscape is not a characteristic with which Folsom Dam is eligible 
for listing in the NRHP (Corps, 2006). 
 
 Preliminary determinations of a potential Folsom Dam Historic District 
have concluded that none of the individual properties are individually eligible for 
listing in the National Register.  All but the gravel hopper and trestle piers and 
American River Bypass Canal were found not to be contributors to a historic 
district because they lack integrity and direct association with Folsom Dam’s role 
in flood control.  The hopper, piers and bypass canal were found to be possible 
contributors to a historic district associated with Folsom Dam but it was 
determined that they lack a cohesive and linear connection with each other and 
the dam to suggest a historic district.   
 

If the SHPO concurs that the dam is eligible and that there is no potential 
historic district, construction of Alternative 2 would have no adverse effect on the 
dam.  The dam is eligible for its significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history, not for any visual element that would be affected by the proposed 
bridge project.  
 
4.12.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 
 Preliminary determinations have been made for the known cultural 
resources within or near the APE and a potential Folsom Dam Historic District.  
The Folsom Dam Milling Station, Slate Bar Branch Ditch, and 7530 Folsom 
Auburn Road were previously found not eligible for listing in the National Register 
(Davy, 2006; Windmiller, 2002).  There are no Native American traditional 
cultural properties within the APE. 
 
 Folsom Dam has been found individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register for its association with role in the history of flood control in the 
Sacramento region.  Although Folsom Dam has made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history, it will not be affected by the proposed bridge 
project.  The proposed bridge project will visually affect the landscape within the 
APE, but the landscape is not a characteristic with which Folsom Dam is eligible 
for listing in the NRHP (Corps, 2006). 
 
 Preliminary determinations of a potential Folsom Dam Historic District 
have concluded that none of the individual properties are individually eligible for 
listing in the National Register.  All but the gravel hopper and trestle piers and 
American River Bypass Canal were found not to be contributors to a historic 
district because they lack integrity and direct association with Folsom Dam’s role 
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in flood control.  The hopper, piers, and bypass canal were found to be possible 
contributors to a historic district associated with Folsom Dam but it was 
determined that they lack a cohesive and linear connection with each other and 
the dam to suggest a historic district.   
 

If the SHPO concurs that the dam is eligible and that there is no potential 
historic district, construction of Alternative 3 would have no adverse effect on the 
dam.  The dam is eligible for its significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history, not for any visual element that would be affected by the proposed 
bridge project.  
 
4.12.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersection (East) 
 
 Preliminary determinations have been made for the known cultural 
resources within or near the APE and a potential Folsom Dam Historic District.  
The Folsom Dam Milling Station, Slate Bar Branch Ditch, and 7530 Folsom 
Auburn Road were previously found not eligible for listing in the National Register 
(Davy, 2006; Windmiller, 2002).  There are no Native American traditional 
cultural properties within the APE. 
 
 Folsom Dam has been found individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register for its association with role in the history of flood control in the 
Sacramento region.  Although Folsom Dam has made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history, it will not be affected by the proposed bridge 
project.  The proposed bridge project will visually affect the landscape within the 
APE, but the landscape is not a characteristic with which Folsom Dam is eligible 
for listing in the NRHP (Corps, 2006). 
 
 Preliminary determinations of a potential Folsom Dam Historic District 
have concluded that none of the individual properties are individually eligible for 
listing in the National Register.  All but the gravel hopper and trestle piers and 
American River Bypass Canal were found not to be contributors to a historic 
district because they lack integrity and direct association with Folsom Dam’s role 
in flood control.  The hopper, piers, and bypass canal were found to be possible 
contributors to a historic district associated with Folsom Dam but it was 
determined that they lack a cohesive and linear connection with each other and 
the dam to suggest a historic district.   
 

If the SHPO concurs that the dam is eligible and that there is no potential 
historic district, construction of Alternative 4 would have no adverse effect on the 
dam.  The dam is eligible for its significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history, not for any visual element that would be affected by the proposed 
bridge project. 
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4.12.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 
 Preliminary determinations have been made for the known cultural 
resources within or near the APE and a potential Folsom Dam Historic District.  
The Folsom Dam Milling Station, Slate Bar Branch Ditch, and 7530 Folsom 
Auburn Road were previously found not eligible for listing in the National Register 
(Davy, 2006; Windmiller, 2002).  There are no Native American traditional 
cultural properties within the APE. 
 
 Folsom Dam has been found individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register for its association with role in the history of flood control in the 
Sacramento region.  Although Folsom Dam has made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history, it will not be affected by the proposed bridge 
project.  The proposed bridge project will visually affect the landscape within the 
APE, but the landscape is not a characteristic with which Folsom Dam is eligible 
for listing in the NRHP (Corps, 2006). 
 
 Preliminary determinations of a potential Folsom Dam Historic District 
have concluded that none of the individual properties are individually eligible for 
listing in the National Register.  All but the gravel hopper and trestle piers and 
American River Bypass Canal were found not to be contributors to a historic 
district because they lack integrity and direct association with Folsom Dam’s role 
in flood control.  The hopper, piers, and bypass canal were found to be possible 
contributors to a historic district associated with Folsom Dam but it was 
determined that they lack a cohesive and linear connection with each other and 
the dam to suggest a historic district.   
 

If the SHPO concurs that the dam is eligible and that there is no potential 
historic district, construction of Alternative 5 would have no adverse effect on the 
dam.  The dam is eligible for its significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history, not for any visual element that would be affected by the proposed 
bridge project. 
 
4.12.7  Mitigation 
  
 The Corps has made preliminary determinations of eligibility for all of the 
cultural resources within the APE and those potentially affected by the proposed 
bridge project. Comments on those preliminary determinations have been 
requested from the SHPO.  If the SHPO concurs that the dam is eligible and that 
there is no potential historic district, construction of the proposed bridge project 
would have no adverse effects, and there would be no need for mitigation 
measures. 
 

However, if archeological deposits are found during project activities, work 
would be stopped pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13(b), Discoveries without Prior 
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Planning, to determine the significance of the find and, if necessary, complete 
appropriate discovery procedures.   
 
4.13 VISUAL RESOURCES/ESTHETICS 
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on the 
visual resources in the project area.  This analysis is a qualitative evaluation of 
the effects on the character and quality of views within the project area relative to 
existing conditions.   
 
4.13.1  Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on visual resources were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following:   
 

• A substantially adversely effect a scenic vista. 
 

• Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings along a scenic highway. 

 
• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site. 

 
• Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely 

affect daytime or nighttime views in the area.   
 
4.13.2  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  Visual resources in the project area are expected to 
remain as described in Chapter 3.  However, features associated with the  
Combined Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety 
projects could still be constructed without the bridge project and these 
construction-related activities and features would be added to the viewshed.   

 
Since the closure of Folsom Dam Road, there is limited public viewing of 

the project area.  The reopening of Folsom Dam Road would return the previous 
viewshed for drivers across Folsom Dam Road of various urban-type features 
including the lake, support facilities for the dam, State prison facilities, and 
numerous overhead transmission lines.  The views would be considered of 
moderate to low quality.  
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4.13.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

East Approach   
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would alter the visual resources in a 
portion of the East Approach.  In the area from East Natoma Street to the Folsom 
Dam overlook area, the views would be similar to what they are now, natural 
vegetation and the lake (near the overlook).  From the overlook to the bridge, 
some of the roadway would travel through a cut in the hillside.  Closer to the 
bridge, the new roadway would be elevated, allowing view of the dam and 
various support facilities for the dam, water supply, and hydropower features.  
Since this portion of the area is not currently a sensitive viewshed, these 
changes would not have a significant effect on visual resources in this area.   

 
The existing views in the area from the overlook to the bridge crossing are 

limited and are considered moderate to low quality.  The new roadway and 
bridge would offer increased viewing opportunities, but would not increase the 
quality of the existing view.  The existing support facilities for the dam, water 
pipelines, energy substation, State prison facilities, and overhead transmission 
lines that form the urbanized viewshed would remain.  Additionally, there would 
be security fencing along both sides of the roadway leading to the bridge.  This 
fencing would be 6 and 8 feet high and would limit views from the roadway and 
bike lanes.  Since the current views are considered moderate to low quality, the 
limited views from the new roadway would not be considered a significant 
adverse effect.   
 

Bridge Across American River 
 
 The existing view for motorists across Folsom Dam Road is generally an 
urbanized view as described above and in Chapter 3.  With Alternative 2, 
travelers across the bridge would have similar views.  There would be open 
railings on both sides of the new bridge; therefore, the viewshed from the new 
bridge would be similar to the current viewshed.  Since this would not be a 
significant change from the existing views, it would not be considered a 
significant adverse effect.   

 
West Approach 

 
The view in this area is dominated by the same types of urban features 

described in the east approach, and is considered moderate to low quality.  The 
roadway would be located south of the ARWEC facilities and north of the Lake 
Point Apartment complex.  However, the view for travelers on the roadway would 
be limited there would be soundwalls on both sides of the roadway, limiting the 
views.  Since the existing views traveling across Folsom Dam Road are of low 
quality, the limited view from the new roadway would not represent a significant 
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change in the character of the view.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would not have a 
significant adverse effect on the view in this area.  

 
The buildings of the Lake Point Apartment complex do not have windows 

on the north side of the complex so the view of the new roadway and soundwall 
from the apartments is expected to be limited.  The soundwall that would be 
installed along the apartment complex would include landscaping to soften the 
view from the parking lot and areas outside the apartments.  This would be a 
change from the current view, but the landscaping associated with the soundwall 
would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant level.   

 
Alternative 3 includes relocating a portion of the Jedediah Smith bike trail 

under the new bridge abutment.  The existing view along the bike trail in this 
location is of the apartments and Reclamation facilities.  The new portion of the 
bike trail would extend along the bluff overlooking the river, significantly 
improving the existing view in this area.  Additionally, the portion of the existing 
Reclamation storage yard not used for the roadway would likely be converted to 
an open space area, adding to the view in this area.   

 
With Alternative 2, the view for workers at Reclamation’s industrial 

complex going to and from the buildings just north of the roadway would change.  
Currently, people going to and from those buildings view the apartments, storage 
yard, and bike trail.  With Alternative 2, the view would be a sound wall extending 
from the intersection of Folsom-Auburn Road about 600 feet east.  However, due 
to Reclamations’ security status and the proximately of its facilities to the public 
bike trail, it is likely that security protection would be installed in this area in the 
future even without the new roadway.  Since the nature and associated viewshed 
of Reclamation’s complex is industrial and urban, including the support features 
for the dam, power plant, and the possibility of security measures in the future, 
the addition of a soundwall would not be considered a significant change in the 
character of the view or a significant adverse effect.   
 
4.13.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

East Approach 
 
 Implementation of Alternative 3 would have the same effects on the visual 
resources from East Natoma Street to the overlook and from the overlook to the 
bridge crossing as described for Alternative 2.  In these areas, the roadway 
features associated with Alternative 3 are the same as described for 
Alternative 2.  With the new roadway, the view would be similar in character to 
the existing view along Folsom Dam Road.  Therefore, Alternative 3 is not 
expected to have a significant adverse effect on visual resources in this area.   
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Bridge Across American River 
 

With Alternative 3, the views while traveling across the bridge would be 
the same as described for Alternative 2.  The bridge location for Alternative 3 is 
the same as described for Alternative 2 and would have the same railings.  
Therefore, the viewshed would be similar to the existing viewshed.  Since this 
would not be a significant change from the existing views, it would not be 
considered a significant adverse effect.   
 

West Approach 
 

The alignment of the roadway for Alternative 3 in this area would be the 
same as described for Alternative 2.  The roadway would be located south of the 
ARWEC facilities and north of the Lake Point Apartment complex.  However, the 
view for travelers on the roadway would limited as described for Alternative 2.  
Since the existing views traveling across Folsom Dam Road are of low quality, 
the limited view from the new roadway would not represent a significant change 
in the character of the view.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would not have a significant 
adverse effect on the view in this area.  

 
The buildings of the Lake Point Apartment complex do not have windows 

on the north side of the complex so the view of the new roadway and soundwall 
from the apartments is expected to be limited.  The soundwall that would be 
installed along the apartment complex would include landscaping to soften the 
view from the parking lot and areas outside the apartments.  This would be a 
change from the current view, but the landscaping associated with the soundwall 
would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant level.   

 
Alternative 3 includes relocating a portion of the Jedediah Smith bike trail 

under the new bridge abutment as described for Alternative 2.  The new portion 
of the bike trail would have an improved view in this area.  Additionally, the 
portion of the existing Reclamation storage yard not used for the roadway would 
likely be converted to an open space area, adding to the view in this area.   

 
With Alternative 3, the view for workers at Reclamation’s industrial 

complex would be affected as described for Alternative 2.  Since the nature and 
associated viewshed of Reclamation’s complex is industrial and urban, including 
the support features for the dam, power plant, and the possibility of security 
measures in the future, the addition of a soundwall would not be considered a 
significant change in the character of the view or a significant adverse effect.   
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4.13.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersection (East) 
 

East Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would have the same effects on the visual 
resources from East Natoma Street to the overlook and from the overlook to the 
bridge crossing as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  In these areas, the 
roadway features associated with Alternative 4 are the same as described for 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  With the new roadway, the view would be similar in 
character to the existing view along Folsom Dam Road.  Therefore, Alternative 4 
is not expected to have a significant adverse effect on visual resources in this 
area.   
 

Bridge Across American River 
 

With Alternative 4, the views while traveling across the bridge would be 
the same as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  The bridge location for 
Alternative 4 is in the same location as described for Alternative 2.  The bridge 
would have the same open railings described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  
Therefore, the viewshed would be similar to existing viewshed.  Since this would 
not be a significant change from the existing views, it would not be considered a 
significant adverse effect.   
 

West Approach 
 
The alignment of the roadway for Alternative 4 in this area would be the 

same as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  There would be a limited view and 
since the existing views traveling across Folsom Dam Road are of low quality, 
the limited view from the new roadway would not represent a significant change 
in the character of the view.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would not have a significant 
adverse effect on the view in this area.  

 
The buildings of the Lake Point Apartment complex do not have windows 

on the north side of the complex so the view of the new roadway and soundwall 
from the apartments is expected to be limited.  The soundwall that would be 
installed along the apartment complex would include landscaping to soften the 
view from the parking lot and areas outside the apartments.  This would be a 
change from the current view, but the landscaping associated with the soundwall 
would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant level.   

 
Alternative 4 includes relocating a portion of the Jedediah Smith bike trail 

under the new bridge abutment as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  The new 
portion of the bike trail would have an improved view in this area.  Additionally, 
the portion of the existing Reclamation storage yard not used for the roadway 
would likely be converted to an open space area, adding to the view in this area.   
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With Alternative 4, the view for workers at Reclamation’s industrial 

complex would be affected as described for Alternatives 2 and 3.  Since the 
nature and associated viewshed of Reclamation’s complex is industrial and 
urban, including the support features for the dam, power plant, and the possibility 
of security measures in the future, the addition of a soundwall would not be 
considered a significant change in the character of the view or a significant 
adverse effect.   
 
4.13.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 

East Approach 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 would have the same effects on the visual 
resources from East Natoma Street to the overlook and from the overlook to the 
bridge crossing as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  The roadway features 
associated with Alternative 5 are similar to those described for Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4.  With the new roadway, the view would be similar in character to the 
existing view along Folsom Dam Road.  Therefore, Alternative 5 is not expected 
to have a significant adverse effect on visual resources in this area.   
 

Bridge Across American River 
 

With Alternative 5, the views while traveling across the bridge would be 
the same as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  The bridge location for 
Alternative 5 is in the same location as the other alternatives and the there would 
be the same open railings.  Therefore, the viewshed would be similar to existing 
viewshed.  Since this would not be a significant change from the existing views, it 
would not be considered a significant adverse effect.   
 

West Approach 
 
The alignment of the roadway for Alternative 5 in this area would be the 

same as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  There would be a limited view 
and since the existing views traveling across Folsom Dam Road are of low 
quality, the limited view from the new roadway would not represent a significant 
change in the character of the view.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would not have a 
significant adverse effect on the view in this area.  

 
The buildings of the Lake Point Apartment complex do not have windows 

on the north side of the complex so the view of the new roadway and soundwall 
from the apartments is expected to be limited.  The soundwall that would be 
installed along the apartment complex would include landscaping to soften the 
view from the parking lot and areas outside the apartments.  This would be a 
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change from the current view, but the landscaping associated with the soundwall 
would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant level.   

 
Alternative 4 includes relocating a portion of the Jedediah Smith bike trail 

under the new bridge abutment as described for Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.  The 
new portion of the bike trail would have an improved view in this area.  
Additionally, the portion of the existing Reclamation storage yard not used for the 
roadway would likely be converted to an open space area, adding to the view in 
this area.   

 
With Alternative 5, the view for workers at Reclamation’s industrial 

complex would be affected as described for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  Since the 
nature and associated viewshed of Reclamation’s complex is industrial and 
urban, including the support features for the dam, power plant, and the possibility 
of security measures in the future, the addition of a soundwall would not be 
considered a significant change in the character of the view or a significant 
adverse effect.   
 
4.13.7  Mitigation 
 

With Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5, the landscape plantings associated with 
the soundwall near the apartments would be expected to reduce the visual 
effects of the soundwall to a less-than-significant level.  No additional mitigation 
would be required.   
 
4.14  PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 

This section evaluates the effects of the proposed alternatives on 
emergency services and other aspects of public health in and around the project 
area.  This analysis is a qualitative evaluation of the effects of the proposed 
permanent bridge relative to existing conditions.   
 
4.14.1  Basis of Significance  
 

Adverse effects on public health and safety were considered significant if 
implementation of an alternative plan would result in any of the following:   
 

• Substantially reduce emergency response time. 
 

• Substantially increase vehicular accidents. 
 

• Substantially increase roadway hazards. 
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4.14.2  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  However, features associated with the Combined 
Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could 
still be constructed, without the bridge project.  In addition, the City’s traffic 
calming measures are expected to remain in place.  Overall, police, fire, 
emergency vehicles, and medical care services within the city of Folsom are 
expected to remain similar to existing conditions.   

 
However, Folsom Dam Road could be reopened for limited traffic.  It is 

expected that the road would be limited to two-way traffic during the peak 
commute hours (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) on Monday 
through Friday.  It is assumed that about 3,400 cars a day would use the 
reopened dam road during commute hours.  As a result, there would be fewer 
cars on traffic routes through the city, thus reducing congestion and improving 
emergency response times.  Additionally, fewer cars along these routes would 
likely lead to fewer traffic accidents.   
 
4.14.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would provide an alternative to Folsom 
Dam Road for traffic to cross the American River.  Folsom Dam Road would be 
closed to public traffic and would be used for operation and maintenance 
activities only.  The traffic patterns within the city of Folsom would return to the 
traffic routes that existed prior to the closure of Folsom Dam Road.  With 
Alternative 2, the increased congestion within the city of Folsom would likely be 
greatly reduced.  As a result, vehicle accident rates would likely return to rates 
that existed prior to the closure of Folsom Dam Road.  Additionally, the City’s 
traffic calming measures would be reduced.  With less congestion on city streets 
and the reduction of the traffic calming measures, emergency response times 
would likely decrease.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would likely have beneficial 
effects on traffic congestion, accident rates, and emergency response times as 
compared to existing conditions.  Overall, police, fire, emergency vehicles, and 
medical care services within the city of Folsom are expected to remain similar to 
existing conditions.   

 
4.14.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would provide an alternative to Folsom 
Dam Road for traffic to cross the American River.  Therefore, with Alternative 3, 
the beneficial effects on traffic congestion, accident rates, and emergency 
response times are expected to be the same as described for Alternative 2.  With 
Alternative 3, there would be no change in the existing emergency and medical 
services within the city of Folsom.   
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4.14.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersection (East) 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would provide an alternative to Folsom 
Dam Road for traffic to cross the American River.  Therefore, with Alternative 4, 
the beneficial effects on traffic congestion, accident rates, and emergency 
response times are expected to be the same as described for Alternatives 2 and 
3.  With Alternative 4, there would be no change in the existing emergency and 
medical services within the city of Folsom.   
 
4.14.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 would provide an alternative to Folsom 
Dam Road for traffic to cross the American River.  Therefore, with Alternative 5, 
the beneficial effects on traffic congestion, accident rates, and emergency 
response times are expected to be the same as described for Alternatives 2, 3 
and 4.  With Alternative 5, there would be no change in the existing emergency 
and medical services within the city of Folsom.   
 
4.14.7  Mitigation 
 

With Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 there would be no significant adverse 
effects to emergency services or other aspects of public health and safety.  
Therefore, no mitigation would be required.   
 
4.15  HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOLOGICAL WASTE 
 

This section evaluates the effects of proposed project alternatives on 
HTRW within the project area.  A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment for 
HTRW was conducted within the project in April 2005.  The survey report is 
included in Appendix H.   
 
4.15.1  Basis of Significance 
 

Adverse effects on HTRW were considered significant if implementation of 
an alternative plan would result in any of the following: 
 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; or the release 
of hazardous material or emissions into the environment. 

 
• Locate the project on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
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and as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. 

 
4.15.2  Alternative 1 – No Action 
 

The no-action alternative assumes that no permanent bridge would be 
constructed by the Corps.  However, features associated with the Combined 
Federal Project or other authorized flood control and dam safety projects could 
still be constructed, without the bridge project.  Additionally, Folsom Dam Road 
could be reopened for limited traffic.  Without the permanent bridge project, any 
existing HTRW resources within the HTRW study area would likely remain in 
place until future activities or projects affecting those resources would occur.   
 
4.15.3  Alternative 2 – Four-Lane Bridge, Four-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would not occur on a hazardous material 
site or cause any hazards to the public due to transport, use, or disposal of 
HTRW resources.  A Phase I ESA was completed by the Environmental 
Chemistry Section of the Corps’ Sacramento District in May 2005.  The 
assessment included a records investigation, interviews, and field 
reconnaissance.  Results of this assessment indicated that although there were 
identified HTRW sites within a 2-miles radius of the project area, none of the 
sites were located within the boundaries of the immediate project area.   

 
During construction there is a potential for a public hazard if hazardous 

materials are accidentally spilled or released into the environment.  It is a 
recognized construction standard that prior to construction, a hazardous 
materials management plan would be developed and implemented.  The plan 
would include appropriate practices to reduce the likelihood of spill of toxic 
chemicals and other hazardous materials during construction.  The plan would 
also describe a specific protocol for the proper handling and disposal of 
materials, as well as contingency procedures to follow in the event of an 
accidental spill.  Implementation of this plan is expected to reduce the potential 
for a public hazard due to routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  Therefore, Alternative 2 is not expected to have adverse effects due 
to HTRW.   

 
4.15.4  Alternative 3 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Full Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would not occur on a hazardous material 
site or cause any hazards to the public due to transport, use, or disposal of 
HTRW resources.  The Phase I site assessment did not locate any HTRW 
resources within the project area, and the hazardous materials management plan 
would minimize hazards to the public.  Therefore, Alternative 3 is not expected to 
have adverse effects due to HTRW resources.   
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4.15.5  Alternative 4 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersection (East) 
 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would not occur on a hazardous material 
site or cause any hazards to the public due to transport, use, or disposal of 
HTRW resources.  The Phase I site assessment did not locate any HTRW 
resources within the project area, and the hazardous materials management plan 
would minimize hazards to the public.  Therefore, Alternative 4 is not expected to 
have adverse effects due to HTRW resources.   
 
4.15.6  Alternative 5 – Four-Lane Bridge, Two-Lane Road, Partial 
Intersections 
 

Implementation of Alternative 5 would not occur on a hazardous material 
site or cause any hazards to the public due to transport, use, or disposal of 
HTRW resources.  The Phase I site assessment did not locate any HTRW 
resources within the project area, and the hazardous materials management plan 
would minimize hazards to the public.  Therefore, Alternative 5 is not expected to 
have adverse effects due to HTRW resources.   
 
4.15.7  Mitigation 
 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 is not expected to cause any 
significant adverse effects due to HTRW; therefore, no mitigation would be 
required.   
 
4.16  CUMULATIVE AND GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS  
 
4.16.1  Cumulative Effects 
 
 Regulatory Basis 
 
 The NEPA regulations and CEQA Guidelines require that an EIS/EIR 
discuss project effects that, when combined with the effects of other projects, 
result in significant cumulative effects.  The NEPA regulations define a 
cumulative effect as: 
 
 “The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor or collectively significant actions taken over a period of time” (40 CFR 
1508.7). 
 
 The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR discuss cumulative effects 
“when they are significant” (Section 15130).  The CEQA Guidelines define 
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cumulative effects as “two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, compound or increase other environmental impacts” (Section 15355).  
In addition, the CEQA Guidelines state:  “The cumulative impact from several 
projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the project when added to the other closely related past, present, and 
reasonable foreseeable probable future projects” (Section 15355). 
 
 Methodology 
 
 Assumptions 
 
 The geographic boundaries for this cumulative effects assessment are 
Douglas Boulevard/Folsom Dam Road/Green Valley Road on the north, Hazel 
Avenue on the west, Silva Valley Parkway on the east, and Highway 50 on the 
south.  The project area for the SEIS/EIR is within the boundaries of the 
cumulative effects study area.   
 
 Construction of the project is anticipated to begin in early 2007 and could 
continue through late 2008.  The bridge would open in late 2008 although some 
minor construction work may continue for a few months in 2009 after the bridge 
opens. 
 
 The design year (estimated time period over which a feature would 
provide its intended traffic capacity) of 2025 was used for the cumulative 
analysis, with 2057 identified as the project life.   
 
 Evaluation 
 
 Cumulative effects are evaluated by first identifying other projects that 
could have significant adverse or beneficial environmental effects in the study 
area.  These effects are then compared with the degree and timing of the 
potential adverse and beneficial effects of the proposed alternatives to determine 
the types and significance of potential cumulative effects.  The cumulative effects 
on environmental resources are classified by: 
 

• Neutral, beneficial, or adverse, which compares the final condition of a 
given resource to its existing condition. 

 
•  Minor, moderate, or substantial, which considers the relative contribution 

of the current project to a given effect, as well as the importance of the 
resource in the study area to the regional resource. 

 
• Temporary or permanent, with permanent being assumed unless 

otherwise noted. 
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 Related Projects 
 
 Existing and planned projects in the vicinity of the alternatives are 
identified and briefly described in Table 4-24.  The exact construction timing and 
sequencing of these projects are not yet determined or may depend on uncertain 
funding sources.  Projects with potential for concurrent construction and/or 
operational periods with the alternatives are also considered in this analysis. 
  
 
Table 4-24.  Related Projects within the Cumulative Effects Study Area 

Year Project Name/Description 

 1999  Lake Natoma Crossing 

   One of two bridge crossings over the American River at Lake 
Natoma. 

 2003  Folsom Historic District Traffic Calming Program 

   A City of Folsom program aimed at limiting and diverting traffic 
away from the city’s historic district and surrounding neighborhood. 

 2003  Folsom Dam Road Closure 

   Closure of the Folsom Dam Road by Reclamation for reasons of 
public safety and security. 

 2007   Embankment Dams and Dikes Static Modification 

   A Reclamation project that includes modification to its dams and 
dikes. 

 2007-?  Combined Federal Project 

 Construction of an Auxiliary Spillway 

 Seismic work at Mormon Island 

 Seismic work at the Main Dam 

 Modifications to dikes and embankments 

 Unknown  Folsom Dam Outlet Modification 

   Enlargement of existing river outlets, construction of two new 
outlets, and modification of surcharge storage to improve flood 
control.  
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Table 4-24.  Related Projects within the Cumulative Effects Study Area 

Year Project Name/Description 

 2007 - 
2021 

 

 Folsom Dam Raise (includes Folsom Bridge Project) 

   Increasing the height of the Folsom Dam to provide increased 
downstream flood protection.  Projects include: 

   Dam Raise and Wingwalls  (2012 - 2021) 

   Dikes and Wingdams  (2007 - 2009) 

   MIAD  (2008 - 2009) 

   LL Anderson (2008 - 2009) 

   Temperature Shutters  (2011 - 2012) 

   Bushy Lake and Woodlake  (2007 - 2010) 

 Unknown  Folsom Redundant Water Supply Intake 

   Construction of a new water supply outlet for Roseville, Folsom, 
and the San Juan Water District to provide redundancy to their raw 
water supply systems. 

Source:  Reclamation, 2004  
 
 Analysis of Potential Effects 
 
 Potential cumulative effects of the alternatives on resources within the 
cumulative effects study area are discussed below.  If the project is not expected 
to substantially contribute to a cumulative effect on a significant resource, that 
resource is not addressed.  These include facilities and public utilities, recreation, 
fisheries, cultural resources, and HTRW.  Since the alternatives vary primarily in 
width of roadway segments and extent of work at the intersections, they are 
expected to have similar cumulative effects.  Table 4-25 summarizes these 
effects and related mitigation measures. 
 
 Vegetation and Wildlife  
 
 Cumulative effects on vegetation and wildlife resources would include 
increased disturbance of plant communities, loss of native vegetative cover, 
substantial disturbance of a sensitive natural community, or substantial reduction 
in the quality and quantity of important habitat or access to such habitat for 
wildlife species during construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
alternatives.   
 
 For the alternatives, temporary and permanent destruction of vegetation is 
an unavoidable effect resulting from the construction of the roadway, bridge, 
access roads, and associated intersections, as well as the relocation of ARWEC, 
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State Park offices, and various utilities.  Future residential, industrial, commercial, 
and transportation projects (including the current alternatives) can be reasonably 
expected to contribute to a cumulative loss of native vegetation due to the 
conversion of native habitat to other land uses.  
 
 By mitigating converted vegetation with habitat similar to that found in the 
project area, the cumulative effect of the alternatives in combination with effects 
of other related actions is anticipated to be minor (adverse, minor). 
 

Table 4-25.  Summary of Potential Cumulative Effects and Mitigation  
Environmental 
Resource Classification of Effect Cause Potential Mitigation 

Vegetation and Wildlife Adverse/minor Land use changes Creation of new habitat 

Adverse/minor/ 
Temporary 

Construction equipment 
and vehicle emissions 

Reduction in NOx (20 
percent) and PM10 (55 
percent), fee paid to 
SMAQMD 

Adverse/moderate 
(ROG, NOx, PM10) 

Operational, vehicle 
emissions 

None 
Air Quality 
 

Adverse/minor (CO) Operational, vehicle 
emissions 

None 

Adverse/minor/ 
Temporary 

Construction of concurrent 
projects 

Minimizing noise with 
best management 
practices Noise 

Adverse/minor Operation of existing and 
concurrent projects 

Construct sound walls 

Adverse/minor/ 
Temporary 

Construction of concurrent 
projects 

None 
Esthetics and Visual 
Resources Adverse/minor Operation of existing and 

concurrent projects 
None 

Beneficial/minor 
Accommodate projected 
traffic regionally and locally 
over the long term 

NA 
 
Traffic and Circulation 

Adverse/moderate/ 
Temporary 

Increased traffic volume 
due to concurrent 
construction activities 

Uncertain 
 

Adverse/minor/ 
Temporary 

Increased traffic 
congestion from concurrent 
project construction 
activities 

None Public Health and 
Safety 

Beneficial/moderate Improved overall access, 
emergency response times NA 

Beneficial/minor Enhanced movement of 
goods/materials/ services NA 

Land Use and 
Socioeconomics Beneficial/minor 

City/County revenue effect 
due to improved business 
access 

NA 

Recreation Beneficial/minor 
Contribute to local and 
regional network of bike 
trails 

NA 
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 Air Quality 
 
 The alternatives could overlap with ongoing Corps and Reclamation 
projects at Folsom Dam, as well as various transportation improvement projects. 
These concurrent construction activities could have considerable adverse 
cumulative air quality effects.  The mitigation measures proposed in the air 
quality evaluation, which require a 20 percent reduction in NOx and a 55 percent 
reduction in PM10 from all diesel-powered construction equipment, would reduce 
the alternative’s contribution to cumulative air quality effects.  In addition, the 
Corps would pay the SMAQMD a fee to reduce emissions to less than the 
SMAQMD’s daily significance thresholds.   
 

 The SMAQMD’s guidance states that a proposed project should be 
considered cumulatively significant if it meets one of the following criteria: 
 

• The project requires a change in the existing land use designation and 
projected emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10 are greater than the 
emissions for the site if it was developed under the existing land use 
designation.  

 
• Project emissions of ROG or NOx or emission concentrations for the 

proposed project are greater than the emissions anticipated for the site if 
developed under the existing land use designation. 

 
• Project emissions would exceed the project specific significance criteria. 

 
• The lead agency is not implementing all applicable emission control 

measures adopted in the SIP. 
 
 Based on this criteria, the alternatives’ mitigated emissions would be less 
than the SMAQMD’s thresholds.  In addition, the alternatives are not considered 
to have a cumulatively significant effect using the criteria developed by the 
SMAQMD (SMAQMD, 2004a).  That is, the alternatives would not result in 
emissions that are greater than the existing land use designation; the 
alternatives’ mitigated emissions would be less than the SMAQMD’s significance 
thresholds; and the alternatives do not exclude applicable SIP measures.  
Although the alternatives would result in some emissions during construction 
(adverse, minor, temporary), the alternatives would not result in a cumulatively 
significant adverse effect on air quality based on its construction emissions.  
 
 The alternatives’ operational emissions include ozone precursors, PM10, 
and carbon monoxide resulting from project-related changes in regional vehicle 
travel associated with the new bridge.  In 2007, the alternatives would increase 
ROG emissions by 4 pounds per day, NOx emissions by 58 pounds per day, and 
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PM10 emissions by 1 pound per day.  The alternatives would increase regional 
vehicle travel and associated emissions of 58 pounds per day of NOx (11 tons 
per year).  However, because this increase is less than the SMAQMD’s 
significance threshold, this increase is considered to be a less than significant 
contribution to total cumulative regional emissions (adverse, moderate).  
 
 The CO modeling analysis estimated ambient CO concentrations resulting 
from cumulative traffic conditions in the alternatives area (Fehr and Peers, 2005).  
The CO analysis found that while cumulative increases in traffic, which included 
regional growth in the area, would occur, these traffic increases would not result 
in a significant increase in CO concentrations.  Consequently, the alternatives 
would not contribute to a regionally significant cumulative CO effect (adverse, 
minor).  
 
 Noise  
 
 Construction noise would be minimized by such measures as proper 
equipment maintenance and appropriate timing of construction activities (hours 
and days of the week) in accordance with Federal, State, or local standards, as 
applicable.  (adverse/minor/temporary) Although transportation projects are 
expected to increase existing noise levels, construction of soundwalls is 
expected to prevent a cumulative effect (adverse/minor).  
 
 Esthetics and Visual Resources 
 
 Alteration of the existing viewshed during construction of the alternatives 
combined with other concurrent construction activities would contribute to a 
temporary, adverse cumulative effect (adverse, minor, temporary). 
 
 Alteration of the existing viewshed during operation of the alternative is 
anticipated to result in a significant adverse visual effect for bike path users.  This 
effect cannot be mitigated.  Cumulative visual resource effects, however, are not 
anticipated to significantly affect the physical and human environment (as they 
relate to context and intensity) because existing projects and those projects 
scheduled for completion in the alternative vicinity are not anticipated to 
substantially affect the area’s viewshed (adverse, minor).  
 
 Traffic and Circulation  
 
 Cumulative traffic and circulation effects are listed below.   
 

• The alternatives, combined with other area transportation improvement 
projects, are anticipated to accommodate projected traffic volumes over 
the long term and contribute to the regional transportation system 
continuity, including improving overall access and emergency response 
times (beneficial, minor).  Over the short term, there would continue to be 
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insufficient roadway/bridge lanes to accommodate traffic movement in the 
rapidly growing Folsom area. 

 
• Alternative construction, concurrent with other transportation improvement 

projects and projects related to and in the vicinity of the Folsom Dam, may 
result in increased traffic volumes from construction equipment and worker 
vehicles, thereby increasing delays/congestion (adverse, moderate, 
temporary). 

 
 Mitigating the significant effects of cumulative effects would require 
operational and physical improvements to the roadway system.  The feasibility of 
improvements is uncertain, however, for several reasons: 
 

• Potential adverse effects associated with acquiring and using necessary 
right-of-way.  These effects could include disruption, displacement, or 
destruction of businesses, sensitive plants, or animal species, as well as 
increases in impervious surfaces.  

 
• Lack of authority to implement mitigation improvements.  The Corps and 

the City of Folsom do not have jurisdiction to make roadway 
improvements outside their areas of governance. 

 
• Lack of secure funding for improvements beyond the MTP Tier 1 list.  

Funding mechanisms do not currently exist to generate funding beyond 
the levels projected for the MTP Tier 1 list. 

 
 Because of the uncertain feasibility of implementing such mitigation 
measures, the adverse effects to traffic circulation would likely remain significant. 
 
 Public Health and Safety 
 
 During construction of the alternatives and related transportation 
improvements and other projects in the cumulative effects study area, temporary 
increases in traffic congestion, accident rates, and emergency response times 
may result, particularly if there are concurrent construction activities (adverse, 
minor, temporary).   
 
 Following completion, the project would provide an alternative to Folsom 
Dam Road for traffic to cross the American River.  Beneficial effects on traffic 
congestion, accident rates, and emergency response times are expected as a 
result.  Area transportation improvements coupled with the alternatives would 
provide a permanent beneficial effect to public health and safety by improving 
access and emergency response times (beneficial, moderate). 
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Special Status Species  
 
 Construction and operation of the project are anticipated to directly and 
indirectly adversely affect elderberry shrubs, host to the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle.  Mitigation efforts such as transplanting shrubs and establishing 
seedlings would help reduce this effect and any potential cumulative effects that 
would otherwise occur as a result of simultaneous construction and operation of 
projects with related effects in the same general geographic area.   
 
 Further, each project has conducted appropriate consultation with USFWS 
under Section 7 of the ESA.  All Corps projects would comply with the Biological 
Opinion; therefore, cumulative effects are not anticipated.  Monitoring of 
mitigation measures as described in the Biological Opinion would be strictly 
adhered to so as to ensure mitigation success. 
 
 Water Resources and Quality 
 
 Adverse effects on jurisdictional wetlands in the west and east approaches 
of the alternatives are anticipated.  Mitigation would be conducted to reduce the 
significance of this effect.  Since construction of the transportation improvement 
projects scheduled in the cumulative effects study area are likely to affect already 
disturbed property roadway medians), no cumulative effects are anticipated to 
area jurisdictional wetlands.  Finally, BMP’s commonly implemented by the 
construction industry would be implemented to further ensure mitigation success. 
 
 Land Use and Socioeconomics 
 
 The alternatives would enhance the movement of goods, materials, and 
services, both locally and regionally.  Other planned transportation improvements 
would also contribute to this cumulative effect (beneficial, minor).  Construction of 
planned residential, industrial, and commercial development projects, and the 
resulting influx of residents and consumers would increase the demand for goods 
and contribute to city and county revenues (beneficial, minor). 
 
 Recreation 
 
 The new Class I and/or Class II bike trails would contribute to City and 
County efforts to provide a network of interconnected bike trails providing access 
for bicycle commuters and recreationists (beneficial, minor). 
 
4.16.2  Growth-Inducing Effects 
 
 According to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (2004), the 
transportation study area will have population and employment growth through at 
least 2050.  These forecasts were developed as part of the SACOG Blueprint 
project and reflect a variety of potential future scenarios.   
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 For the city of Folsom and its sphere of influence, residential housing units 
are projected to increase between 17,900 and 20,800.  Jobs during this period 
are projected to increase between 25,500 and 39,500.  The majority of this 
growth is currently projected over the next 20 years, with an approximate 
increase of 14,000 residential units and 27,000 jobs by 2025.   
 
 In keeping with the current and anticipated housing unit and employment 
growth, population growth has occurred in the absence of the project.  According 
to the U.S. Census (2006), the population of the city of Folsom was 51,884 and 
the estimated population for 2004 was 63,960, an increase of about 23 percent.  
Therefore, operation of the project would not necessarily remove an impediment 
to growth as growth would likely continue with or without the project.  Thus, traffic 
volumes within the cumulative effects study area and specifically across the 
proposed bridge would also likely continue to increase beyond the 2025 
conditions analyzed in Section 4.5.   
 
 Operation of the project (and transportation improvement projects in the 
cumulative effects study area) could increase the rate at which currently defined 
population projections are realized in the study area by providing increased 
continuity of the transportation network and improved regional access.  However, 
the project would not affect the existing or projected demographic makeup of this 
population (ethnicity or income level).  The project is also consistent with the 
City’s land use plans.   
 
 This project is not likely to create growth-inducing opportunities or create 
growth-related cumulative effects because: 
 

• The project provides a permanent bridge to mitigate the effects of the 
Folsom Dam Road closure associated with the Folsom Dam Raise 
Project.  

 
• Other transportation projects have been designed specifically to respond 

to population forecasts (as opposed to encouraging population growth 
where it might not otherwise occur).  

 
• The project (with a 4-lane design) meets existing demand with a resulting 

LOS of D and therefore has minimal capacity for additional vehicles before 
a LOS of F could result. 

 
4.17  UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 
 

The CEQA Guidelines state that any significant environmental effects 
which cannot be avoided if the project is implemented must be described.  This 
description includes significant adverse effects which can be mitigated, but not 
reduced to a level of insignificance.   
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The environmental effects of the project alternatives on environmental 

resources are discussed in Sections 4.2 through 4.15.  The analysis indicates 
that one or more of the project alternatives would result in significant adverse 
effects on facilities and public utilities, vegetation and wildlife, special status 
species, noise, and esthetics and visual resources.  Most of these significant 
adverse effects can be avoided by implementing appropriate mitigation 
measures.  

 
Some adverse effects on several resources cannot be avoided even when 

mitigation measures are implemented: 
 

• Facilities and public utilities (cannot mitigate to less than significance). 

• Vegetation and wildlife (can mitigate to less than significance). 

• Special status species (can mitigate to less than significance). 

• Noise (can mitigate to less than significance). 

• Esthetics and visual resources (cannot mitigate to less than significance). 

4.18  RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 
 

In accordance with NEPA, this section discusses the relationship between 
local short-term uses of the human environment and maintenance of long-term 
productivity for the project .  Construction of Alternatives 2 through 5 would 
involve short-term uses of vegetation and wildlife, air quality, and traffic.  The 
alternatives would narrow the range of beneficial uses of these resources during 
construction.   

 
However, adverse effects on these resources would be limited to the 

construction phase of the project.  No short-term uses of the environment are 
expected after the project is placed in operation.  The air quality would return to 
pre-project levels after construction is completed.  In the long term, planting to 
compensate the habitat types would offset the loss of vegetation and ensure the 
long-term productivity of the Folsom Dam area.   

 
In addition, the long-term productivity of the environment would be 

increased by improving public safety due to better traffic patterns, better 
response time for emergencies, less traffic congestion, and resulting better air 
quality and noise.   
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4.19  IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 
 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Sections 21083 and 21087), 
this SEIS/EIR discusses any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources that would be involved in Alternatives 2 through 5.  Significant 
irreversible environmental changes are defined as uses of nonrenewable 
resources during the initial and continued phases of the alternatives that may be 
irreversible due to the large commitment of these resources. 

 
The alternatives would result in the irretrievable commitment of lands, 

construction materials, fossil fuels, and other energy resources needed to 
construct the new Folsom Dam Road and permanent bridge.  The lands needed 
to construct the Folsom Dam Road would experience an irreversible change in 
land use.  The bridge would be compatible with the other dam-related uses of the 
surrounding area.   

 
The proposed permanent bridge would result in the irretrievable 

commitment of construction materials and fossil fuels during the construction 
phase of the project.  Operation and maintenance of the bridge is not expected to 
increase the use of construction materials or fossil fuels. 
 

The mitigation sites would also require the irretrievable commitment of 
lands, construction materials, and fossil fuels.  Construction would require the 
increased use of materials and fossil fuels.  Operation and maintenance of the 
mitigation sites would result in a small increase in use of construction materials 
and fossil fuels compared to existing uses at each site.  The mitigation sites 
would be compatible with and enhance the open space and urban uses of the 
surrounding areas. 
 
4.20  COMPARATIVE EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
 

Table 4-3 summarizes the effects of Alternatives 2 through 5. This table is 
found at the end of Chapter 4. 
 
4.21  ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS, MITIGATION, AND MONITORING 
 
 The California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires that a 
reporting and monitoring program be adopted to ensure compliance with project 
mitigation measures identified in a CEQA analysis or by other conditions 
requiring monitoring.  The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to 
ensure compliance during project implementation.  The Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan will identify the effects and present the mitigation measures contained in the 
final SEIS/EIR.   
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4.22  U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The FWS submitted a draft CAR for the Folsom Bridge Project in June 
2005.  The recommendations from that CAR are presented below, and the Corps 
responses follow each recommendation.  There are both general 
recommendations and endangered species recommendations.  A cost 
effectiveness/incremental cost analysis was prepared and is included in 
Appendix B.   

 
The mitigation acreage resulting from the cost effectiveness/incremental 

cost analysis varied slightly from the HEP results.  The assumptions associated 
with the cost effectiveness/incremental cost analyses were not fully coordinated 
with FWS.  The Corps will work with FWS to complete this coordination and the 
coordinated mitigation will be presented in the final SEIS/EIR.   
 
 The FWS recommends that the Corps: 
 

• Avoid effects to oak woodlands riparian areas outside the construction 
easement areas by fencing their boundaries with orange construction 
fencing or cyclone fencing just outside of the dripline of woody vegetation 
near these areas.  Any woody vegetation adjacent the staging areas and 
access and haul routes should be similarly fenced. 

 
Corps response:  The Corps will include in the construction plans and 
specifications for the project fencing as described by FWS for oak 
woodland and riparian areas outside of the construction easement, 
staging areas, and access and haul routes.   
 

• Avoid effects to nesting migratory birds by clearing any riparian or 
seasonal wetland vegetation during the summer months after any nesting 
birds young-of-the year have fledged. 

 
Corps response:  The Corps will avoid adverse effects to nesting 
migratory birds, any clearing of riparian or seasonal wetland vegetation 
will be done in the summer months after any nesting birds have fledged.   

 
• Minimize effects to fish and wildlife resources and their habitat by avoiding 

off-established road travel in the project area and confining parking to 
established areas (parking lot and staging area). 

 
Corps response:  The project construction plans and specifications will 
prohibit off-road travel in the project area.  Parking will be limited to 
established areas.   
 

• Minimize effects to all disturbed areas at the construction easement areas, 
borrow sites, staging areas, and haul routes by seeding these areas with 
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annual grasses at the completion of construction or when disturbed areas 
are going to be undisturbed for the growing season. 

 
Corps response:  All disturbed areas that will not be used after the 
project is completed for maintenance will be seeded.   
 
ALTERNATIVE 2 

 
• Compensate for the loss of 33.87 acres of oak woodland habitat by 

developing 51.67 acres of oak woodland habitat at sites along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response:  Compensation for the loss of oak woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 51.67 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   

 
• Compensate for the loss of 5.46 acres of riparian woodland habitat by 

developing 5.80 acres of riparian habitat at a site along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response:  Compensation for the loss of riparian woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 5.80 acres at a site along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   

 
• Compensate for the loss of 2.51 acres of seasonal wetland habitat by 

developing 2.51 acres of seasonal wetland habitat at sites along the 
Lower American River or an alternative site approved by the Service, or 
alternatively, purchase credits at a Service-approved mitigation bank 
which service's the project area. 

 
Corps response:  Compensation for the loss of seasonal wetland habitat 
would be accomplished on 2.51 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River, another site approved by FWS, or by purchasing credits at an 
approved mitigation bank.   
 

 ALTERNATIVE 3 
 

• Compensate for the loss of 32.87 acres of oak woodland habitat by 
developing 50.10 acres of oak woodland habitat at sites along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response:  Compensation for the loss of oak woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 50.10 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   
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• Compensate for the loss of 5.46 acres of riparian woodland habitat by 
developing 5.80 acres of riparian habitat at a site along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of riparian woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 5.80 acres at a site along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   

 
• Compensate for the loss of 2.51 acres of seasonal wetland habitat by 

developing 2.51 acres of seasonal wetland habitat at a site along the 
Lower American River, another site approved by the Service, or 
alternatively, purchase credits at a Service-approved mitigation bank 
which service's the project area. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of seasonal wetland habitat 
would be accomplished on 2.51 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River, another site approved by FWS, or by purchasing credits at an 
approved mitigation bank.   
 

 ALTERNATIVE 4 
 

• Compensate for the loss of 31.19 acres of oak woodland habitat by 
developing 47.51 acres of oak woodland habitat at sites along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of oak woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 47.51 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   

 
• Compensate for the loss of 5.46 acres of riparian woodland habitat by 

developing 5.80 acres of riparian habitat at a site along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of riparian woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 5.80 acres at a site along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   
 

• Compensate for the loss of 2.28 acres of seasonal wetland habitat by 
developing 2.28 acres of seasonal wetland habitat at a site along the 
Lower American River, another site approved by the Service, or 
alternatively, purchase credits at a Service-approved mitigation bank 
which service's the project area. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of seasonal wetland habitat 
would be accomplished on 2.28 acres at sites along the Lower American 
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River, another site approved by FWS, or by purchasing credits at an 
approved mitigation bank.   

  
 ALTERNATIVE 5  
 

• Compensate for the loss of 30.19 acres of oak woodland habitat by 
developing 45.94 acres of oak woodland habitat at sites along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of oak woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 45.94 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   

 
• Compensate for the loss of 5.46 acres of riparian woodland habitat by 

developing 5.80 acres of riparian habitat at a site along the Lower 
American River, or an alternative site approved by the Service. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of riparian woodland habitat 
would be accomplished on 5.80 acres at a site along the Lower American 
River or an alternative site approved by FWS.   
 

• Compensate for the loss of 2.28 acres of seasonal wetland habitat by 
developing 2.28 acres of seasonal wetland habitat at a site along the 
Lower American River, another site approved by the Service, or 
alternatively, purchase credits at a Service-approved mitigation bank 
which service's the project area. 

 
Corps response: Compensation for the loss of seasonal wetland habitat 
would be accomplished on 2.28 acres at sites along the Lower American 
River, another site approved by FWS, or by purchasing credits at an 
approved mitigation bank.   

 
 ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 

• Re-survey the construction and staging areas, borrow sites, access routes 
and haul roads for the presence of elderberry shrubs prior to construction 
activity.  The presence of any new shrubs with stems measuring 1 inch or 
greater at ground level should be reported to the Service and consultation 
under section 7 of the ESA should be reinitiated. 

 
Corps response: The Corps will re-survey all construction-related sites 
prior to construction.  The Corps will reinitiate consultation if any additional 
shrubs with stems greater than 1 inch are found.   
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• Implement the conservation measures outlined in the Service's May 4, 
2005, biological opinion (Service file 1-1-05-F-0108) for the boring work 
and reinitiate consultation if there are any changes in the proposed work. 

 
Corps response:  The Corps will implement the conservation measures 
in the May 4, 2005, Biological Opinion for the boring work and will 
reinitiate consultation if there is any additional boring work associated with 
the bridge project.   

 
• Provide worker awareness training to all construction personnel alerting 

them to the purpose of the fencing provided to protect the habitat adjacent 
to the construction zones.  This can be combined with the worker 
awareness training to be conducted for listed species such as the valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle. 

 
Corps response:  The Corps will provide worker awareness training to all 
construction personnel prior to construction.   

 
• Complete consultation with the CDFG for species protected under the 

California Endangered Species Act. 
 

Corps response:  The Corps will complete consultation with CDFG, is 
applicable.   

 
 
4.23  COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS, POLICIES, AND PLANS 
 

The relationship of the alternatives to applicable Federal, State, and local 
environmental requirements is summarized below.  Prior to the commitment of 
Federal resources for construction, the project would be in compliance with all 
applicable laws, regulations, and Executive Orders.   
 
4.23.1  Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies  
 

Clean Air Act  (42 U.S.C. 1857 et seq. (1990) as amended and 
recodified, 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. (SUPP II 1978)) 
 

Full Compliance.  Section 4.10 of this document discusses the effects of 
the alternatives on local and regional air quality.  This analysis shows that with 
the air quality mitigation measures discussed in Section 4.10, the project’s daily 
emissions would still exceed the SMAQMD’s daily significance threshold of 85 
pounds of NOx per day.  In the case of construction-related air quality effects, if 
the SMAQMD’s standard recommended mitigation measures do not reduce 
effects to below the construction threshold, SMAQMD recommends payment of a 
mitigation fee that would be used to reduce emissions to below the SMAQMD’s 
threshold (Tholen, pers. comm., 2005; Greene, pers. comm., 2005).  
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Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the project’s daily 
construction-related emission effects (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5) to less than the 
SMAQMD’s significance thresholds. 
 

Clean Water Act, as amended (33 U.S.C.  1251 et seq. (1976 & SUPP II 
1978)) 
 

Partial Compliance.  The potential effects of the project alternatives on 
water quality have been evaluated and are discussed in Section 4.9.  The 
proposed project would result in placement of fill material into jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. and wetlands.  A Section 404 (b)(1) evaluation will be 
prepared and included in Appendix D.  Best management practices would be 
implemented to minimize the effects to surrounding areas, and mitigation for 
losses would be implemented.  The Corps has determined that this project as 
proposed is consistent or otherwise in compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) 
guidelines of the Clean Water Act.  The project would obtain a permit for Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act from the RWQCB.  If applicable, a NPDES permit 
would also be obtained.   

  
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) 

 
Partial Compliance.  Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires 

Federal agencies to consult with the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Commerce to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence 
of endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of the critical habitat for these species.  A list of threatened and 
endangered species relating to this project was obtained from FWS.  
Consultation with FWS has been initiated and a biological opinion was issued in 
April 2005 for geotechnical and material borings.  The Corps will request 
reinitiation of formal consultation on the valley elderberry longhorn beetle for the 
permanent bridge project in the spring of 2005.  A biological opinion will be 
provided by FWS and included in the final SEIS/EIR.  Mitigation for adverse 
effects on special status species is described in Section 4.8.6.   
 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) 
 

Partial Compliance.  The act requires Federal agencies to consult with the 
FWS and State fish and game agencies before undertaking or approving water 
projects that control or modify surface water. This consultation is intended to 
promote the conservation of wildlife resources by preventing loss or damage to 
fish and wildlife resources and to provide for the development and improvement 
of fish and wildlife resources in connection with water projects.  The FWS is 
authorized to conduct necessary surveys and investigations to determine the 
possible damage or benefits to resources and determine measures to prevent 
any losses.  Federal agencies undertaking water projects are required to fully 
consider recommendations made by the FWS in project reports, such as 
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documents prepared to comply with NEPA and CEQA, and to include measures 
to reduce effects on wildlife in project plans.  
 

The Corps is consulting with the FWS as directed under this act in order to 
conserve wildlife resources.  The FWS prepared the draft CAR (Appendix  B).  
The CAR addressed the effects of the proposed project.  The FWS 
recommendations will be addressed in the final SEIS/EIR.   
 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act  (16 USC 703 et seq.) 
 

Full Compliance.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act implements various 
treaties and conventions between the United States, Canada, Japan, Mexico, 
and Russia, providing protection for migratory birds as defined in 16 USC 715j. 
The Migratory Bird Treat Act makes it unlawful for any person to take, kill, 
capture, collect, possess, buy, sell, trade, ship, import, or export any migratory 
bird, including feathers, parts, nests, or eggs. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act does 
not protect the habitat of migratory birds. Construction of all project alternatives 
would comply with provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
 

National Environmental Policy Act  (42 USC 4321; 40 CFR 1500.1) 
 

Partial Compliance.  NEPA applies to all Federal agencies and most of the 
activities they manage, regulate, or fund that affect the environment. This act 
requires full disclosure of the environmental effects, alternatives, potential 
mitigation, and environmental compliance procedures of proposed actions.  
NEPA requires the preparation of an appropriate document to ensure that 
Federal agencies accomplish the law’s purposes. The draft SEIS/EIR constitutes 
partial compliance with NEPA.  Full compliance will be achieved when the final 
SEIS/EIR and Record of Decision are filed with the Environmental Protection 
Agency.   
 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
470 et seq.) 
 

Partial Compliance.  Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of a proposed 
undertaking on properties that have been determined to be eligible for, or 
included in, the National Register of Historic Places.  Additionally, Federal 
agencies must give the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity 
to comment on the undertaking.   

 
The Section 106 review process consists of four steps: (1) identification 

and evaluation of historic properties, (2) assessments of the effects of the 
undertaking on properties that are eligible for listing in the national register, 
(3) consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Officer and 
appropriate agencies to develop an agreement addressing the treatment of 
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historic properties, and (4) receipt from the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation of comments on the agreement or results of consultation. Once 
these steps are completed, the Folsom Dam Bridge Project would be in 
compliance.   
 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.), 
President’s Environmental Message of August 1979, and CEQ 
Memorandum of August 10, 1980, for Heads of Agencies 
 

Full Compliance.  The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 was 
enacted to preserve selected rivers or sections of rivers in their free-flowing 
condition in order to protect the quality of river waters and to fulfill other national 
conservation purposes. The Lower American River has been included in the 
Federal wild and scenic rivers system since 1981, when the Secretary of the 
Interior added State-designated rivers to the Federal system.  
 

Section 4.4 Recreation, Section 4.7 Fisheries, and Section 4.9 Water 
Quality, evaluate the effects of the project alternatives on recreation activities, 
fish habitat, and water quality in the Lower American River. The analysis 
concluded that these resources would not be adversely affected. Therefore, the 
proposed bridge project would not affect the “outstandingly remarkable” values of 
the river. The proposed alternatives do not include either construction within the 
bed or on the banks of the American River; therefore, the Corps is in full 
compliance with the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
 

Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.) 
 

Full Compliance.  This act requires a Federal agency to consider the 
effects of its actions and programs on the Nation’s farmland.  Federal agencies 
must coordinate with the NRCS to determine the extent of potential effects to 
farmland.  No farmlands will be affected by the implementation of the project 
alternatives therefore, a land evaluation and site assessment is not required and 
the Corps is in full compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act. 
 

Federal Project Recreation Act (16 U.S.C. 460L-5, 460L-12 et seq., 
and 662) 
 
 Full Compliance.  This act requires that in planning any Federal 
navigation, flood control, or multipurpose project, full consideration be given to 
the opportunities afforded by the project for outdoor recreation and fish and 
wildlife enhancement.  The permanent bridge project provides additional 
recreation opportunities by the adding bike and pedestrian lanes (Alternative 2 
only) on the bridge and roadway as discussed in Section 4.4.   
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Executive Order 11988, Flood Plain Management 
 

Full Compliance.  The objective of this Executive Order is the avoidance, 
the extent possible, of long- and short-term adverse effects associated with the 
occupancy and modification of the base flood plain (1 in 100 annual event) and 
the avoidance of direct and indirect support of development in the base flood 
plain wherever there is a practicable alternative.   
 

The proposed project does not include development in the base flood 
plain and does not modify the base flood plain.  Therefore, the proposed project 
is in compliance with the executive order. 
 

Executive Order 11990 – Protection of Wetlands 
 

Full Compliance.  This executive order directs Federal agencies, in 
carrying out their responsibilities, to minimize the destruction, loss, or 
degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial 
values of wetlands. The permanent bridge project would have a significant 
adverse effect on 2.51 acres of seasonal wetlands for Alternatives 2 and 3 and 
2.28 acres of seasonal wetlands for Alternatives 4 and 5.  There are no 
practicable alternatives to minimize the loss of these wetlands because the 
wetlands are located within the footprint of the roadway.  However, the affected 
seasonal wetlands will be fully mitigated as described in Section 4.6.6.   
 

Executive Order 12989, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations 
 

Full Compliance.  This Executive Order states that Federal agencies are 
responsible to conduct their programs, policies, and activities that substantially 
affect human health of the environment in a manner that ensures that such 
programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding persons 
from participation in, denying persons the benefits of, or subjecting persons to 
discrimination under such programs, policies, and activities because of their race, 
color, or national origin.  The alternatives for the permanent bridge project were 
formulated in full compliance with this Executive Order.  The benefits of the 
permanent bridge project would extend to all residents of the City of Folsom and 
the greater Sacramento Area.  The alternative bridge alignments generally do not 
include public land and are not located near any minority or low-income areas or 
communities.   
 

Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species 
 
 Full Compliance.  The objective of this Executive Order is to prevent the 
introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to minimize their 
economic, ecological, and human health effects that invasive species cause.  
The proposed project alternatives are consistent with this Executive Order.  The 
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project would mitigate for the habitats affected, ensure their establishment, 
monitor the long-term survival, and manage for any invasive species.   
 
4.23.2  State Laws, Regulations, and Policies 
 
 This section discusses the relationship of the proposed project to 
applicable California environmental requirements.   
 

California Environmental Quality Act 
 

Partial Compliance.  CEQA (Public Resource Code 21000 et seq.), 
applies to all discretionary activities proposed to be carried out or approved by 
California public agencies, including State, regional, county, and local agencies, 
unless an exemption applies.  CEQA’s substantive provisions require agencies to 
address environmental effects disclosed in an appropriate document.  This 
document will be adopted as a joint SEIS/EIR and will fully comply with CEQA.  
Full compliance will be achieved when all CEQA requirements are satisfied.  The 
lead agency under CEQA is the City of Folsom.   
 

California Endangered Species Act 
 

Full Compliance.  The DFG administers the California Endangered 
Species Act of 1984.  This act requires the non-Federal lead agencies to prepare 
biological assessments if a project any adversely affect one or more State-listed 
endangered species.  The proposed project alternatives would not adversely 
affect any State-listed species.   

 
State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality, and 

the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
 Partial Compliance.  The State WRCB and the RWQCB for the Central 
Valley review activities that affect water quality.  The Boards administer the 
requirements mandated by State and Federal law (Clean Water Act).  The 
RWQCB established water quality standards and reviews individual projects for 
compliance with the standards.  Any permits or approvals will be acquired from 
the Central Valley RWQCB before construction activities begin.  Appropriate 401 
water quality certification and a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
general permit for storm water discharges will be acquired form the Central 
Valley RWQCB.  Once these permits have been acquired the project would be in 
compliance.   
 

State Mining and Geology Board and Department of Conservation 
 
 Partial Compliance.  The State Mining and geology Board oversees the 
implementation of pertinent State laws and regulations.  One of the laws within its 
jurisdiction is the Surface Mining and reclamation Act of 1975 (Public Resources 
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Code, Section 2710 et seq.).  The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act requires 
that an entity seeking to conduct a surface mining operation obtain a permit from 
and submit a reclamation plan to the lead agency overseeing that operation.  To 
be adequate, the reclamation plan must contain all categories of information 
specified in this act.  The selected plan for this project may involve activities that 
would be classified as surface mining.  The City of Folsom will coordinate any 
need for a permit with the State Mining and Geology Board.   
 

California Department of Transportation 
 
 Full Compliance.  The State of California Department of transportation 
(Caltrans) is responsible for the design, construction, maintenance, and 
operation of the California State Highway System, as well as that portion of the 
Interstate Highway System within the state’s boundaries.  The design and 
construction of the bridge and roadway would meet Caltrans standards.   
 
4.23.3  Local Plans and Policies 
 

This section discusses the relationship of the proposed project to specific 
general plan policies or ordinances. 

 
Folsom General Plan 

 
 Full Compliance.  Folsom’s General Plan (1988) lays out a long-term 
policy for the physical, economic, and environmental growth for the City of 
Folsom.  The plan consists of goals, policies, and implementation programs 
based on an assessment of past and future needs and available resources.  It 
emphasizes the development of land, circulation network, and supporting 
facilities and services.  Because of this emphasis, the plan is used by the City to 
evaluate public and private building projects and municipal service 
improvements.  The Folsom Bridge Project is being coordinated with the City to 
ensure consistency with the Folsom General Plan. 
 
 Folsom Lake State Recreation General Plan 
 
 Full Compliance.  The General Plan for the FLSRA (2002) (including Lake 
Natoma and the Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park) was developed by 
Reclamation in partnership with State Parks.  The planning area encompasses 
approximately 18,000 acres of publicly accessible land/water owned by 
Reclamation and managed by State Parks’ Gold Fields District. 
 
 The General Plan is the primary management document for the FLSRA, 
providing a purpose, vision, long-term goals, and management guidelines.  State 
Parks uses the plan to guide their decision-making related to the future 
development, ongoing management, resources conservation, and public use of 
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the FLSRA.  The Folsom Bridge Project is being coordinated with State Parks to 
ensure consistency with the FLSRA General Plan.   
 
 Folsom Tree Ordinance  
 
 The City of Folsom adopted the Folsom Tree Ordinance (1994) to 
establish basic standards, measures, and compliance for the preservation and 
protection of certain trees in Folsom.  These trees include native oak trees with a 
diameter of 6 inches or greater at 54 inches in height, street trees, and land mark 
trees.  Specific provisions in the ordinance (1) establish and maintain the 
optimum amount of tree cover on public and private land to enhance the natural 
scenic beauty, moderate climatic condition, and sustain property values; 
(2) promote conservation of tree resources; (3) authorize the planning director to 
administer the tree ordinance; and (4) implement the conservation goals of the 
Folsom General Plan. 
 

The Folsom Bridge Project will involve the removal of some trees.  Prior to 
construction, the contractor will be required to obtain a tree removal permit from 
the City.  This permit will include an offsite mitigation plan with appropriate 
measures to mitigate for the loss of the trees.  Measures could include dedication 
of property for planting trees based on ordinance-approved planting ratios and/or 
planting of trees on either public property, property with a conservation 
easement, or property with an irrevocable offer of dedication to the City, pursuant 
to the ratios in the Folsom Tree Ordinance.  As such, the Folsom Bridge Project 
will be in compliance with the Folsom Tree Ordinance. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

This chapter describes the public involvement activities associated with 
the design and evaluation of the Folsom Bridge Project.  These activities 
included agency meetings and coordination; a community outreach program with 
public workshops, telephone interviews, notices, and media; and distribution of 
the draft documents for public review and comment. 
 
5.1  Agency Coordination 
 

 On March 3, 2004, the Corps held an agency meeting with over 
30 representatives from various Federal, State, and local agencies.  The purpose 
of the meeting was to introduce the Folsom Bridge Project and project team, and 
to discuss the concerns and issues of these agencies regarding the project.  
Agencies represented include the following: 

 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
• U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
• National Marine Fisheries Service 
• Western Area Power Administration 
• California Department of Parks and Recreation 
• California Department of Transportation 
• California Department of Water Resources 
• State of California Reclamation Board 
• Folsom Lake State Recreation Area 
• Folsom Prison 
• State Water Resources Control Board 
• El Dorado County Department of Transportation 
• El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
• Placer County Public Works 
• Sacramento County Sheriff’s Office 
• Sacramento County Department of Transportation 
• Sacramento County Transportation Authority 
• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
• Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
• City of Folsom 
• Granite Bay Advisory Council 
• Dawson and Associates 
• HDR 
• The Hoyt Company 
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The following issues were raised and discussed: effects on public utilities 
including power lines and water supply facilities, security for and access to 
Reclamation and CDC facilities, traffic relief and congestion, effects on 
environmental resources such as air quality, current operations of Folsom Dam 
and power plant, early coordination with politicians and neighborhoods, need for 
consensus, sources and coordination of funding, and potential delays in 
schedule.   

 
Everyone agreed that quick response to conflicts, dedicated resources, 

and constant communication among agencies, as well as the public, were vital to 
avoid delays in the project schedule.  Several action items were identified to 
assist in resolving issues and avoiding delays.  These included creating a local 
community task force, developing a list of “critical path” items, and establishing 
technical and environmental technical action committees. 
 
5.2  Public Interest 
 
5.2.1  Public Meetings 
 
 To date, the Corps, together with the Reclamation, SAFCA, Reclamation 
Board, and City of Folsom, have held three public meetings and one open house 
to present the status of the project and obtain public input.  Comments received 
during these meetings/open house are included in Appendix I.  
 

In March 2004, the Corps held three public meetings in El Dorado, Placer, 
and Sacramento Counties.  The purpose of the meetings was to continue the 
flow of information on the Folsom Bridge Project, while gathering additional 
information and community comments from citizens who live, work, and commute 
within the project area.  A total of about 170 community members attended the 
three meetings (Corps, 2004c).   
 
 At each meeting, the Corps had visual displays explaining the project 
location, schedule, and environmental considerations.  The public was 
encouraged to submit comments via formal court reporter, comment cards, or 
easel pads.  The majority of the comments received concerned increased traffic 
especially on Briggs Ranch Road, increased traffic noise in nearby residential 
areas, need for bicycle and pedestrian trails, width of the new roadway, a 
possible crossing at Oak Avenue Parkway, and project schedule.   In general, the 
attendees supported constructing a new roadway/bridge as quickly as possible 
(Corps, 2004c).   
 
 On April 27, 2005, the Corps held an open house in the city of Folsom.  
The purpose of the meeting was to describe the possible alignments and 
features of the new Folsom Dam Road and bridge, and identify the Corps’ 
tentatively preferred alternative.  More than 100 people attended the open house.  
Attendees continued to support construction of a new roadway/bridge, provided 
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that any adverse effects to property owners, residents, or businesses are 
mitigated or compensated. 
 
5.2.2  Telephone Interviews 
 
 The Corps also developed key questions to ask an identified group of 
community representatives.  Over 20 telephone interviews were conducted 
throughout March and April 2004 with local and regional representatives.  These 
included regional and local developers, representatives from business and 
neighborhood organizations and civic and advocacy groups.  The overall 
consensus was that a new Folsom Bridge should be constructed as quickly as 
possible to alleviate traffic problems and provide an additional route across the 
American River for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians (Corps, 2004b). 
 
5.3  Traffic Advisory Committee 
 
 At the March 3, 2004, agency meeting discussed in Section 5.1, several 
agencies including Caltrans (District 3), the Placer County Department of Public 
Works, El Dorado and Sacramento County Departments of Transportation, and 
City of Folsom expressed concern regarding the effects of the Folsom Bridge 
Project on traffic and the method used to estimate those effects.  As a result, a 
recommendation was made to form a Traffic Advisory Committee (TAC), whose 
purpose would be to assist in developing a traffic analysis and maintain 
communication among the concerned agencies.   
 
 Potential participants of the TAC were identified within a study area 
preliminarily identified as extending from Hazel Avenue on the west to Silva 
Valley Parkway on the east, and from Douglas Boulevard/Folsom Dam 
Road/Green Valley Road on the north to U.S. 50 on the south.  These 
participants included the following agencies either having a direct interest in the 
effects of the project on traffic, or who could provide needed input to the analysis. 
 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Chair) 
• U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
• California Department of Transportation (District 3) 
• State of California Reclamation Board 
• Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
• Sacramento County Transportation Authority 
• Sacramento County Department of Transportation 
• Placer County Transportation Commission 
• Placer County Department of Public Works 
• El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
• El Dorado County Department of Transportation 
• City of Folsom 
• Sacramento Area Flood Control Authority 
• HDR, Inc., and Fehr and Peers (consultants) 
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The TAC was an advisory group and had no direct decisionmaking 

authority regarding the project.  Decisions were arrived at through discussion and 
general consensus.  The mission of the TAC was to meet the following 
objectives: 

 
1. Assist the Corps in achieving consensus on the evaluation of the effects of 

the alternatives on traffic and proposed mitigation measures (including 
assigning responsibility for carrying out such mitigation).  

 
2. Provide input to the Corps and its consultants regarding appropriate 

technical and method assumptions to guide the traffic analysis process. 
 

3. Maintain communication among TAC members and each represented 
constituency. 
 
Eight TAC meetings were held between May and November 2004.   At the 

first meeting, dates of subsequent meetings and a series of key milestones were 
established to guide the traffic analysis.  These milestones were generally 
consistent with the eventual direction of the TAC and progress of the traffic 
analysis by Fehr & Peers, the consultant preparing the analysis.  Appendix J 
includes attendee sign-in sheets, agendas, handouts, and meeting summaries 
from each of the TAC meetings. 
 
5.4  Comments on NOI/NOP and SEIS/EIR 
 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a draft SEIS/EIR for the Folsom 
Bridge Project was published in the Federal Register on April 1, 2005.  The 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft EIR was also submitted to the Office of 
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse by the City of Folsom on 
March 28, 2005.  No comments were received on the NOI.  However, letters in 
response to the NOP were received from six agencies:  Reclamation, State 
Parks, CDC, PIA, SMAQMD, and Native American Heritage Commission.   

 
Of these six agencies, Reclamation, State Parks, CDC, and PIA all have 

property and/or operations that could be directly affected by the alignment of the 
new roadway.  As a result, they all commented on the importance of maintaining 
their current operations, ensuring security, and providing uninterrupted public 
and/or staff access to their facilities and operations.  Reclamation also expressed 
concern about the costs of the project on the agency’s budget, while DPR 
commented on design and location of the new bicycle/pedestrian trails, future 
use of existing Reclamation storage yard property, and future access to 
Observation Point.   

 
 The other two agencies, SMAQMD and Native American Heritage 
Commission, had other specific comments related to the potential effect of the 
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project.  As a regulatory agency, SMAQMD indicated the need to assess the 
types and levels of air quality emissions generated during construction and to 
develop acceptable mitigation measures in coordination with SMAQMD.  They 
also provided the appropriate computer model to use for the analysis.  The 
Native American Heritage Commission reviewed the actions needed to satisfy 
the requirements of Federal and State laws related to effects on archaeological 
resources.      
 

A notice of availability of the draft SEIS/EIR will published in the Federal 
Register prior to distribution for public review.  A public workshop will be held 
during the 45-day review period to provide additional opportunities for comment 
on the draft SEIS/EIR.  All comments received within the public review period will 
be considered and incorporated into the final SEIS/EIR, as appropriate.  A 
comments and responses appendix will be included in the final SEIS/EIR. 
 
5.5  Intended Uses of the SEIS/EIR 
 

The SEIS/EIR is an information document.  Its purpose is to inform public 
agency decisionmakers and the general public of the significant effects of the 
project. The document also identifies ways to minimize significant effects and 
describes reasonable alternatives to the project.  
 

Upon completion of the review process, the final SEIS/EIR will be 
submitted first to the Secretary of the Army, who will issue a Record of Decision 
regarding the adequacy of the document and the desirability of going forward 
with the project as designed.  If the Secretary reaches a decision in favor of 
construction, the project would move directly to the construction phase.   
Congress has already authorized the project for construction.  
 

On the State and local levels, the document must be approved first by City 
of Folsom, which functions as a “responsible agency” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15381) and represents the interests of the affected city and county governments. 
The city will act as the project’s “lead agency” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15367) 
and submit the EIS/SEIR to the State Legislature for authorization.  If 
authorization is received from the State Legislature, the project can go to 
construction.  
 

State and other local agencies may use the final SEIS/EIR when they 
consider permits or approvals that may be associated with the project. 
Coordination with agencies such as the SMAQMD will be necessary to obtain 
permits or approvals. 
 
5.6  Document Recipients 
 

The following Federal, State, and local agencies and organizations would 
either receive a copy of the draft SEIS/EIR or a notification of document 
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availability.  Individuals who may be affected by the project or have expressed 
interest through the public involvement process would also be notified. 
 
5.6.1  Elected Officials and Representatives 
 

Governor of California 
 Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger 
United States Senate 
 Honorable Barbara Boxer 
 Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
House of Representatives 
 Honorable John Doolittle 
 Honorable Doris Matsui 
 Honorable Daniel Lungren 
California Senate 
 Honorable Dave Cox 
California Assembly 
 Honorable Roger Niello 

 
5.6.2  Government Departments and Agencies 
 

U.S. Government 
 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Federal Highway Administration 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Geological Survey 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Park Service 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Office of Environmental Project Review 
Western Area Power Administration 

 
State of California 

 
Senate Committee on Natural Resources 
Assembly Committee on Water, Parks, and Wildlife 
Air Resources Board 
California Water Commission 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Department of Conservation 
Department of Corrections 
Department of Fish and Game 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Department of Transportation 
Department of Water Resources 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Office of Historic Preservation 
Office of Transportation Planning 
Reclamation Board 
State Clearinghouse 
State Lands Commission 
Water Resources Control Board 

  
Regional, County, and City  
 
City of Folsom 
El Dorado County 
Granite Bay Advisory Council 
Placer County 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
Sacramento County 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

 
5.6.3  Private Organizations and Businesses 
 
 Dawson and Associates 
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LIST OF PREPARERS 
 

Corps  Experience 
Role in Preparation of 
SEIS/EIR 

Dan Bell 
Archeologist 

1 yr environmental planning, 
cultural resources 
management, Corps; 25 yrs, 
cultural resources, State 

Cultural resources 
analysis and coordination 

Elif Fehm-Sullivan 
Coop Student/Biologist 

3 mos environmental 
planning, Corps 

Report preparation 

Jerry Fuentes 
Planner 

16 yrs environmental 
planning and management, 
Corps 

Plan formulation and 
description of alternatives 

Melissa Montag 
Historian 

3 yrs environmental 
planning, cultural resources 
management, Corps 

Recreation analysis and 
cultural resources analysis 
and coordination 

Jane Rinck 
Biological Sciences 
Environmental Manager 

18 yrs environmental 
planning and management, 
Corps 

Report preparation and 
management 

Lynne Stevenson 
Writer 

21 yrs planning and 
environmental writing, Corps 

Report organization, 
preparation, and review 

John Suazo 
Biological Sciences 
Environmental Manager 

8 yrs environmental planning 
and management, Corps; 
4.5 yrs environmental 
management, Army 

Report preparation and 
special status species 

Contractors Types of Services 
Role in Preparation of 
SEIS/EIR 

CH2M HILL/URS  
(joint venture) 

Engineering, construction, 
and operation/engineering 
design 
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