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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

The Final Environmental Impact Report  
This is the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) that has been prepared for the proposed 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project (proposed Project). As explained below, the Final EIR 
has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act to disclose to 
decision-makers and the public the potential adverse physical changes to the environment that 
could occur if the Project is approved. The Final EIR incorporates the Draft EIR and responds to all of 
the comments received on both of those documents. 

The California Environmental Quality Act 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000, 
et seq.) requires public agencies to consider the potential adverse environmental impacts of 
proposed projects and to disclose the significance of those impacts. Public agencies must consider 
both direct impacts and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts. No discretionary project that may 
have a significant adverse impact on the environment can be approved without the preparation of 
an environmental impact report (EIR) and the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures. The 
proposed Project is a discretionary project subject to CEQA.  

According to Section 15002 of the State CEQA Guidelines, below are the basic purposes of CEQA. 

 Inform government decision makers and the public about the potential significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities. 

 Identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

 Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects 
through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governing agency finds the 
changes to be feasible. 

 Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the 
manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

The process of preparing an EIR involves the following steps. 

 Issuing a notice of preparation (NOP) soliciting the comments of public agencies and interested 
organizations and individuals regarding the scope and content of the EIR. El Dorado County 
(County) issued an NOP for the Draft EIR on June 24, 2015. A copy of the NOP is in Appendix A of 
the Draft EIR. The comments received from agencies and the public in response to the NOP are 
also included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not require the lead agency to respond 
to the comments received during review of the NOP. The County considered all of these 
comments in preparing the Draft EIR. 
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 Conducting a scoping meeting. A scoping meeting was held on July 15, 2015 at Mosquito Fire 
Protection District Station 75, 8801 Rock Creek Road, Placerville from 6:30 to 7:30 p.m. to offer 
additional opportunity for input prior to preparation of the Draft EIR.  

 Preparing a Draft EIR and releasing it for public review and comment for a period of at least 45 
days. The Draft EIR for the project was available for a review period of 45 days from October 17, 
2016 through December 1, 2016 for public agencies and interested organizations and 
individuals to review. Copies of the Draft EIR were available at the County Transportation 
offices at 2850 Fairlane Court in Placerville and at the County’s website at: 
http://www.edcgov.us/Government/DOT/CEQA.aspx. A public meeting was held on October 26, 
2015 at Mosquito Fire Protection District Station 75, 8801 Rock Creek Road, Placerville from 
6:30 to 7:30 p.m. to present the EIR, answer questions, and accept comments on the draft EIR. 

 Preparing a Final EIR. The Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project Final EIR incorporates 
revisions to the Draft EIR made in response to the comments received during the review of the 
Draft EIR, written responses to comments, and copies of the comments themselves. The County 
Board of Supervisors will certify the adequacy of and consider the Final EIR prior to taking 
action on the project. 

 Preparing a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP). The Mitigation, Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan lists the mitigation measures to be incorporated by the County and specifies the 
implementation and monitoring responsibilities for each of those measures. It is a stand-alone 
document that is approved along with a project. The MMRP guides construction and operation 
of the project to ensure that impacts are mitigated wherever possible. If the Board of 
Supervisors approves the project, it must adopt the MMRP.  

 Adopting findings. If the Board of Supervisors approves the project, it will adopt a set of findings 
that describe how each significant impact identified in the Final EIR will be addressed (i.e., 
whether the impact would be mitigated, would be mitigated by another agency, or would be 
significant and unavoidable). If the County chooses not to approve any of the alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR, then the findings will also explain why those alternatives are infeasible.  

CEQA establishes a process for analyzing a project’s potential impacts. The Final EIR is not a permit 
and CEQA does not mandate that a proposed project be approved or denied. CEQA’s purposes are to 
ensure that public agencies make a good faith effort at considering and disclosing the potential 
environmental impacts of projects to decision-makers, the public, and other agencies, and 
implement actions that will reduce or avoid potential significant impacts (i.e., mitigation), when 
feasible.  

The County Board of Supervisors will use the Final EIR to inform itself of the project’s impacts 
before taking action. It will also consider other information and testimony that will arise during 
deliberations on the project before making their decision. 

Purpose of this Document 
This Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2015062076) has been prepared according to CEQA and the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3) to evaluate and disclose 
the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Project. This 
project would construct a new bridge over the South Fork American River to replace the current 
functionally obsolete bridge, including constructing new roadway approach segments on Mosquito 
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Road to connect to the new bridge (see Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, Project Description). The County 
may adopt all or portions of the project after certifying the Final EIR. 

Document Format  
The format of this Final EIR is outlined below to assist the reader’s review of the document. 

 Chapter 1 is this introduction to the Final EIR. The discussion reflects the CEQA process through 
completion of the Final EIR. It is also new to the Final EIR.  

 Chapter 2 contains the comments received on the Draft EIR and the County’s responses to those 
comments, as well as master responses. 

 Chapter 3 describes and analyzes revisions to the proposed Project since circulation of the 
Draft EIR.  

 Chapter 4 contains the changes made to the Draft EIR. Changes are indicated using underline 
for added text and strikeout for deleted text and an explanation of the reason for the text change 
is provided. 

 Attachments contain supplemental information. 

Intended Use of this Document 
This Final EIR is a two-part document, consisting of the Draft EIR and this document, the Final EIR, 
which contains the comments received on the Draft EIR, the responses to those comments, and the 
errata or revisions made to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR as a whole will be considered by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to taking final action on the project.  
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Chapter 2 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the 

Draft EIR 

This chapter lists the comments received on the Draft EIR, provides copies of the individual 
comments, and responds in turn to each comment related to environmental issues. Most of the 
comments received raised similar issues about the project and its alleged environmental impacts. 
The County has prepared master responses to address the most frequently raised issues. When an 
individual comment raises an issue discussed in a master response, the response to that individual 
comment will cross-reference to the appropriate master response (e.g., “see Master Response 1”).  

The Master Responses address the following topics: 

 Master Response 1: Public Concerns Regarding Bridge Removal 

 Master Response 2: Impacts of Bridge Demolition 

 Master Response 3: River Access for Recreational Purposes 

 Master Response 4: Historic Status of Bridge 

Comment Letters Received 
During the 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR (October 17 to December 1, 2016), 307 
comment letters were received. Each letter was placed into one of four categories (Agencies, Tribal 
Organization, Other Organizations, and Individuals) and given a unique number, as listed in Table 
2-1 below. As noted in the table, an additional nine comment letters were received after the close of 
the public comment period, and no response to these comments is required. For this reason, the 
County has not prepared written responses in the Final EIR to comments received after the end of 
the comment period.  

Table 2-1. Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR 

Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
Agencies   
A-1 U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 12/1/2016 
A-2 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 11/16/2016 
A-3 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
12/1/2016 

A-4 Counties of El Dorado and Alpine, Department of Agriculture, 
Weights and Measures 

12/1/2016 

Tribal Organization   
T-1 Wilton Rancheria 11/16/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
Other Organizations   
O-1 El Dorado County Fish and Game Commission 11/10/2016 
O-2 California Invasive Plan Council 11/28/2016 
O-3 Trout Unlimited, El Dorado County Chapter 11/21/2016 
O-4 American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, 

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, 
Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, 
California Canoe & Kayak, and private residents and boaters 

12/1/2016 

O-5 California Wildlife Foundation 11/30/2016 
O-6 Chico Velo 11/29/2016 
Individuals   
I-1 Gary Johnson 11/21/2016 
I-2 Aaron Terrazas 11/29/2016 
I-3 Albert Romvari 11/28/2016 
I-4 Alice Butler 11/29/2016 
I-5 Ally Bulgari 11/22/2016 
I-6 Amy Weiss 11/28/2016 
I-7 Andrew Frishman 11/21/2016 
I-8 Andrew Hegelein 11/29/2016 
I-9 Andrew Madden 11/29/2016 
I-10 Andriena-Marie Barendt 11/21/2016 
I-11 Angie Bonanno 11/29/2016 
I-12 Anna Lackey 11/30/2016 
I-13 Anna Wagner 11/30/2016 
I-14 Annie Burkhart 11/28/2016 
I-15 Anthony Loro 11/28/2016 
I-16 Asa Shoemaker 11/30/2016 
I-17 Austen Lorenz 11/21/2016 
I-18 Barbara Housand 11/30/2016 
I-19 Barry Kruse 11/22/2016 
I-20 Ben Gravitz 11/27/2016 
I-21 Ben Stiegler 11/21/2016 
I-22 Ben York 11/23/2016 
I-23 Ben Zupo 11/30/2016 
I-24 Bill McDonald 11/30/2016 
I-25 Billie McCallon 11/28/2016 
I-26 Boomer Janoska 11/30/2016 
I-27 Brad Brewer 11/28/2016 
I-28 Brad Cole 11/30/2016 
I-29 Brian Hapgood 11/30/2016 
I-30 Brittani Farquharson 11/29/2016 
I-31 Bruno Pitton 11/22/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-32 Bryant Burkhardt 11/28/2016 
I-33 Bryce Lewis 11/29/2016 
I-34 Jared Noceti 11/30/2016 
I-35 Camden Bos 11/29/2016 
I-36 Charlie Heieck 11/22/2016 
I-37 Chester Brown 11/23/2016 
I-38 Chris Tulley 11/28/2016 
I-39 Christopher Madden 11/29/2016 
I-40 Colin Carr-Hall 11/29/2016 
I-41 Conor Weatherford 11/30/2016 
I-42 Dale Roberts 11/22/2016 
I-43 Dan Kanner 11/28/2016 
I-44 Dan Sadowski 11/28/2016 
I-45 Dana Stayrook Hobbs 11/23/2016 
I-46 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/4/2016 

I-47 Derrick Hilbert 11/22/2016 
I-48 Dave Bringhurst 11/22/2016 
I-49 Dave Cherne 11/28/2016 
I-50 David DeRose 11/23/2016 
I-51 David Farkas 11/29/2016 
I-52 David Garcia 11/30/2016 
I-53 David Kashuba 11/29/2016 
I-54 David Knight 11/29/2016 
I-55 David Lewis 11/29/2016 
I-56 David Maurier 11/28/2016 
I-57 David Pesavento 11/26/2016 
I-58 David Vomund 11/22/2016 
I-59 Dawn King 11/29/2016 
I-60 Diane Brasuell 11/28/2016 
I-61 Don Barch 11/30/2016 
I-62 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/2/2016 

I-63 Doug Schrock 11/22/2016 
I-64 Dylan Nichols 11/30/2016 
I-65 Edward Cavin 11/30/2016 
I-66 Edward Roseboom 11/30/2016 
I-67 Elizabeth Carr 12/1/2016 
I-68 Eric Wright 11/28/2016 
I-69 Ethan Boswell 11/28/2016 
I-70 Eva Clarici 11/30/2016 
I-71 Evan Smith 11/30/2016 
I-72 Fred Parson 11/23/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-73 Fredrick Wagner 11/30/2016 
I-74 Gail Myers 11/22/2016 
I-75 Gerald Meral 11/23/2016 
I-76 Gina Tassinari 11/30/2016 
I-77 Glen Brasel 11/25/2016 
I-78 Greg Dickson 11/30/2016 
I-79 Greg Didriksen 11/21/2016 
I-80 Greg Fales 11/29/2016 
I-81 Greg Schuster 11/27/2016 
I-82 Gretchen Dunbar 11/29/2016 
I-83 Gwenn Bezard 11/28/2016 
I-84 Heather Shakespeare 11/30/2016 
I-85 Hilde Schweitzer 11/28/2016 
I-86 Ian Janoska 11/29/2016 
I-87 Ida Crawford 12/1/2016 
I-88 Ida Crawford 11/21/2016 
I-89 Ingrid Kambe 11/21/2016 
I-90 Isaac Chilton 11/29/2016 
I-91 Jackie House 11/28/2016 
I-92 Derrick Hilbert 11/28/2016 
I-93 James Barger 11/30/2016 
I-94 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/2/2016 

I-95 James Pavlichek 11/29/2016 
I-96 James Subido 11/30/2016 
I-97 James Wood 11/23/2016 
I-98 Janelle Thomas 11/22/2016 
I-99 Janice Curtin 11/28/2016 
I-100 Jared Jeppson 11/29/2016 
I-101 Jeffrey Muss 11/22/2016 
I-102 Jeff Landauer 11/29/2016 
I-103 Jeff Smith 11/30/2016 
I-104 Jeff Trauba 11/28/2016 
I-105 Jeffrey Wheeler 11/30/2016 
I-106 Jennifer Calvin 11/30/2016 
I-107 Jennifer Hirsh 11/28/2016 
I-108 Jennifer Kardos 11/21/2016 
I-109 Jeremiah Cooper 11/30/2016 
I-110 Jessa Rego 11/21/2016 
I-111 Jessa Wilber 11/30/2016 
I-112 Jesse Moore 11/22/2016 
I-113 Jim Addington 11/29/2016 
I-114 Zak Lieby 11/30/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-115 Zosia Zawacki 11/30/2016 
I-116 Zach Nichols 11/28/2016 
I-117 John Boone 12/1/2016 
I-118 John Malick 12/1/2016 
I-119 John Rogie 11/30/2016 
I-120 Jon Brommeland 11/23/2016 
I-121 Jonas Minton 11/30/2016 
I-122 Joni Vincelette 11/21/2016 
I-123 Jose Burgos 12/1/2016 
I-124 Joseph Espenshade 12/1/2016 
I-125 Joseph Myers 11/30/2016 
I-126 Judi McCallum 11/22/2016 
I-127 Justin Smith  11/30/2016 
I-128 Justin Smith 11/21/2016 
I-129 Kareela Collins 11/28/2016 
I-130 Karen Cross 11/30/2016 
I-131 Karen Mulvany 12/1/2016 
I-132 Kathleen Lindsen 11/30/2016 
I-133 Kathryn Dennis 11/28/2016 
I-134 Kathryn Goursolle 11/28/2016 
I-135 Kathy Cervantez 11/29/2016 
I-136 Keirith Snyder 11/28/2016 
I-137 Keith Wright 11/26/2016 
I-138 Kelly Vaughn 11/22/2016 
I-139 Kenneth Pack 11/30/2016 
I-140 Kevin Branstetter 12/1/2016 
I-141 Kim Treadaway 11/30/2016 
I-142 Kyle Feldman 12/1/2016 
I-143 Leonardo Franchi 11/29/2016 
I-144 Lesley Vardanega 11/28/2016 
I-145 William Scheel 11/29/2016 
I-146 William Lesch 11/28/2016 
I-147 Leslie Iorillo 11/29/2016 
I-148 Neil Nikirk 12/1/2016 
I-149 Nicole Childs 11/30/2016 
I-150 Noel Robinson 11/28/2016 
I-151 Pat Munsch 11/22/2016 
I-152 Patricia Stow 11/29/2016 
I-153 Patrick Perkins 11/22/2016 
I-154 Paul Lombardi 11/30/2016 
I-155 Peter Anderson-Sprecher 11/30/2016 
I-156 Phil Boudreau 11/30/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-157 Phil Smith 12/1/2016 
I-158 Polly Laporte 11/29/2016 
I-159 Reg Lake 11/28/2016 
I-160 Rita Gould 11/22/2016 
I-161 Robert Branscomb 11/29/2016 
I-162 Robert Dalton 11/30/2016 
I-163 Roger Martin 12/1/2016 
I-164 Ron Shevock 11/29/2016 
I-165 Ron Vardanega 11/28/2016 
I-166 Ronald Mastalski 11/22/2016 
I-167 Russell Barrett 11/30/2016 
I-168 Rusty Sage 11/28/2016 
I-169 Samuel Bernstein 11/21/2016 
I-170 Sara Heuston 11/29/2016 
I-171 Sara Powis 11/30/2016 
I-172 Sarah Canfield 11/30/2016 
I-173 Saul Gleser 11/28/2016 
I-174 Scott Amundson 11/21/2016 
I-175 Scott Campbell 11/29/2016 
I-176 Scott Hayward 11/30/2016 
I-177 Scott Perry 11/30/2016 
I-178 Scott Vail 11/30/2016 
I-179 Leif Anderson 11/21/2016 
I-180 Lindsey Jones 12/1/2016 
I-181 Louis Norris 11/29/2016 
I-182 Lucas Healy 11/30/2016 
I-183 Mallory Tanner 12/1/2016 
I-184 Marcus RhodenHill 11/30/2016 
I-185 Marek Robinson 11/30/2016 
I-186 Marilyn Freedberg 11/22/2016 
I-187 Mark Noyes 11/28/2016 
I-188 Mark Piasente 11/27/2016 
I-189 Mark Rauscher 11/23/2016 
I-190 Martha Herzog 11/22/2016 
I-191 Martin Beebee 11/29/2016 
I-192 Mary DeRiemer 11/30/2016 
I-193 MaryAnn Clark 12/1/2016 
I-194 Matt Clements 11/30/2016 
I-195 Matthew Gowans 11/30/2016 
I-196 Maury Hull 11/30/2016 
I-197 Maxwell Horikawa 12/1/2016 
I-198 Michael Bean 12/1/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-199 Michael Bell 11/28/2016 
I-200 Michael Stewart 11/30/2016 
I-201 Michael Thompson 11/30/2016 
I-202 Michelle Lemley 11/22/2016 
I-203 Mike Elam 11/30/2016 
I-204 Mike Elam 11/22/2016 
I-205 Mike Fentress 11/28/2016 
I-206 Mike Ward 11/28/2016 
I-207 Monique Wilber 11/30/2016 
I-208 Nancy Rosas 11/30/2016 
I-209 Nathan Powell 11/30/2016 
I-210 Shannamar Dewey 11/28/2016 
I-211 Shannon Osborn 11/30/2016 
I-212 Shannon Sage 11/28/2016 
I-213 Shawn Graham 11/28/2016 
I-214 Stacey Moore 11/30/2016 
I-215 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/3/2016 

I-216 Stephanie Viselli 11/28/2016 
I-217 Stephen Abraham 11/23/2016 
I-218 Stephen Chapel 11/24/2016 
I-219 Stephen Wood 12/1/2016 
I-220 Steven Littlewood 11/30/2016 
I-221 Steve Walker 11/28/2016 
I-222 Steven Neau 11/30/2016 
I-223 Stuart Bratton 11/28/2016 
I-224 Sue Ghilotti 11/30/2016 
I-225 Suzanne Remien 11/29/2016 
I-226 Suzanne Slivkoff 11/22/2016 
I-227 Taylor Blevins 12/1/2016 
I-228 Taylor Carlin 11/29/2016 
I-229 Ted Bragdon 11/29/2016 
I-230 Terry Allen 11/28/2016 
I-231 Tessina Stephens 11/30/2016 
I-232 Thomas Moore 11/30/2016 
I-233 Tim Davis 11/28/2016 
I-234 Timmy Bauer 11/29/2016 
I-235 Timothy Hawkins-Brasch 12/1/2016 
I-236 Timothy Madden 11/29/2016 
I-237 Tina Ruse 12/1/2016 
I-238 Todd Osterberg 11/29/2016 
I-239 Todd Richardson 11/29/2016 
I-240 Tom Werner 12/1/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-241 Trevor Hagen 11/30/2016 
I-242 Tyler Jose 11/23/2016 
I-243 Valerie Wilson 11/22/2016 
I-244 Vincent Hoagland 11/23/2016 
I-245 Vladimir Kovalik 11/28/2016 
I-246 Wendy Wyels 11/23/2016 
I-247 William French 11/21/2016 
I-248 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/7/2016 

I-249 This comment was received after the close of the public 
comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 

12/11/2016 

I-250 Gwynne Pratt 11/26/2016 
I-251 Alexandra Clarfield 11/30/2016 
I-252 Brian Ginsberg 11/23/2016 
I-253 Carol Selb 11/22/2016 
I-254 Charles Albright 11/21/2016 
I-255 Charles Siedler 11/23/2016 
I-256 Chris Tucker 11/22/2016 
I-257 Damon Gold 11/23/2016 
I-258 David Welch 11/22/2016 
I-259 Debbie Harris 10/26/2016 
I-260 Devin Martin 11/30/2016 
I-261 Eric Magneson 11/30/2016 
I-262 Gavin Rieser 11/23/2016 
I-263 Jackie Neau 11/22/2016 
I-264 Jeff Wasielewski 11/21/2016 
I-265 Jim Haagen-Smit 12/1/2016 
I-266 Jim Kirstein 11/29/2016 
I-267 John Whittenberger 12/1/2016 
I-268 Jonathan Beck 12/1/2016 
I-269 Keith Kishiyama 11/21/2016 
I-270 Marc Musgrove 11/30/2016 
I-271 Matthew Phillips 11/30/2016 
I-272 Michael Moncrieff 12/1/2016 
I-273 Michael Stoner 11/23/2016 
I-274 Paul Swinney 11/29/2016 
I-275 Peggy Blair 11/26/2016 
I-276 Philip DeRiemer 11/30/2016 
I-277 Philip Coleman 11/28/2016 
I-278 Rich Thompson 11/30/2016 
I-279 Rob B. 11/30/2016 
I-280 Ryan Spanke 11/30/2016 
I-281 Steven Sylvester 11/29/2016 
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Comment Letter Number Name of Commenter Date of Letter 
I-282 Sherry Phillips 11/30/2016 
I-283 Terence Barton 11/30/2016 
I-284 Thomas Senter 11/21/2016 
I-285 Tim Camuti 11/30/2016 
I-286 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/2/2016 

I-287 Vicky Vail 11/30/2016 
I-288 Craig Harris 11/30/2016 
I-289 Greg Dickson 11/30/2016 
I-290 John Robinson 11/29/2016 
I-291 John Simpkin 11/29/2016 
I-292 John Simpkin 11/29/2016 
I-293 Joseph Hatcher 11/25/2016 
I-294 Rob Swain 11/21/2016 
I-295 Sam Swanson 11/30/2016 
I-296 Steve Tadevich 12/1/2016 
I-297 Timothy Beck 10/22/2016 
I-298 Urs Schuler 11/21/2016 
I-299 William Crenshaw 11/30/2016 
I-300 Kelly Rains 11/30/2016 
I-301 Violet Jakab 11/26/2016 
I-302 Buck Crockett 11/22/2016 
I-303 Benjamin Sher 11/27/2016 
I-304 This comment was received after the close of the public 

comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 
12/12/2016 

I-305 This comment was received after the close of the public 
comment period, and no response to this comment is required. 

1/4/2017 

 

Master Responses 
Master Response 1. Public Concern Regarding Bridge Removal 

Many comments were received expressing concern over the potential removal of the existing 
Mosquito Road Bridge and recommending that it be retained in order to allow rock climbers to more 
easily access nearby cliffs and to allow continued use by bicyclists. Rafters and kayakers also 
expressed concerns about retaining the existing bridge. As a threshold matter, impacts to 
recreational uses are not environmental impacts covered by CEQA. As CEQA Appendix G, 
“Environmental Checklist Form,” illustrates, CEQA considers whether a project (1) would “increase 
the use of existing . . . recreational facilities” and thus cause or accelerate “physical deterioration of 
the facility”; or (2) would “require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities” that might 
have an “adverse physical effect on the environment.” Simply put, CEQA considers the impacts to the 
physical environment from recreation, not the social effects from a project’s impacts to recreation. 
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(See generally Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, 579.) The area near 
Mosquito Road Bridge is undeveloped, natural land and the existing or future recreational use of 
that area is not a part of this Project.  

Moreover, any future use of the existing bridge is also not part of the Project addressed in the Draft 
EIR. The Project will receive funding from the federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP). As a 
condition of receiving the federal HBP funds, bridges replaced with HBP funds must be taken off the 
County Department of Transportation’s inventory of maintained bridges and thus the existing 
bridge can no longer be maintained by El Dorado County Department of Transportation using HBP 
funds after the Project is complete. At the time the Draft EIR was written and distributed to the 
public, the outcome of the existing bridge was undetermined as the existing bridge was not a part of 
the Project and could not be maintained by Department of Transportation after Project completion.  

Section 2.4.3.5 of the Draft EIR indicated only that the existing bridge “would likely be removed,” 
“unless future outside funding is obtained to keep and maintain the existing bridge as a pedestrian 
facility.” The Draft EIR therefore assumed the removal of the bridge to provide an assessment of the 
environmental impacts that would occur in the event that the Board of Supervisors (Board) 
ultimately decided to remove the bridge. The Draft EIR also considered removal of the existing 
bridge because HBP funds could be used to remove the bridge, but could not be used to maintain the 
existing bridge. No decision was made in the EIR because the future of the existing bridge would be 
determined independent of the Project. 

While the Draft EIR discusses the potential fate of the existing Mosquito Road Bridge and recognizes 
the controversy surrounding the continued recreational use of that area after the Project is 
complete, the Project covered by this Draft EIR is limited to the new bridge to provide safer vehicle 
access to Swansboro and Mosquito and decrease emergency response times to those communities. 
The continued maintenance of the existing Mosquito Road Bridge for recreational use and any 
recreational use of the area surrounding the existing bridge serve an independent utility from the 
Project covered by the EIR and are not under consideration in this environmental document. (See 
generally Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 
[discussing the “independent utility” doctrine].)  

Independent of the Project and subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public comment, the 
County researched feasible options available for retaining the existing Mosquito Road Bridge after 
the proposed new bridge is completed. The County’s Chief Administrative Office presented 
information to the Board of Supervisors at its February 14, 2017 meeting regarding the cost and 
feasibility of retaining the bridge under the responsibility of the Parks Division of the Chief 
Administrative Office and requested that the Board provide direction to staff. Following the 
presentation, and after hearing from the public, the Board voted unanimously to direct staff to 
proceed in the following manner: 

1. Keep and maintain the existing Mosquito Road Bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use only; 

2. Budget annual maintenance costs from the Sacramento Metropolitan Utilities District funding 
that the County receives; and 

3. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to refine the annual maintenance estimates and explore 
partnerships with outside organizations that may want to help raise funds for recreation 
activities near the bridge. 
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While not a part of the Project addressed by the Draft EIR, concerns about bridge removal are moot 
in light of the Board’s independent action to maintain the existing bridge under the responsibility of 
the Chief Administrative Office, Parks Division. Barriers will be installed at each end of the existing 
bridge for safety purposes and to prevent vehicular use of the bridge.  

Section 2.4.3.5 further indicates that, if the existing bridge was removed, “[a]ccess to the old 
roadway segments on each side of the river would be controlled by pipe gates placed on the old road 
near the junction of new bridge approach roadway, which would be closed once the new bridge is 
open for use.” However, and independent of the Project, the Board has agreed to maintain vehicle 
access to the existing bridge on one side of the river from dawn to dusk. In maintaining this 
commitment, the County will determine, in a separate action, the specific locations of gates and 
operation of the gates to allow vehicular access on each side of the river.  

The comments received on the Mosquito Road Bridge Project Draft EIR that will be referencing this 
master response cover a variety of concerns related to the potential removal of the bridge, 
including: recreational impacts, impacts upon pedestrian and bicycle usage, access for climbers, and 
parking. These impacts to recreation are not impacts to the physical environment covered by CEQA 
and primarily rest on the future of the existing bridge, which is not part of the Project. Moreover, 
these concerns were addressed by the decision of the Board to keep the bridge and other 
commitments the Board has made independent of this Project.  

With respect to comments about parking, the existing situation is that people park cars in the 
limited room along the road in safety turnouts designed to allow vehicles to pass and not designed 
for parking, and on private property alongside Mosquito Road near the bridge. There are no formal 
facilities (e.g., parking lot, staging area, bathroom facilities, formal access trail) for recreationists. 
Nor are there formal, maintained access trails to the South Fork American River or the adjoining 
cliffs from the bridge. Independent of the Project, the County has agreed to help facilitate limited, 
informal parking on the Placerville side of the river. While concerns about parking are thus not a 
part of the Project, the comments have been addressed through an independent action. Comments 
that additional parking should be constructed, as opposed to comments that existing parking should 
remain, are addressed in Master Response 2.  

Master Response 2. Impacts of Bridge Demolition 
Comments were received regarding the analysis in the Draft EIR of the impacts of demolition of the 
existing Mosquito Road Bridge. The Draft EIR project description noted that the existing Mosquito 
Road Bridge might be removed, described how demolition would occur, and identified the area of 
disturbance related to demolition (see Section 2.4.3.5 and the inset of Figure 2-2 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively). As stated on pages 3.3-27 and 3.8-11 of the Draft EIR, based on the standard 
requirements of the mandatory Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and permit 
requirements, demolition was not expected to result in any impacts to the river.  

Some commenters questioned whether the impacts of demolition of the bridge were analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. The impacts of bridge demolition were analyzed holistically with the rest of the project. 
That bridge demolition impacts were indeed considered in the analyses is reflected in mitigation 
measures that have components addressing those impacts. For example, Mitigation Measure BIO-9: 
Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Mud Nests on the Bridge and Implement Protective Measures 
for Bridge-Nesting Birds focuses on avoiding impacts to swallows that nest in the existing bridge. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Identify Suitable Roosting Habitat for Bats and Implement Avoidance 
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and Protective Measures, specifically includes measures to ensure bats that are using the existing 
bridge will not be adversely affected by the project. In addition, more generic mitigation measures 
for construction activities such as Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Install Construction Barrier Fencing 
around the Construction Area to Protect Sensitive Biological Resources to Be Avoided, would also 
apply to construction-type activities related to bridge demolition. 

As noted in Master Response 1, since publication of the Draft EIR and independent of this Project, 
the Board has directed the bridge to be retained and maintained. As a result, there will be no 
impacts from bridge demolition. Note that the County currently undertakes substantial maintenance 
work on the bridge (averaging $75,000) each year, requiring its seasonal closure, and will continue 
to perform these activities to maintain the bridge for only pedestrian and bicycle use. Therefore, the 
separate action of maintaining the existing bridge will not involve any new activities or impacts.  

Master Response 3. River Access for Recreational Purposes 
Mosquito Road is currently used by whitewater boaters and fishermen as an undeveloped informal 
and unimproved access point to and from this stretch of the South Fork American River. It also 
provides access to adjoining cliffs used by rock climbers. The impacts to these recreational uses on 
this undeveloped, natural land are not part of the Project covered by the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, and 
as noted in Master Response 1, pedestrian and bicycle use of the existing Mosquito Road Bridge and 
vehicle access to the river on each side will remain, allowing for continued public access.  

Although people park vehicles in the limited room along the road in safety turnouts designed to 
allow vehicles to pass and not designed for parking, and on private property alongside Mosquito 
Road near the bridge, there are no formal facilities (e.g., parking lot, staging area, bathroom facilities, 
formal access trail) for recreationists in this undeveloped area. Nor are there formal, maintained 
access trails to the South Fork American River or the adjoining undeveloped cliffs from the bridge. 
Nonetheless, and independent of this Project, the County has agreed to help facilitate limited, 
informal parking once the new bridge is complete.  

Obligations of the South Fork American River Project 
Commenters have cited the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) License Order for 
Sacramento Metropolitan Utility District’s (SMUD’s) Upper American River Project as a reason to 
provide improved access for whitewater boaters at the bridge. The agreements related to the 
relicensing of the SMUD Upper American River Project bind SMUD to certain recreational flow 
releases from its Slab Creek Reservoir and future unspecified access/recreational improvements 
along the South Fork of the American River. The increased releases improve water levels below Slab 
Creek Reservoir to the extent that it is a viable run for kayakers and other whitewater boaters. 
However, the County is not a party to these agreements, and the agreements do not obligate the 
County to provide improved access or other recreation-related improvements at the existing 
Mosquito Road Bridge. Nor are these recreational uses created through the FERC license a part of 
the Project addressed in the Draft EIR. As part of the Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project, the 
County is not planning to make any access improvements at the bridge.  

Some commenters stated that loss of the informal access would have an economic impact on 
commercial boating enterprises. These are not environmental impacts of the Project. Moreover, and 
as noted in Master Response 1, pedestrian and bicycle access to and across the existing Mosquito 
Road Bridge and vehicle access to one side of the river will remain, allowing for continued public 
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access. Further, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e), economic issues are not subject to 
CEQA analysis unless they would result in an adverse physical change in the environment. The 
commenters have not identified any such relationship or physical change.  

Providing Improved River Access as Mitigation 
Although the Draft EIR indicates that the Project could include limiting vehicle access to the South 
Fork American River along the approaches to the existing Mosquito Road Bridge if the existing bride 
was removed, the County has agreed independent of this Project to allow for vehicle access to the 
river on one side of Mosquito Road. Nonetheless, any loss of vehicle access would not result in a 
significant environmental impact (i.e., a substantial adverse change in the existing physical 
environment). While the County has also agreed to help facilitate limited, informal parking 
independent of this Project, the County does not intend to improve parking or install turnaround 
areas, as these would require extensive construction work because of the steepness of the adjacent 
slopes. This construction would result in substantial environmental impacts and is not part of the 
new bridge Project.  

As stated on page 3.12-3 of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in a significant effect to the 
environment from (1) increased use of recreational facilities; or (2) the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities. CEQA is concerned with the disclosure of adverse physical changes in the 
environment. Issues related to the availability of access to recreational whitewater boating, fishing, 
and rock climbing are social issues, not issues subject to CEQA review, because they do not relate to 
substantial changes in the physical environment. Even if recreational boating and rock climbing 
were subjects of CEQA consideration, pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle access to the river will remain. 
The decision by the Board described in Master Response 1 not to remove the existing bridge means 
that public access across the South Fork of the American River will also remain. Because the Project 
would not have a potential to result in a significant environmental effect, no mitigation is required 
under CEQA. Similarly, because there is no significant adverse change in the environment and the 
purpose of the Project is not to develop improved recreational facilities, no recreation-related 
alternatives need to be considered.  

Some commenters assert that under the State Constitution “the public does not need authorization 
from the County to access a navigable river of the state.” Even if existing Mosquito Road Bridge was 
demolished and vehicle access was restricted, the public would not be precluded from accessing the 
river. Nonetheless, because, as discussed in Master Response 1, the County has decided that 
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle access to the existing Mosquito Road Bridge will remain, the Project 
would not prevent public access to the river and there is no Constitutional issue raised. It should be 
noted that the existing informal access crosses private land and is not sanctioned by the County.  

Commenters suggest several mitigation measures. While there is no need for mitigation because 
there are no significant impacts to the environment, the impacts to recreation are not covered by 
CEQA, and the concerns regarding recreation and river access have been addressed, as discussed 
above, the following addresses these suggested measures.  

 Suggested Measure: Maintain the existing vehicle access to river level and the area parking 
spaces. Close off the existing bridge to vehicle traffic and allow pedestrian and vehicle through 
access.  

Discussion: This measure is similar to the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors direction to 
staff at its February 14, 2017 meeting. As described in Master Response 1, the County has 
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decided to retain the bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use and the County has agreed to 
maintain vehicle access to the river on one side of the river and help facilitate limited, informal 
parking. Any greater parking opportunities in the future will require collaboration with 
interested stakeholders to obtain funding and would be evaluated as a separate project.  

 Suggested Measure: Maintain the existing vehicle access and the informal parking, but only 
during the months identified in the FERC License for the Upper American River Project for 
recreational flow (March, April, May, and October). Provide public parking for the offseason in 
the areas developed for construction of the bridge or in turnouts purchased from private 
landowners. Close off the existing bridge to vehicle traffic and allow pedestrian and vehicle 
through access.  

Discussion: As described in Master Response 1, the County has decided to retain the bridge for 
pedestrian and bicycle use at the Board’s direction and the County has agreed to maintain 
vehicle access to the river on one side and help facilitate limited, informal parking. The Project 
does not include the creation of new parking areas and turnouts. Construction and operation of 
new parking areas and turnouts as proposed by this commenter would result in additional 
environmental impacts beyond those of the Project and so the County declines to expand the 
Project to include these elements, especially when it is unrelated to the purposes of the Project. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 for a more detailed description of commitments the County 
has made independent of this Project.  

 Suggested Measure: Develop turnouts for parking along Mosquito Road on BLM land (Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 084-030-046) as close to the river as possible and allow vehicle access to that 
point. Close off the existing bridge to vehicle traffic and allow pedestrian and vehicle through 
access.  

Discussion: The Project does not include the creation of new parking areas and turnouts. Due to 
the steepness of the American River canyon, developing additional turnouts would require 
substantial additional ground disturbance as well as extensive structural retaining walls 
impacting the view shed. Further, once built, the turnouts would incur additional maintenance 
costs. As discussed above, there is no need for mitigation because the concerns related to 
recreation and river access do not amount to significant impacts to the physical environment. 
Construction and operation of new parking areas and turnouts as proposed by this commenter 
would result in additional environmental impacts beyond those of the Project and so the County 
declines to expand the Project to include these elements. Nor is this bridge safety Project 
intended to include the construction of new recreational parking facilities. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 for a more detailed description of commitments the County has made independent 
of this Project. 

 Suggested Measure: Develop turnouts for parking along Mosquito Road on BLM land (Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 084-030-046) as close to the river as possible and allow vehicle access to that 
point. Remove the existing bridge and provide a new bridge for pedestrian and bicycle through 
access.  

Discussion: The Project does not include the creation of new parking areas and turnouts. The El 
Dorado County Board of Supervisors has directed that the Mosquito Road Bridge is to be 
retained. Removal of the bridge would conflict with the Board’s direction. Building a new bridge 
is not necessary because the existing bridge is to be retained. As discussed above, there is no 
need for mitigation because there are no significant impacts to the environment and the impacts 
to recreation and river access are not addressed by CEQA and, even if they were, have been 
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addressed by decisions independent of this Project. Construction and operation of new parking 
areas and turnouts as proposed by this commenter would also result in additional 
environmental impacts beyond those of the Project and so the County declines to expand the 
Project to include new turnouts to accommodate recreational uses. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 more detailed description of commitments the County has made independent of this 
Project. 

 Suggested Measure: Maintain the existing vehicle access and the informal parking. Close off the 
existing bridge to vehicle traffic and allow pedestrian and vehicle through access. Provide a new 
vehicle parking and turnaround area near the new construction site on the Swansboro side to 
accommodate parking on that side of the river. Provide enough parking for 25 vehicles to park 
at this location where the first bend in the road from the river occurs. Close off the access road 
beyond the parking area to prevent access to the new bridge’s pilings.  

Discussion: As described in Master Response 1, the County has decided to retain the bridge for 
pedestrian and bicycle use and the County has agreed to maintain vehicle access to the river on 
one side and help facilitate limited, informal parking. As a result, this part of this proposed 
mitigation measure is similar to the County’s existing plans made independent of this Project. 
The bridge safety Project does not include the creation of new parking areas and turnouts for 
recreational use. Developing a new parking area for 25 cars would require approximately one-
quarter acre of level ground. This would result in substantial additional and permanent ground 
disturbance with extensive structural retaining walls which would impact the view shed and, if 
paved, would require drainage facilities to avoid runoff and erosion. Further, once built, the 
parking area would incur additional maintenance costs. Construction and operation of these 
new hypothetical parking areas and turnouts as proposed by this commenter would result in 
additional environmental impacts beyond those of the Project and so the County declines to 
expand the Project to include new turnouts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for more detailed 
description of commitments the County has made independent of this Project.  

 Suggested Measure: Maintain the existing vehicle access and the informal parking. Replace the 
existing bridge with a new pedestrian and bicycle footbridge providing access to both sides of 
the river. Provide a new vehicle parking and turnaround area near the new construction site on 
the Swansboro side to accommodate parking on that side of the river. Provide enough parking 
for 25 vehicles to park at this location where the first bend in the road from the river occurs. 
Close off the access road beyond the parking area to prevent access to the new bridge’s pilings.  

Discussion: Removing the Mosquito Road Bridge would conflict with the Board’s direction to 
retain and maintain the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use. The Project does not 
include the creation of new parking areas and turnouts. Developing a new parking area for 25 
cars would require approximately one-quarter acre of level ground and substantial additional 
ground disturbance with extensive structural retaining walls which would impact the view shed. 
Further, once built, the turnouts would incur additional maintenance costs. Construction and 
operation of the new parking areas and turnouts as proposed by this commenter would result in 
additional environmental impacts beyond those of the Project and so the County declines to 
expand the Project to include new turnouts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for more detailed 
description of commitments the County has made independent of this Project. 

Some commenters have suggested that the County should improve both the informal parking area 
and access to the river below and install a turnaround area on both sides of the river. Improvements 
to the existing areas used for informal recreational parking and access areas near the Mosquito Road 
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Bridge are not part of the proposed public safety Project. As discussed above, there is also no need 
for mitigation because there are no significant impacts to the environment. Construction and 
operation of new parking areas, turnouts, and turnaround areas for recreational use as proposed by 
some commenters would also result in additional environmental impacts beyond those of the 
Project. Improvements to the existing turnouts, including widening and installation of drainage 
systems, would require excavation and slope stabilization (extensive structural retaining walls) 
work because of the steepness of the adjacent slopes. Improving the existing access near the 
Mosquito Road Bridge would increase the potential environmental impacts as a result of the need 
for extensive construction work on the steep slope leading to the river and the need to meet trail 
construction standards, including width and maximum grade. This would include excavation, slope 
stabilization, vegetation removal, and may include in-water work that the Project itself avoids. This 
construction would result in substantial environmental impacts and would be entirely unrelated to 
and serve an independent utility from the bridge safety Project in the Draft EIR. Further, this is 
private property and the County would need to acquire the land in fee or by easement in order to 
undertake this type of improvement. The County declines to expand the Project in this manner 
because it is unnecessary and would result in additional environmental impacts beyond those of the 
Project. Please refer to Master Response 1 for a more detailed description of commitments the 
County has made independent of this Project. 

Some commenters have suggested that the County should provide new parking at the proposed 
bridge. The Project does not include the creation of new parking areas and turnouts for recreational 
use. As discussed above, there is no need for mitigation because there are no significant impacts to 
the environment from these recreation and river access concerns. Construction and operation of 
new parking areas at the proposed bridge would also result in additional environmental impacts 
beyond those of the Project and so the County declines to expand the Project to include new parking. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 for a more detailed description of commitments the County has 
made independent of this Project.  

Moreover, the July 2016 document “Draft Feasibility Study: Public Access to the South Fork of the 
American River at Mosquito Road Bridge” (Public Access Feasibility Study) prepared for the El 
Dorado County Board of Supervisors notes that during the FERC re-licensing process SMUD 
examined the potential for improving boating access at the Mosquito Road Bridge and concluded 
that it was infeasible due to site constraints. In an e-mail to the County dated December 15, 2015, 
SMUD advised that it has no plans to develop a formal access point at the Mosquito Road Bridge for 
recreational boating or other purposes. The Public Access Feasibility Study describes the 
environmental impacts and costs that would be associated with providing formal access at the 
bridge. Although beyond the scope of the Project, the feasibility study has been attached to the Final 
EIR (Attachment A).  

Master Response 4. Historic Status of Bridge 
Several comments were received concerning whether the Mosquito Road Bridge is an historic 
resource. Some comments expressed interest in retaining the bridge because the commenters stated 
it is historic, some asked questions concerning how the determination of the historic status of the 
bridge, as described in the Draft EIR, was made, and some commented on the Project’s potential to 
impact an historic resource if the bridge were to be removed. Comments were also made regarding 
the community’s character and identity as it relates to the presence of the bridge.  
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As stated on page 3.4-11 of the Draft EIR, the County is aware that some members of the public 
believe the bridge to be a historic bridge with ties to the gold-rush history of the region. In order to 
address these concerns, the earlier bridge evaluation was revisited for this Project and the 
conclusion of the research was that the bridge is not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The findings of the 
Draft EIR, as stated on page 3.4-13 of the Draft EIR, were based on extensive research into the 
history of the bridge that was conducted for this project. A summary of the research and analysis of 
the bridge is included in the Draft EIR on pages 3.4-11 and -12.  

As described in the Draft EIR, the basis for the analysis is the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA), California Public Resources Code (PRC), and CEQA. The NHPA has four criteria against 
which properties are evaluated against to determine their eligibility for listing in the NRHP. The four 
criteria are listed in Section 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 60.4, and in the Draft EIR on 
pages 3.4-1. As described on page 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR, to determine eligibility in the CRHR, 
properties are evaluated against four criteria listed in PRC Section 5024.1(b) that are based on the 
NHPA criteria. The four state criteria are also listed on page 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR.  

Based on the study of the bridge conducted for the project and documented in the Draft EIR, page 
3.4-12 of the Draft EIR states the following about the Mosquito Road Bridge: 

The structure does not appear to be significant for its association with significant historic 
events or trends in local, state, or national history such as gold mining or farming 
development in the Mosquito Valley and surrounding canyons (NRHP Criterion A/CRHR 
Criterion 1), nor does it appear to be associated with any known historic person (NRHP 
Criterion B/CRHR Criterion 2). The bridge is not associated with the period of innovation in 
design or construction of suspension bridges. As such, the bridge does not embody 
distinctive engineering characteristics (NRHP Criterion C/CRHR Criterion 3), and it has not 
yielded, nor will likely yield, important information for history (NRHP Criterion D/CRHR 
Criterion 4) (JRP Consulting 2004).  

In addition, the bridge does not appear significant either individually or as contributing 
element to an existing historic district under NRHP or CRHR at the local level of significance 
because it lacks sufficient historical and architectural significance. Consequently, the 
Mosquito Road Bridge (P-09-3308-H) does not appear [to] meet the criteria for listing in the 
NRHP or CRHR, nor does it appear to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

In a letter dated October 27, 2016, sent shortly after the start of the public comment period for the 
Draft EIR, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the findings included in the 
project’s cultural resource documentation (including the Historical Resources Evaluation Report 
noted on pages 3.4-5 and 3.4-11of the Draft EIR) submitted to SHPO by Caltrans. The Historical 
Resources Evaluation Report concluded that the Mosquito Road Bridge (Bridge No. 25C0061) is not 
an eligible property under NRHP or CRHR Criteria.  

For the purposes of CEQA, removal of the Mosquito Road Bridge would not constitute an impact to 
an historical resource. No mitigation is necessary. However, with the Board’s decision to retain the 
bridge as described in Master Response 1, local concerns regarding its contribution to the character 
of the community are addressed by this policy decision independent of CEQA. (See generally 
Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560 [community character is not a CEQA 
issue].)  
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Comments and Responses—Agencies 
Comment letters from four public agencies were received (see Table 2-1 at the beginning of this 
chapter). A copy of each of the letters and responses to the provided comments follow this page.  
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Comment Letter A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
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Response to A-1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
December 1, 2016 

A-1-1: This comment states the BLM’s support for the County obtaining funding to replace the 
Mosquito Road Bridge. No response is necessary in the EIR.  

A-1-2: This comment states that BLM has been briefed on the project. No response is necessary.  

A-1-3: The Mosquito Road Bridge Draft EIR is not intended to address the BLM-related issues on 
federal land. The County has no authority over federal lands and CEQA does not apply. The basic 
environmental issues (e.g., aesthetic, biological, cultural resources, etc.) have been examined at a 
general level in the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA requirements. No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

A-1-4: The proposed Categorical Exclusion (CE) under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) is intended to cover the Mosquito Road Bridge replacement, which is partially paid for by 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funding. Caltrans acts as the federal lead agency under its 
FHWA NEPA assignment agreement. BLM authorization is not necessary for Caltrans to approve this 
project. The County realizes that BLM approval will be necessary for that portion of the project that 
would cross land under BLM’s management. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-5: As described in Master Response 1, the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors has directed 
that the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is to be kept and maintained for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

El Dorado County will not add removal of the existing bridge as an alternative to the project and 
recirculate the Draft EIR. The bridge will not be removed as part of the project. The BLM is confusing 
NEPA, which typically examines alternative actions in an Environmental Impact Statement and 
selects a preferred alternative, with CEQA, which includes in an EIR a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project. The alternatives selected for analysis in an EIR must meet most or all of 
the project’s objectives, reduce one or more of its significant effects, and be feasible (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6). Please see also Master Response 2 for a response regarding how the 
Draft EIR treated the removal of the bridge. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-6: CEQA requires an EIR to disclose any areas of known controversy, however, those areas are 
not necessarily changes to the physical environment that rise to consideration as significant 
environmental impacts. Access is identified in the Summary section of the Draft EIR under the 
heading of Areas of Known Controversy. The Project included limiting access to the South Fork 
American River along the approaches to the existing Mosquito Road Bridge by restricting vehicular 
access. The County does not agree that this would result in a significant environmental impact (i.e., a 
substantial adverse change in the existing physical environment). Nonetheless and independent of 
this Project, the County agreed to provide vehicle access on one side of the river. The County does 
not intend to install turnaround areas, as these would require extensive construction work because 
of the steepness of the adjacent slopes. This construction would result in substantial environmental 
impacts. Please see Master Response 3 and the response to comment O-4-3 for further discussion of 
these issues.  

A-1-7: This comment expresses BLM’s opinion of what would improve existing conditions for 
whitewater boaters. However, improving the area for recreational use is not a part of the project 
and the HBP funding program for the replacement of the bridge would not cover these items. Any 
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safety hazard that currently exists would not be worsened by the project because the project does 
not propose any changes to the existing informal access.  

Expanding the existing informal access is not a suitable alternative to the project. The improvements 
proposed by BLM would expand the project beyond its current objectives and would not meet 
current objectives. It would not reduce or avoid any of the significant impacts of the project because 
the project would not have an impact on the existing informal access. Further, it would increase the 
potential impacts as a result of the extensive construction on the steep slope leading to the river and 
the need to meet trail construction standards, including maximum grade. This may also include in-
water work that the project itself avoids. Further, this is private property and the County would 
need to acquire the land in fee or by easement in order to undertake this type of improvement. No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Please also see Master Response 3.  

A-1-8: Please see Master Response 3. This is BLM’s position, but does not represent the purpose or 
objectives of this project. Limiting access to an informal take-out site does not result in an adverse 
physical change in the environment and therefore is not subject to further CEQA analysis. No change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-9: Please see Master Response 3.  

Boaters are not “forced to run a class five rapid.” Boaters are responsible for judging their own 
capabilities and decide for themselves whether they wish to undertake a run that includes a Class V 
rapid. Water safety is the responsibility of the boater. Those who have the skills to either run or 
portage around this rapid may continue to do so. The initially anticipated reduction in vehicular 
access to Mosquito Road will not increase the number of persons who may decide to make that run. 
No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

A-1-10: The County realizes that BLM approval will be necessary for that portion of the project that 
would cross land under BLM’s management. Caltrans’ proposed CE is intended to cover the 
construction of the replacement bridge, the federal action Caltrans oversees as the NEPA lead 
agency, as assigned by FHWA. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-11: Please see Master Response 3 and the response to comment O-4-22 for additional 
discussion of recreational uses of the American River, including a discussion of recreational use 
below Slab Creek Dam and the recent increase in whitewater boating after completion of the FERC 
relicensing and increased water flows from releases above Mosquito Road Bridge. Discussion of the 
management of the South Fork American River is pertinent in that it shows there are substantial 
recreational opportunities, outside of the whitewater run below Slab Creek Reservoir, on the South 
Fork. With the Board of Supervisors’ direction to retain the Mosquito Road Bridge as described in 
Master Response 1, the Project will not change existing recreational opportunities in this 
undeveloped area. The conclusions of the analysis have not changed. No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  

A-1-12: The BLM has provided background information about boating on the American River in the 
vicinity of Mosquito Bridge. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. Please also see Master 
Response 3.  
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A-1-13: This is a comment on the Public Access Feasibility Study and not the EIR. The BLM has also 
provided information about SMUD’s progress on its power facilities and future increase in seasonal 
flows. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-14: The BLM has provided background information about rock climbing in the vicinity of 
Mosquito Road Bridge and highlighted the comments made by the Access Fund on the draft Public 
Access Feasibility Study. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-15: Please see the response to comment A-1-11.  

A-1-16: Please see Master Response 3.  

In addition, Public Resources Code Section 21002.1(e) states:  

To provide more meaningful public disclosure, reduce the time and cost required to prepare 
an environmental impact report, and focus on potentially significant effects on the 
environment of a proposed project, lead agencies shall, in accordance with Section 21100, 
focus the discussion in the environmental impact report on those potential effects on the 
environment of a proposed project which the lead agency has determined are or may be 
significant. Lead agencies may limit discussion on other effects to a brief explanation as to 
why those effects are not potentially significant.  

A significant effect is “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” 
(Public Resources Code Section 21068). “Environment” is defined as “the physical conditions that 
exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, 
minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” By themselves, 
“[e]conomic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e).  

Moreover, with the Board of Supervisors’ direction to retain the Mosquito Road Bridge as described 
in Master Response 1, the Project will not change existing recreational opportunities and would not 
result in an adverse physical change.  

A-1-17: The County does not intend, nor has it the authority, to obstruct mining claims on BLM land. 
The County will not interfere with access to the claims. At this writing, the County has repeatedly 
requested and BLM has not provided information regarding the location of these claims so that 
Project design can take them into account. Nonetheless, the County will work with BLM to ensure 
that access for miners is made available during construction and that the Project will not conflict 
with mining. Further, provisions will be made to allow miners access to their claims in the event that 
general public access to these portions of Mosquito Road is limited. No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

A-1-18 and A-1-19: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. Please also see the responses to 
comments A-1-8 and A-1-9.  

A-1-20: The BLM expresses its opinion regarding the impact on hikers, bicyclists, and rock climbers. 
Please see the response to comment A-1-16.  

A-1-21: The County recognizes BLM’s responsibility to manage its lands for multiple uses, including 
mining. Please see the response to comment A-1-17. 

A-1-22: Invasive plant species occur in the yellow star-thistle field plant community (see Draft EIR 
Figure 3, erroneously numbered and corrected to 3.3-1 in Chapter 4, Changes and Errata to the Draft 
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EIR) and, to a lesser extent, in other plant communities in the biological study area. Please see the 
response to comment I-303-8. No plant species designated as federal noxious weeds1 have been 
identified in the study area. Caltrans’ standard construction specifications include provisions for 
limiting the spread of noxious weeds and the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures to control the 
introduction and spread of noxious weeds. Please see Draft EIR page 3.3-45 and the changes 
proposed to Mitigation Measure BIO-12 discussed in response to comment I-303-8.  

A-1-23: Please see Master Response 3 and the responses to comments O-4-9 and O-4-43 regarding 
existing parking areas. These are turnouts intended to provide space for passing of vehicles 
traversing the bridge and, although used for parking, are not formal parking areas. Nonetheless, and 
as explained in Master Response 2, the County has addressed concerns regarding the loss of limited 
informal parking. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

A-1-24: Please see Master Response 3. 

A-1-25: Please see Master Response 3.  

A-1-26: Please see the response to comment A-1-21. 

A-1-27: Please see the response to comment A-1-22.  

A-1-28: The County will cooperate with BLM to come to agreement over the blocking of access 
roadways. This will occur during discussions over the right of way needed from BLM. No change to 
the Draft EIR is necessary. 

                                                             
1 U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2017. Federal Noxious Weed List. Effective as of December 10, 2010. Last Updated 
March 21, 2017. Available: http://www.aphis.usda.gov/plant_health/plant_pest_info/weeds/downloads/ 
weedlist.pdf. Accessed May 16, 2017. 
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Comment Letter A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Comment Letter A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Comment Letter A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Comment Letter A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Comment Letter A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Comment Letter A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Response to A-2, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
November 16, 2016 

A-2-1: This comment is a summary of purpose of Regional Water Quality Control Board. No change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

A-2-2: This comment is a summary of standard permit requirements that are not project specific 
and is not a comment on the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Comment Letter A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
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Response to A-3, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, December 1, 2016 

A-3-1: This comment is a summary of purpose of State Clearinghouse and process of review under 
California Public Resources Code Section 21104(c). No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
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Comment Letter A-4, Counties of El Dorado and Alpine, Department of Agriculture, Weights and 
Measures 
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Response to A-4, Counties of El Dorado and Alpine, Department of Agriculture, 
Weights and Measures, December 1, 2016 

A-4-1: Please see the response to comment I-303-8. Also, a review of the California Department of 
Food and Agriculture list provided in the comment in Item 4 confirmed that it does not identify any 
additional species as noxious or invasive that were not already identified as such for the proposed 
Project.   Best Management Practices have been incorporated as suggested. 
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Comments and Responses—Tribal Organization 
A comment letter from one Tribal organization was received (see Table 2-1 at the beginning of this 
chapter). A copy of the letters and responses to the provided comments follow this page. 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-51 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter T-1, Wilton Rancheria 
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Comment Letter T-1, Wilton Rancheria 
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Comment Letter T-1, Wilton Rancheria 
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Response to T-1, Wilton Rancheria, November 16, 2016 
T-1-1: This comment is a statement that this project is in the Tribe’s ancestral territory. No change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

T-1-2 and T-1-3: This comment is a standard initial request for copies of all cultural and tribal 
studies in anticipation of consultation. However, all studies have already been sent to the tribes and 
consultation has already occurred, as outlined in the Draft EIR. No additional concerns were 
received. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
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Comments and Responses—Other Organizations 
Comment letters from six non-governmental organizations were received (see Table 2-1 at the 
beginning of this chapter). A copy of each of the letters and responses to the provided comments 
follow this page. 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-56 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter O-1, El Dorado County Fish and Game Commission 
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Response to O-1, El Dorado County Fish and Game Commission, November 10, 
2016 

O-1-1: Please see Master Response 1.  

O-1-2: Please see Master Response 3. 

O-1-3: Please see Master Response 1.  

O-1-4: Please see Master Response 3.  

O-1-5: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-58 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter O-2, California Invasive Plan Council 
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Response to O-2, California Invasive Plant Council, November 28, 2016 
O-2-1: Please see the response to comment I-303-8 for a response to this comment. Best 
Management Practices have been incorporated as suggested. 
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Comment Letter O-3, Trout Unlimited, El Dorado County Chapter 
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Comment Letter O-3, Trout Unlimited, El Dorado County Chapter 
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Response to O-3 Trout Unlimited, El Dorado County Chapter, November 21, 
2016 

O-3-1: This comment is a summary of the history of Trout Unlimited. No response is necessary.  

O-3-2 and O-3-3: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  

O-3-4: Please see Master Response 3. 

O-3-5: Please see Master Response 3. 

O-3-6: The commenter is correct that non-native fish species of interest to anglers are present in the 
South Fork American River. The commenter is also correct that North American river otter may also 
be present in the river. These species are not included in the Draft EIR as species of special status 
because they are not identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. As stated on Draft EIR page 3.3-27, no direct impacts to the South Fork American 
River are anticipated. In addition, the potential for indirect impacts to species in the South Fork 
American River will be mitigated through implementation of measures identified in the Draft EIR to 
protect water quality and prevent erosion. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
residents and boaters 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-76 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, American Whitewater, Foothill 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
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Comment Letter O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, California 
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Comment Letter O-4 Appendixes A and B are included as Final EIR Attachment C 
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Response to O-4, American River Recreation Association, California Outdoors, 
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Access Fund, Friends of the River, 
American Whitewater, Foothill Conservancy, Mother Lode Century, Placerville 
Bike Shop, California Canoe & Kayak, and private residents and boaters, 
December 1, 2016 

O-4-1: This comment is a summary of the commentary to come. The concerns are responded to in 
the following responses.  

O-4-2: This comment is an overview of the goals of CEQA. No response is necessary.  

O-4-3: The County is aware of the issues regarding access to the river for recreation. While Section 
S.3 of the Draft EIR does mention river access as an area of known controversy, for clarification, the 
following change is made to the text of the Draft EIR on page S-2 of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not 
require a detailed discussion of the areas of known controversy. Please see Master Responses 1, 3, 
and 4 for a full discussion of these issues.  

Known areas of controversy include the availability of evacuation routes and emergency 
vehicle access, a bridge fully accessible and traversable by all vehicle types, river access for 
recreation, the potential for increased growth in the Swansboro/Mosquito area, and the 
alignment of the replacement bridge within the South Fork American River canyon.  

The comment summarizes discussions from 2013 and 2014 public workshops on the project. That 
predates the preparation of the EIR. Comments received during the NOP period were considered 
during preparation of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not require that the Draft EIR identify specific 
responses to NOP comments. Comments received during the Board of Supervisors’ hearing on the 
Public Access Feasibility Study were not submitted in the context of the CEQA process and therefore 
do not need to be specifically identified in the Draft EIR.  

O-4-4: Extensive scoping and public outreach was undertaken to inform the public of the project 
and to elicit their views. Comments received during scoping and public outreach were considered 
during preparation of the Draft EIR. CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to describe the scoping 
process, nor does it require the Draft EIR to include comments to the Board of Supervisors at the 
hearing on the Public Access Feasibility Study, which is separate from the CEQA process. Even 
though CEQA does not require consideration of a project’s impacts on recreation, recreational 
interests are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.12, Recreation, and further information and responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR regarding these issues are found in Master Response 3. The Public 
Access Feasibility Study has been attached to the Final EIR.  

O-4-5: CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to include a detailed discussion of either the scoping 
meetings or the comments received. Similarly, CEQA does not require the record of the scoping 
meetings to be included in the Draft EIR as an appendix or in any other form. The Draft EIR does 
contain each of the comments received during the 30-day public scoping period in response to the 
Notice of Preparation of an EIR circulated on June 26, 2015, including the comment cards submitted 
during the public scoping meeting held on July 15, 2015. Responses to comments on the Draft EIR 
regarding river access can be found in Master Response 3.  

O-4-6: The comments received from American Whitewater were received after the end of the NOP 
review period. These comments, and any others received after the end of the review period, are part 
of the administrative record and were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR, but were 
omitted from the appendix because they were late. CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to include 
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comments received on the NOP in an appendix. The omission of the letter does not make the Draft 
EIR incomplete.  

O-4-7: The project impacts have been analyzed in the various resource chapters of the Draft EIR. 
Use of Appendix G issues as the basis for the Draft EIR analysis is common practice in the 
preparation of EIRs and ensures that the Draft EIR examines the full range of issues required by 
CEQA. The Draft EIR examined each of the issues cited in the comment and found that they are not 
significant. The analysis supporting these conclusions is in the respective sections of the Draft EIR. 
Please see also the responses to the commenter’s specific comments on these topics.  

O-4-8: The 45-day comment period for the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA. The County 
declines to extend that period.  

O-4-9: The Final EIR contains additional discussions of current recreational use and parking at the 
bridge, including in Master Response 3. Although people park vehicles in the limited room along the 
road, there are no formal facilities (e.g., parking lot, staging area, bathroom facilities, formal access 
trail) for recreationists. The safety turnouts are intended to allow drivers to pull out of the way and 
wait while oncoming traffic passes. If cars are parked in these turnouts, the road could easily be 
blocked for through traffic to be able to pass cars who are waiting to cross the bridge.  

O-4-10: Please see Master Response 4 regarding demolition of the existing bridge. Standard 
construction techniques include safety procedures that will ensure that materials do not fall into the 
river. Contractor work plan submittals and safety requirements for passing boaters will be 
considered as the design progresses. Work plan submittals to address this safety issue and other 
potential project requirements to ensure public safety will be evaluated and included in the project 
specifications as needed as the project design and improvement features progress. Nonetheless, 
these concerns are moot as the Board has decided to maintain the existing bridge in a decision 
independent from this project.  

No additional impact results from this comment and no additional mitigation is warranted. No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

O-4-11: Please see the response to comment O-4-10. The Project is distinguishable from the South 
Fork American River State Route 49 project (which was examined in a mitigated Negative 
Declaration, not an EIR). The South Fork American River State Route 49 project involves a long-
established, formal river access point, and the bridge is a few feet above the high water line of the 
South Fork, compared to the proposed Mosquito Road Bridge which would be approximately 400 
feet above the river. The South Fork American River State Route 49 project is in a location that is 
heavily used by whitewater boaters, and is within the County’s River Management Plan, South Fork 
of the American River recreation area, unlike the informal takeout point at the existing Mosquito 
Road Bridge which has much less river use. Further, the construction activity for the South Fork 
American River State Route 49 project will occur adjacent to the formal access. In contrast, the 
current Project does not involve a formal access point and construction will be at a distance from the 
river. No public safety plan for river traffic is necessary beyond the standard construction 
techniques and safety procedures described in the response to comment O-4-10 and Master 
Response 4. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

O-4-12: Caltrans has concluded that adoption of a categorical exclusion (CE) may be appropriate for 
this Project and proposes to use a CE for this project pursuant to 23 CFR 771.117(c)(28). The 
comment implies that the CE is already issued from Caltrans. This is not the case at this time. The CE 
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applies only to the FHWA-funded action for the proposed bridge. It does not apply to BLM’s actions 
relating to construction access. BLM will review its own proposed actions and undertake the 
necessary NEPA documentation.  

O-4-13: A standard CE checklist, as promulgated in Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference, 
has been completed for the project along with supporting technical studies. The technical studies 
support the conclusion that there are no extraordinary circumstances that would require Caltrans 
(as assigned by FHWA) to prepare an Environmental Assessment under NEPA.  

BLM will be responsible for permitting activities proposed to be located on BLM-administered land. 
Accordingly, BLM will evaluate the impacts of such actions pursuant to NEPA.  

O-4-14: This comment provides an introduction to the comments below. Please see the responses to 
the comments following this one for a response.  

O-4-15 and O-4-16: Visual impacts have been analyzed in the Draft EIR. The County recognizes that 
bicyclists riding on Mosquito Road and crossing the existing Mosquito Road Bridge are a viewer 
group. With the Board of Supervisors’ direction to retain the Mosquito Road Bridge, as described in 
Master Response 1, the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is to be retained and maintained for 
pedestrians and bicyclists and the Project will not change existing recreational opportunities and 
visual character and would not result in an adverse physical change. This does not change the 
impact conclusions of the EIR, and the commenter’s proposed change to the EIR is not required. 

In addition, three dimensional visual rendering videos shared with the public at two public 
workshops for the proposed Project (July 15, 2015; October 26, 2016) and one Board of Supervisors 
meeting (April 28, 2015) support the description in the Draft EIR of how the proposed Project would 
appear from the perspective of bicyclists on the roadway. The videos also support the finding that 
the Project’s effect in the visual character or quality of the area is less than significant. Extracted 
images from the video of the proposed Project are included in Attachment B. 

O-4-17: The cited El Dorado County General Plan Goal and Objectives were not adopted specifically 
to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect of this project. The project will not harm the South Fork 
American River and does not prevent its continued use by whitewater enthusiasts. Policies 9.1.4.1 
and 9.1.4.2 do call out the River Management Plan, South Fork of the American River as the 
implementation plan for the river management policies.  

Further, Policy 9.2.3.2 states that the River Management program for the South Fork of the American 
River shall continue to be funded primarily through commercial permits and user fees. At this time, 
the River Management Plan does not address the reach of the American River above Chile Bar.  

The proposed Project is a safety project, consistent with the General Plan and in particular the 
policies within the Public Health, Safety and Noise Element and the Circulation Element. Therefore 
no change is made to the Draft EIR.  

No major recreational events of the types noted in the objective take place here that would be 
adversely affected by the project because the new bridge offers access across the South Fork 
American River, and, as described in Master Response 1, the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is to be 
retained and maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists. Moreover, the other recreational concerns 
about recreational use of the undeveloped area have been addressed independent of this Project.  

No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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O-4-18 and O-4-19: The County declines to add the changes suggested by the commenter. As noted 
in the response to comment O-4-17, the project is not in conflict with the General Plan. Please also 
see Master Response 1 and the response to comment O-4-17, and Master Response 3. No change to 
the Draft EIR is necessary. 

O-4-20: The cited federal regulations are not applicable to and do not regulate the Project. 
Therefore, there is no reason to include them in the Final EIR. The cited agreements relate to the 
relicensing of SMUD’s Upper American River Project. Please see the response to comment O-4-17 
regarding the General Plan Park & Recreation Element.  

O-4-21: Please see Master Response 3. While the agreements related to the relicensing of SMUD’s 
Upper American River Project bind SMUD to certain levels and timing of water releases from its 
facilities, they do not obligate the County to provide any form of access at the Mosquito Road Bridge. 
Nor do they convert whitewater boating from an issue of community character to an issue subject to 
CEQA review. CEQA is concerned with the disclosure of adverse physical changes in the 
environment. Effects on whitewater boating is not an adverse physical change to the environment.  

O-4-22: The cited FERC License Order for SMUD’s Upper American River Project does not apply to 
the County and the EIR has not been revised to include it. The remainder of this comment 
apparently consists of specific language from the agreements related to the FERC relicensing of 
SMUD facilities. It is not applicable to the County and does not obligate the County to undertake any 
activities. Please see Master Response 3.  

O-4-23: Please see Master Response 3 and the responses to comments O-4-21 and O-4-22.  

O-4-24 and O-4-25: The question of access to a navigable river is not a CEQA issue. The County 
Board of Supervisors has considered the Public Access Feasibility Study prepared for this project 
and concluded that new public access is not feasible due to significant public safety concerns. The 
existing access is informal, crosses private property en route to the river, and, with the Board’s 
directive to retain and maintain the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use as described in 
Master Response 1, would not be affected by the Project. Please see Master Response 3 for more 
detail. 

O-4-26: The commenter states the organization’s interpretation of the County General Plan. Please 
see the response to comment O-4-17 for a response.  

O-4-27 and O-4-28: Please see Master Response 3 for a response to this comment.  

O-4-29: The Public Access Feasibility Study has been attached to the Final EIR.  

O-4-30: The commenter provides additional information on past and current recreational use of the 
area by whitewater boaters. No response is necessary. Please also see Master Response 3 and the 
response to comment O-4-9.  

O-4-31: Please see Master Response 3 and the responses to comments O-4-22 and O-4-30. While the 
agreements related to the relicensing of SMUD’s Upper American River Project bind SMUD to certain 
levels and timing of water releases from its facilities for recreation, they do not obligate the County 
to provide any form of access at the Mosquito Road Bridge.  

O-4-32: This is a comment on the Public Access Feasibility Study, not the EIR, and no response is 
necessary. See also the responses to comments O-4-3, O-4-4, and O-4-31.  
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O-4-33: The commenter provides additional information about progress on the construction of 
SMUD’s facilities. This does not relate to the Project and no response is necessary.  

O-4-34: The commenter provides additional information on past and current recreational use of the 
area by rock climbers. No response is necessary.  

O-4-35: The commenter summarizes comments on the Public Access Feasibility Study submitted by 
the Access Fund. This was a comment on the Public Access Feasibility Study, not the EIR, and no 
response is necessary. 

O-4-36: This is a cross-reference to other comments. No response is necessary.  

O-4-37: Information about management of the South Fork American River is provided as context for 
recreational use of the river. The Final EIR contains additional discussions of current recreational 
use at the Mosquito Road Bridge, including in Master Response 3. The County undertook substantial 
public outreach in the form of a CEQA scoping meeting for the project and informational meetings 
held prior to beginning the CEQA process.  

O-4-38: Please see the response to comment O-4-7.  

O-4-39: Please see Master Response 3 and the responses to comments O-4-9 and O-4-22; the bridge 
does not provide a formal access take-out point. Boaters using this informal access take-out point on 
undeveloped land do so at their own risk. Further, this is not the only take-out point on the river. 
The Project would not change that fact. The County is not a signatory to the FERC license-related 
agreements and is under no obligation to provide access on that basis.  

O-4-40 and O-4-41: Emergency access to the Swansboro community currently relies on negotiating 
the narrow, switch-backed road to the bridge. The proposed Project will provide a safer and more 
reliable route across the American River. As described in Master Response 1, the existing Mosquito 
Road Bridge is to be retained and maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists. The existing switchback 
road to the bridge will also be retained and emergency responders will be provided access. The 
Project would have minimal effect on the amount of time necessary for emergency vehicles, which 
would be allowed access to the existing road, to travel down the switchbacks to the river.  

O-4-42: This is a cross-reference to other comments. No response is necessary.  

O-4-43: There is no formal parking provided at the existing bridge. Formal parking implies 
provision of a parking lot and marked spaces. The safety turnouts are intended to allow drivers to 
pull out of the driveway and wait while oncoming traffic passes. If cars are parked in the safety 
turnouts, the road could easily be blocked for through traffic to be able to pass cars who are waiting 
to cross the bridge. Please see also Master Response 3. 

O-4-44: This is a cross-reference to other comments. No response is necessary.  

O-4-45: Please see the response to comment O-4-43.  

O-4-46: This is a cross-reference to other comments. No response is necessary.  

O-4-47: Please see Master Response 3. CEQA does not require that the EIR contain an alternative for 
impacts that are less than significant. The Project would not have a significant impact on recreation 
and, more importantly, CEQA does not consider a project’s impact on recreation. No change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary.  
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O-4-48: Please see Master Response 3. The County assigns mitigation responsibilities to those 
county departments that are best suited to undertake or oversee the mitigation. This does not infer 
that the County will not fulfill its mitigation obligations. It simply reflects that fact that the county 
government contains various departments with specialized roles.  

O-4-49: Please see Master Response 3.  

O-4-50: Please see Master Response 3. 

O-4-51: Please see Master Response 3. 

O-4-52: Please see Master Response 3. 

O-4-53: The comment presents the commenter’s opinion of the CEQA process. Please see the 
response to comment O-4-4. No additional response is necessary.  

O-4-54: The example submitted by the commenter is for a project that is distinguishable from the 
project at hand. Please see the response to comment O-4-11.  
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Comment Letter O-5, California Wildlife Foundation 
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Comment Letter O-5, California Wildlife Foundation 
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Response to O-5, California Wildlife Foundation, November 30, 2016 
O-5-1: This comment summarizes the purpose of the CWF and the intent of the comment letter. 
Please see responses to the remaining comments in this letter.  

O-5-2: The commenter expresses the opinion of the organization that it is important to keep as many 
oak trees standing as possible.  

O-5-3: The commenter expresses the opinion of the organization that it is important that conserved 
oaks woodlands provided as mitigation be proximate to the disturbed site. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7, oak woodland vegetation will be mitigated so that impact is less than significant.  

O-5-4 and O-5-5: The commenter expresses the opinion of the organization that mitigation 
replacement of oaks should be at a ratio of 3 oaks planted for each tree removed but does not 
provide any evidence or analysis as to why the ratios in BIO-7 do not suffice to mitigate the impacts.  
While a higher ratio may be preferred by the commenter, the County must weigh the limited funding 
sources of this public safety project against the commenter’s desire to do more than what is 
necessary to mitigate the impacts of the Project. Mitigation measures will be implemented to ensure 
impacts to interior live oak woodlands are less than significant. The project will avoid impacts to 
interior live oak woodlands to the maximum extent feasible. In areas where temporary or permanent 
impacts will occur in interior live oak woodlands, mitigation will be implemented through the most 
current El Dorado County Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP), at the time of Project 
construction, and by applying a combination of the options listed in Mitigation Measure Bio-7.    

Construction activities, routes, staging areas and improvement features will seek to avoid tree 
removals and oak woodland disturbances whenever possible to minimize impacts. Additionally, 
these avoidances will also consider existing oak woodland habitat canopy characteristics in an effort 
to minimize impacts to oak woodland habitat as it pertains to post construction canopy conditions. 
Replanting onsite of oak woodland vegetation will be pursued, however due to physical constraints 
of the project area and in efforts to limit the impact (disturbance) area of the project and right-of-
way impacts, there is little available space for planting trees, or onsite compensation for the 
temporary and permanent impacts to interior live oak woodlands. Alternatively, mitigation will be 
supplemented with offsite planting and/or purchasing mitigation credits, and to the extent feasible, 
consideration of the proximity of the project will be given in selecting the location of offsite planting 
and/or purchase of mitigation credits.   The latter measures will be done in combination with onsite 
planting to collectively mitigate impacts to less than significant, and replanting will not account for 
more than half of the mitigation. 

Although the oak woodland impacts are approximate and shown in acres, the final impact areas will 
be determined based on actual disturbances and in cooperation with California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) and by a qualified biologist or arborist. The mitigation measures for these 
impacts may include:  mitigation banks, and/or offsite oak woodland habitat replacement at 2:1 per 
acre or a reduced ratio if consistent with the most current ORMP at the time of Project 
construction.  In the existing policy, the canopy retention standards recognize the overall impact of 
the project to the existing oak woodland based on the percentage of canopy cover retained after 
project completion as compared to the existing canopy cover in the area.  For projects that meet 
these requirements, a reduced 1:1 replacement ratio is allowable and sufficient as the project area is 
able to retain essential oak woodland habitat qualities of the existing condition thereby reducing or 
limiting the overall impact of the project on the oak woodland habitat.  The specific mitigation 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-103 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

measure to include mitigation quantities and costs will be determined based on the construction 
impacts associated with the actual project constructed.  

Mitigation Measure Bio-7 has been adjusted to ensure that, for any trees replanted to achieve 
mitigation, the trees will be monitored for three years under the funding for this Project and then the 
County will maintain the replanted trees for an additional four years to ensure compliance with 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.4(b)(2)(B). Because any replanted trees will be done at a 2:1 
ratio and an 80% success rate will be required at three years, the total surviving new trees will 
exceed the number of trees impacted and those trees will be maintained for a minimum of seven 
years. Consistent with Public Resources Code Section 21083.4(b)(2)(c), replanting will not fulfill 
more than one-half of the mitigation under Bio-7. 

O-5-6: The Draft EIR describes the effects of the project on greenhouse gas emission in Section 3.6, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. In response to the comment, the County analyzed the permanent 
conversion of up to 6.67 acres of Interior Live Oak Woodland and generation of additional 
greenhouse gas emissions. It was determined that the conversion of the oak woodland habitat would 
result in emissions of 242 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year during construction and carbon 
sequestration loss of 10 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year. The Project’s total emissions (242 + 
802 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year during construction) would not exceed the El Dorado 
County Air Quality Management District’s threshold of 1,100 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year, 
nor would the 10 metric tons of CO2 equivalent sequestration loss. Further, these calculations are 
conservative as they do not take into consideration the mitigation through replanting. The 
greenhouse gas emissions would therefore not be significant. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

Quantifying carbon sequestration and carbon storage loss is somewhat speculative and made difficult 
due to the numerous local factors that affect carbon uptake by land. While reliance on potential 
sequestration and storage loss based on typical CO2 rates for more generalized land types are 
accepted by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and other expert agencies, and can 
provide a reasonable estimate, the results may over- or under-estimate the actual effects and remain 
speculative.  
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Comment Letter O-6, Chico Velo 
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Response to O-6, Chico Velo, November 29, 2016 
O-6-1: This comment introduces the Chico Velo organization. No response is required.  

O-6-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

O-6-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

O-6-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

O-6-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

O-6-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

O-6-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

O-6-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

O-6-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comments and Responses—Individuals 
A large number of identical comment letters (form letters) sent from individuals were received by 
the County. Comment letter I-1 is included in this chapter as the representative letter for these 
identical form letters. Because all of the comments in letters I-1 through I-249 are exactly the same, 
separate responses are not provided. The form comment letters themselves are listed in Table 2-1 
and the letters are presented in Attachment D. Starting with comment letter I-250, while some 
portions of the letters may be the same as in the form letter, the comments may be modified from 
the form letter and, in most cases, some or all comments provided in these comment letters are 
unique, and unique responses are provided. A copy of the representative form letter and each of the 
unique letters and responses to the provided comments follow this page. 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-107 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-FORM 
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Responses to Form Letters  
I-FORM-1: The commenter states they understand the need for a new bridge and remain supportive 
of the Project, however they question the recreational considerations in the area. Please see the 
response to comment O-4-17.  

I-FORM-2: Please see the response to comment O-4-4.  

I-FORM-3: Although the future use of the existing bridge is not part of this Project, the Public Access 
Feasibility Study has been attached to the Final EIR at the request of the commenters. Comments 
received on the Public Access Feasibility Study during the Board of Supervisors’ consideration of 
that study are not comments on the Draft EIR or about this Project and do not need to be included in 
the Final EIR. Nor is the Final EIR required to respond to those comments. Please also see the 
response to comment O-4-4. 

I-FORM-4: Please see Master Response 3. 

I-FORM-5: Please see Master Response 3.  

I-FORM-6: Please see Master Response 3.  

I-FORM-7: Please see the response to comment O-4-47.  

I-FORM-8: Caltrans is the NEPA lead agency for the Project and may adopt a CE. Please see the 
responses to comments A-1-4 and O-4-12.  
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Comment Letter I-250, Gwynne Pratt 
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Comment Letter I-250, Gwynne Pratt 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-111 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-250, Gwynne Pratt, November 26, 2016 
I-250-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-250-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-250-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-250-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-250-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-250-6: The commenter states her opinion that the statement in the Draft EIR that non-motorized 
access to the river would continue as under existing conditions is not correct because currently it is 
possible to drive to the existing bridge and under the proposed Project it would not have been 
possible to drive to the existing bridge. The statement in the Draft EIR is correct, as it refers to non-
motorized access and not to motorized access. Nonetheless, as explained in Master Response 2, the 
County has agreed to continue to allow vehicle access to the river on one side. No change to the Draft 
EIR is necessary.  

I-250-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7. 

I-250-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-251, Alexandra Clarfield 
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Comment Letter I-251, Alexandra Clarfield 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-114 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-251, Alexandra Clarfield, November 30, 2016 
I-251-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-251-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-251-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-251-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-251-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-251-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-251-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-251-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  

I-251-9: The comment is a summary statement of the request for County to consider interests to 
recreation. Please see Master Response 3 for a discussion of recreation issues. No change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Comment Letter I-252, Brian Ginsberg 
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Response to I-252, Brian Ginsberg, November 23, 2016 
I-252-1: Please see Master Response 3. 

I-252-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-252-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-252-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-252-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-252-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-252-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-252-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-252-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-117 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-253, Carol Selb 
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Comment Letter I-253, Carol Selb 
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Response to I-253 Carol Selb, November 22, 2016 
I-253-1: Please see Master Response 1.  

I-253-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-253-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-253-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-253-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-253-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-253-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-253-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-253-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-254, Charles Albright 
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Comment Letter I-254, Charles Albright 
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Response to I-254, Charles Albright, November 21, 2016 
I-254-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-254-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-254-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-254-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-254-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-254-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-254-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-254-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  

I-254-9: Please see Master Response 3.  

I-254-10: The commenter states that the State of California and Caltrans require creation of river 
access at all bridge crossings built in the state. The commenter misinterprets the code on this 
subject and is directed to California Streets and Highway Code 991 and 84.5 which state the 
following.  

California Streets and Highway Code 991:  

Before any bridge on a county highway is constructed over any navigable river, the Board of 
Supervisors, after a study and public hearing on the question, shall determine and shall 
prepare a report on the feasibility of providing public access to the river for recreational 
purposes and a determination as to whether such public access shall be provided.  

California Streets and Highway Code 84.5:  

During the design hearing process relating to state highway projects that include the 
construction by the department of a new bridge across a navigable river, there shall be 
included full consideration of, and a report on the feasibility of providing a means of public 
access to the navigable river for public recreation purposes.  

In conformance with California Streets and Highway Code, and as a process separate from the 
provisions of CEQA, and independent of this Project, the County prepared a Public Access Feasibility 
Study to examine the feasibility of providing public access to the South Fork American River at the 
existing Mosquito Road Bridge. The County Board of Supervisors has considered the Public Access 
Feasibility Study prepared for this project and concluded that new public river access facilities are 
not feasible due to significant public safety concerns. That decision did not preclude public access to 
the river because it ensured, at a minimum, that pedestrian and bicycle access to the river at the 
existing bridge would continue. Since then, and independent of this Project, the Board also agreed to 
provide continued vehicle access to the river on one side of the bridge. Thus, while public access to 
the river is not part of this bridge safety project, this Project will not adversely impact public access 
to the river. Please see Master Response 3 for more detail about river access for recreational 
purposes.  
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Response to I-255, Charles Seidler, November 23, 2016 
I-255-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-255-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-255-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-255-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-255-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-255-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-255-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-255-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-256, Chris Tucker 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-126 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
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Response to I-256, Chris Tucker, November 22, 2016  
I-256-1: The commenter expresses support for the project and general concern over the coverage of 
recreational issues in the Draft EIR. Their individual concerns are responded to in the following 
responses.  

I-256-2: Please see the responses to comments O-4-15, O-4-16, and O-4-17.  

I-256-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-256-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-256-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-256-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-256-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-256-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-256-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-256-10: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-128 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-257, Damon Gold 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-129 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-257, Damon Gold, November 23, 2016 
I-257-1: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  

I-257-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-257-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-257-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-257-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-257-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-257-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-257-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-257-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Response to I-258, David Welch, November 22, 2016 
I-258-1: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  

I-258-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-258-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-258-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-258-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-258-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-258-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-258-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-258-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Response to I-259, Debbie Harris, October 26, 2016 
I-259-1: The commenter expresses their support for the project and opinion that the use of the river 
near the existing bridge by kayakers is very limited and that existing kayaker access and parking at 
the bridge is not safe. No further response required.  

I-259-2: The comment expresses support for a safer bridge for local residents. No further response 
required.  
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Comment Letter I-260, Devin Martin 
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Response to I-260, Devin Martin, November 30, 2016 
I-260-1: The commenter expresses support for the project and general concern over the coverage of 
recreational issues in the Draft EIR. Their individual concerns are responded to in the following 
responses.  

I-260-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-260-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-260-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-258-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-260-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-260-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-260-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-260-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Response to I-261, Eric Magneson, November 30, 2016 
I-261-1: The commenter expresses support for the project and general concern over the coverage of 
recreational issues in the Draft EIR. Their individual concerns are responded to in the following 
responses. Please also see response to comment O-4-17 and the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-261-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-261-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-251-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-261-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-261-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-261-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-261-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  

I-261-9: Please see Master Responses 1, 3, and 4.  
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Comment Letter I-262, Gavin Rieser 
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Response to I-262, Gavin Rieser, November 23, 2016 
I-262-1: The commenter expresses their support for continued access for whitewater kayaking and 
rock climbing at the existing bridge. The concerns are responded to in the following responses. 

I-262-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-262-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-262-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-252-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-262-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-262-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-262-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-262-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Response to I-263, Jackie Neau, November 22, 2016 
I-263-1: The commenter asks that the old bridge be kept for bicycle and pedestrian uses. As 
described in Master Response 1, the County has independently decided to maintain the existing 
bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use. 

I-263-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-263-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-263-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-253-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-263-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-263-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-263-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-263-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-145 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-264, Jeff Wasielewski 
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Response to I-264, Jeff Wasielewski, November 21, 2016 
I-264-1: The commenter expresses support for the project and general concern over the coverage of 
recreational issues in the Draft EIR. Their individual concerns are responded to in the following 
responses. Comments received during the Board of Supervisors’ hearing on the Public Access 
Feasibility Study were not submitted in the context of the CEQA process and therefore do not need 
to be specifically identified in the Draft EIR or responded to in the Final EIR. Please see also the 
responses to comments O-4-3 and O-4-4.  

I-264-2: Please see Master Response 3. 

I-264-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2.  

I-264-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-264-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-264-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-264-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-264-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-264-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8. 
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Comment Letter I-265, Jim Haagen-Smit 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-148 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-265, Jim Haagen-Smit, December 1, 2016 
I-265-1: The comment describes the commenter’s love of cycling in the area of the Mosquito Road 
Bridge. Please see Master Response 1. As described in Master Response 1, the County has 
independently decided to maintain the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

I-265-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-265-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-265-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-265-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-265-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-265-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-265-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-265-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-266, Jim Kirstein 
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Response to I-266, Jim Kirstein, November 29, 2016 
I-266-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-266-2: As described in Master Response 1, the County has independently decided to maintain the 
existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use. 

I-266-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2.  

I-266-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-266-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-266-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-266-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-266-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-266-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-267, John Whittenberger 
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Comment Letter I-267, John Whittenberger 
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Response to I-267, John Whittenberger, December 1, 2016 
I-267-1: The commenter notes that the availability of boating opportunities results in economic 
benefits to the county from visitors. This is not a comment on environmental issues and no response 
is necessary.  

I-267-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-267-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-267-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-257-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-267-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-267-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-267-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-267-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Response to I-268, Jonathan Beck, December 1, 2016 
I-268-1: The commenter asks that the bridge be “saved.” Please see Master Response 1. As 
described in Master Response 1, the County has independently decided to maintain the existing 
bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

I-268-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-268-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-268-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-268-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-268-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-268-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-268-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-268-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-269, Keith Kishiyama 
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Response to I-269, Keith Kishiyama, November 21, 2016 
I-269-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-269-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-269-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-269-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-269-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-269-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-269-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-269-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-270, Marc Musgrove 
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Comment Letter I-270, Marc Musgrove 
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Response to I-270, Marc Musgrove, November 30, 2016 
I-270-1: Please see Master Response 3. 

I-270-2: Please see Master Response 1. As described in Master Response 1, the County has 
independently decided to maintain the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

I-270-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-270-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-270-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-270-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-270-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-270-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-270-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-270-10: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Response to I-271, Matthew Phillips, November 30, 2016 
I-271-1: The commenter expresses their general desire for river access. This is a comment on the 
recreational interests that are not a part of the Project. No response is necessary. 

I-271-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-271-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-271-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-271-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-271-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-271-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-271-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-271-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-272, Michael Moncrieff 
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Comment Letter I-272, Michael Moncrieff 
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Response to I-272, Michael Moncrieff, December 1, 2016 
I-272-1: The commenter expresses their support for the bridge project and their concern over loss 
of an attractive access point to El Dorado County. They ask that the bridge be kept, in addition to the 
new bridge. This is not a comment on the environmental analysis and is moot in light of the Board’s 
independent decision to maintain the existing bridge. Please see Master Response 4 regarding the 
historic status of the bridge.  

I-272-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-272-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-272-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-272-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-272-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-272-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-272-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-272-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-273, Michael Stoner 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-167 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-273, Michael Stoner 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-168 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-273, Michael Stoner, November 23, 2016 
I -273-1: The commenter expresses the importance of natural resources to their life and asks that 
river access be retained. This is not a comment on the environmental analysis and no response is 
necessary.  

I-273-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-273-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-273-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-273-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-273-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-273-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-273-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-274-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-274, Paul Swinney 
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Response to I-274, Paul Swinney, November 29, 2016 
I-274-1: The commenter expresses their support for retaining the bridge for non-vehicular access. 
Please see Master Response 1. As described in Master Response 1, the County has independently 
decided to maintain the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

I-274-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-274-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-274-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-274-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-274-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-274-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-274-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-274-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-275, Peggy Blair 
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Response to I-275, Peggy Blair, November 26, 2016 
I-275-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-275-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-275-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-275-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-275-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-275-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-275-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-275-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-276, Philip DeRiemer 
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Comment Letter I-276, Philip DeRiemer 
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Response to I-276, Philip DeRiemer, November 30, 2016 
I-276-1: Please see Master Responses 1 and 2, and the responses to comments O-4-4, O-4-6, and O-
4-21.  

I-276-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-276-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-276-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-276-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-276-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-276-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-276-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-276-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-277, Philip Coleman 
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Response to I-277, Philip Coleman, November 28, 2016 
I-277-1: The commenter expresses their support for keeping the existing bridge. This is not a 
comment on the environmental analysis and no response is necessary. Please see Master 
Response 1. As described in Master Response 1, the County has independently decided to maintain 
the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

I-277-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-277-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-277-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-277-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-277-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-277-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-277-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-277-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-179 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-278, Rich Thompson 
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Comment Letter I-278, Rich Thompson 
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Response to I-278, Rich Thompson, November 30, 2016 
I-278-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-278-2: The commenter expresses an opinion on the intentions of “agencies.” This is not a comment 
on the environmental document and no response is necessary.  

I-278-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-278-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2.  

I-278-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-278-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-278-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-278-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-278-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-278-10: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8. 
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Comment Letter I-279, Rob B. 
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Comment Letter I-279, Rob B. 
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Response to I-279, Rob B., November 30, 2016 
I-279-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-279-2: The commenter notes that rock climbing brings tourist dollars to the county and states that 
denial of access to cliffs can result in litigation. These are comments on recreational interests that 
are not a part of the Project or the Draft EIR, and no response is necessary.  

I-279-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-279-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2.  

I-279-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-279-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-279-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-279-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-279-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-279-10: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-280, Ryan Spanke 
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Response to I-280, Ryan Spanke, November 30, 2016 
I-280-1: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding river access.  

I-280-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-280-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-280-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-280-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-280-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-280-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-280-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-280-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-281, Steven Sylvester 
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Response to I-281, Steven Sylvester, November 29, 2016 
I-281-1: Please see Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding river access.  

I-281-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-281-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-281-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-281-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-281-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-281-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-281-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-281-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-282, Sherry Phillips 
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Comment Letter I-282, Sherry Phillips 
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Response to I-282, Sherry Phillips, November 30, 2016 
I-282-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-282-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-282-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-282-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-282-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-282-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-282-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-282-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  

I -282-9: The commenter expresses their hope that the bridge can be retained “as a historic site.” 
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the historic status of the bridge.  
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Comment Letter I-283, Terence Barton 
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Response to I-283, Terence Barton, November 30, 2016 
I-283-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-283-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-283-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-283-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-283-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-283-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-283-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-283-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-284, Thomas Senter 
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Response to I-284, Thomas Senter, November 21, 2016 
I-284-1: The commenter expresses their opposition to the Project. This is not a comment on the 
environmental document and no response is necessary. The commenter states that the Project 
would result in higher noise levels and aesthetics impacts. Noise impacts are analyzed and disclosed 
in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, and aesthetics impacts are analyzed and disclosed in Section 
3.1, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. Where significant impacts were identified, the Draft EIR includes 
mitigation measures, keeping potential Project impacts below thresholds of significance. Please see 
also the response to comment I-299-16.  

I-284-2: Please see the response to comment O-4-17.  

I-284-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-284-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-284-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-284-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-284-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-284-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-284-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8. 
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Comment Letter I-285, Tim Camuti 
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Response to I-285, Tim Camuti, November 30, 2016 
I -285-1: The commenter expresses their support for retaining the bridge and river access. This is 
not a comment on the environmental document and no response is necessary. Please see also 
Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding retaining the existing bridge and river access.  

I-285-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-285-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-285-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-285-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-285-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-285-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-285-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-285-9: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-286, This comment was received after the close of the public comment period, and 
no response to this comment is required. 
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Response to I-286, Tim Hill, December 2, 2016 – Late Letter  
This comment letter was received after the close of the public comment period, and no response to 
this comment is required. This comment letter did not contain any additional comments beyond 
those in the Form Letter.  
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Comment Letter I-287, Vicky Vail 
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Response to I-287, Vicky Vail, November 30, 2016 
I-287-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1. 

I-287-2: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-2. 

I-287-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-3.  

I-287-4: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-4.  

I-287-5: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-5.  

I-287-6: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-6.  

I-287-7: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-7.  

I-287-8: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  

I-287-9: The commenter expresses their support for public access to the river and open space. 
Please see Master Response 3 regarding river access.  
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Comment Letter I-288, Craig Harris 
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Response to I-288, Craig Harris, November 30, 2016 
I-288-1: The commenter expresses their support for retaining the bridge as a pedestrian 
access/walkway. As described in Master Response 1, the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is to be 
retained and maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists. Please see also Master Response 4.  
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Comment Letter I-289, Greg Dickson 
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Response to I-289, Greg Dickson, November 30, 2016 
I-289-1: The commenter summarizes his experience in and benefit from kayaking. This is not a 
comment on the Draft EIR and no response is necessary. 

I-289-2: The commenter expresses his support for maintaining access to the river in support of 
kayaking. Please see Master Response 3.  
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Comment Letter I-290, John Robinson 
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Response to I-290, John Robinson, November 29, 2016 
I-290-1: The commenter expresses his opposition to removal of the existing bridge because it 
provides access to rock climbing in the area. As described in Master Response 1, the existing 
Mosquito Road Bridge is to be retained and maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists. Please also 
see Master Response 3.  
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Comment Letter I-291, John Simpkin 
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Response to I-291 John Simpkin, November 29, 2016 
I-291-1: As noted in the responses to comments O-4-3 and O-4-4, comments received during the 
Board of Supervisors’ hearing on the Public Access Feasibility Study were not submitted in the 
context of the CEQA process and therefore do not need to be specifically identified or included in the 
Draft EIR. The comments received from American Whitewater were received after the end of the 
NOP review period. These comments, and any others received after the end of the review period, are 
part of the administrative record and were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR, but were 
omitted from the appendix because they were late. CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to include 
comments received on the NOP in an appendix. The omission of the letter does not make the Draft 
EIR incomplete. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-291-2: The Final EIR contains additional discussions of current recreational use, including Master 
Response 3. The County undertook substantial public outreach in the form of a CEQA scoping 
meeting for the project, and informational meetings held prior to beginning the CEQA process. No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-291-3: The Draft EIR does not exclude public access to the bridge and river. The Draft (and Final) 
EIR simply informs County decision-makers regarding the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding river access.  
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Comment Letter I-292, John Simpkin 
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Response to I-292 John Simpkin, November 29, 2016 
This comment letter is almost exactly the same as comment letter I-291, also submitted by the 
commenter on the same day. All of the comments are exactly the same. Please see the responses to 
comment letter I-291.  
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Comment Letter I-293, Joseph Hatcher 
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Response to I-293, Joseph Hatcher, November 25, 2016 
I-293-1: Comment summarizes experience as an avid kayaker and American Whitewater member. 
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and no response necessary. 

I-293-2: The commenter requests that decision-makers consider an alternative that would allow 
river level access for whitewater boaters. The No-Project Alternative discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 
4, Alternatives Overview, considers retaining river level access. No additional alternative is 
necessary. Please also see Master Responses 1 and 3.  
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Comment Letter I-294, Rob Swain 
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Response to I-294, Rob Swain, November 21, 2016 
I-294-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-294-2: This comment summarizes experience and enjoyment of Mosquito Road Bridge as a cyclist. 
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and no response is necessary.  

I-294-3: This comment summarizes Mosquito Road Bridge as national attraction for many cycling 
events that support ecotourism and the local economy. This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and 
no response is necessary. 

I-294-4: The commenter expresses support for retaining a bridge that will accommodate 
pedestrians and bicyclists. As described in Master Response 1, the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is 
to be retained and maintained for pedestrians and bicyclists. Also, note that the new bridge can 
accommodate cyclists with lanes on both sides. No further response is necessary.  
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Comment Letter I-295, Sam Swanson 
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Response to I-295, Sam Swanson, November 30, 2016 
I-295-1: As stated on Draft EIR page 2-8, with the exception of occasional short-term closures of up 
to approximately 2 to 4 weeks, the existing bridge would remain open during construction. Long-
term closures should not be required. Please see Master Response 3 for additional response to this 
comment.  
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Comment Letter I-296, Steve Tadevich 
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Response to I-296, Steve Tadevich, December 1, 2016 
I-296-1: Comment summarizes support for the project. No response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter I-297, Timothy Beck 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-221 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-297, Timothy Beck, October 22, 2016 
I-297-1: The commenter expresses his opposition to the Project. This is not a comment on the Draft 
EIR and no response is necessary.  

I-297-2: This comment represents an opinion of the level of emergency access to 
Mosquito/Swansboro that currently exists, their preference for “a bridge and roadway that excludes 
many drivers,” and their dislike of more traffic. This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and no 
response is necessary. Please note that as discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project is a bridge 
safety project and is not capacity increasing. The Project would not change the characteristics of the 
Mosquito Road route, only the functional use of the bridge to satisfy current safety standards for its 
users. An analysis of the potential for the Project to induce growth is included in the Draft EIR 
starting on page 5-3. The analysis found that while the proposed Project would slightly reduce travel 
time across the South Fork American River, the Project does not change existing land use 
designations, zoning, or growth estimates in the County’s General Plan, and construction of the new 
bridge would not exert growth pressure in the project area. 

I-297-3: This comment represents an opinion that the purpose of the project is other than safety. 
The County does not find this commend credible. The Draft EIR repeatedly explains the need for a 
new bridge and how the new bridge would substantially enhance safety. This is not a comment on 
the Draft EIR and no response is necessary. Please also see the response to comment I-297-2. 
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Comment Letter I-298, Urs Schuler 
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Response to I-298, Urs Schuler, November 21, 2016 
I-298-1: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-1.  

I-298-2: The commenter expresses support for keeping the existing bridge. As described in Master 
Response 1, the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is to be retained and maintained for pedestrians and 
bicyclists. This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and no response is necessary.  

I-298-3: Please see the response to comment I-FORM-8.  
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Comment Letter I-299, William Crenshaw 
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Comment Letter I-299, William Crenshaw 
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Comment Letter I-299, William Crenshaw 
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Response to I-299, William Crenshaw, November 30, 2016 
I-299-1: This is a summary statement that the Draft EIR is deficient. The specific comments on the 
Draft EIR are addressed below.  

I-299-2: This is a general outline of areas within the Draft EIR that the Draft EIR is erroneous and 
deficient. The specific comments are addressed below.  

I-299-3: The commenter expresses the opinion that the Draft EIR must be withdrawn, revised to 
address the alleged errors and deficiencies, and recirculated. Recirculation is necessary when any of 
the factors described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) are present. The following addresses 
each of the factors and explains why recirculation is not required. 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

Mitigation measures relating to Blainville’s horned lizard, oak woodland, the spread of noxious 
weeds, and fire prevention have been revised in the Final EIR to clarify their language, and to 
incorporate appropriate mitigation elements based on comments received on the Draft EIR. The 
changes in the mitigation measures will not result in new significant impacts. Changes to the 
contents of the Draft EIR are described in Chapter 4, Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR.  

No new significant impacts have been identified as a result of the minor changes to the Project 
footprint described in Chapter 3, Changes to the Proposed Project.  

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

The analysis in the EIR has been updated to reflect the minor changes to the Project footprint 
described in Chapter 3, Changes to the Proposed Project. No substantial increase in the severity of 
impacts identified in the Draft EIR that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by 
implementation of the mitigation measures already included in the Draft EIR would occur as a 
result of the minor changes to the Project footprint. Changes to the contents of the Draft EIR to 
address the changes in the Project footprint are described in Chapter 4, Changes and Errata to the 
Draft EIR.  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

Several project alternatives have been suggested by commenters. The Board of Supervisors has 
directed that the Mosquito Road Bridge be retained and maintained, which corresponds to one of 
the suggested alternatives. The other alternatives have been found to be infeasible, as described in 
Master Response 3.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and 
Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)  

The Draft EIR reflects current CEQA practice and is neither inadequate nor conclusory in nature. 
Extensive public review of the Project has taken place in the form of workshops, in addition to the 
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standard Draft EIR review period. Meaningful public review and comment has occurred as a result 
of this outreach effort.  

I-299-4: The traffic volumes indicated in Draft EIR Table 3.13-2 “Existing and Future Traffic 
Volumes” represent the 2015 and 2034 combined car and truck Average Daily Traffic counts (ADT) 
for Mosquito Road in the area of the Project. These counts are based on count data gathered in the 
area of the project and traffic models for future projections. Based on this information, the existing 
ADT is 1,256 for 2015 and is projected to grow to 2,521 in 2034 for car vehicles during peak hours. 
Similarly truck counts are 13 for 2015 and projected to be 26 in 2034. The number of truck trips is 
very small in the context of total ADT, therefore, it does not make a substantial contribution to 
projected increases in ADT.  

There is no change in the traffic volumes projected for 2015 or 2034 based on the proposed Project 
or the No Project conditions since the project is not capacity increasing and does not change the land 
uses or planning for the area served by Mosquito Road. An analysis of the potential for the Project to 
induce growth is included in the Draft EIR starting on page 5-3. The analysis found that while the 
proposed Project would slightly reduce travel time across the South Fork American River, the 
Project does not change existing land use designations, zoning, or growth estimates in the County’s 
General Plan, and construction of the new bridge would not exert growth pressure in the project 
area.  

The information shown in Table 3.2-7 appears slightly different than Table 3.13-2 because it 
represents the “Average Daily Traffic on Mosquito Road Bridge.” In other words, the existing bridge 
does not enable truck traffic to cross which is reflected in the No Build option (0 Truck ADT). The 
Build option, however, enables truck traffic to cross, which is reflected in a total ADT for 2015 of 
1,269 (vehicle ADT of 1,256 as shown in Table 3.13-2 with an additional 13 truck ADT)_and 2,547 in 
2034 (vehicle ADT of 2,521 as shown in Table 3.13-2 with an additional 26 truck ADT). There is no 
discrepancy or inconsistency in the traffic data. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-5: As detailed in Draft EIR Table 3.13-2 the proposed Project is not capacity increasing nor 
does it change the planning and land use in the area. In other words, Mosquito Road is anticipated to 
experience the same traffic volumes (refer to response to comment I-299-4 for details) regardless of 
whether the proposed Project is constructed or not. The traffic numbers shown in the Draft EIR are 
not flawed, as implied by the commenter. They instead indicate the current and anticipated future 
traffic volumes on Mosquito Road, with and without the proposed Project. As stated on Draft EIR 
page 5-5, the proposed Project could change the distribution of truck trips between Rock Creek 
Road and Mosquito Road, with more trucks operating on Mosquito Road that would have otherwise 
traveled on Rock Creek Road. Only this redistribution of trips is anticipated to occur as there would 
be no change in land use to generate new truck or other vehicle trips. Further, the analysis of the 
Project’s potential to induce growth, including as a result of changes in travel behavior and trip 
patters, is included in the Draft EIR starting on page 5-3 and found that the Project would not induce 
growth.  

Because the current and anticipated traffic volumes, as shown in Draft EIR Table 3.13-2, are not 
changed by the proposed Project, the risk of spills and accidental discharges that might affect water 
quality (Impact WQ-1 relates to water quality, not traffic) is not increased as a result of construction 
of the project. It should also be noted that due to new storm water and County municipal separate 
storm sewer systems (MS4) requirements (Regional Water Quality Control Board Construction 
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ and County Phase II Small MS4 General Permit Order 2013-
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0001DWQ), post construction runoff requires additional treatment prior to discharging, meaning 
the project should enhance runoff water quality beyond current conditions through the use of 
permanent best management practices (BMPs) and site retention systems. The increase in truck 
trips – up to 26 daily in 2034 – does not present a substantial risk of spill or discharge. The 
commenter has provided no evidence, other than his unsubstantiated opinion, of any substantial 
increase in risk of discharge. The County does not find this opinion credible. Please see the response 
to comment I-301-3 for further detail. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

I-299-6: As detailed in Table 3.13-2 the proposed Project is not capacity increasing nor does it 
change the planning and land use in the area. The risk of spills and accidental discharges would not 
increase as a result of the construction of the project. The Draft EIR under Impact HAZ-2 discusses 
impacts, with a focus on construction-related impacts as the greatest threat of discharge. The small 
quantities of hazardous materials involved in construction are readily controlled and cleaned up in 
the case of an accidental spill. As a result, such a spill would have a less than significant effect. No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-7: The increase in truck trips – up to 26 daily in 2034 – does not present a substantial risk of 
spill or discharge. The commenter has provided no evidence, other than his opinion, of any 
substantial increase in risk of discharge that would result from this low level of truck traffic. No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

I-299-8: As discussed in the response to comment I-299-4, the traffic information is accurate and 
consistent as shown. Similarly, as detailed in the responses to comments I-299-5, I-299-6, and I-299-
7, the project is not capacity increasing nor does it change the planning and use of the area, meaning 
the presence or threat to water quality and hazardous materials are not anticipated to substantially 
change as a result of the proposed Project or the small numbers of trucks expected to use Mosquito 
Road. The commenter has not articulated any facts to support the claims in the comment. No change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-9: As described in the Draft EIR, no work in the South Fork American River is proposed. With 
compliance with standard regulatory requirements, no impacts to the river are expected from 
construction of the proposed bridge or demolition of the existing bridge. In addition, mitigation 
included in the Draft EIR to protect water quality and prevent erosion and sedimentation in 
wetlands and drainages (Mitigation Measure BIO-4), specifies additional protection measures that 
would avoid impacts in the South Fork American River related to construction of the new bridge and 
removal of the existing bridge. Further, at its February 14, 2017 meeting, El Dorado County Board of 
Supervisors directed that the existing Mosquito Road Bridge is to be retained and maintained, and 
detailed staff to “explore partnerships with outside organizations that may want to help raise funds 
for recreation activities near the bridge.” As a result, there will be no potential for water quality 
impacts from demolition. The County currently carries out substantial maintenance of this bridge 
each year. Retaining the bridge, following the Board’s direction, will not change these existing 
circumstances. Please see Master Response 2 for more detail.  

I-299-10: The mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are largely similar to those in 
Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-6. Compliance with water quality, erosion control, and 
construction safety standards and laws could prompt the use of devices suggested in the 
commenter’s first bulleted item to catch debris, however it is not necessary to specify each specific 
methodology that could be used to achieve the required result. It is also not necessary to limit 
construction activities to completely avoid the rainy season if daily conditions are such that the use 
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of BMPs would maintain regulatory standards and prevent impacts. Therefore, changes to the 
mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are not necessary to prevent impacts. However, as 
described in the response to comment I-299-9 and Master Response 1, the County has now decided 
that the bridge will not be demolished.  

I-299-11: At the time of its preparation, the County did not know whether it would retain or 
demolish the existing bridge. Therefore, the Draft EIR covers both eventualities –bridge removal and 
the potential for keeping the bridge for pedestrian/bike usage. Please see Master Response 2.  

I-299-12: The removal of the bridge was adequately covered in the Draft EIR, given that removal 
was not a certainty and no specific engineering plans for the demolition had been produced, and so 
the Draft EIR examined the impacts of the whole of the project, including demolition, for which the 
analysis was at a level of detail commensurate with the information available. The County 
independently decided to maintain the existing bridge and that decision was not a “consequence” of 
this Project. Therefore, the analysis was not segmented, as the commenter suggests. Please see 
Master Response 2 for more detail.  

In addition, as described in Master Response 1, the County has independently decided to maintain 
the existing bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use.  

I-299-13: Contrary to the commenter’s statement, views of the project area are described in detail 
on page 3.1-2 of the Draft EIR: views by motorists on Mosquito Road, views from residences in the 
vicinity, and views by recreationists using the river. This detailed setting information provides the 
evidence supporting the statement referenced by the commenter, which is found in the discussion of 
Impact AES-3. In addition, three-dimensional visual rendering videos shared with the public at two 
public workshops for the proposed Project (July 15, 2015; October 26, 2016) and one Board of 
Supervisors meeting (April 28, 2015) support the description in the Draft EIR of how the proposed 
Project would appear from the perspective of motorists on the roadway. The videos also support the 
finding that the Project’s effect in the visual character or quality of the area is less than significant. 
Extracted images from the video of the proposed Project are included in Attachment B. No change to 
the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-14: The commenter questions how support for the Project by stakeholders is related to 
impacts. Different viewer groups have different responses to the same views. For example, motorists 
see viewpoints in passing, and commuters have a more limited responses to views along roadways 
than those driving on a roadway for recreational purposes. Stakeholders, including residents of the 
area served by the road and the bridge will have a different viewer response than those who may 
come to the area once or twice a year for recreational purposes. No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

I-299-15: Please see the response to comment 1-299-13 regarding the presentation in the Draft EIR 
of evidence regarding viewpoints. It is primarily because there are limited views of the site of the 
new bridge that the change in the visual character of the affected areas would not result in 
significant impacts. That there is an existing bridge is described as an element of the existing visual 
character. In response to the commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR must include visual 
simulations, CEQA does not require the use of visual simulations in visual impact analyses. Visual 
simulations are useful to demonstrate if the height of a project will block a view, for example. In this 
case, the analysis of the viewpoints available and the viewer groups is sufficient without visual 
simulations because only limited views of the new bridge would be possible, based on review of the 
project area for preparation of the Draft EIR, and views would not be blocked by the new bridge 
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structure. This is demonstrated by the extracted images included in Attachment B, taken from the 
three-dimensional visual rendering video of the proposed Project. Finally, as described in Master 
Response 1, the County has decided not remove the existing bridge. Views by recreationists using 
the river will include the existing bridge, which will be closer to those viewers. No change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-16: The commenter states that substantial evidence to support a fair argument that 
significant adverse aesthetic impacts exists, but does not present evidence. As described in the 
responses to comments I-299-13 and I-299-15, the Draft EIR documents the availability of views of 
the project from the range of viewpoints and provides evidence that views of the proposed project 
will be limited. The Draft EIR does not, as stated in this comment, conclude that the proposed project 
will not alter the existing natural viewsheds. The conclusion of the EIR is based on a detailed 
analysis of the existing views of the project site and how the proposed project will affect those 
views. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-17: Please see Master Response 2 concerning analysis of the demolition of the bridge and 
Master Response 4 concerning the historic status of the bridge (that the bridge is not a historic 
resource). The EIR does analyze the visual impacts of removal of the bridge as presented in Section 
3.1 of the Draft EIR and further explained in the responses to the other comments in this letter. That 
the conclusion of the EIR is not the conclusion the commenter believes should be made does not 
mean that the document does not provide adequate analysis for the decision makers and the public. 
Also, as described in Master Response 1, the Board has made the independent decision to maintain 
the existing bridge.  

I-299-18: The impacts of removal of trees on biological resources are quantified by acres in Impact 
BIO-2 and Mitigation Measure BIO-7 specifies compensatory mitigation options for the loss of trees, 
which includes a 2:1 acre habitat replacement ratio for on- and off-site replacement as well as a 1:1 
per acre habitat replacement in the event that minimum oak tree canopy retention standards as 
defined by Option A of the Oak Resource Management Plan can be satisfied. Please see the response 
to comment I-299-19 regarding the visual effects of removal of vegetation, or the standards and 
ratios in the most current ORMP at the time of construction. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-19: No mitigation measures are proposed for Impact AES-3, as visual impacts would be less 
than significant. As stated in the discussion of Impact AES-3 in the Draft EIR, “remaining vegetation 
would screen views of areas where vegetation has been removed to residential and recreational 
viewers.” As stated in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 is intended to reduce Project impacts 
on special status bird and bat species and their habitat. The mitigation measure clearly describes 
limits on vegetation removal to occur during construction of the project. The commenter appears to 
be referring to the title of the mitigation measure, which is “Avoid and Minimize Potential 
Disturbance of Woody Vegetation.” As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 avoidance and 
minimization of impacts are two of the types of actions considered to be mitigation.  

15370. MITIGATION  

“Mitigation” includes:  

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.  

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation.  

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.  
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(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action.  

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

As noted in Response to Comment I-299-18, the impacts of removal of trees on biological resources 
are quantified by acres in Impact BIO-2. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-20: The Draft EIR identifies an extensive range of mitigation measures that will be 
implemented with the Project in order to reduce or avoid potential adverse impacts. The mitigation 
measures for biological resources are typical approaches to mitigation for a project of this type 
located in upland terrain and are sufficient to reduce and avoid impacts to biological resources. The 
comment reflects the reviewer’s opinion that they are insufficient, and the commenter’s opinion that 
visual impacts are significant, but is not supported by any factual evidence. This comment 
summarizes the commenter’s comments on visual resources, which are responded to in the 
responses to comments I-299-13, I-299-14, I-299-15, I-299-16, I-299-17, I-299-18, and I-200-19. No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-299-21: Please see Master Response 3 for a response to this comment.  

I-299-22 and I-299-23: CEQA focuses on adverse changes to the physical environment. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect as: “a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including 
land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” The Project would not result in an adverse physical change in the environment related 
to recreational use. Therefore, no mitigation is required. Please see the response to comment A-1-6 
and Master Response 3 for a response regarding recreational access. No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  

I-299-24: Please see Master Response 3 and the responses to comments A-1-6, A-1-16, and A-1-16f 
for a response regarding recreational access. The Project would not result in an adverse physical 
change in the environment related to recreational use and therefore no mitigation is required and 
no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. As described in Master Response 1, on February 14, 2017 
the County decided that the bridge will not be removed. 

I-299-25: Please see the responses to comments I-299-22, I-299-23, and I-299-24. The Project 
would not result in an adverse physical change in the environment related to recreational use. No 
recirculation is required.  

I-299-26: In a letter dated October 27, 2016, the State Historic Preservation Office of the State Office 
of Historic Preservation concurred with the findings included in the projects’ cultural resource 
documentation (including the Historical Resources Evaluation Report noted on pages 3.4-5 and 
3.4-11 of the Draft EIR) submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office by Caltrans. The 
Mosquito Road Bridge (Bridge No. 25C0061), and 861 Mosquito Road, are not eligible for the listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places. This is substantial evidence supporting the conclusion 
presented in the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 4 for more detail.  

I-299-27: Please see Master Response 4 and Response to Comment I-299-26. 

I-299-28: This comment summarizes the CEQA Guidelines provisions regarding alternatives. No 
response is necessary. 
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I-299-29 and I-299-30: Please see Master Response 1. Without a continuous source of bridge 
maintenance funding ($75,000 in an average year), the alternative of keeping the existing bridge 
was not seen as feasible when the Draft EIR was prepared and could not be maintained with HBP 
funding. On February 14, 2017, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to: “[b]udget annual 
maintenance costs from the Sacramento Metropolitan Utilities District funding that the County 
receives.” This funding source has made retention of the bridge financially viable. In its February 14 
directive, the Board affirmed that the existing bridge will be retained.  

This outcome is essentially the same as the alternative offered by the commenter. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required. The change does not meet any of the criteria for recirculation under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

I-299-31: The commenter offers general remarks summarizing the previous comments. In addition, 
the commenter restates his comments regarding retaining the bridge. Please see the responses to 
the other comments in this letter and, for the latter, the responses to comments I-299-28, I-299-29, 
and I-299-30.  

I-299-32: The commenter asserts that the comments are “substantial evidence” in support of a fair 
argument of the Draft EIR’s alleged inadequacy. Substantial evidence is defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384(b) as: “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts.” It does not include “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic 
impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(a)). The responses to the comments in this letter illustrate that the 
comments do not rise the level of substantial evidence. Even if they did, the conclusions in the EIR 
are supported by substantial evidence in the form of factual data and analysis.  
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Comment Letter I-300, Kelly Rains 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-268 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Comment Letter I-300, Kelly Rains 

 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-269 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

Response to I-300, Kelly Rains, November 30, 2016 
I-300-1: The information requested in this comment is found in Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, 
page 1-1, and Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.4.2, with the exception of the estimated 
average annual maintenance cost of the new bridge. The maintenance cost of the new bridge is not a 
project element subject to analysis under CEQA and is not included in the Draft EIR.  

I-300-2: The Project Description does include the proposed height of the new bridge. Comparison to 
the Golden Gate Bridge is an observation by the commenter that does not warrant a response.  

I-300-3: The Project Description does include the proposed height of the new bridge as well as cost 
estimates. Comparison by the commenter to all other bridges in California is an observation that 
does not warrant a response. 

I-300-4: This is the commenter’s opinion as to assumed reduction in travel time and is not 
supported by any evidence. Given the steepness and narrowness of the existing road and the 
multiple switchbacks in its descent to and ascent from the bridge, the commenter’s estimate of 
travel time may be short. When meeting traffic traveling in the opposite direct that is on the bridge, 
forward progress is halted until the vehicle or vehicles clear the bridge, and the condition of 
Mosquito Road near the existing bridge is volatile. The volatility has been evidenced through two 
separate Federal Emergency Management Agency emergency repair projects (in both 2006 and 
2017) on either side of the bridge in the approaching roadway that resulted in full roadway 
shutdown closures and significant expenditures of emergency funds to repair and reopen. This 
introduces a level of uncertainty to any trip along Mosquito Road.  

I-300-5: The new bridge will be a large structure. Like any other transportation facility that is part 
of the road system serving the residents and visitors of El Dorado County, it will incur maintenance 
costs. That fact does not relate to environmental issues and does not require disclosure in the Draft 
and Final EIR.  

I-300-6: The new bridge is planned to have 12’ lanes and 4’ shoulders based on current design 
standards for the road, traffic counts, and speed limits. This is significantly wider than the existing 
roadway which in most areas has no shoulder and less than 12’ lanes. The County is also considering 
several project design traffic calming items that will help encourage safe speeds and protect 
potential non-vehicular users. As a result, the proposed Project should accommodate bicycles and 
pedestrians with far more safety features than the existing narrow roadway and bridge facilities. 
Please see also Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding access to recreational resources.  

I-300-7: The width of the new bridge will not be sufficient to allow parking on the structure, nor is 
parking proposed at the ends of the bridge. Such parking areas would increase the footprint of the 
Project and require both additional right-of-way to be acquired and a larger area to be maintained. 
The creation of parking in not part of this bridge safety project. Please see Master Response 3.  

I-300-8: Please see Master Response 3 regarding access to recreational uses. As described in Master 
Response 1, the County has decided to retain the bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use at the Board’s 
direction for policy reasons, and vehicular access and parking has been independently addressed as 
described in Master Response 2.  

I-300-9: Additional barrier rail height and other design considerations that may help not only driver 
safety, but also act a suicide barrier are being considered. These project details as well as other 
public safety considerations will continue to be evaluated in the later stages of project design and 
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development as more information about bridge type is known. However, the final bridge and project 
design will, at a minimum, meet the codes and standards set forth by Caltrans, FHWA, and American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), as applicable. These aspects of 
the bridge design are not related to the Project’s effects on the environment. No change to the Draft 
EIR is necessary. 

I-300-10: The new bridge is planned along a relatively straight alignment (tangent) with profile 
grades that are flatter (approximately 5%) and with an anticipated 2% cross slope to help 
encourage drainage and reduce the need to climb or descend grades. These design considerations 
were incorporated to help mitigate the potential for black ice by discouraging the presence of 
puddles and the need for driver acceleration/ deceleration along the new bridge. No change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-300-11: The need for an emergency telephone service will also continue to be evaluated and more 
will be determined regarding these features as project design and corresponding standards and 
requirements continue to be reviewed. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-300-12: There is no evidence that the new bridge would become a terrorist target. This is purely 
speculative; the unsubstantiated opinion of the commenter. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-300-13: The objectives of the Project are dictated by the criteria set forth within the FHWA HBP. 
This bridge qualified for this funding due to the fact that it is structurally deficient and functionally 
obsolete. Any additional objectives would not eligible under the HBP and would be beyond the scope 
of this Project and review under CEQA. “The County” refers to El Dorado County and its elected 
Board of Supervisors, the lead agency for this project. As lead agency, the County is responsible for 
identifying the project objectives. The identity of “the County” is evident throughout the document.  

The Project has been the subject to extensive public outreach through numerous public workshops. 
In addition, the CEQA process included issuance of Notice of Preparation to solicit public comments 
prior to release of the Draft EIR for review. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. Please see also 
Master Response 3 regarding access to recreational uses. As described in Master Response 1, the 
County has decided to retain the bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use at the Board’s direction.  

I-300-14: In a letter dated October 27, 2016, the State Historic Preservation Office of the State Office 
of Historic Preservation concurred with the findings included in the projects’ cultural resource 
documentation (including the Historical Resources Evaluation Report noted on pages 3.4-5 and 
3.4-11 of the Draft EIR) submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office by Caltrans. The 
Mosquito Road Bridge (Bridge No. 25C0061), and 861 Mosquito Road, are not eligible for the listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places. Because the bridge is not listed on any federal, state, or 
local register of historic resources and is not eligible for listing, it is not considered a historic 
resource under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Further, the County declines to identify the bridge 
as a historic resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(4). Please see Master 
Response 4 regarding the historic status of the bridge.  

I-300-15: Commenter states that bridge is part of community identity. Community identity is a 
social construct, not a physical feature, and therefore a change in community identity alone is not an 
impact under CEQA. (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560 [change in 
“community character” is not a CEQA issue]). No further response is necessary. 
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I-300-16: The comment lists several organizations that utilize pictures of Mosquito Bridge. The use 
of the bridge’s image is not pertinent to the environmental analysis. No further response is 
necessary.  

I-300-17: As described in Master Response 1, the County has decided to retain the bridge for 
pedestrian and bicycle use at the Board’s direction for policy reasons. There is no reason to establish 
a conservation easement over a publicly-owned bridge.  

I-300-18: The commenter offers their opinion regarding the history of the area. Please see Master 
Response 4.  

I-300-19: Please see Master Responses 1 and 4, and the response to comment I-300-15. 
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Response to I-301, Violet Jakab, November 26, 2016 
I-301-1: Comment is a general statement that summarizes subsequent comments in letter. The 
specific comments are responded to below.  

With regard to considering the impact reduction and avoidance provided by existing standards and 
regulations, that is an accepted approach to determining a project’s impact where those standards 
and regulations apply to the project. (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 
Cal.App.4th 884 [EIR properly relied in part upon state and city building standard requirements to 
mitigate seismic risk]). In the responses to specific comments, evidence is provided that shows how 
existing standards and regulations would reduce impacts.  

I-301-2: No mitigation measures are proposed for Impact AES-3, as visual impacts would be less 
than significant. As stated in the discussion of Impact AES-3 in the Draft EIR, “remaining vegetation 
would screen views of areas where vegetation has been removed to residential and recreational 
viewers.” Since this vegetation is existing, it would provide screening at the time of the completion 
of the Project and would not require time to grow. Please see the response to comment I-299-19 
regarding the biological resources mitigation measures. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

I-301-3: The commenter suggests that BMPs described in Mitigation Measure BIO-4 should also 
include sedimentation basins and controlled release of drainage to the river, and the lining of 
equipment management and storage areas. As stated in the discussion of the mitigation measure in 
the Draft EIR, “The BMPs will be selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the 
best available technology that is economically achievable and are subject to review and approval by 
the County. The County will perform routine inspections of the construction area to verify the BMPs 
are properly implemented and maintained. The County will notify contractors immediately if there 
is a noncompliance issue and will require compliance“ and, as also noted in the Draft EIR “The BMPs 
will include, but are not limited to, the following…”. As described in detail in this response, 
compliance with specific applicable regulatory requirements in combination with Mitigation 
Measure BIO-4 will ensure that the impact will be less than significant, and no further mitigation 
measures will be required.  

As described above, the project will be required as a part of compliance with the CGP to include a 
site specific plan for implementing the BMPs. The commenter’s suggestions are examples of BMPs 
that could be included in the site specific plan, but are not the only BMPs available to perform these 
functions. Other site retention and treatment BMPs (both permanent and temporary) are available 
and may be determined more appropriate. These retention and treatment BMPs may also include 
practices similar to management of “first flush” runoff waters and rain events. During final design 
and permitting, suitable BMPs will be selected and implemented in accordance with permit 
requirements and existing law in order to control and treat storm water runoff. As stated under 
Draft EIR Section 2.7, and further discussed in Section 3.8.1.1 and in the discussion of Impact WQ-1, 
the proposed Project will be required to obtain coverage under the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board’s Construction General Permit (CGP) (Order 2009-0009-DWQ) for protecting storm water 
quality during construction. This permit requires both temporary and permanent stabilization 
considerations during and after completion of construction as well as adherence to specific water 
quality standards for site runoff.  

Similarly, the project will be required as a part of compliance with the CGP to include a site specific 
plan for implementing the BMPs required as a part of the CGP to ensure water quality is preserved 
and protected throughout construction. By properly managing the site in accordance with the CGP 
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requirements, including the site specific plan, storm water quality will be protected, and risks of 
erosion and sediment discharges avoided. Considering the impact reduction and avoidance provided 
by existing regulations is an accepted approach to determining a project’s impact (Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884 [EIR properly relied in part upon state and city 
building standard requirements to mitigate seismic risk]).  

It should also be noted that the flow increases anticipated during construction as a consequence of 
removing existing vegetation for construction activities are negligible. Since the proposed Project 
does not include plans to significantly change the watershed area, the only runoff increases are due 
to changes in the site retention or runoff coefficients. After proper implementation of the BMPs 
required by the CGP, including site retention and stabilization BMPs, the effects on river flows would 
be small, and likely unmeasurable, given and the limited size of a 9-acre project with proper 
stabilization BMPs within the context of the 90-mile-long, 850-square mile South Fork American 
River watershed area.1  

I-301-4: Please see Master Response 4 regarding historic resource conclusions by Caltrans, SHPO, 
and the County. As noted by the commenter, the bridge is not historic under CEQA and therefore no 
mitigation is required. The commenter suggests that nevertheless the bridge should be retained. 
Please see Master Response 1 regarding retention of existing bridge. The decision by the Board of 
Supervisors to retain the bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use is essentially the same as the 
commenter suggestion to retain the bridge in place.  

I-301-5: Please see the response to comment I-301-3 for more explanation of the application of the 
SWPPP to the project. The commenter is correct that the SWPPP will require measures to reduce 
erosion. As explained in the discussion of Impact GEO-2, these measures and compliance with the 
other requirements described in the Draft EIR and the response to comment I-301-3 will reduce the 
impact to a less than significant level, and for this reason, additional mitigation measures would not 
be required.  

I-301-6: As noted in the discussion of Impact WQ-1 in the Draft EIR, “Impacts would be minimized 
through implementation of BMPs and other measures specified in the Construction General Permit 
SWPPP, the 401 Water Quality Certification, and the Section 404 Permit. The Project would also be 
in compliance with Caltrans MS4 requirements.” Please see the response to comment I-301-3 for 
more explanation of the application of the SWPPP and other permit requirements to the project. As 
explained in the discussion of Impact WQ-1, these measures and compliance with the other 
requirements described in the Draft EIR and the response to comment I-301-3 will reduce the 
impact to a less than significant level, and for this reason, additional mitigation measures would not 
be required. The response to comment I-301-3 also addresses the commenter’s suggestion that 
BMPs include sedimentation basins and controlled release of drainage to the river, and the lining of 
equipment management and storage areas.  

I-301-7: Please see the response to comment I-301-3 for an explanation of how compliance with 
applicable regulatory requirements noted in the discussion of Impact WQ-4 in the Draft EIR will 
ensure that project impacts on water quality will be less than significant. The commenter is correct 
that measures will be required by these regulations that will serve as mitigation, and the discussion 
in the response to comment I-301-3 explains specifically how this will work.  

                                                             
1 The American River. 2017. About the American River. <https://www.theamericanriver.com/rivers/american-
river-watershed/>. Accessed June 13, 2017. 

https://www.theamericanriver.com/rivers/american-river-watershed/
https://www.theamericanriver.com/rivers/american-river-watershed/
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I-301-8: Please see Master Response 3 regarding river access. 
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Comment Letter I-302, Buck Crockett 
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Response to I-302, Buck Crockett, November 22, 2016 
I-302-1: The commenter expresses his support for continued river access at the existing bridge. 
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and no response is necessary. Please also see Master 
Response 2.  
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Comment Letter I-303, Benjamin Sher 
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Comment Letter I-303, Benjamin Sher 
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Comment Letter I-303, Benjamin Sher 
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Comment Letter I-303, Benjamin Sher 
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Comment Letter I-303, Benjamin Sher 
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Response to I-303, Benjamin Sher, November 27, 2016 
I-303-1: The comment is general statement that summarizes subsequent comments in letter. The 
specific comments are responded to below.  

I-303-2: Property details are presented conceptually in the Draft EIR, reflecting the current level of 
project design. The county declines to add the additional property detail requested by the 
commenter as those features are not needed in order to access project impacts under CEQA. 
Additional property details and features will be further discussed as the engineering design 
progresses, and the project moves into the later Right of Way (ROW) phase. Figure 2-2 has been 
updated (see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR). 

I-303-3: Specific details associated with the temporary and permanent activities (i.e., maintenance) 
of the new bridge are conceptual, reflecting the current level of project design and will be further 
refined as engineering design progresses and into the later project development stages of ROW. 
More specific detail is not available at this time. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

I-303-4: The preliminary geotechnical analyses already performed by multiple geotechnical 
engineers will inform the location of the access roads needed for geotechnical drilling. The design of 
access roads alignments and features will be finalized after the geotechnical drilling. During 
geotechnical drilling, site disturbance will be minimized as much as possible. The disturbance areas 
needed for geotechnical drilling are part of the proposed Project analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

I-303-5: Additional access road alignments have been evaluated for feasibility and performance. It 
is anticipated that minor deviations to the access roads may occur during the preparation of final 
design plans and during construction, however, the disturbances and access road concepts should 
be accurate as shown in the updated Figure 2-2 (see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR) and there will be no 
new impacts as a result of such deviations.  

I-303-6: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 calls for the implementation of a fire protection plan to guard 
against fire during construction. The new bridge itself after construction does not result in impacts 
to the potential for wildland fire, and therefore is not considered a significant impact. On the 
contrary, the installation of a wider bridge that provides access for both emergency vehicles and 
ability to evacuate improves the current situation considerably. While the commenter is correct that 
drought conditions have led to an accumulation of fuel in this area, no nexus exists between the 
proposed bridge and the requirement for the County to participate in fuel reduction activities. Other 
programs already exist that the County is party to in conjunction with Cal Fire, the U.S. Forest 
Service and other entities. Some of the suggested measures will be accomplished as part of the fire 
protection plan under Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, including fuel reduction (“Contractor will keep all 
construction sites and staging areas free of grass, brush, and other flammable materials”). However, 
the description of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 has been revised to include specifications on 
emergency and property owner access and additional detail for fire risk activities as noted in 
Chapter 4, Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. The need for PG&E power 
requirements are unnecessary through the effective use of Fire Prevention planning and 
implementation (e.g., Mitigation Measure HAZ-1). Furthermore, fencing and gate measures should 
not be necessary as a condition as the work areas do not appear to be in heavily traveled areas or in 
locations prone to trespassing. Work zone signage to delineate the work zone will be used as a 
public safety prevention measure and can also be used to delineate restricted access areas. Please 
also see the response to comment I-303-7 regarding emergency access. No additional changes to the 
Draft EIR are necessary. 
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I-303-7: As noted in the Project Description of the Draft EIR (page 2-8) the Traffic Management Plan 
for the construction element of the project will ensure that access for emergency vehicles through 
the Project area would be maintained at a level similar to the current conditions at all times. Traffic 
management requirements and specifications will be developed concurrent with the final design 
plans for the Project and will comply with applicable codes and standards (to include Caltrans and 
the FHWA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices). These will include requirements to minimize 
public impacts as much as possible and ensure the Contractor’s traffic control and management plan 
is properly developed and coordinated prior to implementing during construction.  

I-303-8: Please see the response to comment A-1-22 regarding Figure 3. The commenter suggests 
additional measures for invasive plants. These measures are similar to those included in the 
following mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR for Impact BIO-7: Potential for 
construction activities to introduce or spread invasive plant species and listed below.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Install Construction Barrier Fencing around the Construction 
Area to Protect Sensitive Biological Resources to Be Avoided 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction 
and Mitigation Planting Area Personnel 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Retain a Qualified Biologist to Conduct Periodic Monitoring 
during Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-12: Avoid the Introduction and Spread of Invasive Plants 

The above-listed mitigation measures include the same or similar actions as proposed by the 
commenter. However, the description of Mitigation Measure BIO-12 has been revised to require the 
washing of equipment before entering and leaving areas identified as having invasive plants and to 
require preparation of a noxious weed plan as noted in Chapter 4, Changes and Errata to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR. No additional changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

In response to the comment regarding revegetation, Mitigation Measure BIO-12 includes a 
requirement to “use locally grown native plant stock and native or naturalized (noninvasive) grass 
seed during revegetation.”  

In the last paragraph of this comment, the commenter appears to be asking the County to pro-
actively eradicate invasive species in the project area prior to construction. The EIR identifies the 
impacts of the project and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. To the extent that there are 
existing invasive plants, the mitigation measures will ensure that construction will not result in their 
spread because of proper planning, implementation of controls, and monitoring of site activities and 
conditions.  

It should also be noted that no plant species federally identified as noxious weeds have been 
identified in the project area and by administering the identified mitigation measures, and the 
effective use of engineering and procedural controls that accompany these measures (i.e. proper 
planning, controlling through use of BMPs, and monitoring through construction), there will be very 
little risk of weed transfer out of, or introduction of noxious weeds into, the work area as result of 
construction. Consequently, no additional monitoring or treatment will be needed after construction 
activities conclude.  If the Contractor elects to use the yellow star thistle staging area and/or it is 
identified during construction by qualified personnel that there is a threat of the spread of noxious 



El Dorado County 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

 
Mosquito Road Bridge Replacement Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-290 June 2017 

ICF 00496.14 
 

weed based on disturbances to areas identified to contain noxious weed, and observations of non-
conformance to project invasive weed BMPs or controls to prevent the spread, then post 
construction monitoring will be conducted after project completion for a duration of 3 years. 

I-303-9: The threshold referenced by the commenter is addressed in Impact GEO-3: Location on a 
geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project 
and potentially result in an on-site or off-site landslide or subsidence. While the need and use 
of special construction methods will be better known after additional geotechnical investigation and 
engineering analysis of the project design, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 will ensure 
that the impact will be less than significant. The improvement features and site conditions do not 
currently indicate or prescribe the use of special construction methods, nor rule out the 
implementation of such methods, and the use of special construction methods will continue to be 
evaluated in the later phases of the project development.  

I-303-10: The reference to Impact GEO-4 is a typographical error. The reference should be to 
Impact GEO-3: Location on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project and potentially result in an on-site or off-site landslide or subsidence. The text 
of the Final EIR corrects this minor error (see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR). The consideration and 
potential for landslides has been incorporated in the selection of alternative alignments and 
anticipated improvement features. Preliminary geotechnical analyses performed by multiple 
geotechnical engineers has been performed for the project site to aid in the determination of 
alternative alignments and approaches. It is also a subject that will continue to be considered and 
evaluated as the project design progresses. Current findings from site studies appears to indicate 
that landslide characteristics are reflective of “debris chute” areas as opposed to a condition 
reflective of expansive soils.  

I-303-11: As described in the discussion of Impact GEO-2 in the Draft EIR, the project will be 
required to comply with the stormwater quality standards and provisions set forth by the 
Construction General Permit (CGP) Order 2009-0009-DWQ from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and the El Dorado County MS4 permit (Phase II Small MS4 General Permit, Order 2013-
0001DWQ). Implementation of these mandatory standards and requirements will ensure that 
measures for temporary impacts during construction and permanent impacts after construction are 
incorporated into the project so that impacts are less than significant.  

I-303-12: A SWPPP is mandatory when more than one acre of soil will be disturbed and when the 
site Erosivity (R-factor) is over 5, and will likely not be required prior to the start of the geotechnical 
investigation due to the total disturbance area and schedule duration resulting in a likely low (under 
5) Erosivity value. The permit requirements and measures to be implemented for the detailed 
geotechnical investigation will be determined during the next project phase and will be 
implemented according to regulatory agency requirements. Regardless of whether a SWPPP is 
mandatory, stormwater controls will be implemented to protect water quality as needed to ensure 
site compliance and protect against the potential for erosion and sediment runoff during the 
geotechnical investigation and in the interim period between the investigation and project 
construction. Please see the response to comment I-301-3 for more explanation of the application of 
the SWPPP and other permit requirements to the project and how compliance with those 
requirements will reduce erosion and sedimentation. 

I-303-13: The application of recent innovations and advances in slope stabilization measures will be 
considered more as the project’s final design plans are generated. The opportunity to apply such 
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measures and to identify the best solution for managing stormwater, slope stabilization, and other 
long-term project performances will be better understood when the final design is complete and 
permitting requirements are confirmed.  

I-303-14: The “proper design of roadways” refers to design considerations of both the users and 
nature of the existing roadway, in conjunction with the safety and design requirements for the 
roadway. These same considerations apply for access roadways, however, the access roads are 
usually considered a temporary roadway for construction purposes or a restricted use roadway that 
is not intended for public traffic. In other words, while many of the same considerations may apply, 
the details of their use, design requirements, and safety guidelines often vary. The final design of 
these access roads and their construction will be done with full consideration of the findings of the 
preliminary geotechnical report prepared for the project, and the requirements of permits to protect 
water quality and prevent erosion, including landslide management. The specific measures selected 
will be determined during the permitting process for the geotechnical investigation. As it pertains to 
landslide management, Caltrans’ Landslide Management Plan does not apply. However, the project 
will conform to AASHTO and Load and Resistance Factor Design specifications for global slope 
stability considerations, and the CGP for sediment and erosion control considerations. These 
specifications and requirements are considered in addition to applicable County and State 
requirements. 

I-303-15: Please see the response to comment I-300-12.  

I-303-16: Please see Master Response 3 regarding access to recreational uses. As described in 
Master Response 1, the County has decided to retain the bridge for pedestrian and bicycle use at the 
Board’s direction.  
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