ATTACHMENT 10

EL DORADO HILLS AREA PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE (JANUARY 6, 2020)
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

These comments and responses are associated with the comments involving the original Draft EIR and
original Final EIR.

Comment 1

Response

The commenter is concerned about the impact of the opening of the Saratoga Way Extension (CIP
#71324) project to traffic and the impact of traffic from the planned Saratoga Estates residential
development project on traffic operations at the El dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way
intersection. The following outlines the General Plan Policy that guides the preparation of
transportation impact analysis in El Dorado County, summarize the findings of the analysis of the project
under existing baseline conditions, and summarizes the findings of the near-term conditions analysis
that address traffic operations with the opening of the Saratoga Way Extension (CIP #71324) project to
traffic and the impact of traffic from the planned Saratoga Estates residential development project.

Policy TC-Xd and Policy TC-Xe of the El Dorado County General Plan Transportation and Circulation
Element, July 2004 (Amended September 2018), inserted below, defines LOS for County-maintained
roadways (Policy TC-Xd) and the term “worsen” for the purpose of determining project-related impacts
(Policy TC-Xe).
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Consistent with Policy TC-Xd, level of service is defined by the County in the latest edition of the
Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, National Research Council) and calculated
using the methodologies contained in that manual. Based on the methodologies delineated in the
Highway Capacity Manual, level of service for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections are
based on the average control delay for the entire intersection. Consequently, intersection impact
analysis for signal and all-way stop control intersections are based on average control delay for the
entire intersection and not individual lane groups or movements. Vehicle queueing, on its own, may not
indicate unacceptable operations or a significant impact.

As documented in the revised traffic analysis, the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way
intersection operates acceptably at LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour.
The addition of the proposed project would increase delay at the intersection and result in LOS D during
the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour. However, the intersection would continue to
operate acceptably (i.e. LOS E or better) during both peak hours.

The revised analysis also includes a near-term analysis scenario to address Voter Initiative Measure E.
The near-term scenario represents conditions 10 years beyond the existing baseline (i.e., 2027),
including land use growth and capacity-enhancing roadway projects from the County’s 2016 Capital
Improvement Program. Specifically, the near-term analysis includes Phase 1 of the Saratoga Way
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Extension (CIP #71324) and development in the proposed Saratoga Estates project that are referenced
in the comment.

Between the existing baseline and near-term conditions, AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes through
the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection are forecast to increase by an
average of about 32 percent, with about 85 percent of that increase occurring to/from Saratoga Way
(i.e., due to the Saratoga Way Extension project and due to planned growth in the Saratoga Estates
development). As a result, the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection will
operate unacceptably at LOS F during the AM peak hour without the project. The project will worsen
unacceptable LOS F conditions, since it will add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM and
PM peak hours, which is an impact based on the definition of worsen provide in General Plan Policy TC-
Xe. The addition of a separate southbound right-turn lane would mitigate the impact and result in
acceptable LOS E operation during the AM peak hour.

Comment 2
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Response

The commenter is concerned about the potential for traffic from the proposed project using internal
roadways in the privately owned Raley’s Shopping Center.

The extension of Park Drive, which is part of County CIP Project #36105007 (Country Club Drive
Extension — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway) will be designed according to County
standards that are specified in General Plan Policy TC-1a, which is included below for reference. Since
the circulation of the Second RDEIR, and in response to public comments, a circulation option that
would avoid the extension of Park Drive through the Raley’s shopping center area has been evaluated
(Fehr & Peers 2021 (RFEIR Appendix L-7), ICF 2021). Under the Country Club Drive Extension Circulation
Option, Park Drive would not be extended and instead the north-south roadway from Serrano Parkway
would curve to the east and extend to Silva Valley Parkway (see Exhibit H-1 of Staff Report). The
alignment through the parcel would be similar, as would the width of the roadway, and there would be
no roundabout or intersection. This new roadway would include an emergency vehicle access
connection to Park Drive at Raley’s and La Borgata shopping centers. The analysis determined that no
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new worsened impacts as compared to the proposed project would result from implementation of this
option.

Detailed design of the roadway extension has not been completed and is not required for specific plan
approval. Detailed design will be a condition of approval placed on the project and subject to County
approval prior to development in the project that would need the extension of Park Drive for access. As
outlined above, the design will be required to conform to County standards and will be developed in
consultation with the owners of the Raley’s and La Borgata Shopping Centers. Through this
consultation, elements of the design will be addressed like the connections to existing internal
roadways, including the internal access roadway on the east side of the Raley’s Shopping Center.

Comment 3

Response

The commenter is concerned about the impact of the opening of the Saratoga Way Extension (CIP
#36105034) project to traffic and the impact of traffic from the planned Saratoga Estates residential
development project on traffic operations at the El dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way
intersection. Please refer to Response to Comment 1 for a summary of traffic operations at the
intersection with the addition of traffic from the proposed project.
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Comment 4

Response

The commenter states that no significant study has been made as to the impact of the proposed Park
Drive extension from the other three Country Club Drive extension project in the 2018 El Dorado County
CIP from Bass Lake Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard.

The cumulative conditions analysis (documented in in the original Draft EIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA
Consideration) includes the analysis scenario reference by the commenter. Under cumulative
conditions, the following 2021 County CIP projects related to the comment are included in the analysis:

Country Club Drive — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway (CIP #36105007)
Country Club Drive — Silva Valley Parkway to Tong Road (CIP #36105008)

Country Club Drive — Tong Road to Bass Lake Road (CIP #36105009)

Country Club Drive Realignment — Bass Lake Road to Tierra De Dios Drive (CIP #36105010)
Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 1 (CIP #36105034)
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e Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 2 (CIP #36105035)

Detailed design of the roadway extension has not been completed and is not required for specific plan
approval. Detailed design will be a condition of approval placed on the project and subject to County
approval prior to develop in the project that would need the extension of Park Drive for access. The
design will be required to conform to County standards and will be developed in consultation with the
owners of the Raley’s and La Borgata Shopping Centers. Through this consultation, elements of the
design will be addressed like the connections to existing internal roadways, including the internal access
roadway on the east side of the Raley’s Shopping Center. As noted in Response to Comment 2, the
applicant has analyzed a circulation option that would avoid the extension of Park Drive through the
Raley’s shopping center area. Under the Country Club Drive Extension Circulation Option, Park Drive
would not be extended and instead the north-south roadway from Serrano Parkway would curve to the
east and extend to Silva Valley Parkway (see Exhibit H-1 of Staff Report). This new roadway would
include an emergency vehicle access connection to Park Drive at Raley’s and La Borgata shopping
centers.

It should be noted the CIP Project No. 36105007 (Country Club Drive — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva
Valley Parkway) is not part of the CEDHSP and is not needed as mitigation for the proposed project. CIP
Project No. 36105007 will require CEQA analysis as part of the project development and approval
process.

Comment 5

Response

The commenter identifies that Park Drive east of El Dorado Hills has horizontal and vertical curves and
questions the utility of the CIP Project No. 36105007 to provide parallel capacity to US 50.

Detailed design of the Park Drive (Country Club Drive) roadway extension has not been completed and is
not required for specific plan approval. Detailed design will be a condition of approval placed on the
project and subject to County approval prior to develop in the project that would need the extension of
Park Drive for access. The design will be required to conform to County standards and will be developed
in consultation with the owners of the Raley’s and La Borgata Shopping Centers. Through this
consultation, elements of the design will be addressed like the connections to existing internal
roadways, including the internal access roadway on the east side of the Raley’s Shopping Center. The
reader is referred to Response to Comment 2 regarding the Country Club Drive Extension Circulation
Option that would modify the alignment of this planned roadway.

The design of the CIP Project No. 36105007, which is not part of the CEDHSP and is not needed as
mitigation for the proposed project, will also be designed to County standards that are specified in
General Plan Policy TC-1a (included below).

19-1670 OM 7 of 18



Among many other considerations, the design of the project will consider terrain (i.e., horizontal and
vertical curves) and the presence of sensitive environmental and/or cultural resources. These factors
will influence the roadway design including the roadway design speed. Given the location of CIP Project
No. 36105007 (Country Club Drive — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway), which is north of
US 50 and parallel to US 50, it will provide parallel capacity to US 50. It will also serve to increase the
redundancy of the roadway network in the El Dorado Hills community, which would reduce the
dependency on existing roadway facilities, and reduce out-of-direction travel. This redundancy provides
alternatives to facilities like US 50 for shorter distance trips and is not intended to replace US 50 for
longer commute trips that make up most of AM and PM Peak hour traffic.

Comment 6

Response

The commenter indicates that analysis of different project in the El Dorado Hills community has resulted
in different analysis findings for the same study facilities. Consistent with the El Dorado County General
Plan, the project is analyzed under existing (i.e., baseline) conditions, near-term conditions (i.e., 10 years
from the existing baseline), and cumulative conditions (i.e., 20 years from existing baseline conditions).
As such, the analysis of each project, even for the same study facility, will be different, since data
collected for the existing baseline scenario will be different (i.e., collected a different times). This data
includes traffic counts that vary day-to-day, signal timings that can change in response to changing
traffic conditions, or even the number of pedestrian calls at the intersection. This type of variation is
expected and desired, but does not indicate an error of deficiency in the analysis.

Comment 7

19-1670 9M 8 of 18



Response

The commenter is concerned about the impact of the opening of the Saratoga Way Extension project to
traffic and the impact of traffic from the planned Saratoga Estates residential development project on
traffic operations at the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection. Please refer to
Response to Comment 1 for a discussion of the analysis of this intersection under near-term conditions,
which includes the opening of the Saratoga Way Extension project to traffic and the impact of traffic
from the planned Saratoga Estates residential development project on traffic operations at the El
Dorado Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection. Since the circulation of the Second RDEIR,
and in response to public comments, a circulation option that would avoid the extension of Park Drive
through the Raley’s shopping center area has been identified. Under the Country Club Drive Extension
Circulation Option, Park Drive would not be extended and instead the north-south roadway from
Serrano Parkway would curve to the east and extend to Silva Valley Parkway.

Comment 8
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Response

The commenter is concerned about intersection spacing along El Dorado Hills Boulevard and adequacy
of the corridor to accommodate traffic with the planned Saratoga Way Extension project.

The cumulative conditions analysis (documented in the original Draft EIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA
Consideration) includes the analysis of El Dorado Hills Boulevard with the following 2021 County CIP
projects:

Country Club Drive — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway (CIP #36105007)
Country Club Drive — Silva Valley Parkway to Tong Road (CIP #36105008)

Country Club Drive — Tong Road to Bass Lake Road (CIP #36105009)

Country Club Drive Realignment — Bass Lake Road to Tierra De Dios Drive (CIP #36105010)
Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 1 (CIP #36105034)

Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 2 (CIP #36105035)

In addition, consistent with the County’s transportation impact analysis guidelines, the analysis of the
corridor was conducted using microsimulation due to the intersection spacing to account for the
interaction of the closely spaced intersections. All study intersections along the El Dorado Hills
Boulevard corridor (White Rock Road to Serrano Parkway) would operate acceptably (LOS E or better)
with the addition of the proposed project.

10
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Since the circulation of the Second RDEIR, and in response to public comments, the applicant has
analyzed a circulation option that would avoid the extension of Park Drive through the Raley’s shopping
center area. Under the Country Club Drive Extension Circulation Option, Park Drive would not be
extended and instead the north-south roadway from Serrano Parkway would curve to the east and
extend to Country Club Drive.

Comment 9

Response

The commenter is inquiring about analysis of area intersections with the implementation of the CIP
Project No. 36105007 (Country Club Drive — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway).

It should be noted CIP Project No. 36105007 is not part of the CEDHSP and is not needed as mitigation
for the proposed project. The separate County CIP Project will require CEQA analysis as part of the
project development and approval process.

11
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PETER B. EAKLAND DECEMBER 11, 2019 LETTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

These comments and responses are associated with the comments involving the original Draft EIR and
original Final EIR.

Comment 1

Response

The lane configuration referenced in the comment is the lane configuration analyzed under the
cumulative conditions analysis scenarios. The cumulative conditions analysis (documented in the
original Draft EIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA Consideration) includes Phase 2 of the Saratoga Way Extension
project and a separate project category (i.e., Traffic Signal and Intersection Operational Improvements),
which is used to fund various unspecified future intersection improvement projects in response to
planned growth. Phase 2 of the Saratoga Way Extension project will widen Saratoga Way from two to
four-lanes from the County line to El Dorado Hills Boulevard and modify the El Dorado Hills
Boulevard/Saratoga Way intersection in response to changes in travel demand that would occur with
the widening of Saratoga Way. Therefore, the cumulative conditions analysis includes improvements to
the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Saratoga Way intersection that would result from widening Saratoga Way,
consistent with the County CIP.

Comment 2

Response

The cumulative conditions analysis (documented in Draft EIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA Consideration)
includes forecasts based on the following 2021 County CIP projects related to the comment:

e Country Club Drive — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway (CIP #36105007)

e Country Club Drive — Silva Valley Parkway to Tong Road (CIP #36105008)

e Country Club Drive — Tong Road to Bass Lake Road (CIP #36105009)

e Country Club Drive Realignment — Bass Lake Road to Tierra De Dios Drive (CIP #36105010)

12
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e Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 1 (CIP #36105034)
e Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 2 (CIP #36105035)

Therefore, the operations analysis includes the effect of CIP Project No. 36105007 (Country Club Drive —
El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway), including changes in traffic volumes at the El Dorado
Hills Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection. Since the circulation of the Second RDEIR, and in
response to public comments, a circulation option that would avoid the extension of Park Drive through
the Raley’s shopping center area has been identified. Under the Country Club Drive Extension
Circulation Option, Park Drive would not be extended and instead the north-south roadway from
Serrano Parkway would curve to the east and extend to Silva Valley Parkway.

CIP Project No. 36105007 is not part of the Central EDHSP and is not needed as mitigation for the
proposed project. CIP Project No. 36105007 will require CEQA analysis as part of the project
development and approval process.

Comment 3

13
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Response

The comment identifies observations regarding the Park Drive Extension and the intersection illustrated
on Figure 2-10 of the original Draft EIR.

Detailed design of the roadway extension has not been completed and is not required for approval of
the CEDHSP. Detailed design will be a condition of approval placed on the project and subject to County
approval prior to development in the project that would need the extension of Park Drive for access.
The design will be required to conform to County standards and will be developed in consultation with
the owners of the Raley’s and La Borgata Shopping Centers. Through this consultation, elements of the
design will be addressed like the connections to existing internal roadways, parking, access
accommodations, and lane configurations.

14
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The layout and control presented in the original Draft EIR Figure 2-10 (i.e., that shows four-way stop
control) is conceptual and intended to illustrate the general nature of a connection, but does not
represent the preferred or final design. Draft EIR Figure 2-10 is not a detailed design of the intersection
that would be needed for approval by the County for construction.

Several different traffic control options were tested at the intersection to evaluate the feasibility of the
intersection relative to traffic operations. This analysis is presented in the RFEIR (refer to Response to
Comment I-11-72). A key consideration in the future detailed design is queue management, in addition
to satisfying the County’s intersection level of service policy requirements. Management of vehicle
gueuing is important due to the proposed intersection’s proximity to El Dorado Hills. Specifically,
vehicle queuing on the eastbound approach could impact El Dorado Hills Boulevard if not managed. As
shown in Response to Comment |-11-72, a three-way stop controlled intersection would provide
acceptable (LOS B or better) operation and manage vehicle queues on the eastbound approach.

As previously notes, the applicant has analyzed a circulation option that would avoid the extension of
Park Drive through the Raley’s shopping center area. Under the Country Club Drive Extension Circulation
Option, Park Drive would not be extended and instead the north-south roadway from Serrano Parkway
would curve to the east and extend to Silva Valley Parkway.

Comment 4

Response

The commenter offers several observations of the eastbound approach to the El Dorado Hills
Boulevard/Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection, including the transitions of lanes from one approach
lane to three turn lanes at the intersection. In addition, the commenter recommends the addition of a
channelized eastbound right-turn lane to reduce delay at the intersection.

SimTraffic micro-simulation was used to analyze traffic operations on El Dorado Hills Boulevard and
Latrobe Road to accurately analyze the effect of closely-spaced intersections that are characteristic of
complex transportation systems under congested conditions, which can occur on the Latrobe Road/El
Dorado Hills Boulevard corridor under existing conditions. The Federal Highway Administration Traffic
Analysis Toolbox, (June 2004), offers the following guidance regarding the strengths and limitations of
HCM analysis models.

15
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The SimTraffic micro-simulation analysis applied the following best-practice methodology:

e The simulation was conducted for the entire peak hour (i.e., 60 minutes) using four 15-minute
intervals with the peak hour factor applied in the second interval

e The results were based on the average of ten model runs using random seeding

e Each of the ten simulation runs applied a ten-minute seeding time

The existing conditions SimTraffic model was validated to field measured traffic volumes and observed
maximum vehicle queue lengths.

Simulation also accounts for the operational characteristics identified by the commenter, including the
length of lane transitions, since the methodology models individual vehicles traveling through the
analysis network. Therefore, the operations analysis results (level of service and delay) include the
effects of these types of geometric conditions.

Comment 5

Response

The transportation analysis, including the SimTraffic micro-simulation, input assumptions were
independently reviewed by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation. The transportation
analysis methodologies and input assumptions for the Measure E analysis are documented in Chapter
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3.14 of the original Draft EIR. Lane configuration for the Measure E analysis are shown on Figures 1, 2A,
and 2B of the Memorandum — Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan Measure E Analysis (June 22, 2017).

Comment 6

Response

The commenter incorrectly associates served volume with the allocation of the traffic signal cycle length
to individual turn movements. Specifically, the commenter references green time, which is the share of
the traffic signal cycle length allocated to each turn movement when vehicles are allowed to travel
through the intersection (i.e., with a green signal indication). Served volume is the number of vehicles
that travel through an analysis intersection during the analysis period, relative to the demand for travel
through the intersection. In addition, based on the incorrect understanding of served volume, the
commenter insinuates that the analysis did not include pedestrian activity, which is not correct. The
transportation analysis methodologies and input assumptions for the Measure E analysis are
documented in Section 3.14 of Volume 1 of the RFEIR. Counted pedestrian and bicycle volumes were
used in the analysis with a minimum of two pedestrians per approach per peak hour.

Comment 7

Response

Please refer to Responses to Comments 4, 5, and 6. Consistent with Federal Highway Administration
guidance, HCM analysis models were not applied due to congested conditions that can occur on the
Latrobe Road/El Dorado Hills Boulevard corridor under existing conditions, which is characterized by
vehicle queue spillback that impacts operations at downstream intersections. Response to Comment 4
describes the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Analysis Toolbox, (June 2004) guidance regarding
the strengths and limitations of HCM analysis models.

Since HCM analysis models are of limited use in analyzing system effects, like analyzing queues and the
effects of vehicle queues that affect operations at adjacent intersections, application of HCM analysis
models would be inappropriate for the conditions that exist in the study corridor and would result in
inaccurate results, since the impact of vehicle queues on the system of traffic signals would not be
included in the analysis results.

Comment 8

17
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Response 8

Please refer to response to Comments 4 through 7. The commenter correctly identifies that the
southbound left-turn has a served volume of 98.9 percent. Demand for this movement is 110 vehicle
per hour. Therefore, a served volume of 98.9 percent means that one of the 110 vehicles was not able
to travel completely through the intersection during the peak hour. This outcome is reasonable as delay
increases and queues develop, and is precisely why micro-simulation was used for analysis of the study
corridor. The commenter also correctly identifies that the analysis results meet the County LOS
thresholds for acceptable operations.
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