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TO: Planning Commission Agendaof:  September 26, 2013

FROM: Tom Dougherty, Project Planner Item No.: 11

DATE: September 24, 2013

RE: PD12-0003/Green Valley Convenience Center; Alternative Exhibits/Design Waiver

Request (Revised Findings and Conditions of Approval)

The Planning Commission heard the proposed development plan for a gas station, car wash and drive-
through restaurant on July 11, 2013. A number of issues were raised, including noise, aesthetics, traffic,
and potential impacts to the intermittent stream. The Planning Commission continued the item to
address these concerns. Planning staff identified the need to revise and recirculate the Mitigated
Negative Declaration due to the identification of a new significant impact and mitigation measures. This
was recirculated from August 12, 2013, and ending September 10, 2013. Comments on the Mitigated
Negative Declaration were received from several members of the public. Responses to those comments
are discussed below.

Alternative designs were received that were summarized in the memo dated August 7, 2013.
Subsequently, the applicant submitted new alternative designs received September 3, 2013 to further
address some of these issues. These latest designs are intended to replace those summarized in that
August 7, 2013 Staff Memo. The most recent alternatives are identified as follows:

Sheet A.O1 - Site Sections dated August 28, 2013

Sheet A.02 - Drive-Thru Site Sections dated August 28, 2013

Sheet C1.0 - Cover Sheet dated August 29, 2013

Sheet C2.0 - Site Plan (revised) dated August 29, 2013

Sheet C3.1 - TESC Plan (revised) dated August 29, 2013

Sheet C4.0 - Grading and Storm Drainage Plan (revised) dated August 29, 2013
Sheet C5.0 - Utility Plan (revised) dated August 29, 2013

Sheet L1 - Landscape Planting Plan (revised) dated August 28, 2013

Sheet SNA. 1 - Site Sign Plan and Elevations (revised) dated August 19, 2013
10. Sheet SNA.2 - Signage Details (revised) dated August 28, 2013

11.  Sheet SNA.3 - Signage Details (revised) dated August 19, 2013

12.  Sheet A2.1 - Building Exterior Elevations (revised) dated August 19, 2013

13.  Sheet A2.2 - Building Exterior Elevations (revised) dated August 19, 2013

14.  Sheet CW1 .I- Car Wash Floor Plan (revised) dated August 28, 2013

15. Sheet CW1.2 - Car Wash Roof Plan (revised) dated August 28, 2013

16.  Sheet CW 2.1 - Car Wash Exterior Elevations (revised) dated August 28, 2013
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17.  Sheet CA.2 - Fuel Canopy Exterior Elevations (revised) dated August 28, 2013
18. Sheet CA.3 - Fuel Canopy Exterior Elevations (revised) dated August 28, 2013
19. Sheet TE.l -Trash Enclosure (revised) dated August 28, 2013

The issue of encroachment into and out from the site from and onto Green Valley Road is a concern to
the public. The latest alternative encroachment design, shown on Sheet C2.0 dated August 29, 2013,
provides for a longer taper for the encroachment but is not a full acceleration/deceleration lane as
suggested by some members of the public. Technically, this requires a Design Waiver request since it is
a deviation from the Standard Plan for commercial encroachments onto an arterial road. Transportation
Division staff finds the modified design to be acceptable, and provides somewhat greater turning ability
into the development. Findings for Approval of the Design Waiver are included in the Revised
Attachment 2. Additionally, the Transportation Division is recommending that Condition 23 be revised
as follows:

23.  Encroachment Permit: The applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from DBOT
Transportation and shall construct the roadway encroachments from the access roadway onto
Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway to the previsiens ef-County Design Standard 110_as
shown on Sheet C2.0 — Site Plan dated August 29, 2013, and the change shall be reflected on the
development plans submitted for the project.. The improvements shall be completed to the
satisfaction of the Transportation Division or the applicant shall obtain an approved
improvement agreement with security, prior to the issuance of an encroachment building permit.

Accident data shall be collected and the operation of the driveway along Green Valley Road
shall be observed periodically for a span of one vear from the date of occupancy. The EDC

Transportation Operations Unit will identify accidents related to the turning movements into or
out-of the project encroachments and determine if a statistically significant increase in accidents

has occurred. If Transportation gquantifies information indicating the driveway is not
functioning appropriately they will notify the owner of their observations in writing and request
the owner propose an action plan to bring the driveway to proper function within 30 days. The
criteria and measures needed to return the driveway to proper function shall be mutually agreed
to by the applicant and the County and will be implemented within 90 days of agreement. If
agreement cannot be reached the matter will be brought before the Planning Commission as an

amendment to the Development Plan for resolution which will be deemed final unless appealed

to the Board of Supervisors.

Other public comments raised concerns about noise impacts including: short-term construction noises;
impacts to the closest residentially-zoned parcel (124-301-39), insufficient details and/or restrictions for
potential noise impacts on the existing evening and nighttime ambient noise impacts, lack of a condition
for the carwash doors to be lowered, and lack of analysis of reoccurring impulsive noises.

The applicant submitted an updated Environmental Noise Analysis dated September 24, 2013, as well as
a Response to Noise Related public Comments letter dated September 25, 2013. Both address the
concerns related to noise impacts.

Recommended Condition 34 addresses the permitted construction hours associated with short-term
construction noise impacts. Planning recommends that the carwash and restaurant drive through hours
of operation be limited to between 7 am to 10 pm, and the vacuums be limited to 7 am to 7 pm unless
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additional noise analysis is submitted with the building permit that demonstrates to the Planning
Director that noise levels measured at the parcel designated by APN 124-301-39 meet General Plan
thresholds. It is also recommended that the carwash be limited to a 30 horse power or less blower
placed in the same location that was analyzed in the Environmental Noise Analysis. (See Condition 11).
It is further recommended that Mitigation Measure, NOISE-1 (Condition 8) be revised to add the
requirement that the doors on the south entrance to the carwash be lowered during the operation of each
carwash cycle.

There were also concerns raised about the possibility of the placement of excess signage occurring in the
future. The allowed signs would be only those shown in Exhibits J-1 to J-3, (Sheets SNA.1 to SNA.3).
These would become the “sign package.” Planning recommends that the following language be added
to Condition 14 to assure that excess signage would not be placed in the windows: “Window signs shall
not exceed 25 percent coverage of any window pursuant to industry best practice for natural surveillance
that serves to increase the risk of detection for offenders, enable evasive actions by potential victims,
and facilitate intervention by police (Crime Prevention through Environmental Design and Defensible
Space).”

The applicant is requesting consideration of the original proposal but has offered the alternative design if
the Commission find that these modifications address concerns of the Commission. Planning staff finds
that the alternatives received September 3, 2013 improve the aesthetic design of the project and,
therefore, recommends the Planning Commission approve the project with these modifications. None of
the changes increase potential environmental impacts.

An additional Finding has been added to specifically note the project has been found to be compliant
with Policy 6.5.1.7 as conditioned and mitigated. Along with this additional finding, Planning believes
the previous findings can be made, and that the additional Mitigation Measures reduce the impacts, and
that no new significant impacts have been identified.

RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends the Planning Commission take the following actions:
L. Adopt the Revised Mitigated Negative Declaration based on the Initial Study prepared by staff;

2. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Program in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section
15074(d), as incorporated in the Revised Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures in
Attachment 1;

3. Conditionally approve Planned Development PD12-0003, based on the Revised Findings in
Attachment 2 and subject to the Revised Conditions of Approval in Attachment 1;

4. Approve the Finding of Consistency with General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4 to allow a reduction of the
wetland setback from 50 feet to 10 feet based on the Revised Findings in Attachment 2; and

5. Approve the request for a Design Waiver to allow the deviation from Standard Plan 103-D to
allow a longer taper for the encroachment onto Green Valley Road based on the Revised
Findings in Attachment 2.
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Revised Conditions of Approval; Planning
Commission/September 26, 2013

Revised Findings; Planning Commission/September 26, 2013
Revised Exhibits for Approval

Applicant’s entire “Design Submission,” dated August 30,
2013

Environmental Noise Analysis dated September 24, 2013
Response to Noise Related Public Comments dated September
25,2013

SADISCRETIONARY\PD\2012\PD12-0003 Green Valley Convenience Center\PD12-0003 Staff Memo 09-24-13.doc

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 4 of 54



Revised Exhibits F-M
Planning Commission September 26, 2013

Attachment 3

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 5 of 54



ARCO AM/PM - ELDORADO HILLS, CALIFORNIA P
COVER SHEET 1

CENERAL, IITE DEVRLOPMENT NOTES
RN R WA L it

w—wnwu—-—u-—-—-w-m

- p =

- it et it o .
SRR TR R AR EE S
o s gt
ST ESTS SR e S
TR 'g}:.'.'.:m"

T =
- OO T Ay W-“-ﬂ
'.-.'m-m.“ - Sasmn » Wi -

|
§
|
i
s

i
;
I
;
i
i
il
1

1
'
ggi
o
i
:
Ei
B
i

!
i
-
!
i
)
!
:
i

Lakd
i can waen [
UKL w B NPy
AND 1,000 BF QLS

Cabl L%
UHDEROROUND SERVICE ALERT CRTEN VAELEY R
4B BOURS PRIH 10 CONEFYRUCTION .
ALl THLL FEET: 1-Bob-r7-1800 v ".,......’
FACILTY & TBD
R | — i e
» Cormee 0
s ol \ s —
e A B g A SO ol e
o] 5 MSKTAMWE OF Weal i COMRRLOTO B 6 16853

% "x)_
. §

F'or" Co

*|C1.00F 6

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 6 of 54




STE DEYELOPMENT NOTES e |
() LI /P MR PN 10T L1 1 0NN bp
(T v o s, () e, ) G e S

(3) or inir w1 i G G e

(3) we wnane i i, -

© BT R e e

(2} 0 301t’ mnine g ciscr rov M R

O mne | S0 8 ) GG T L B ‘\
() It v e e Cxaeh 70 it 4 0, ot

() o g st & 0 Tk e "o-
(5) B T s s i e SN mevka G ARC

e LI G S e e 8 8 RIT SOL AW TP

O i Cow
AN, T L W RO W LA A
O (T ek O

{8} =0 st smmine

@ W maade & W Sy (OORT] WEOWA, WA 1Y OROTE R

(DRt g S

(‘) e DL B SOH WA NRGICD) ST W

W RN AVARE b TGl B B W
R U B s Thae MOIPLLS
() e s T ¢ KOG Bk s e

@ﬁlﬂlﬂ‘

WY MY O O W PR O, M. WULE e DD,
@m

WCH CORCECT, e W
e

7)) WOE DTN, O
;um:-umnlmumn

W FaOn L S ORI (O SR, CRCmm | S
@ SR Y S —

{3} o0 wrmIL Wb
!um—mbm THIS SHEET 1S
D

BYIEE]

L L |
¥ o o

{37) W omLmT AN o) (T S
(13} T7E0 Wl e P O G

FOR
0 B ey WMD) SO PR i L INFORMATION
/®g=mnmcm ONLY

CMNCEWTT LT SHID DN Ve P
e S A S e
- B AT A ST CLG
i AW T L e ST LG N MY SVACE PO
MR Ui ————" LS (M S,
PR WL FLY AT LG,
wiw wrih, SF

© BT T S P
Gl S b N g il Wy iy

® Siee nrvmms mnan Ty -
(G5 o et st

(T wn it o W o G

@ummmn”ﬂl

{4y mu ARG w3 e WAl 108 DGR
O s S

chiL Uz
Nl e L i UNDERGROUNG SERVEE ALERT
Ll 4D WOURS PRIOR 1D

CALL TOLL FRER: 1=AD0~ZI7¥-2600

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 7 of 54




I—H HqIyx3

M ELEVATION

=14

A WEST ELEVATION

i

E =
EXTERHOR FINISHES: Emful. ROTES: o il .
n. -ﬁ’t‘;&‘fﬁ«gm- - 1 shert s [
P e INFORMATION
e westorratses ONLY
LR RS

EXTERICR PAMNTS:

) S, o — b s
mam s G AB S

O e e
o ———— B S — o —
A . R § Ll Rot e Rl

PRI MDA o TR
- [T pe———
MY
A e v s o—

L L e S

A pw s s ke
o T

[T ==y

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 8 of 54




= T SOUTH ELEVATION

PRI R

EXTERIOR FINISHES: GENERAL

T m— i L i )

Al

i Pl
Akl |

b -
LAy

¢—H ¥qIyx3

W s st s mn b
WA e— - g
WA v e
W e e ARTO NTT
Y T T 2960 smipm
W o p— s w1 TROS CAR WaSS
i UL CANOPY w8
Wola oot b o — AND 1,500 SF D5 R
e ad oane (AA L -
NI i m— ——— ]
« o SN VNLLY ROAD
P s -
Mokl & | e = m
o e | e~
T e o ki) § FACILITY # THD
T T T
; ——— - ar——— e T
. A —————. L et R N . i
o " R ] T -
- A S A T issee
T T e ——— Vorls bbbty sl b —
- N -

. ase CON A Wt Rl ;;'WA e m
o EAST ELEVATION o s mmmoswsenes. | - ELEVAYIONS

| jwt g L e T
Ty T WP em ey
Lo crae A

e 7 A i.: " : + o - T
“ﬁ:'“‘}(#y l‘cl:}l rOr \."CHSU’LCU".'. S A2.2

«

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 9 of 54




GENERAL NOTES:

o B LT

KEVED MCTER:

s i, s e L iy

b m

e T sl AT

b, B AT LJOWAS2 ARCD
ST A el o g P
M

amd e il ol H
PR R TLEARICE S
I i U BT SGMAGE QG AU@
e

T L L T G S
-

EXTERIOR BMITEES:

LR ik e e

1113 TN RMUE Sl
W

y -azn
[E R TR
ety

T
e

=
P

CAST CLEVATION

it

NORTH ELEY ATHON
i

TIa=r-ar

FOR
INFORMATION
BT ONLY

1y T
S

BTl — gt

o p—

iy TR e ] et
I o e i e

A
ey

= e
—_— ]

g L THiS SHEET IS
|
O

ki 5 T iaiocd
o B o

HEE N

4' ~ WEST ELEWATICIN X
il P N\ =y i

< SOUTH ELEVATION

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13

13-1347 F 10 of 54
fo TTTene BN I T ST ERE el TTTYTENOITHYT T BT IR T T EHA W8




vot: i et ) il
B B A |
B wTTOM By IO

PIC UNIT ELEVATION - BEYOND C.\NOITH ELEYATION

—

9 233" At

o ow' 2% mn o A A
e
—
— :-ﬂ-!'&::nmn: ek ol
L L
I iy
' e o
_h "II AT )
S, e L
WEST ELEVATION C.EAHT ELEVATION
Omi LF L O .‘Iul [FUSE
4 e
A T
- W, ) T
- e w e a ow ]
TH T e s I
o 1

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 11 of 54




PIC UNIT ELEVATION ~ BEYOND

SOUTH ELEVATION

T

S—H Hqiyx3

G)nuu - et

é:g:"i-—iiw-un-m
e
Ell—(llu T
i
1
EXTERUOA FINISHES oy
ST e E I
B
LT o s e THS ShenT 18
= Rt INFORMATION g
- ony I
|
EXTERIOR PAINTS ;
b 1| - p— b
P — Y
S L 'F
v oo eyt .
G caom p vom 1]
P e Rl s e |
L W o—— !
—— - S __mcown I}
o —— w 1ma o i |1
R VA e [P ARGRT R R .-E
Ol e i . |’
- 'u-‘-uxll — - CRELN VALY POAS o
it |H

[

= 0 S, A e T

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13

13-1347 F 12 of 54




(i) TRELLIS
i

—

RETAINING WALL

_ PARTIAL SITE PLAN OF DRIVE-THROUGH

AM { PM

DRIVEWAY

ML LT

CARWASH

FREYOND]

el

|:I'1’:J" T

..;_/[

I;’i—
.'/f' //, r‘/‘ "'x
s v

11
S NEPOAT

DRIVEWAY

SCHLOTZSKY'S

TRELLIS

PARTIAL SITE SECTION - THROUGH SCHLOTZSKY S~ ..

FOAE: 147« i

_"BLIILDING ELEVATION -

b

o

FROM SOUTH

SCREEN-—, 12
\

5
e

oy

FACING NORTH

=1

LI I L e B S

BEME LS T

x
THIS SHEET IS |(f3
FOR ~

INFORMATION
ONLY
— §
A ’ J :
A
R |
__spcopn I

. | 7900 amypom

'_/ wi 1705 CAR WaASH ([

DORIVE-THROUGH
| 5mE sEcTIONS

| A02

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 13 of 54




FICIE!

ARCO AM/PM - ELDORADO HILLS, CALIFORNIA _ bp
CAPE PLANTING PLAN R

-1
st e e Rl il il
- 0 | m——— yeum [rec |a i o
6 —_—_—:. rous |tat | & FLL
5 o ronm (ree [ P
@ _.-_' 8 cacaem |« DL - [Fir o B
s == , b cusem (108 |m i
e Q) [ e pum [van e v, s
- @ [mmeremges [ee b e fmew
; @ e LT ER U P B,
{ @ (== rw— cun o 4 ey i 5 e
| a -—_1.’::; Euw- Fea @ 1 i UL )
7 O | inemum [ape | i e
'.. | o — |
il | [ Y o AT, e v 3
..I. I} m ﬂ- Fﬁzm' el L g I.m 2&“““
b VAR | S W (e o e, St
. ) | e R G el T
Y | CHTE |y ey TP Ll LA __iﬂ!{:_h:ﬂn_“
\ [ BEER |== == 2
| e | s i
| e | [ ——

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 14 of 54




- HQIyx3

&
W ’-}I 84T - DU - b —-.—.

N
W

olin

afwimy WUE s F X
I,-;rarwm-n B an T v el Bea L ¥ et
e 3 T g - B 4  tiewm

WA
O‘ PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION
-l

_f_.fz_:?_._ o
:—;—i— &l

R et b e b i)
— 1D M e
| D -

[
‘meni*“““"“‘

(@)SANOPY SPARK T ﬂ'u‘ﬁ&é"g% L

-
L

8

.m.m:sf — ,_.
SORE NG DG 1,.3&-:: Fae  FERETN -] i

(‘\ SITE IDENTIFICATION SIGN \
J'

mld'lﬂ'

EES S

LW (P S N v Gl R T T
AP R el G W et

AR UL (PR P T e
:mx {ENE GIIC), LLLARNATED

! @)[‘l_ll.- D R 0 AN SRR

! s ot o EA wal W
o e —
Ko -nulwonw it :w
Livaom 7
lu- A TaOm & :-m
L] s T
Commsg M e e (Tt W S
TRST Z0C3 SO DUPaN S s
L= B DT a8 SO
557
00 OS LONON a W~
RO WEST EION o
Tl
C ST SO SDwIH IR -
FASE TE0D ASudh SiOW0R s
Caany 3 RN i L
. Ll il
FAS) 00 DAl DTaEw TR L
ST TTwk iy Bt
| T s
|! =
| ComaSt  WOR6 Dl TR al
| o
-
| WIS ST T SN 140y sor 0
= HTE SIGNAGE TAGLE
- T
‘(’ o ua i
i r"}m b L-\.'M|mq-m-ac-s'
| {_}lum sch uf\-r [ v el
1
| wwnm&."!nh.\iunr | | ke w y N -
G}«nwmw»wnm was) |8 | maa .
.;_..'-. Aru AR B -} ———
LLr e SEH (320 Y | e _&,___._
} {-_,r ST RNTRY SILON TR AN B |
e |
LN ASILDESOS SO [T 112 s, ua ¢
( z
L A S (LR [
| — } -
i C TSR sed [:n1 e . sk W
o O e s ] | N w
e R

al._‘.:...-. ’“r" -,g

o

P T (PG G T E‘--’l i s w0
) o u---.] - M e FHAL ::I:I’:M"ig (PW5 03], 411 |l L L.~ ]
eyl LN WA R0k LI 430 & 00 AP S B (B
(o) 20" AM, CH‘NNELI-E'_I'I'ERS - amipm 17 CHANNEL LETTER SIGN 9,: ot B0 U A - O L+ 1 0 ) Sk
! (8L ERGAS P MG %u PP ! ;
o =
i
e B ——e >
e Y ANNEEN - -
R -
"'\‘. ‘\. o— T il =y -—._-

ir..m'-u'-’l.n H-J-hnhn

IETH ST AR S

; / N,

LTI e e ——— /
M AR - iy — L m‘n::ﬁmmn
36" DIA SPARK + 20" LETTERS LA, S PHOPOSED ELEVATI
q" @Wfﬁmy = et

e
/ '_n"'-r \\hmuu_». M3 B Pus 2

POAIH AT AL D Tk

r/ SCALL WP 0

L
SIGN SITE PLAN
AND
ELEVATIONS

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 15 of 54




S A= T ,_I.T':_l_.‘—-—- s

¢—[" HaIyxy

:l-.::_ ——— 3 SRR EELLNS = W o HL‘._-__;““;.________—._E.“
' . ppe——— ]
> f:_ﬁ"‘-.‘, o W
- d ;\.{ - — j’q“ ‘TE’& x
2t | iR | /—\‘ l .‘F I_‘ J J
| | 'R -3 ||
| 141 i '&h;- I v i J
=t - Ly N
s || .LJ: { el e il L = .

- OSED SOUTH ELEVATION
(APPSR SOUTH ELEVATION i e vt

(8)

[ ra—— L T s

OPQSEI'.‘I EASY ELEVATION

T

@

1
I
A7
va Vs

15-0"

PROPOSED NORTH CARWASH ELEVATION

OPHOPCH!ED SOUTH CARWASH ELEVATION

rr

RISt -d

83 SCMAGE THE ELE WAl -
OSI ID SIGN DETAIL
T

WN|

-

R — — —

(a PHOPOSED WEST CARWASH ELEVATION -
VAT TR

RET B iFwre
e

— TR - M O P TR

o CARWASH BUILDING SIGN

= T a1 )| A

T

=Y R s GOC] e

—
LZ 8 L F Or S A EPeEr

Vol Rty o) -.:; L] aw Ay T Sraiiiy
:.-. - ;pwm:-..; k 'I." AN WOEAL T

\J_(/m .

4&:@ nanzvn%

et {73

B~

# SCHLOTZSKY'S SIGN - 18"

MAE e s T e s

e
SAN O VA W fre e
"" 20 CHANNEL_L_EFTER SIGN
ol PR -y
w23 oy R i
u: W == IR — - -
v, 153w s

[-';D SCHLOTZSKY'S MONUMENT SIGN

‘:'J EINE M-S

S AR AT

| 1is sHeeris
FOR

g PV MATLL P S 0 N

INFORMATION
ONLY

mm |
( H l[_ R e s e —
i | | ==
T e = ' /)i CUSTOM SIGN
a | B ounw
‘ «PROPOSED EAST CARWASH ELEVATION
H @-"‘RL ST Tl SONACE Vs 2. Loty
1 —_— g DN ALY T T A
PR N 15 45 A1 o —

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13

13-1347 F 16 of 54




==

l HH\ |

T

il

m

>

=3

=)

—+ - % ___

("._ &

w0 THIS :g:a‘r s |l
INFORMATION ||

ONLY

@

1 — 1

(7)2RQPOSED WEST ELEVATION P

| ! ]
= E "'ﬁ.’.""f _;? ‘”'FI
¥ i J
ﬁ -.-::#ﬁ .

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 17 of 54




A HQIYx

XAMI XPWS3

LED Crgasnvmr Ared Light LED Ciossavar Walt Mauat tight CRS-SC-LED-128
LED Shstmmnt Galet Symevatdhe Carepy Light

— Y

an b -

w3 3 - e
A -

F ———

CRsSver..

RLM ANGLED
REFLECTOR

THIS SHEET IS
FOR
INFORMATION
ONLY

[———, - i
Sreme Ty =] - p— [T=—— = WF e L A o Ton -
AR ) R u 0 L | AECIER IMIA Ched o (L0 — ) Tz
e ————Sr e ar e TeE e T I HL s = T -
) £ o | Ve TR R e T | AA =] 1] el LT
S S S — R———— K W WhLE ] : TR ] 8 - Sm——
3 e e e et o] 8 11 i oarg I'fa--uua_-l_%-fuuﬂ_:g»r:_w.-mx = (LS T =N R A ki
plyrry - 1 3 |'. S B2 PSS b gt i o | .‘5.-'; =" Talk i RIS 2] - & ————
o R e AN IR TR B L] Ll Il I sT AN PR Y ST
| R et IVRNRSSE W & AR § . bt S B A BN RENFENNST 3 e = —
o - — | — et S ST

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 18 of 54




e

e

Wy NS

HAAT G e S

NNT

SRR
.

L~ 5" IEER ETNCTTE
AN N WEM. AT
[ e

M |
LY B
THL )

@.

N
fi

AT bt

%

ba

b
R

. FRONT ELEVATION
O /- SIDE ELEVATION

i \gjm [Ery

Q=i —%
" )v'l
l 1 I x B 2
i ) o A SUTR 1
» Tl TS 3 TRASH ENCLOSURE PLAN | -
S A R, R, WITE T SEALE et 1R — i
=) I* om W Ty 7 | j
== Coppmsl) Ly (L8 = - C H
O : o= S iy e T ENTERMIA PAINTE: -
= i A, : | g 1 AN e | THISSHEETIS [f§
=t i | R /N % it e = e R s
i b : : 7 g2 _:11,":-«_:. i Lo ST LINFORMATION. L
| v _\ T P — ey OMLY ]
= = | S 20 2 a1/ ANCLE FRANE T
g AVD BRACES Vi 1) I}
b | £ N o 3 :
E WELG ANOTHER AT 6° PIPE + GROURED mm b T
7\ SIDE ELEVATION ! Al B
WM ORI wr et i =, 74 DOWELS @ 247 0.0, Al H
et \ N POS ]
é " b ST FIRE 4% 19 LENGT E%—I .\‘x\ \\Q ]
[ WELD FOANCLL AT DOOR ~ 4 DOWELE T 247 OO N . ;
Il | | 1R E _ amcowm_ |d
| P - \ M Hs |
[ | i Bl —%——//’:L L g? FUEL CARDEY w! & NP g
ll T T2 a1 NG Pl | R s I e P e | =3 o Beiiiaabet gl |
| i | . | o L o] (e 3
| | ] { & Ram™ e T CHEEHVALLLY RS é
| -i 1 W kil mep .I i 3
[ — ] L wigim 1 Bt 12 i
¥ CONIITT
| | | £ - o
| \|\\h.,. LA 1R DMGE TV R r E% E - E
' TALWRNED WRIAL MEIZEIMG
! [P xmmpgon e

g L |
1oV REAR ELEVATION o #7 FOUNDATION DETAIL
I;._.a:" \E‘__- AR - T = : {7_-'5"!::-!’ \?j SCAE \E - 1

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 19 of 54




W HQiuxd

)
HOME [I.':-m. bana
Traciow: Bock
COLOME  Treraniamn’

NORTH BUILDING ELEVATION

[
SRR A WETAL ROOF

DATLCH AL FROD. - “wlamia PN

TG e R

ca |
T
LU
)
10,

(€8]

FL

EP PEAKL
YCH #AQ08 INDIAN LEGEND

BP DARK PEARL
K2V W ADPST DESERT VALLEY"

—= ¢ ampm ORANGE

COPMS0ZIC

g TAM
ICERALT |7 HaDvAN CORW

ampm DARK TAM
ICHEAITAT ONICHNSLN TAN

| o*pm
LM neC

¢ WARM GEEY
I 2A1860 GREY MOURTAN

ompn RED
A0 032C

o FURPLE

Filbsinag FLRPLE

ampgen SLUE
PRis 0720

B HEGH HIDING WHiTE

O WP HIGH HIDIMG WHIlE

ARCO BLLE
Paas v

ARCO LISHT BLUE
Pas 2935

UMEEA YELOW
K1 RAGTYS

SMLARTSKYS
SRR AL LALS FSWAI0T
WA TEE [RTE2T

WOOD STamN

S CABOT SFhab TRANSPAREST

“MABECN BROWN

MO
Tl VALILS SAWEIDS
NLALE

N

b\

ARCO

W OO PR L

GREEN VALLEY ROAD

£ SOPHIA PARKAY
£ DORADG HILLS, Ca

FACILITY # TBD

ARCO NTI
2500 am/pm

w/ 17'x65' CAR WASH
FUEL CANCPY w/ 8 MPD's
AND 1,900 SF Q.5.R.

LANTHLE Y470 D8EkH

I Tl mitbdy sswTe
Ll
Lol
QIAITOIH =i
P, |l 7

gz#u = mﬁ'h_mlms

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 20 of 54




Environmental Noise Analysis

ARCO AM/PM Car Wash at Green Valley Road &
Sophia Parkway

El Dorado Hills, California

BAC Job # 2012-063

Prepared For:

Barghausen Consulting Engineers, Inc.

Attn: Mr. Eric Ramsing

Prepared By:

Bollard Acoustical Consultants Inc.
7Y
U/i‘// i %/\-(/

Paul Bollard Pres:denl

LN3H1YV 430 ONINN Y 14
d3A!1323y
02:8 WY S243Sti

September 24, 2013

A BOLLARD
")) Acoustical Consuttants
Attachment 4

3551 Bankhead Road » Loomis, CA 95650 » Phone: (916) 663-0500 » Fax: (918)8pXp58 I EARNURESAN3
13-1347 F 21 of 54




ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Introduction

The proposed ARCO AM/PM gas station, convenience store, carwash, and drive-through
(project) is located at the southeast corner of the Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway
intersection in El Dorado Hills, California. Existing land uses in the immediate project vicinity
include commercial uses to the east, future commercial uses to the west, existing residential to
the south and southeast, and future residential to the southwest. The project site area and
nearest noise-sensitive receivers are identified on Figure 1. The project site plan is provided as
Figure 2.

Due to the proximity of the proposed project to the future residential uses, the project applicant
has retained Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) to prepare an acoustical analysis for
this project. The purposes of this analysis are to quantify noise levels associated with the
proposed project, to assess the state of compliance of those noise levels with applicable noise
standards, and if necessary, to recommend measures to reduce those noise levels to
acceptable limits at the nearest noise sensitive uses.

This report is a revision to the July 18, 2013 analysis prepared for the project by BAC. This
revision was prepared to provide additional data and information regarding specific equipment
to be used at the project site and clarification regarding proposed hours of operation of the
various project components.

Background on Noise and Acoustical Terminology

Noise is often described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air
that the human ear can detect. If the pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20
times per second), they can be heard and are called sound. The number of pressure variations

per second is called the frequency of sound, and is expressed as cycles per second, called
Hertz (Hz).

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of
numbers. To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing
threshold (20 micropascals of pressure), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other sound
pressures are then compared to the reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the
numbers in a practical range. The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be
expressed as 120 dB. Another useful aspect of the decibel scale is that changes in decibel
levels correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness. Figure 3 illustrates
comman noise levels associated with various sources.

Bollard Acoustical Consuitants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
Job #2012-063 1 Sophia Parkway
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

The perceived loudness of sound is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure
level and frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels,
perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by weighing the
frequency response of a sound level meter by means of the standardized A-weighing network.
There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and
community response to noise. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the
standard tool of environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this section are in
terms of A-weighted levels. Please see Appendix A for definitions of acoustical terminology
used in this report.

Bollard Acoustical Consuitants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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Figure 1
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway - El Dorado Hills, California
Project Area, Ambient Noise Measurement Location and Noise-Sensitive Receiver Locations
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Figure 2
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway - El Dorado Hills, California
Project Site Plan
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Figure 3

Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Nolse Sources

Loudness Ratio Level

A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA)

130 Threshold of pain

120 Jet aircraft takeoff at 100 feet

110 Riveting machine at operators position

100 Shotgun at 200 feet

30 Bulldozer at 50 feet

80 Diesel locomotive at 300 feet

70 F———1Commercial jet aircraft interior during flight
1 60 ———Normal conversation speech at 5-10 feet

12 50 Open office background level

114 40 Background level within a residence

1/8 30 Soft whisper at 2 feet

116 20 Interior of recording studio

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Criteria for Acceptable Noise Exposure

El Dorado County General Plan Noise Element

The traffic study prepared for the project indicates that the project would result in increases in
off-site AM peak hour traffic volumes of approximately 9% on Green Valley Road west of Sophia
Parkway, 2% on Green Valley Road east of Sophia Parkway, and 3.5% on Sophia Parkway
south of Green Valley Road. The corresponding increase in traffic noise levels on these
roadways would be 0.4 dB, 0.1 dB, and 0.15 dB Leq, respectively. Due to the considerable
volume of existing traffic relative to new trips which would be generated by the project, the
increase in off-site traffic noise levels is predicted to be imperceptible and therefore insignificant.

Because noise generated by project-generated off-site traffic would be insignificant, the primary
noise sources associated with this project are the proposed carwash tunnel dryers, the carwash
vacuums, and the proposed drive-through (speakers and idling cars in the drive-through lane).
Each of these sources are considered o be “non-transportation” noise sources according to the
El Dorado County General Plan. “Transportation” noise sources are defined as traffic on public
roadways, railroad operations and aircraft in flight.

For non-transportation noise sources such as those proposed for this project, the El Dorado
County General Plan Noise Element establishes noise level criteria for acceptable noise
exposure at residential uses.

Noise Element Policy 6.5.1.7 states that noise created by new non-transportation noise sources
shall be mitigated so as not to exceed any of the noise level standards of Table 1, as measured
immediately within the property line of the receiving property.

Policy 6.5.1.2 states that where proposed non-transportation noise sources are likely to produce
noise levels exceeding the performance standards of Table 1 at existing or planned residential
uses, an acoustical analysis shall be required as part of the environmental review process so
that noise mitigation may be included in the project design.

A footnote to Table 1 specifically states that the “standards shall be measured only on property
containing a noise sensitive land use as defined in Objective 6.5.1 of the Noise Element.
Objective 6.5.1 is as follows:

Protect existing noise-sensitive developments (e.g., hospitals, schools, churches and
residential) from new uses that would generate noise levels incompatible with those
uses and, conversely, discourage noise-sensitive uses from locating near sources of
high noise levels.

Bollard Acoustical Consuitants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
Job #2012-063 6 Sophia Parkway
E! Dorado Hills, Califomnia
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Because there is no residence or other noise-sensitive land uses on the property identified as
Receptor "B" on Figure 1, it is unlikely that the noise standards would be applicable to this
property at this time, even though it is zoned for residential uses. At such a time as a residence
is constructed on property B, the standards would be applicable. Nonetheless, to provide a
conservative assessment of project noise impacts, noise levels are evaluated at the property
line of Receptor B in this assessment.

Table 1
Performance Standards for Non-Transportation Noise Sources
El Dorado County Noise Element - Community Areas

Daytime Evening Nighttime
Noise Level Descriptor (7a.m.-7 p.m.) (7 p.m.-10 p.m.) (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
Hourly L, dB 55 dB 50 dB 45 dB
Maximum Level, dB 70 dB 680 dB 55 dB

Note: Each of the noise levels specified above should be lowered by 5 dB for simple tone noises, nolses consisting primarily of
speech or music, or for recurring Jmpuisive noises.

It shou!d be noted that the County's noise policies for transportation noise sources are provided
in terms of Ldn and CNEL for outdoor activity areas of residential uses. Both CNEL and Ldn are
24-hour averages of noise, with penalties applied to noise occurring during nighttime hours. The
only difference between CNEL and Ldn is that CNEL also applies a penalty to noise generated
during evening hours. There is very little difference between CNEL and Ldn, typically less than
a decibel, which is why the County standards can be expressed in either CNEL or Ldn.

Existing Ambient Noise Environment

The noise environment in the project vicinity is defined primarily by traffic noise emanating from
Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway. To generally quantify background noise levels in the
project vicinity, BAC staff performed short-term ambient noise level measurements on October
9, 2012 at the location shown in Figure 1. The noise level meter was programmed to record the
average noise level (L) and the maximum noise level (Lm.x) descriptors. Table 2 shows a
summary of the short-term noise measurement results.

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Table 2
Summary of Short-Term Amblent Nolse Level Measurements
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road & Sophia Parkway — October 9, 2012

Location Time of Day Lea Linax

Project Site (See Figure 1) 10:00 am 54 86
Source: 8ollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc.

Since the original analysis was prepared for this project, the owner has requested an expanded
study of ambient conditions during nighttime hours to support nighttime operations and to
consider residentially-zoned but vacant lands to the southeast of the project site as a sensitive
receptor. This report has been updated to match the current and General Plan residential
zones surrounding the project site regardless of current use.

To quantify nighttime noise exposure, BAC returned to the site on September 17, 2013 to
conduct continuous noise measurements over a 24-hour period. The measurements were
conducted at the same location as described above for the short-term monitoring, which is
approximately 100 feet from the nearest residential property line. The results of the 24-hour
monitoring are summarized below in Table 3. Figure 4 shows a graphical representation of the
ambient noise conditions over the entire 24-hour period.

Table 3
Summary of Continuous Ambient Noise Level Measurements
ARCO AM/PM at Green Vailey Road & Sophia Parkway — September 20, 2013

Noise Descriptor Daytime Evening Nighttime
Average (Leq) 56 55 50
Maximum (Lmax) 71 69 65

Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Ing.

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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Figure 4
Car Wash at Green Valley Road & Sophia Parkway
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring at Site A
Tuesday, September 17, 2013
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

The background noise level data provided in Table 3 indicates that, while nighttime noise levels
are lower than average daytime noise levels, they are only 6 dB lower in terms of both Leq and
Lmax. Furthermore, the measured nighttime noise levels of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax both
exceed the County nighttime noise standard of 45 dB Leg and 55 dB Lmax (see Table 1). As a
result, the project area is already exposed to elevated nighttime noise levels, so compliance
with the County's noise standards shown in Table 1 will ensure that project noise exposure at
the nearest residences would be at or below existing ambient conditions.

Evaluation of Project-Related Noise Levels

This report contains more specific information regarding the manufacturer of the proposed
vacuums, carwash dryers, and fast food drive-through window speakers. In addition, the

proposed hours of operation for the various project components have been clarified as indicated
below.

Proposed Hours of Operation

e Carwash: 24-hour operations
¢« \acuums: 24-hour operations
¢ Drive =Thru: 7 am — 10 pm (worst case — likely 10 am start)

BAC previously used reference noise level data believed to be conservatively representative of
the noise emissions of the various project components, as the exact equipment was not known
to BAC at the time the noise study was prepared. For this revised study, the applicant has
provided BAC with the exact manufacturer and model type of the equipment which is proposed
for this project. The manufacturer's data sheets, including noise measurement results, are
attached as appendices to this report. The specific noise generation of each of the main project
noise sources (carwash, vacuums, and drive-through lane), are evaluated below.

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
Job #2012-063 10 Sophia Parkway
El Dorado Hills, California
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Vacuum Noise

The project applicant has indicated that the proposed carwash vacuums will be the Super-Vac
Motor (2) with Steel Insulated dome. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed location of the vacuums
relative to the nearest noise-sensitive receivers. The manufacturer's specifications provided in
the appendices indicate that the reference sound ievel at a distance of 20 feet from the
proposed vacuum is 67 dBA.

For the purpose of this analysis it was assumed that, between the two vacuums, there could be
continuous operation of a vacuum system for an entire hour (worst-case). This is considered
worst-case because it is highly unlikely that vacuums would be utilized for an entire hour during
nighttime hours. But since the vacuums were assumed to operate continuously for an entire
hour, average hourly noise levels (Leg) and maximum noise levels (Lmax) would be essentially
the same. A sound attenuation rate of 8 dB per doubling of distance was used for vacuum
noise propagation. Table 4 shows the predicted vacuum noise levels at the nearest noise-
sensitive receiver locations (residential property lines). Appendix B illustrates the 45, 50, and 55
dB Leg vacuum noise contours.

Table 4
Unmitigated Vacuum Noise Levels
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway

Predicted Level, dB

Receilver Location Distance (feet) Lya Lmax
A 510 39 39
B 260 45 45
C 510 39 39
) 660 37 37
E 800 35 35
F 810 35 35
G S00 39 39

Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2013)

As shown in Table 4, vacuum noise levels are predicted to be approximately 35-45 dB Leg/Lmax
at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver locations. These levels would be in compliance with the
applicable El Dorado County daytime, evening and nighttime noise level criteria presented in
Table 1. As a result, no mitigation measures are warranted for this aspect of the project.

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Carwash Noise

Based on the experience of Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., noise levels generated by
carwashes are primarily due to the drying portion of carwash operations. The project applicant
has indicated that the proposed carwash dryers will be the Proto-Vest Inc. Windshear 30-
Horsepower Dryer with the “Silencer Package”. The manufacturer's specifications provided in
the appendices indicate that the reference sound level at a distance of 20 feet from the dryer is
71 dBA Lmax (70.9 dBA). Figure 1 illustrates the proposed location of the carwash relative to
the nearest noise-sensitive receivers.

Because the drying cycle represents a small portion of the overall wash, the dryers are
anticipated to operate for no more than 15 minutes during any given hour. As a result, the
calculated Hourly Leq given 15 minute usage of the dryer cycle per hour would be 6 dB lower
than the reference Lmsx of 71 dBA at 20 feet for continuous operation of the dryers. The
resulting reference level, adjusted for time of usage, is 65 dBA L, at a reference distance of 20
feet. Table 5 shows the predicted carwash noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver
locations (residential property lines).

Table 5
Unmitigated Carwash Noise Levels
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway

Predicted Level, dB

Receiver Location Distance (feet) Leq Lmax
A 470 38 44
B 120 49 55
c 380 39 45
D 520 37 43
E 670 34 40
F 700 34 40
G 600 35 41

Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc, (2013)

Boilard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

As shown in Table 5, carwash noise levels are predicted to be approximately 34-49 dB Leq and
40-55 dB Lmax at the nearest residential property lines. These levels would satisfy the County's
daytime and evening noise standards at all noise-sensitive receptors without the need for
additional noise mitigation. However, the Table 5 data indicates that the predicted level of 49
dB Leq at Receptor B (where there is no residence currently), could exceed the County's 45 dB
Leq noise standard by 4 dB during nighttime hours. Because the applicant is proposing
nighttime operations of the carwash component of the project, consideration of additional noise
mitigation measures would be warranted for the carwash dryers during nighttime hours.

Drive-Through Noise

Figure 1 illustrates the proposed location of the drive-through relative to the nearest noise-
sensitive receivers. The project applicant has indicated that the proposed drive-through
speaker system will be a typical HM Electronics (HME) SPP2 Speaker Post. This system
incorporates automatic volume controf (AVC), which adjusts the speaker volume based on the
outdoor ambient noise level. As ambient noise levels decrease during late evening hours, the
AVC system will automatically reduce the drive-through speaker volume. The manufacturer's
specifications provided in the appendices indicate that the reference sound level at a distance of
16 feet from the speaker is 60 dBA L pax.

Average hourly noise levels for drive-through speaker usage depends on the duration of the
hour that the speaker is actually in use. Based on the very conservative assumption that the
speakers would be in use for 10% of a busy hour, average levels would be 10 dB lower than the
reported maximum noise levels, or approximately 50 dB Le;. Based on these average and
maximum reference levels at the 16-foot distance, the predicted drive-through noise levels at
the nearest noise-sensitive receiver locations are shown in Table 6. Appendix C illustrates the
45, 50, and 55 dB Leq drive-through speaker noise contours.

BAC file data for idling vehicles in drive-through lanes indicates that a maximum noise level of
approximately 55 dB Lnax can be assumed as a reference noise level at a distance of 50 feet.
Average hourly noise levels (L) for idling vehicles are essentially the same as maximum levels
under the assumption that cars could be present in the drive-through for the entire duration of
an hour because the sound is steady-state. Based on an average and maximum noise level of
55 dB Lmax/Leq at this reference distance, the predicted drive-through noise levels at the
nearest residential property lines were computed and are shown in Table 6. It should be noted
that Receptor B, which is zoned residential but which does not currently contain a residence on
the property, is depressed relative to the drive-through lane by approximately 10 feet. As a
result, the tires and exhaust of the vehicles in the drive-through lane would not be visible from
the property line of Receptor B. This topographic shielding is expected to reduce noise
generated by vehicles in the drive-through lane by at least 5 dB. As a result, a -5 dB offset was
applied to Receptor B in the Table 6 calculations.

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

Table 6
Unmitigated Drive-Through Noise Levels
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway

Predicted Vehicle Predicted Speaker
Receiver Noise Level, dB Noise Level, dB
Location Distance (feet) Leg Lmax Leg Lmax
A 510 35 35 20 30
B 70 47 47 37 47
C 320 39 39 24 34
D 480 35 35 20 30
E 600 33 33 19 29
F 630 33 33 18 28
G 660 33 33 18 28

Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2013)

As shown in Table 6, vehicle idling noise levels are predicted to be approximately 33-47 dB
Leq/Lmax at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver locations. These levels would be in compliance
with the applicable daytime and evening noise level standards (55 and 50 dB Leq), but would
exceed the County's nighttime noise level standard (45 dB Leg). However, because the drive-
through lane is not proposed for use during nighttime hours, the nighttime noise standard would
not apply, and consideration of additional noise mitigation measures would be not be warranted
for this aspect of the project.

Noise Mitigation Measures
Carwash Noise

Based on the data in Table 5, proposed carwash noise levels would exceed the County’s noise
level standards at the nearest residential property line (Receptor B) during nighttime hours.
Specifically, carwash dryer noise levels could exceed the County's 45 dB Leq nighttime noise
level standard by 4 dB at Receptor B. Due to the elevation difference of the residentially-zoned
property represented by Receptor “B" (it is depressed approximately 10 feet relative to the
project site}, actual carwash dryer levels are likely to be lower. Nonetheless, because carwash
operations are proposed during nighttime hours, and because those operations could exceed 45
dB Leq at the property line of Receptor "B", consideration of noise mitigation measures is
warranted for this aspect of the project.

Bollard Acoustical Consuitants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE ANALYSIS

The equipment supplier has indicated that an automatic door can be added to the carwash
entrance to shield dryer noise in the southerly direction. The noise reduction provided by this
door is predicted to be approximately 15 dB. As a result, carwash dryer noise levels at the
residences to the south of the opening would be 15 dB lower than the levels reported in Table 5,
and all resulting noise levels would be well within compliance with El Dorado County daytime,
evening and nighttime noise standards. No additional noise mitigation measures would be
required for the nighttime carwash operations other than utilization of such an entrance door
while the dryer cycle is active.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Noise levels associated with daily operation of the proposed ARCO AM/PM carwash at Green
Valley Road and Sophia Parkway in El Dorado Hills, California are expected to satisfy the
applicable ElI Dorado County General Plan Noise Element noise level criteria provided the
following noise mitigation measures are incorporated in the project design:

1. Ensure the inclusion of a carwash entrance door that reduces dryer noise levels by at
least 5 dB (the anticipated noise reduction of the door is 15 dB).

2. Drive-Through operations should be limited to the daytime and evening hours of 7 am
to 10 pm, with no nighttime hours of operation.

3. The equipment used for this project shall be that proposed as described above, or
equipment of similar or lower noise generation than the reference levels cited herein.

The above mentioned mitigation measures would result in compliance with the El Dorado
County noise level criteria. These conclusions are based on the site plan shown in Figure 2 and
on the reference noise level data cited herein. Deviations from these plans or data could cause
noise levels to differ from those predicted in this assessment.

Bollard Acoustical Consuitants, Inc. Carwash at Green Valley Road &
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Appendix A

Acoustical Terminology

Acoustics
Ambient
Noise
Attenuation

A-Weighting

Declbel or dB

CNEL

Frequency

Ldn

Leq
Lmax

Loudness

Masking
Nolse

Peak Nolse
RTa

Sabin

SEL
Threshold

of Hearing

Threshold
of Pain

The science of sound.

The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources
audible at that location. [n many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an existing
or pre-project condition such as the setting in an environmental noise study.

The reduction of an acoustic signal.

A frequency-response adjustment of a sound leve! meter that conditions the output signal
to approximate human response.

Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound
pressure squared over the reference pressure squared. A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell.

Community Noise Equivalent Level. Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with
noise occurring during evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and
nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging.

The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per
second or hertz.

Day/Night Average Sound Level. Similarto CNEL but with no evening weighting.
Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level.

The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time.
A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound.

The amount (or the process) by which the threshold of audibility is for one sound is raised
by the presence of another (masking) sound.

Urwanted sound.

The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given
period of ime. This term is often confused with the Maximum level, which is the highest
RMS level.

The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been
removed.

The unit of sound absorption. One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident
sound has an absorption of 1 sabin.

A rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train passby, that
compresses the total sound energy of the event into a 1-s time period.

The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally
considered to be 0 dB for persons with perfect hearing.

Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing.

A} BOLLARD
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Appendix B
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway - El Dorado Hills, California
Vacuum Noise Contours (Unmitigated)
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Appendix C
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway - El Dorado Hills, California
Drive-Through Speaker Noise Contours (Unmitigated)
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Appendix D
ARCO AM/PM at Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway - El Dorado Hills, California
Carwash Noise Contours (Mitigated)

q BOLLARD Scala (feet)

- Note Carwash nolse contours based on ref nolsa level of 58 dB Leq at 20 feet, e (j “
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WE WORK HARDER TO PROVIDE YOU SQLUTIONS

SUPER VAC WITH BILL VALIDATOR & DIGITAL DISPLAY ‘@“
wons | woon | vomes | 25 [meume | cume | o, | o | B | | e [ e | v 2 7w B
92001 . 2 Small . . . » 139 20 120

e e e B O
P T P B o e (BT e L P
10 T S ot e DR B (e G e b 3 e

FEATURES
= Oovble service doors offer easy access to ciean out compartment and 4 filter bag system (Replacement item #8076)

= Dvgital display timer with built-in coin counter, scrolfs messages, pnces for service
and counts down remaining tme (Replacement ltem #8000-10)

Visual and audible last coin alarm

Coin box secured with pin lock (Replacement (kem #8638)

Faceplate secured with 2 Medeco cam locks (Replacement ltem #8953)

Hose: 2" x 15, swivel cuff and nozzle included (15', 25°, and 50° available in 1 1/27 or 27)
Coinco bill acceptor takes $1.00 ang $5.00 bills {Replacement {tem #8130-6)

Imonex coin acceptor takes quarters (Replacement ltem #8149}

Lighted dome available in red, blue, yallow, dark green, light green, purple and white

Optional coin mechs, motors, colored hoses, extra security, and clean-out contamners are available

PROGRAMMER
8000-30 Remote control programmer for digital display, 8 oz.

DECALS

520011 Yellow decals

9200-12 Blue decals

9200-13 Viotet decals

9200-14 Black decals (standard)

SUPER VAC 5200-1LD SHOWN WITH OPTIONAL
BLUE DOME, BLUE HOSE, BLUE DECAL
PACKAGE, SERVICE DOORS SECURITY COVER,
AND COIN BOX SECURITY PACKAGE

J.E. ADAMS INDUSTRIES, LTD ®m WWW.JEADAMS.COM ®m TOLL-FREE 800-553-8861 m TOLL-FREE FAX 8_66-25245694

4

STAFF MEMO 09-24-13
13-1347 F 41 of 54




STEEL WALL., 18FT HIGH, 1S0FT LONG
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<~ Windshear’

The Proto-Vest “Windshear™ is de-
signed as a stand alone drying system that
is ideal for tunnels with a variety of line
speeds. This patented system utilizes one
(1) 30 hp Magnum blower, plenum and
three (3) Proto-Duck™ air delivery bags
designed to direct air around the vehicle
as it passes under the equipment arch.
Proto-Vest’s blower/motor assemblies are
engineered for both maximum efficiency
and cost effectiveness allowing the system
to operate with only one 30hp Magnum
blower. With the improved performance
of the Magnum blower assembly the
Windshear™ s drying quality far surpasses
any comparable horsepower dryer in its
class.

Proto-Vest's stringent standards in mate-
rial selection for dryers result in extended
equipment life and reduced maintenance.
The blower assembly is manufactured
from steel that is powder coated while
the impeller is electroplated. The blower
is AMCA Class IV certified. The plenum
is made from 5052-H32 aluminum, while
the bags are produced from Proto-Duck™
materials. These materials resist corrosion
and tearing.

**f starting motor over 10-12 titnes an hour it may be more efficient to leave blower on.

Patented Touchless Design:

Pressurized air flows through three (3)
patented bags which direct the zir to the
vehicle’s horizontal and vertical surfaces.
It dries the hood, roof, deck, windows,
and sides of the vehicle without touching.

Low Maintenance: Other than the blow-
er / impeller assemblies, there are no mov-

ing parts to wear-out or break down.
(Please note that Proto-Vest recommends routine
maintenance in order to maximize product life.)

Line Speed Efficiency: As a stand alone
unit the “Windshear” will provide an ef-
fectively dried car at a wide variety of line
speeds.

Compact / Modular design: Designed
to fit into limited space as a stand alone or
supplemental dryer.

"Specifications subject to change without notice,

OVERALL LENGTH
44 %3 in.
OVERALL WIDTH
169 5/8 in.
OVERALL HEIGHT
119 ¥ in.
BAG HEIGHT
84 in.
VERTICAL OPENING
60 in.

Machine Operating Requirements*

+ 30 hp, 3600 RPM’s

« 208-230 / 460 volts

s 1.15 service factor

s Frame: 286TS

* 3 Phase

¢ Fan-cooled, totally enclosed

NOTE: Wiring and controls to be provided by the purchaser: Ad-
ditional motor specifications available upon request. Additional volt-
ages avatlable on special arder

» Green, Red, Blue or Custom
Bag Colors
¢ The Silencer Package
¢ Vehicle Recognition System (VRS)
Weight: 1250 Ibs. (approximate)

With Silencer / Without Silencer
(WS) (WOS)

Windshear® - (1) 30hp dryer;
WS: 10 ft=76.9 dBa; WQOS: 10 ft=91 dBa
WS: 20 f1=70.9 dBa; WOS: 20 ft=84.9 dBa
WS: 30 ft=67.4 dBa; WOS: 30 =814 dBa
WS: 40 f=64.9 dBa; WQOS: 40 {t=78.9 dBa
WS: 50 =63 dBa; WOS: 50 ft=77 dBa
{The above decibel readings are interpolated.)

Proto-Vest recognizes that support after
the sale of equipment is critical to the suc-
cess of our customers. Our company of-
fers its customers access to a wide range
of services including: field service techni-
cians, factory direct aftermarket parts, and
an engineering staff for custom designed
applications.
Prato-Vest Patents
US: 3,942,430, 4.161,801; 4,409,035, 4418442, 4433450, 4,445,251,
4,446,592, 4,589,160, 4,700,426, 5,027, 714; 5,184,369, 5,187,881, 5,195,207,
5,280,665, 5,421,102, 5,553,346, 5,886,648, 5,901,451, 5,950, 324; 5,960,564,
6,038,781 6,178,024, 6,519,872; others pending,
Canada: 1,021,996; 1,111,328, 1,190,453; 1,201,040; 1,197,439; 1,219,195,
1,219,192, 1,219,194; 1,158,026, 1,219,193, 2,013,749, 2,071,565, 2,071,239,
2,071,388, others pending

e

Proto-Vest, Inc., 7400 N. Glen Harbor Blvd., Clendale, AZ 85307 » 800-521-8218 » 623-872-8300 * Fax 623-872-6150

www.proto-vest.com

® Copyright 1998, Proto-Vest, [ne. All rights reserved.
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Silencer Package

The Proto-Vest “Silencer Package” was developed to enable our dryers to meet OSHA, federal, state and local noise reduction stan-
dards. The OSHA permissible noise exposure is 85 dB for an 8-hour shift. By reducing noise levels into the 70 dB to 80 dB range, you
can be assured of a pleasant environment for both your employees and customers. The Silencing Package is a standard feature on all
Untouchable dryers, while the Stripper and Windshear drying systems can be equipped with the Silencing Package as an option.

Using state-of-the-art materials, which require virtually no maintenance, Proto-Vest has designed three components to comprise the

Silencer Package.

* Blower Inlet: reduces the noise generated by rapidly moving air being drawn into the blower assembly.
*Blower-motor Cover: houses the blower and motor completely to absorb noise emitted from the motor and impeller
while providing the assembly additional protection.
*Riser Can: absorbs the noise created by the blower, impeller and the movement of the air as it leaves the blower by
advancing through the dryer’s plenum.
The Silencer Package reduces decibel levels on Proto-Vest dryers on an average of 10 decibels making them approximately 10 times
quieter than the un-silenced models!

With Silencer
(WS)

Without Silencer
(WOS)

Windshear InBay - (2) 25hp Dryer:

WS: 10 ft=88 dBa;
WS: 20 ft=82 dBa;
WS; 30 ft=78.4 dBa;
WS: 40 ft=76 dBa;
WS: 50 =74 dBa;
WS: 60 ft=72.4 dBa;

WOS: 10 (=94 dBa
WOS: 20 ft=88 dBa
WQOS: 30 ft=84.5 dBa
WOS: 40 f=82 dBa
WOS: 50 ft=80 dBa
WOS: 60 ft=78.4 dBa

Windshear - 30hp Dryer:

SideShot - 15hp Dryer:

WS: 10 ft=74.5 dBa;
WS: 20 ft=68.5 dBa,
WS: 30 ft=64.9 dBa;
WS: 40 ft=62.4 dBa;
WS: 50 ft=60.5 dBa;

WOS: 10 f=82.9dBa |

WOS: 20 ft=76.9 dBa
WOS: 30 ft=73.4 dBa
WOS: 40 ft=70.9 dBa
WQOS: 50 f1=69 dBa

SideShot 11 - 30hp Dryer:

WS: 10 ft-76.9 dBa;
WS: 20 €=70.9 dBa;
WS: 30 £t=67.4 dBa;
WS: 40 ft=64.9 dBa;

WOS: 10 ft=91 dBa

WOS: 20 f=84.9dBa |
WOS: 30 ft=81.4 dBa |

WOS: 40 {t=78.9 dBa

- Silenced
Blower Leg
(shown with bag)

Blower

WS: 10 ft=76.9 dBa; WOS: 10 ft=91 dBa . = : , o Motor Cover ¢ §j

WS: 20 t=70.9 dBa; WOS: 20 £t=84.9 dBa sl ety  Winmiheane Rfélgﬁgﬁar

WS: 30 f6=67.4 dBa; WOS: 30 ft=81.4 dBa | 9ON/90XS - 15hp Dryers: Stripper & SHE

WS: 40 ft=64.9 dBa; WOS: 40 ft=78.9 dBa | WS: 10 {t=74.5 dBa; WOS: 10 ft=82.9 dBa Untouchable

WS: 50 ft=63 dBa: WOS: 50 =77 dBa | WS: 20 f=68.5 dBa; WOS: 20 ft=76.9 dBa Model " oot

Windslicat -5 3ho Dever WS: 30 {t=64.9 dBa; WOS: 30 {1=73.4 dBa St i
p HAryet: WS: 40 ft=62.4 dBa; WOS: 40 ft=70.9 dBa Riser Blower Inlet

WS: 10 ft=88 dBa;
WS: 20 ft=81.9 dBa;
WS: 30 ft=78.4 dBa;
WS: 40 ft=75.4 dBa;
WS: 50 ft=74 dBa;

WOS: 10 =99 dBa
WOS: 20 ft=92.9 dBa
WOS: 30 ft=89.4 dBa
WOS: 40 ft=86.9 dBa
WOS: 50 f=85 dBa

TopShot - 30hp Dryer:

WS: 10 ft=76.9 dBa;
WS: 20 t=70.9 dBa;
WS: 30 ft=67.4 dBa;
WS: 40 fi=64.9 dBa;

IP345 - 45hp Dryers: Silenced
WS:50 =63 dBa;  WOS:S0 {177 dBa | e 101 705 G WOS: 10 =91 da Mozl [ Tes et
TopShot 11 - (2) 30hp Dryer: WS: 20 ft=70.9 dBa; WOS: 20 £t=84.9 dBa dilad o Inlet
WS: 10 ft=88 dBa;, WQOS: 10 =99 dBa WS: 30 ft=67.4 dBa; WOS: 30 (t=81.4 dBa Riser Can
WS: 20 ft=81.9 dBa; WOS: 20 ft=92.9 dBa | WS: 40 ft=64.9 dBa; WOS: 40 {t=78.9 dBa
WS: 30 ft=78.4 dBa; WOS: 30 ft=89.4 dBa | WS: 50 ft=63 dBa; WOS: 50 f=77 dBa |
WS: 40 ft=75.9 dBa: WOS: 40 £t=86.9 dBa | (Proto-Vest's Silencing Package is standard on all of
WS: 50 ft=74 dBa;  WOS: 50 ft=85dBa | "M Untouchable serics) |
TailWind - (1) 25hp Dryer: RErTB Proto o derers domlt vy, | Slimced
WS: 10 ft=85 dBa; WQOS: 10 ft=91 dBa with the Silencer Package. Motor
WS: 20 ft=79 dBa; WOS: 20 ft=85 dBa Proto-Vest, Inc., 7400 N. Glen | Cover Nl
WS: 30 ft=75.5 dBa; WOS: 30 ft=81.5 dBa Harbor Blvd., Glendale, AZ 85307 S e e e e
WS: 40 ft=73 dBa; WOS: 40 ft=79 dBa 800-521-8218 o 623-872-8300 —
WS: 50 ft=71 dBa; WOS: 50 ft=77 dBa Fax 623-872-6150 4 s =

www . protovest.com -

WOS: 10 ft=91 dBa

WOS: 20 f=84.9 dBa
WOS: 30 ft=81.4 dBa
WOS: 40 ft=78.9 dBa

WS: 50 ft=60.5 dBa;

WOS: 50 ft=69 dBa

IP330 - 30hp Dryers:

WS: 10 ft=76.9 dBa;
WS: 20 ft=70.9 dBa;
WS: 30 ft=67.4 dBa;
WS: 40 ft=64.9 dBa;
WS: 50 ft=63 dBa;

(Proto-Vest’s Silencing Package is standard on all of |
the Untouchable zeries.)

WOS: 10 ft=91 dBa
WOS: 20 ft=84.9 dBa

WOS: 30 ft=81.4 dBa |

WOS: 40 ft=78.9 dBa
WOS: 50 ft=77 dBa

© Copynght 1998, Proto-Vest, Inc. All
rights reserved.

Can

I
Silenced
Blower
Motor Cover
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Customer Driven

Memao

Re: Drive-Thru Sound Pressure Levels From the Menu Board or Speaker Post
The sound pressure levels from the menu board or speaker post are as follows:

1. Sound pressure level (SPL) contours (A weighted) were measured on a typical HME SPP2
speaker post. The test condition was for pink naise set to 84 dBA at 1 foot in front of the
speaker. All measurements were conducted outside with the speaker post placed 8 feet from a
non-absorbing building wall and at an oblique angle to the wall. These measurements should
not be construed to guarantee performance with any particular speaker post in any particular
enviranment. They are typical results obtained under the conditions described above.

2. The SPL levels are presented for different distances from the speaker post:

Distance from the Speaker (Feet) SPL (dBA)
1 foal 84 dBA
2 feet 78 dBA
4 feet 72 dBA
8 feet 66 dBA
16 feet 60 dBA
32 feet 54 dBA

3. The above levels are based on factory recommended operating levels, which are preset for
HME components and represent the optimum leve! for drive-thru operations in the majority of
the jnstallations.

Also, HME incorporates automatic volume contral (AVC) into many of our Systems. AVC will adjust the
outbound valume based on the outdoor, ambient noise level. When ambient noise levels naturally decrease
at night, AVC will reduce the outbound volume on the system. See below for example:

Decibel Level of standard Decibel level of standard system
Distance from Qutside Speaker system with 45 dB of outside with 45 dB of outside noise with
noise without AVC AVC active
1 foot 84 dBA 60 dBA
2 feet 78 dBA 54 dBA
4 feet 72 dBA 48 dBA
8 feet 66 dBA 42 dBA
16 feet 60 dBA 36 dBA

If there are any further questions regarding this issue please contact HME customer service at 1-800-848-4468.

Thank you for your interest in HME's products.

HM Electronics, Inc. | 14110 Stowe Drive | Poway, CA 92064
phone: 800.848.4468 | fox: 858.452.7207 | www.hme.com
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\\\BOLLARD ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANTS INC.
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& // Acoustics » Vibration » Noise Control Engineering
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September 25, 2013

Mr. Marc Strauch

C/O Barghausen Consulting, Inc.
18215 72nd Ave South

Kent, WA 88032

00:¢ W G2d3Se!

INIHLYV 30 ININKY 1
G3A130

Subject: Response to noise-related public comments on the Green Valley Convenience
Center project.

Dear Mr. Strauch:

Pursuant to your request, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) has prepared this letter to
respond to public comments on the above-reference project which pertain to noise. This letter
includes responses to three letters from the public. Responses to the noise-related comments from

each letter follow:

Letter #1

Development Advisory Services (DAS)
David Storer

September 11, 2013

Comment 1a: Findings (in Attachment 2 of the MND) that the project is consistent with CEQA and
the Policies in the General Pian cannot be made as there is sufficient evidence in
the record to the contrary. Further, there is no Finding in the record relating
specifically to, or addresses the Noise Element.

Response: The noise study prepared by BAC makes specific reference to the El Dorado County
General Plan Noise Element and the noise standards contained therein. Although
the MND findings do not mention the Noise Element, the specific General Plan noise
policies and standards applicable to this project are included in item (a) of the MND

prepared by the County.

Comment 1b: The Initial Study at Section X! — Noise, uses the CNEL noise metric in two of its
discussion points. The Environmental Noise Analysis, dated July 18, 2013,
incorrectly uses Day-Night average (Ldn) as the measurement tool. The Community
Noise Equivalent (CNEL) metric should be used consistently throughout the
environmental record to enable a meaningful assessment of long-term operational
noise in the vicinity, which is more sensitive to “evening” and “nighttime” noise
impacts.

Response: The BAC analysis referenced in this comment did nof use the Day-Night Average
Level (Ldn) anywhere in the analysis, as that descriptor is used with transportation
noise sources only. For non-transportation noise sources, such as the proposed
carwash, vacuums, and drive-through, the non-transportation noise source
standards of the County's Noise Element are used, and those standards are
provided in terms of average (Leq) and maximum (Lmax) descripters. In addition,
the DAS statement that “The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) metric

3551 Bankhead Road > Loomis, CA 95650 » Phone: (916) 663-0500 » Fax: (916) 663-0501 > BACNOISE.COM

Attachment 5
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Mr. Marc Strauch
C/O Barghausen Consulting, Inc.
September 25, 2013
Page 2

should be used consistently throughout the environmental record...”, is also
incorrect, as the County Noise Element standards applicable to the project’s non-
transpartation noise sources are not specified in terms of CNEL. The MND does
reference CNEL in the discussion section but correclly provides the performance
standards of the General Plan which are applicable to non-transportation noise
standards in the very next section of the MND.

Comment 1c: The Initial Study identifies that measurements of noise exposure must be taken at
“the adjoining property line of a noise sensitive land use”. However, the
Environmental Noise Analysis (see Figure 1) does not do this and places the
measurement locations in rear yards or at the residential structure — or rather, in
places it js determined by the analyst to be the “nearest noise-sensitive receiver”.
This is not consistent with the directives of the General Plan, Table 6-2, bullet No. 3,
which states, in part, * in Community areas the exterior noise level standard shall be
applied to the property line of the receiving property”. The nearest residential
property line (zoned R2A) is approximately 30-50 feet away from the proposed car
wash facility on the subject site. It may be even closer!

Response: This comment is noted. In the revised acoustical study dated September 25, 2013,
noise impacts were analyzed at the property lines of the nearby properties, rather
than in the rear yards. It should be noted, however, that bullet #3 goes beyond the
quate provided by DAS. The next sentence of bullet #3 states, “The above
Standards shall be measured only on property containing a noise sensitive land use
as defined in Objective 6.5.1.”

The nearest residentially-zoned property line to the project site is, if fact, within 50
feet of the project site, but there is no residence constructed on that parcel at this
time, and it was formerly used for a commercial enterprise. As a result, bullet #3
could be interpreted to mean that the County ncise standards are not applicable to
that property since there is no current noise-sensitivity (i.e. no residence).
Nonetheless, because a residence could be constructed on that property in the
future, BAC analyzed impacts at that nearest residential property line (Receptor B in
the BAC analysis dated September 24, 2013).

Comment 1d: The Environmental Noise Analysis was conducted in October of 2012. Eleven
months has now passed since that data was collected. This information can be
considered stale and may not be an accurate representation of the environmental
conditions in the area and alse on a cumulative basis. A mare recent study should
be provided and one with “evening" and “nighttime” ambient levels recorded.

Response: Because the decibel scale is logarithmic, a considerable change in traffic volumes
on Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway would need to have occurred in the last
11 months in order for the data to no longer be considered applicable. Specifically,
a doubling of traffic volume correlates to a 3 dB change in noise levels, and a 3 dB
change is considered a barely perceptible. Because it is highly unlikely that traffic
volumes have doubled in the last 11 months, the data collected in 2012 is still
considered fo be relevant. Nonetheless, because the applicant requested that
nighttime operations be considered in the noise analysis, BAC returned to the
project site in September of 2013 to conduct additional noise monitoring. The
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Mr. Marc Strauch

C/O Barghausen Consuiting, Inc.
September 25, 2013

Page 3

results of that monitoring, which are provided in detail in the revised noise study,
indicate that daytime noise levels did not change appreciably over the past 11
months. Regardless, the data collected in 2013 was used in the updated noise
study.

Comment 1e: As presently constituted, the study only provides “daytime” ambient information. This
is important as the General Plan at Table 6-2 allows the County to “impose noise
level standards which are up to 5 dB less than those specified...based upon
determination of existing low ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site.”
A determination as to why the analysis does not address this must be included in
the environmental record. Data that | have coliected demonstrates that the vicinity
has an existing low ambient noise leve!, especially in the “evening” and “nighttime”
periods, averaging in the range of 38 — 39.2 dBA - as measured, not at the nearest
property line, as required by the General Plan, but at the nearest (existing) sensitive
receptor location, which is quite a long distance away.

Response: As noted in the previous response, BAC returned to the project site in September of
2013 to conduct additional noise monitoring over a complete 24-hour period
containing daytime, evening and nighttime periods. The results of that monitoring,
which are provided in detail in the revised noise study, indicate that the measured
ambient conditions are not sufficiently low as to warrant decreasing the County's
noise standards. In fact, the ambient noise measurement results indicate that the
opposite is true, that measured evening and nighttime noise levels actually
exceeded the County 's noise standards.

Regarding the ambient noise levels collected by DAS, it is stated in the comment
that the ambient levels were measured at the residence, not at the property line as
required by the General Plan. However, in comment 1¢, DAS correctly points out
that the measurements are to be conducted at the property line, not at the
residence. As a result, this comment contradicts the earlier DAS comment pertaining
to the appropriate noise measurement location. If the noise standards are to be
applied at the property line, then the ambient noise measurements should similarly
be cenducted in the vicinity of the property line, as was done in the BAC analyses.

Comment 1f: The Environmental Noise Analysis states that the proposed car wash “is not
proposed” {o operate in the "nighttime”. For the study of noise impacts, this is the
time period of 10 pm to 7 am. The Initial Study does not address the impact should
the car wash operate during these hours and no Condition of Approval exists to
ensure that the car wash will not operate during these specific (sensitive) times.
Further, no analysis is provided (for “daytime”, “evening” and “nighttime”) in the
Environmental Noise Analysis to address the impact of noise relating to deliveries to
the proposed project.

Response: The project applicant is proposing to operate the car wash during nighttime hours
provided he can meet the County's noise standards. The MND should be revised to
reflect the proposed hours of operation. The revised noise analysis prepared by
BAC indicates that, with appropriate noise mitigation, the car wash can operate
during nighttime hours in compliance with the County noise standards.
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Comment 1g: The Initial Study (Section XII. D), states that there would be Standard Conditions of
Approval to address shont-term noises that would “potentially exceed the thresholds
established by the General Plan”. The Environmental Noise Analysis does not
identify when these exceedances may occur nar is there a Condition of Approval (of
the 69 total) that imposes limits on construction times. Therefore, the environmental
analysis is flawed and the project as proposed and evaluated is inconsistent with the
General Plan.

Response: The original noise analysis did include adequate information to determine whether
project noise impacts would occur during daytime, evening or nighttime periods.
However, the revised environmental noise analysis provides additional clarification
regarding the hours of operation of each source, when impacts are (or are not)
expected to occur, and recommends specific noise mitigation measures which are
being incorparated into the project conditions of approval.

Comment 1h: The Environmental Noise Analysis must analyze environmental conditions
consistent with General Plan Policy 6.5.1.2, which is designed to protect sensitive
land uses from noise impacts associated with noise generating projects. Such is the
case with the proposed car wash facility and restaurant drive-through. Table 6-2 of
the General Plan directs that the noise standards are applicable at the property line
of the sensitive land use. As stated previously, the ncise standards in the General
Plan may even be increased to provide for more sensitivity. The “evening” and
“nighttime” ambient levels have not been included in the environmental record as
measured af the required locations.

Response: This comment is similar to previous comments pertaining to application of the
County noise standards at the property line and comments pertaining to evening
and nighttime ambient noise conditions. Please refer to the responses to comments
1c and 1e of this letter for responses to this comment.

Comment 1i: There is no noise standard in the County General Plan or Zoning Ordinance that
prescribes the amount of noise that can be emitted beyond ones property line from a
commercial project (zone) to an adjacent residential zone (at the property line), nor
is there any metric that limits peak impulsive noise over any given period of time.
For instance, if there is a noise of 75 db generated on-site, how long can that
impulsive sound last for before it is in violation of General Plan Policy? What if the
noise was generated for 15 seconds, 5 seconds or for 30 minutes in any given
hour? The definition of “recurring impulsive noises “per table 6-2 of the General Plan
must be defined and analyzed in the environmental record in order for the potential
environmental impacts to have been adequately addr essed.

Response: This comment is incorrect at the General Plan Necise Element Table 6-2 standards
specifically pertain to individual peak noises (L), 2nd the length of time different
noise levels can be present in any given hour 1s captured in the noise standards
pertaining to hourly average noise levels (Lo,). Each of these standards, average
and maximum, are addressed in the original and revised BAC analysis of project
noise impacts. Recurring impulsive noises are commonly considered to be sources
which generate repetitive banging, such as a jack hammer or punch-press. The
noise sources associated with the project are steady state in nature (dryers and
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Comment 1j:

Response:

Comment 1k:

Response:

Comment 11:

Response:

vacuums which generate steady nocise levels for several minutes at a time are
considered broad-band noise, notimpulsive sources). For the drive-through window
speaker, impacts were evaluated relative to a 5-dB reduction in the noise standards
because the noise source clearly consists of speech. Such penalties are not
appropriate for the other project socurces, however.

The Environmental Noise Analysis does not include any prohibition on the use of
vacuums during the "evening” or “nighttime” hours. The noise study should analyze
the impact of vacuums being used during these hours as the ambient drops from 7
pm -7 am and again, the CNEL metric must be used. A Condition of Approval must
be created to prohibit the use of the vacuums from 7 pm to 7 am.

The CNEL metric is not used for non-transportation noise sources in the County's
General Plan, as its use is specified as being applicable only to traffic, railroad and
aircraft noise sources. BAC’s noise analyses, and the project MND prepared by the
County, correctly applies the hourly performance standards prescribed in terms of
Leq and Lmax for the project's non-transportation noise sources.

The proponent must be limited to using a 30 hp blower system at the car wash
otherwise the envircnmental analysis is flawed. A Condition of Approval must be
created to require the biower to be 30hp or less and placed in the same location that
the noise study evaluated it.

The revised noise analysis specifies the exact equipment manufacturer and model
numbers being proposed for this project, and makes use of manufacturer's noise
level data specific to that equipment in the assessment of project noise impacts.
The project conditions of approval have been revised to include language specifying
that the equipment used must be identical to, or quieter than, the equipment used in
the noise study to evaluate noise impacts.

The Environmental Noise Analysis does not evaluate the operation of the speaker
system in the “nighttime” period from 10 pm to 7am. This is a critical piece of
information that is missing and must be evaluated. The existing ambient noise level
is much tower in the “nighttime” than the “evening” and “daytime” periods. Impacts
on residential uses at the units themselves and at the property lines of the sensitive
uses have not been evaluated during this timeframe. Additionally, no technical
information for the proposed speaker system has been provided by the applicant to
ensure an accurate assessment, A Condition of Approval must be created to ensure
that residential uses are not negatively impacted by drive-through (loud/amplified
speaker) operations. Again, the noise levels should be studied at the property lines
of the residential use and not the “outdoor activity area” regarding same, per the
General Plan.

The drive-through speaker is not proposed for use during nighttime hours. The
revised analysis includes technical data for the specific speaker system proposed
for this project, and noise impacts were evaluated based on that techni cal data.
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Comment 1m: There is no Condition of Approval or Mitigation Measure that requires the doors to
be lowered during the operation of the car wash. As presently constituted, the
environmental record is inconsistent with CEQA and the General Plan.

Response: The specific car wash dryers being proposed for this project are considerably quieter
than the dryers used in the original noise analysis to assess car wash noise impacts.
As aresult, an entrance door is required during the nighttime hours, but not during
daytime and evening hours, and no exit door is required during any hour of the day
or night. A project condition of approval stating that the car wash entrance door
must be closed while the car was is in operation during nighttime hours has been

added.

Comment 1n: The administrative record does not include measures or procedures consistent with
General Plan Policy 6.5.1.10 (A) and (B) which states:

To provide a comprehensive approach to noise control, the County shall:

A. Deveiop and employ procedures to ensure that noise mitigation
measures required pursuant to an acoustical analysis are
implemented in the project review process and, as may be
determined necessary, through the building per mit process.

B. Develop and employ procedures to monitor compliance with the
standards of the Noise Element after completion

Response: Noise mitigation measures for all identified project noise impacts have been
identified and the project conditions of approval have been updated to reflect those
mitigation measures. in addition, a condition is included requiring testing of noise
levels within 90 days of project startup to verify that the project noise generation is
within compliance with County noise standards.

Letter #2
Darrin and Joelle Bobrowsky
September 11, 2013

Comments:
Noise

For the reasons outlined in the September 11, 2013 letter from Development
Advisory Services (DAS), the revised noise study does not appropriately document
all of the environmental impacts from the car wash, drive-through, and vacuum at
the proposed project and an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared to fully
document all of the environmental impact created by this project. Some additional
points in addition to those in the DAS letter is that the Noise Study analyzes a
specific car wash dryer and vacuum which has not been specified by the project
applicant or conditioned by County staff to be installed, the study states the car
wash will be closed in the overnight hours which is not included in the Conditions of
Approval but must be included, and the vacuum was not analyzed. Additionally, the
applicant stated in the July 11th, 2013, Planning Commission meeting that the
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Schiotzsky's waould close at 10 pm and therefore there a condition must be included
in the Conditions of Approval which restricts the hours of operation to 6 am and 10
pm for both the drive-through and car wash. Finally, a Condition of Approval should
be included that the car wash doors must be operational at all times and if they are
not then the car wash shall be closed until they are operational.

Response: Responses to each comment contained in the DAS letter are provided above,
Because this letter largely references the DAS comments, no additional responses
the DAS comments beyond those included above are warranted.

Regarding the additional points made in this letter, BAC routinely prepares EIR
noise sections and the fevel of analysis included in the evaluation of this project’s
noise impacts is consistent with what is normally included in an EIR. Impacts have
been reevaluated using the most recent and specific data pertaining to the exact
equipment to be used at the project site, and noise mitigation measures have been
specified and included in the revised project conditions of approval.

Letter #3
Amy L. Andars
September 10, 2013

Comments: Noise/Aesthetics

As a resident who will be directly affected by any commercial business constructed
on the subject property, | am seriously annoyed by the cavalier approach taken in
producing the Environmental Noise Analysis (ENA). | find it unconscionable that
anyone would submit professional conclusions and recommendations based upon
fabricated information, especially when it impacts the ability of established residents
to quietly enjoy the use of their homes.

As most residents of the neighborhood do, | enjoy entertaining guests on my patio in
the afternoon and evening hours throughout most of the year. Aside from an
occasional motorcycle passing by on Green Valley Road or Sophia Parkway, this is
a very quiet, peaceful location, Existing commercial businesses are all very good
neighbors who have zero impact on ambient noise and are virtually transparent to
residents of this community.

My residential property borders the ARCO AMPM property. The proposed ARCO
AMPM plan includes a high-volume gas station with a car wash, outside vacuums,
and a popular fast-food drive through. The new ENA still does not address how each
of these commercial uses will “realistically” impact homeowners in the area. Instead,
the ENA is based solely upon hypothetical data and extrapolation for car wash
dryers, vacuums and drive through speakers that may or may not be the equipment
purchased and installed by the developer. In reality, the new ENA does not provide
sufficient factual data and/or product information to support a decision to approve
the ARCO AMPM project as planned.
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Response: The original environmental noise analysis, and the revised analysis dated
September 24, 2013 fully disclose the equipment types used to model the noise
impacts of the project for all project noise sources (car wash, vacuums, drive
through), and provide the reference noise level data provided by the equipment
manufacturer to that equipment. As such, the comment that hypothetical or
fabricated noise level data was used to model noise impacts of the project is
incorrect.

Because there is no carwash equipment on site which can be directly measured at
this time from each residential property to evaluate noise impacts, impacts must be
based on modeling results out of necessity. This is standard engineering practice
when evaluating impacts of a new project. it should be noted that the noise level
data used to model noise impacts in the original study was considerably louder than
the manufacturers' data provided for the specific equipment which is to be used at
the site. When the impacts were re-evaluated using the actual data, not
conservative data from equipment used at other similar facilities, noise impacts of
the project were diminished. Nonetheless, noise mitigation measures were
identified for any and all potentially significant noise impacts of the project, and
those mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project conditions of
approval.

The comment in the second paragraph that, “existing commercial businesses are all
very good neighbors who have zero impact on ambient noise and are virtually
transparent to residents of this community”, appears to be inconsistent with the
comment in the first paragraph which states, “As a resident who will be directly
affected by any commercial business constructed on the subject property”.

This concludes BAC's responses to public comments on this project. Piease call BAC at 916-663-
0500 or contact Pau! Bollard by email at paulb@bacnoise.com with any questions pertaining to this
letter.

Sincerely,

Bo!!,a.t:{AcousticaI/Consultants. Inc.

J 4

| def
aul Bollard-—
President
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