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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Document

Section 15088.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines provides that all or a
portion of a draft environmental impact report (DEIR) shall be recirculated for public review and
comment when there is a new or more severe significant impact not analyzed in the DEIR.
“Recirculation” simply means that the public is provided an opportunity to comment on the new or
revised section(s) of the DEIR. Recirculation is not required unless significant new information is
being added to the DEIR. Recirculation is not required where the new information merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to the DEIR.

This document is the Partial Recirculated DEIR for the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan
(VMVSP) (proposed project). As authorized under Section 15088.5(c), the revisions to the DEIR are
limited to portions of the DEIR and therefore, only those portions are included in the Partial
Recirculated DEIR. For that reason, the Partial Recirculated DEIR includes only those chapter(s) in
which changes are being made. In addition, none of the figures in the DEIR have been changed with
the exception of the Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) figure below; therefore, figures are not
included in the Partial Recirculated DEIR. This Partial Recirculated DEIR does include the following
appendices: Appendix A is the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis
(Fehr & Peers 2018); Appendix B is the 2024 Biological Resources Assessment for the Village of
Marble Valley Specific Plan Project (ECORP 2024); Appendix C is the Cameron Park CSD (CPCSD)
and El Dorado Hills CSD (EDHCSD) Parks and Recreation Facilities Demand Assessment (Michael
Baker International 2025); Appendix D is the Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case (Firesafe
Planning, Inc. 2025); and Appendix E is the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan - Fire Evacuation
Assessment Route Modification (Fehr & Peers 2025).

In summary, the proposed project would consist of an approximately 2,341-acre project with up to
3,236 dwelling units, 475,000 square feet of commercial use, 87 acres of public facilities use, 1,284
acres of open space, 55 acres of agricultural use, and 61 acres of new road impact areas and future
right-of-way. Planned improvements would take place on approximately 1,875 acres located mostly
north of Deer Creek.

1.1.1 Reason for Recirculation

El Dorado County released the VMVSP DEIR for a 60-day public review period between May 1, 2024,
and July 1, 2024. The VMVSP DEIR is available online at https://www.eldoradocounty.ca.gov/

Land-Use/Planning-and-Building/Planning-Division/Environmental-Impact-Report-EIR-

Documents/Marble-Valley-Specific-Plan-Notice-of-Availability-of-the-DEIR.
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El Dorado County Introduction

The VMVSP DEIR (SCH #2013022043) has been partially revised to include analysis of the Crotch
bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) because it was added as a candidate species for state listing in 2022
and was not included in the DEIR. Also, 3 additional impacts for offsite improvement area impacts
under Biological Resources were added for clarification. The Biological Resources Assessment for the
Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan (ECORP 2024) that identified the Crotch bumble bee as a newly
listed species since preparation of the prior Biological Resources Assessment is also included
(Appendix B).

Additional information has been provided for recreation as it relates to the El Dorado Hills and
Cameron Parks CSDs. A facilities demand assessment has been prepared and is attached as
Appendix C. This additional information is included in this recirculation for public review, although
the conclusions to the DEIR related to Section 3.13, Recreation, remain the same.

After circulation of the DEIR, a October 23, 2024 decision in People of the State of California Ex Rel.
Rob Bonta, Attorney General v. County of Lake & Lotusland Investment Holdings, Inc. (Lotusland) held
that an EIR should have provided additional explanation about the extent to which bringing new
residents to a largely undeveloped project site would increase the “risk of human-caused wildfire
over the existing baseline risk” ((2024)) 105 Cal.App.5th 1222, 1233). Additional analysis was
completed to respond to Lotusland and that analysis is included in the recirculation even though the
conclusions in the DEIR remain the same. A change to the project EVA routes was also made, and the
analysis confirming that the conclusions in the DEIR in light of the changes to EVA routes remain the
same is also included.

1.1.2 Project and DEIR Changes

With the exception of changes to the EVA routes, no changes to the VMVSP project are proposed. The
changes to the DEIR contained in this Partial Recirculated DEIR are limited to 1) revising the
Biological Resources section of the DEIR with regard to the Crotch bumble bee and 3 offsite
improvement area impacts along with an updated Biological Resources Assessment for the Village of
Marble Valley Specific Plan (2024); 2) the DEIR inadvertently included a draft version of the 2018
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix K in the DEIR), therefore, the final version of that report
is included as Appendix A in this Partial Recirculated DEIR for informational purposes only; 3)
additional information has been provided for recreation as it relates to the El Dorado Hills and
Cameron Parks CSDs, a facilities demand assessment has been prepared and is attached as Appendix
C; and 4) EVA-3 has been removed and EVA-1 improved and additional information has been
included in response to Lotusland.

With respect to the inclusion of the 2018 Transportation Impact Analysis and as explained on page
3.6-5 of the DEIR, because level of service is no longer the metric by which traffic is assessed for
purposes of CEQA, the DEIR does not analyze the project’s anticipated impact on level of service and
this recirculation is not intended to consider or receive comments on level of service. The 2018
Transportation Impact Analysis is included for informational purposes only.

Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Partial Recirculated 12 April 2025
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1.1.3 Additional Environmental Analysis

1.1.3.1 Biological Resources

The Crotch bumble bee was not included in the Biological Resources section of the DEIR; therefore,
this Partial Recirculated DEIR includes impact analysis and mitigation for this species. Additionally,
impact analysis and mitigation for interference with the movement of resident or migratory wildlife
within the offsite improvement areas, potential conflict with the County General Plan oak protection
policies within the offsite improvement areas, and potential introduction and spread of invasive
plant species within the offsite improvement areas is also included to more comprehensively
describe the impacts on biological resources in the offsite improvement areas in response to public
comment on the DEIR. The updated Biological Resources Assessment for the Village of Marble Valley
Specific Plan (2024) is included as Appendix B.

1.1.3.2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the DEIR has been updated to include additional
information in response to the Lotusland case regarding human-caused wildfire and changes to the
EVA routes, specifically replacing EVA 3 with the higher capacity connection to EVA 1 in the East
Ridge Village.

1.1.3.3 Recreation

Based on comments received on the DEIR with regard to the CSDs, the County prepared the CPCSD
and EDHCSD Parks and Recreation Facilities Demand Assessment. This report is summarized below
and is attached as Appendix C.

1.2  Organization of the Document and Summary of
Changes

The Partial Recirculated DEIR includes the following sections:

e Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose of this Partial Recirculated DEIR,
summarizes the revisions being made to the VMVSP DEIR, the public review process, and use of
this document.

e New Information: Section 3.3, Biological Resources, 3.3.2, Environmental Impacts, Impact BIO-33.
These new impacts include analysis and mitigation for the Crotch bumble bee and 3 offsite
improvement area impacts.

e New Information: Section 3.13, Recreation, 3.13.2, Environmental Impacts, Impact REC-1.
Additional information with regard to the CPCSD and EDHCSD has been incorporated.

e Revised: Chapter 7, References. This includes new references cited in the Partial Recirculated
DEIR that are not included in Chapter 7, References, of the DEIR.
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e Appendices. Appendix A includes the final version of the 2018 Transportation Impact Analysis
(Appendix K in the DEIR). Appendix B includes the 2024 Biological Resources Assessment for the
Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan. Appendix C includes the CPCSD and EDHCSD Parks and
Recreation Facilities Demand Assessment. Appendix D includes the memorandum in response to
the Lotusland case. Appendix E includes the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan - Fire
Evacuation Assessment Route Modification.

1.3 Public Review Process

The Partial Recirculated DEIR will be available for a 60-day public review period. The Partial
Recirculated DEIR was circulated to state agencies for review through the State Clearinghouse of the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Copies of the Partial Recirculated DEIR are available for
public review on the County’s website (https://www.edcgov.us/Planning/); at the El Dorado Hills
Library, 7455 Silva Valley Parkway, El Dorado Hills; the Placerville Library, 345 Fair Lane,
Placerville; and during normal business hours at the public counter at the Community Development
Agency, 2850 Fairlane Court, Building C, Placerville.

Written comments can be submitted by mail to:

Mr. Cameron Welch

El Dorado County, Planning and Building Department
2850 Fairlane Court, Building C

Placerville, CA 95667

Written comments can be submitted by email to: VMVSP@edcgov.us.

1.3.1 Limitation on Comments
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) states that:

When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised
chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead agency need only
respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or
portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) comments received
during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that
were revised and recirculated. The lead agency’s request that reviewers limit the scope of their
comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the
revised EIR.

In keeping with this provision, El Dorado County requests that commenters limit their written
comments to the revisions and new material presented in the Partial Recirculated DEIR,
which consists only of the new information included in this Partial Recirculated DEIR for
Section 3.3, Biological Resources, 3.3.2, Environmental Impacts; Section 3.7, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, 3.7.2, Environmental Impacts (EVAs and Wildfire); and Section 3.13,
Recreation, 3.13.2, Environmental Impacts. The Final EIR will include written responses to the
comments submitted on the portions of the previously circulated DEIR that have not been
recirculated, as well as the comments received on the Partial Recirculated DEIR.

Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Partial Recirculated 1-4 April 2025
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1.4 Use of this Document

The Partial Recirculated DEIR will be combined with the previously circulated DEIR as part of the
Final EIR. The Final EIR will also include the comments received on the un-recirculated portions of
the DEIR and the Partial Recirculated DEIR, along with written responses to those comments.

The Board of Supervisors will consider certification of the Final EIR prior to completing its
deliberations on the project. If it approves the project, then the Board will adopt the findings,
statement of overriding considerations, and mitigation monitoring and reporting program that are
required by CEQA.

The Partial Recirculated DEIR is not the Final EIR. The Final EIR will include other revisions and
clarifications (i.e., an errata chapter) in response to the comments received on the DEIR and the
Partial Recirculated DEIR, or as needed to otherwise clarify the Final EIR.

Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Partial Recirculated April 2025
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Chapter 3
Impact Analysis

3.3 Biological Resources

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, 3.3.2 Environmental Impacts has been updated to include impact
analysis and mitigation for the Crotch bumble bee which is now a candidate “species” and 3 offsite
improvement area impacts. The 3 offsite improvement area impacts are included to address comments
received on the DEIR and to provide more detailed information about potential offsite improvement
area impacts. New text is underlined and deleted text in strikethrough.

The following impacts and mitigation measures are added to page 3.3-82 of the DEIR following
Mitigation Measure BIO-14.

3.3.2 Environmental Impacts
Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact BI0-33: Potential Mortality or Disturbance of Crotch Bumble Bee within VMVSP
Project Area (less than significant with mitigation)

The Crotch bumble bee was determined to be a candidate species for state listing in 2022, after
previous field studies were conducted onsite. Consequently, Crotch bumble bee was not included in
any target lists for field surveys. It is included in the 2024 BRA prepared by ECORP (ECORP 2024).

An impact discussion and avoidance and minimization measures for potential effects on Crotch
bumble bee were not included in the DEIR but are included below.

Up to 153.4 acres of annual grassland, 689.6 acres of existing oak woodlands, 138.1 acres of
chaparral, and 4.8 acres of riparian woodland habitat, some of which could support Crotch bumble

bee overwintering, nesting, and foraging habitat, would be converted to urban uses during project
construction. If Crotch bumble bee is present in the project area during construction, clearing and

grubbing, excavation, and other construction activities could result in mortality of adults or larvae
from being crushed or buried by equipment. Adult Crotch bumble bees could be struck by vehicles

and construction equipment traveling along access roads during construction if they are foraging or
flying through the area. Construction could also disrupt nesting or foraging activities. Because
Crotch bumble bees are a state candidate for listing, this impact would be significant.

As described under Impact BIO-1, the project applicant would implement general protection

measures for biological resources, including Mitigation Measures BI0O-1a, BIO-1b, and BIO-1c, which
require barriers to protect sensitive Crotch bumble bee habitat as determined by the biological
monitor prior to construction, environmental awareness training for construction employees, and
periodic site visits during construction. Mitigation Measure BI0O-1d avoids and minimizes potential
disturbances of oak woodland, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 compensates for the permanent loss of
riparian woodland, and Mitigation Measure BI0-33 would minimize impacts on Crotch bumble bee
individuals. With implementation of these mitigation measures the impact would be less than
significant.

Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Partial Recirculated 33.1 April 2025
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Mitigation Measure BIO-33: Conduct preconstruction surveys and implement Crotch
bumble bee avoidance and minimization measures.

If the Crotch bumble bee is a Candidate or formally Listed species under the California
Endangered Species Act (ESA) at the time vegetation- or ground-disturbing activities occur, the
following shall apply:

In accordance with the Survey Considerations for California ESA Candidate Bumble Bee Species
(CDFW 2023), the applicant shall conduct 2 onsite surveys prior to construction of each phase
and during the colony active period for Crotch’s bumble bee (April-August) when detection
probability is the highest and floral resources are in bloom. Space the surveys 2-4 weeks apart
to ensure that they cover a range of dates and account for variability in resource use by the
candidate species and floral resource phenology within the site. Survey methods and best
practices shall follow California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) guidelines (CDFW

2023).

If the Crotch bumble bee is a Candidate or formally Listed species under the California ESA at
the time vegetation- or ground-disturbing activities occur, the following shall apply: :

e Specifications for construction timing and sequencing requirements (e.g., avoidance of

raking, mowing, tilling, or other ground disturbance until late March to protect
overwintering queens);

e A requirement for a preconstruction survey to be conducted prior to the start of ground-
disturbing activities to identify active nests;

e Establishment of no-disturbance buffers for nest sites determined by a qualified biologist as
adequate to avoid any disturbance to the nest site or an accidental take and construction

monitoring by a qualified biologist to ensure compliance;

e Restrictions associated with construction practices, equipment, or materials that may harm

bumble bees as determined by a qualified biologist (e.g., avoidance of pesticides/herbicides

best management practices to minimize the spread of invasive plant species);

e Provisions to avoid Crotch’s bumble bees or potential Crotch’s bumble bees if observed
away from a nest during project activities (i.e., ceasing of project activities until the animal

has left the work area of its own volition): and

e Prescription of an appropriate restoration seed mix identified by a qualified biologist that is

targeted for the Crotch’s bumble bee and the Sierra Nevada foothills, including native plant

species known to be visited by native bumble bee species and containing a mix of flowering
plant species with continual floral availability through the entire active season of the

Crotch’s bumble bee (March to October). The seed mix should be applied to temporarily
disturbed areas within annual grasslands and oak savanna on the project site.
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Impact BI0-34: Interfere with the movement of resident or migratory wildlife within the
offsite improvement areas (less than significant with mitigation)

The types of impacts on wildlife movement from the construction of the offsite improvement areas
would be similar to those described above under Impact BIO-15 but impacts would be of a lesser
magnitude. Protection of open space lands, compensation for the loss of oak woodland habitat, and
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1d would reduce indirect impacts on the movement of
resident and migratory wildlife. Furthermore, County Code Section 9.46.600 requires dogs and other
domestic animals to be on a leash, which would also apply in the offsite improvement areas. Because
the construction of the offsite improvement areas would avoid and minimize impacts on resident
and migratory wildlife and their habitat, it would not substantially reduce the habitat of a wildlife
species, cause a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate an
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered animal.
Therefore, the offsite improvement areas would have a less-than-significant impact on movement of
resident and migratory wildlife.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d: Avoid and minimize potential disturbance of oak woodland

habitat and compensate for loss of oak woodland and individual trees

Impact BI0-35: Potential conflict with the County General Plan oak protection policies within
the offsite improvement areas (less than significant with mitigation)

The impacts related to potential conflict with the County General Plan oak protection policies from

the construction of the offsite improvement areas would be similar to those described above under
Impact BI0-16, but impacts would be of a lesser magnitude because a maximum of 3.5 acres of oak
woodland would be removed in the offsite improvement areas. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1d and BI0-18, the project would not conflict with the 2017 ORMP, and this impact
would be less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BI0-1a, BIO-1b, and BIO-1c

would further reduce impacts on oak woodland in the offsite improvement areas by requiring
barriers to protect sensitive areas, environmental awareness training for construction employees,

periodic site visits during construction, avoidance or minimization of construction disturbance on
retained oak woodland, and maintaining retained oaks.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Install construction barriers around the construction area to
protect sensitive biological resources to be avoided

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Conduct environmental awareness training for construction
employees

Mitigation Measure BIO-1c: Conduct periodic site visits during construction

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d: Avoid and minimize potential disturbance of oak woodland
habitat and compensate for loss of oak woodland and individual trees

Mitigation Measure BIO-18: Compensate for loss of oak woodland in offsite infrastructure
improvement areas
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Impact BI0-36: Potential introduction and spread of invasive plant species within the offsite
improvement areas (less than significant with mitigation)

The impacts related to potential introduction and spread of invasive plant species from the
construction of the offsite improvement areas would be similar to those described above under
Impact BI0-17. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B10-17 during construction in the offsite
improvement areas would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure BI0-17: Minimize the introduction and spread of invasive plants
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3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, has been updated to include additional information in
response to the Lotusland case regarding human-caused wildfire and changes to the EVA routes. The
less-than-significant impact conclusion in Impact HAZ-8 is unchanged from the DEIR. New text is
underlined and deleted text is in strikethrough.

The following additional text for Impact HAZ-8 is added to page 3.7-24 of the DEIR between the third
and fourth paragraphs.

Since circulation of the DEIR, the emergency access for VMVSP was updated in light of the
construction of the East Ridge Village project that began in 2024. Now that construction of East
Ridge Village is occurring, it is reasonable to assume an emergency access connection between the
VMVSP and East Ridge Village at EVA 1, since the EVA connection is included in the Valley View
Specific Plan East Ridge Village (Amendment B) Wildland Fire Safe Plan (CDS Fire Prevention
Planning 2015. Additionally, what was previously EVA 3 connecting to Ryan Ranch has been
changed to an Emergency Vehicle Connection providing only emergency access for emergency

personnel to Ryan Ranch from VMVSP. Residents of VMVSP will not use the Emergency Vehicle
Connection for evacuation purposes. The Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan - Fire Evacuation

Assessment Route Modification (Appendix E; Fehr & Peers 2025) concludes that replacing EVA 3 with
the higher capacity connection to EVA 1 and the East Ridge Village will result in improved
evacuation conditions for VMVSP, relative to the conditions analyzed in Impact HAZ-8, and the

impact would remain less than significant. The revised EVA 1 and replacement of EVA 3 with the
Emergency Vehicle Connection are depicted below.
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After the DEIR was circulated, a decision in People of the State of California Ex Rel. Rob Bonta,
Attorney General v. County of Lake & Lotusland Investment Holdings, Inc. (2024) 105 Cal.App.5th

1222 (Lotusland) was reached on October 23, 2024. In Lotusland, the appellate court faulted the EIR
for not explaining the extent to which bringing new residents to the largely undeveloped project site
would increase the “risk of human-caused wildfire over the existing baseline risk” (Id. at p. 1233).
The court also explained that if quantifying the risk is not possible, the “EIR itself must explain wh
in a manner reasonably calculated to inform the public of the scope of what is and is not yet known
about the Project’s impacts” (Id. at fn. 8).

While the DEIR for the VMVSP explained that most wildfires are caused by people and increasing

people in the area would expose those new residents and the surrounding community to potential
wildfire risk, the DEIR did not, as in Lotusland, attempt to quantify the increased risk of human-

caused wildfires as a result of the increased population from development of the project. The
Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case in Appendix D was prepared in an effort to quantify the

risk to the extent possible (Firesafe Planning, Inc. 2025).

The Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case concludes that, while the project increases the
general potential for human-ignited wildfires as disclosed in the DEIR, there is not a direct or linear
correlation between increased population and wildfire that can be precisely calculated. Studies
discussed in the Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case have determined that, at a certain
point, increased density in terms of units per acre and population combined with development

under current standards begins to actually minimize the risks of wildfires even though the
population has increased. Studies discussed therein have also shown that construction under
current standards reduces the threat of wildfire and communities built after 2008 face less wildfire
risk. After considering available data regarding human causes of wildfires and historical data of
wildfires in the project area from 2000 to 2023 and the system'’s approach to reducing wildfire risks
and severity, the Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case concludes that population does not
appear to be a significant driving force to wildland fires and per capita rates suggest that population
density may reduce the ignition rate per capita, even if it increases the total number of fires overall.
The Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case ultimately concludes that the addition of new

residents and people to the undeveloped project site will have a less-than-significant impact on the
increase of wildfires from human-caused wildfire over the existing baseline risk.

The Memorandum in Response to Lotusland Case also explains that the wildfire safety plan
implemented through Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 and approved at each small lot tentative

subdivision map will include measures to reduce the risks of wildfire from humans based on the
most current standards at the time of the tentative map. This will ensure that the most current

standards, which are expected to become more stringent over time, are adopted and the wildfire
safety plan is able to address the layout of each tentative map. While the wildfire safety plan would
address all of the human-causes herein and apply the most current stringent standards, to provide
further assurances at this programmatic stage, Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 is amended to include

minimums that would expressly address wildfires caused by humans. Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 is
therefore amended as follows:
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-8: Preparation of a wildfire safety plan

Prior to thesubmittalofthefirst approval of a small lot tentative subdivision map, the County

will require a thepreparation-of-a wildfire safety plan reviewed and approved by CAL FIRE and
the local fire protection district that is appropriate to the high and very high fire classifications of

the plan area on the CAL FIRE Hazard Severity Zone Map for El Dorado County. The wildfire safety
plan will include, but not be limited to, the following.

Site and project description
Applicable codes and regulations
Fire department response capabilities

Site fire risk assessment (weather, fuels, topography, fire and ignition history, and potential fire
behavior)

Fire safety requirements (vegetation management, structural hardening site access, water
availability, alternative materials and methods)

Response strategies for emergency evacuations related to wildfire (number of people using
routes; accessibility of routes; any disruptions to routes from natural hazards; and location
and capacity of emergency shelters), including written proof of legal access rights to use any
routes on private roads for required EVAs, which may be in the form of a recorded easement or
recorded agreement with the private property owner or private homeowners or road
association

Frequency of fuel management

Prohibition of smoking in public open space areas

Ban of solid fuel outdoor fires within the community without spark arrestor and only in
approved devices

No open burning in the fuel modification zones, open space or within 50 feet of the wildland

interface
Adoption/application of the most current regulations and standards regarding the type and

nature of equipment utilized in open space areas

Sites with wildland fuels below (lower than the project structures) must have additional
protections provided that is equal to or greater than the risk associated with the configuration,
as approved by the fire authority having jurisdiction. This may include radiant heat walls,
increased built-in fire protection features and/or placement of the structure so that the
impacts of “underslung fuels” are addressed.

Structures and features shall be sited to maximize the role of low-flammability landscape

features and roadways that may buffer the development from fire spread as required by 14
CCR Section 1276.03(Fuel Breaks)

Funding source
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3.13 Recreation

Section 3.13, Recreation, 3.13.2, Environmental Impacts, Impact REC-1 has been updated to include
additional background information to the results of a CSD park demand assessment prepared by the
County. The less-than-significant impact conclusion is unchanged from the DEIR. New text is
underlined and deleted text in strikethrotgh.

The following text is added to page 3.13-11 of the DEIR following Policy 7.23.

Impact REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated (less than significant)

The County prepared the Cameron Park Community Services District and El Dorado Hills

Community Services District Parks and Recreation Facilities Demand Assessment (CSD Assessment)
documenting the results of the CPCSD and EDHCSD parks and recreation facilities demand
assessment (Appendix C; Michael Baker International 2025). The CSD Assessment, which evaluates
the potential demand on parks and recreation facilities in the CPCSD and EDHCSD resulting from
development of the proposed specific plans, was initiated by and is under the direction of the El
Dorado County Planning and Building Department.

The VMVSP and LRVSP would increase the residential population in the vicinity of CPCSD and
EDHCSD. Each project will include public park facilities that would be available to residents within

the specific plans, but the parks would also be available to the population outside the project areas.
The VMVSP is within the boundary of the EDHCSD. The number of potential future park and facility
users from both specific plan areas who would visit existing CPCSD and EDHCSD parks as well as

those who might use park facilities provided by each specific plan, at buildout, were estimated using
a “gravity model.”

Existing demand on CPCSD and EDHCSD facilities was estimated by the EDHCSD using Placer Labs,

Inc. artificial intelligence software platform. The data show that, as expected, most of the demand
within each CSD is from residents in those districts, and there is also cross-district use. However,

there is also visitation from the population outside both district boundaries (e.g., Folsom and the

greater Sacramento region and beyond). When the results of the existing demand are combined with

projected demand using the gravity model, it is reasonable to assume such trends would continue
into the future and that visitors would continue travel to parks and facilities that best meet their
needs, even if there are parks closer to them. The results of the assessment suggest that there would
be a range of potential demand on the CPCSD and EDHCSD from the VMVSP. Based on available

information, precise quantification of potential population demand on the CPCSD and the EDHCSD
facilities resulting from the VMVSP is not possible at this time because: 1) the planned parks in the
specific plans would not be designed until after tentative maps are approved, which would only
occur after project approvals, so the specific amenities that would be provided in the planned parks
of the specific plans are currently unknown; 2) while the Placer.ai software can be used to generate

visitor data for existing conditions, its usefulness for predicting future visits is constrained because
the specific plan areas are not developed. There is no “real-time” trip origin and destination visitor

trip data; and 3) the data indicate cross-district and non-resident use, including a substantial
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number of visits to the CPCSD and EDHCSD from locations not within the districts. Thus, the
projections using the gravity model must be viewed in conjunction with the Placer.ai datasets.

Using a gravity model described in the CSD Assessment (Appendix C: Table 5), it is estimated that
85% of annual park user visits by VMVSP residents would use parks within VMVSP, which would be

EDHCSD parks. The CSD Assessment also estimates that approximately 9% of annual park user visits
by VMVSP residents would be to existing EDHCSD parks. Since VMVSP parks would become EDHCSD

parks, the gravity model estimates that approximately 94% of annual park trips by VMVSP residents
will be to EDHCSD parks. This park visitation preference by project residents is expected given the
project site design where roadway access out of the site would pass the proposed village park sites
along Lime Rock Valley Road, Marble Lake Road, and Marble Valley Parkway. This travel pattern
would direct project residents into the EDHCSD. In contrast, longer travel would be required to use

CPCSD park facilities.

The CSD Assessment recognizes that anticipated park use cannot be precisely calculated and the
gravity model does not account for all amenities that may attract a user to a park. Additionally, the

gravity model may overestimate the buildout projection percentage for parks within the specific
plans and the demand for existing EDHCSD and CPCSD could be greater if the specific plan parks do
not offer similar amenities, especially sports/special use fields. Combined with the Placer Labs, Inc.
data provided by the EDHCSD, the data on actual park usage by current residents and the gravity
model together show that residents use parks close to their homes and also travel to other areas
outside of their park district to use parks. As the Placer Labs, Inc. data shows, residents of EDHCSD
use CPCSD parks and residents of CPCSD use EDHCSD parks. This use across park district lines
would be anticipated to equalize demands on parks with each district serving residents of the other

district while also having less residents to serve when those residents use a park outside of the
resident’s district.

The CSD Assessment further estimates that, with the addition of VMVSP parks that would be
available to CPCSD residents, visits to CPCSD parks could decrease after buildout of the VMVSP
parks. With the addition of new EDHCSD parks in VMVSP and cross-district park usage, the new

residents of VMVSP are therefore not anticipated to cause such a significant increase in the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities in EDHCSD or CPCSD such

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. It is
acknowledged in the CSD Assessment that there is high visitation on park and recreation facilities of
regional interest (e.g., pool facilities, community centers, and parks with sports fields) in both CSDs
that the project would contribute additional visitation. Both CSD control access to these facilities
charge user fees and/or rental fees to fund operation and maintenance. The EDHCSD and CPCSD
maintain the ability to control use of these regional recreation facilities and address deterioration
due to usage.

Development of the VMVSP would be subject to EDHCSD park impact fees pursuant to the
“Mitigation Fee Act” as found in Government Code Section 66000 and El Dorado County Code
Chapter 13.20 (Development Impact Fees for Special Districts), which ensures that fees charged
have a reasonable relationship or nexus between new development and the need for additional park
and recreational facilities within the CSD as a result of new development. These fees are $13,495 per
single-family dwelling unit, $8,907 per multifamily or affordable dwelling unit, and $7,886 per age-
restricted dwelling unit for EDHCSD.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This study presents the results of a transportation impact analysis completed for the Village of Marble Valley
Specific Plan (VMVSP) (project) in El Dorado Hills, California, which is an unincorporated area of El Dorado
County (County). The project area is approximately 1,000 feet southeast of the US 50 / Bass Lake Road
interchange and is surrounded by the Cambridge Oaks residential development and US 50 to the north;
Marble Ridge residential development and Valley View Specific Plan area to the west; Ryan Ranch residential
development to the southwest; Sun Ridge Systems to the south; and Cameron Estates, the proposed Lime

Rock Valley Specific Plan, Deer Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant, and Royal Equestrian Estates to the east.

The purpose of this impact analysis is to identify potential environmental impacts to transportation facilities
as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This study was performend in accordance
with the El Dorado County Community Development Agency's Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, and

the scope of work developed in colloboration with County staff and Caltrans.

The remaining sections of this report document the proposed project, analysis methodolgies, impacts and

mitigations.

The proposed VMVSP includes the development of 3,236 dwelling units, 87 acres of public facility /
recreational use, 475,000 square feet of commercial use, 35 acres for two public schools (K5 / K8), 1,284
acres of open space, 55 acres of agricultural use, and 61 acres of new road impact areas and future right-
of-way. Planned improvements are proposed for 1,875 acres of the 2,341-acre site. Most of the development
would occur north of Deer Creek. The proposed project expands the Community Region of El Dorado Hills
to include the VMVSP area. Figure 1, adapted from the project's Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report, provides an overview of the proposed project and internal roadway network

to support proposed land uses.
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US 50 access will be through the US 50 / Bass Lake Road and US 50 / Cambridge Road interchanges. Marble
Valley Parkway is proposed as a continuous roadway connecting the Bass Lake Road and Cambridge Road
interchanges. A portion of Marble Valley Parkway is outside the plan area. Marble Lake Boulevard, which is
planned as a four- to two-lane roadway, will provide the primary access roadway serving the project. Major
intersections along Marble Lake Boulevard are planned to have roundabout control. Lime Rock Valley

Boulevard will extend east of Marble Lake Boulevard as a two-lane roadway.

The project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP), which is required by CEQA was issued on February 20, 2013. The
NOP and subsequent public scoping meeting provided interested parties the opportunity to formally
comment on the project. This transportation analysis is informed by comments received during the NOP
comment period. The following list summarizes transportation-related comments received by affected

agencies and the general public.
Agency Comments Received

e Caltrans request to review the transportation scope. Caltrans recommended specific procedures
for the analysis of state facilities. Note: Coordination with Caltrans was completed during the NOP
phase and included a meeting between Caltrans and El Dorado County to review study area and
analysis methods.

e CalFire request to review dead end road length calculations. Note: The project has been reviewed
and meets the requested length parameter.

Public Comments Received (By Topic)
Public comments were incorporated into the environmental analysis as presented below.
General Traffic

e Impact of potential cut-through traffic on Cameron Estates roadways. Note: No connections are
proposed to Cameron Estates. Therefore, no evaluation of potential cut-through traffic on Cameron
estates s necessary.

e Concern regarding traffic congestion on Marble Valley Parkway. Note: Analysis of Marble Valley
Parkway is included in the study.

e Need for a parallel and alternative route to US 50 on the south side of the freeway - Note: Marble
Valley Parkway will provide a parallel route to US 50 to the south.
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e Concern regarding congestion on US 50. Note: Analysis of US 50 was coordinated with Caltrans
and is included in the study.

e Preclude future connections to the east, west and south as not to worsen cumulative impacts.
Note: The analysis does not assume new connections to the east, west, or south.

Access

e Impact of proposed school siting and related congestion. Note: The analysis includes the proposed
schools.

e Issue of increased traffic on rural County roads and related access. Note: The analysis studied area
rural roadways where the project is anticipated to contribute traffic.

e Provide additional freeway access. Note: Analysis of US 50 was coordinated with Caltrans and is
included in the study. Freeway access is proposed and is consistent with the County's CIP.

e Need more than the proposed access point from the community in the event of an emergency
evacuation. Note: Emergency vehicle access locations are proposed with the project.

Pedestrian, Bicycle, Transit

e Review pedestrian, bicycle, trails and vehicle circulation plans to determine good connectivity
between land uses. Note: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are evaluated in the study.

e Evaluate transit options for employees. Note: transit facilities and services are evaluated in the
study.

e Provide pedestrian and bicycle access to transit especially at night. Note: Bicycle and pedestrian
facilities are evaluated in the study.



Figure 1.

Proposed Project
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2.0 REGULATORY SETTING

Existing transportation polices, laws, and regulations that would apply to the proposed project are
summarized below. This information provides a context for the impact discussion related to the project’s

consistency with applicable regulatory conditions.

211 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for operating and maintaining the
State highway system. In the project vicinity, US 50 falls under Caltrans jurisdiction. Caltrans provides
administrative support for transportation programming decisions made by the California Transportation
Commission (CTC) for state funding programs. The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a
multi-year capital improvement program that sets priorities and funds transportation projects envisioned

in long-range transportation plans.

In June 2014, Caltrans approved a Transportation Concept Report and Corridor System Management Plan
(TCR / CSMP) for United States Route 50. Caltrans prepares a TCR / CSMP, which is a long-range (20-year)
planning document, for each state highway. The purpose of each TCR / CSMP is to identify existing route
conditions and future needs and to communicate the vision for the development of each route during a
20-year planning horizon. Caltrans has established LOS E as the ‘concept LOS' consistent with the El Dorado
County General Plan LOS policy. Since LOS E is identified as the concept LOS no further degradation of
service from existing “E" is acceptable. The Concept LOS is a generalized LOS for large study segments used
by Caltrans that reflect the minimum level of service or quality of operations acceptable for each route

segment.

According to the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (Caltrans, December 2002), the existing
LOS should be maintained if a freeway facility is currently operating at an unacceptable LOS (e.g., LOS F). A
project impact is said to occur if the project degrades LOS from an acceptable to unacceptable level. A
project impact may also occur when the addition of project trips exacerbates existing LOS F conditions and
leads to a perceptible increase in density on freeway mainline segments or ramp junctions, or a perceptible
increase in service volumes in a weaving area. In addition, a project impact is said to occur when the
addition of project trips causes a queue on the off-ramp approach to a ramp terminal intersection to extend

beyond its storage area and onto the freeway mainline.
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221 SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an association of local governments in the six-
county Sacramento Region. Its members include the counties of Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Yolo,
and Yuba as well as 22 cities. SACOG provides transportation planning and funding for the region, and
serves as a forum for the study and resolution of regional issues. In addition to preparing the region’s long-
range transportation plan, SACOG assists in planning for transit, bicycle networks, clean air, and airport land

uses.

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP / SCS) (SACOG 2016) is a
federally mandated long-range fiscally constrained transportation plan for the six-county area. Most of this
area is designated a federal non-attainment area for ozone, indicating that the transportation system is
required to meet stringent air quality emissions budgets to reduce pollutant levels that contribute to ozone
formation. To receive federal funding, transportation projects nominated by cities, counties, and agencies
must be consistent with the MTP / SCS.

The 2017 / 20 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) is a list of transportation projects
and programs to be funded and implemented over the next 3 years. SACOG submits this document to
Caltrans and amends the program on a quarterly cycle. Only projects listed in the MTP / SCS may be included
in the MTIP.

222 EL DORADO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (EDCTC)

The EDCTC is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for El Dorado County, except for that
portion of the County within the Tahoe Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency (TRPA).

One of the fundamental responsibilities which results from RTPA designation is the preparation of the
County’s Regional Transportation Plan. The El Dorado County Regional Transportation Plan 2015 — 2035
(RTP) is designed to be a blueprint for the systematic development of a balanced, comprehensive, multi-
modal transportation system. The EDCTC submits the RTP to SACOG for inclusion in the MTP / SCS process.

The El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation Plan - 2010 Update provides a blueprint for the development
of a bicycle transportation system on the western slope of El Dorado County. The plan updates the currently

adopted El Dorado County Bicycle Master Plan, which was adopted in January 2005.
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In May 2013, The EDCTC completed the El Dorado Hills Community Transit Needs Assessment and US 50
Corridor Operations Plan (Plan), which explores how the recent growth and projected development impact
the need for transit services, and identifies the most appropriate type and level of service needed given the
demand. The Plan represents a recommendation from the Western El Dorado County 2008 Short-Range

Transit Plan to study and consider improved transit service in the El Dorado Hills area.

In April 2015, The EDCTC adopted the Coordinated Public Transit — Human Services Transportation Plan,
which is intended to improve mobility of individuals who are disabled, elderly, or of low-income status. The
plan focuses on identifying needs specific to those population groups and identifying strategies to meet

their needs.

223 COUNTY OF EL DORADO

The County of El Dorado provides for the mobility of people and goods within El Dorado Hills, which is an

unincorporated area of the County.

The Transportation and Circulation Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (amended July 2016)
outlines goals and policies that coordinate the transportation and circulation system with planned land

uses. The following goals and their associated policies are relevant to the project.

e GOALTC-1: To plan for and provide a unified, coordinated, and cost-efficient countywide road and
highway system that ensures the safe, orderly, and efficient movement of people and goods.

e GOAL TC-X: To coordinate planning and implementation of roadway improvements with new
development to maintain adequate levels of service on County roads. (The LOS policy specific to
this project is described in Section 3.2.)

e GOAL TC-2: To promote a safe and efficient transit system that provides service to all residents,
including senior citizens, youths, the disabled, and those without access to automobiles that also
helps to reduce congestion, and improves the environment.

e GOAL TC-3: To reduce travel demand on the County's road system and maximize the operating
efficiency of transportation facilities, thereby reducing the quantity of motor vehicle emissions and
the amount of investment required in new or expanded facilities.

e GOAL TC-4: To provide a safe, continuous, and easily accessible non-motorized transportation
system that facilitates the use of the viable alternative transportation modes.

e GOAL TC-5: To provide safe, continuous, and accessible sidewalks and pedestrian facilities as a
viable alternative transportation mode.

The El Dorado County Community Development Agency’s (CDA) Transportation Impact Study Guidelines set

forth the protocols and procedures for conducting transportation analysis in the County (El Dorado County,
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2014), including the identification of the study area. All of the study intersections for the proposed project
are within the County’s jurisdiction. This traffic analysis is consistent with the County-established methods

at the commencement of the project.

224 EL DORADO COUNTY TRANSIT AUTHORITY

El Dorado County Transit Authority (EDCTA) operates El Dorado Transit, which provides public transit service
within the project area. El Dorado Hills is currently served by El Dorado Transit Dial-A-Ride services,

Commuter Service, and the Iron Point Connector Route.

The El Dorado Park-and-Ride Facilities Master Plan, November 2007 calls for constructing nine new facilities
over 20 years. The Plan calls for EDCTA to assume primary responsibility for existing Park-and-Ride facilities
in the county and sets forth an annual program to fund the upkeep and operation. The Plan reiterates that
demand exceeds supply at the Park-and-Ride lot, referred to as the El Dorado Hills Multi-modal Facility,
located in the northeast corner of the White Rock Road / Latrobe Road intersection. In particular, Table 2
of the Plan suggests that future (year 2027) deficiency at this location is 172 additional spaces. The Plan
identifies the construction of a 325-space multi-story parking garage with ground floor retail as priority
project #12 in the Capital Improvement Program list. The proposed location is the existing Park-and-Ride
lot.

The plan identifies the construction of the Bass Lake Hills Multi-modal Facility as the #1 priority. The concept
is a condition of the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan, which requires a designated site suitable for the
construction of a 200-space Park-and-Ride facility. New development is also required to construct the first
100 spaces. The plan states that completion of the 200-space facility would fully address parking deficiencies
in the Cameron Park area. Another facility, named the Marble Valley Park-and-Ride lot, has been proposed
on the south side of US 50 at the Bass Lake Road interchange as part of the Marble Valley development
previously approved by the County. However, the plan states that the Marble Valley Park-and-Ride lot is
redundant with the Bass Lake Hills Multi-modal Facility and instead suggests that the developer provide an
in-lieu payment towards another proposed Park-and-Ride facility such as the Bass Lake Hills Multi-modal

Facility.
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3.0 METHOD OF ANALYSIS

Intersections, roadways, and freeway facilities were selected for analysis based on coordination with the El
Dorado County CDA, Long Range Planning staff and Caltrans, and based on the expected distribution of
project trips and review of the El Dorado County CDA's Transportation Impact Study Guidelines.

Each study roadway facility was analyzed using the concept of Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative
measure of traffic operating conditions whereby a letter grade, from A (the best) to F (the worst), is assigned.
These grades represent the perspective of drivers and are an indication of the comfort and convenience
associated with driving. In general, for intersections and roadways LOS A represents conditions with little
to no delay and congestion, and LOS F represents greater delay and more congestion. For basic freeways
segments (i.e., like US 50 west of El Dorado Hills Boulevard), LOS A represents a vehicle density of up to 11
passenger cars per mile per lane and vehicle speeds (a secondary performance measure) at or above 65
miles per hour, and LOS F represents a vehicle density of greater than 45 passenger cars per mile per lane

and vehicle speeds less than 52 miles per hour.
311 INTERSECTIONS

Traffic operations at the study intersections were analyzed using procedures and methodologies contained
in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2000 and 2010 (as confirmed with
County staff). These methodologies were applied using Synchro or SimTraffic software packages, developed
by Trafficware. Table 1 displays the delay range associated with each LOS category for signalized and

unsignalized intersections based on the HCM.

The micro-simulation analysis software, SimTraffic, was used to analyze operations at the US 50 / El Dorado
Hills Boulevard interchange (White Rock Road to Saratoga Way) to accurately analyze the effect of closely-
spaced intersections. Simulation was requested by El Dorado County staff and Caltrans. The SimTraffic

micro-simulation analysis applied the following 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

e Each of the ten simulation runs applied a ten-minute seeding time
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The existing conditions SimTraffic model was validated to field measured traffic volumes and observed

maximum vehicle queue lengths.

The HCM methodology determines the level of service (LOS) at signalized intersections by comparing the
average control delay (i.e. delay resulting from initial deceleration, queue move-up time, time actually
stopped, and final acceleration) per vehicle at the intersection to the established thresholds. The LOS for
traffic signal controlled and all-way stop controlled intersections is based on the average control delay for
the entire intersection. For side-street stop-controlled intersections, the LOS is evaluated separately for each

individual movement with delay reported for the critical (i.e., worst case) turning movement.

The following procedures and assumptions were applied for the analysis of existing and cumulative

conditions:
e Roadway geometric data were gathered using aerial photographs and field observations.

e Peak hour traffic volumes were entered according to the peak hour of each intersection, except for
the US 50 / El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange and adjacent intersections. For the interchange
and adjacent intersections, a consistent peak hour was used so that volumes would balance (a

requirement for accurate simulation analysis). The peak hour of the freeway is based traffic counts.

e Headway factors were adjusted based on the observed driver behavior. Drivers were observed to
be more aggressive and use smaller headway to travel through the intersections near the US 50 /

El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange.

e The peak hour factor (PHF) was calculated based on traffic counts and applied by approach, except
for interchange areas, which applied the intersection PHF (a requirement for accurate simulation
analysis), and under cumulative conditions where there was a significant increase in traffic volumes
compared to existing conditions was forecast (Intersections 3-8, 13, and 14). A PHF of 0.95 was

used at these locations.

e The counted pedestrian and bicycle volumes will be used with a minimum of two pedestrians per

approach per peak hour.
e Heavy vehicle percentages were based on traffic counts and applied by movement.

e Signal phasing and timings were based on existing signal timing sheets provided by El Dorado

County and field observations at the US 50 / El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange.

e Speeds for the model network were based on the posted speed limit.
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e The PHF calculated for existing conditions was used for cumulative conditions, except for the
Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard, US 50 EB Ramps / El Dorado Hills Boulevard, US 50WB
Ramps / El Dorado Hills Boulevard, and the Saratoga Way / Park Drive / El Dorado Hills Boulevard

intersections where a PHF of 0.95 was applied.

e The existing heavy vehicle percentages were maintained for cumulative conditions, except for the

Silva Valley interchange, which was increased to 2 percent for both the AM and PM peak hours.
e The existing pedestrian and bicycle volumes were maintained for cumulative conditions.

e Traffic signals were optimized to serve future traffic volumes.

TABLE 1: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA

Average Control Delay (seconds / vehicle)

Level-of- L.
. Description
Service Signalized Stop
Controlled
A <100 <100 Very low glelay. At signalized intersections,
most vehicles do not stop.
B 10.1 to 20.0 101 to 15.0 Generally good progression of vehicles. Slight
delays.
C 5201 to 35.0 5151 to 25.0 Falr progression. At signalized |ntgrsect|ons,
increased number of stopped vehicles.
D 351 to 55.0 2251 to 35.0 Notlceaple congestion. _At S|gnaI|;ed
intersections, large portion of vehicles stopped.
£ 551 to 80.0 351 10 50.0 Poor progression. High delays and frequent
cycle failure.
r 800 5500 Oversaturation. Forced flow. Extensive

queuing.

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010)
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3.1.2 ROADWAY SEGMENTS

Roadway segment LOS was determined by comparing traffic volumes for selected roadway segments with
peak hour LOS capacity thresholds. These thresholds are shown in Table 2 and were calculated based on
the methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000) and
applied for the analysis of the 2004 El Dorado County General Plan.

TABLE 2:
PEAK HOUR ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITIES BY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION AND LOS

Roadway Segment Capacity (Vehicles per Hour)

Functional Lanes
Classification LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E
4 N/A N/A 1,850 3,220 3,290
5 N/A N/A 2,350 4,060 4,110
Arterial (Divided) 6 N/ A N/A 2760 4680 4,710
7 N/A N/A 3,215 5410 5420
2 N/A N/A 850 1,540 1,650
Arterial (Undivided)
4 N/A N/A 1,760 3,070 3,130

Notes: Peak hour roadway segment capacities based on the HCM 2010 and developed by the El Dorado County CDA, Long
Range Planning. Five-lane capacity calculated by adding half of the difference between the two-lane and four-lane capacity to
the four-lane capacity. Seven-lane capacity calculated by adding half of the difference between the four-lane and six-lane
capacity to the four-lane capacity,

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018

313 FREEWAY FACILITIES

The Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010), includes three different tiers of
analysis for freeway facilities, which include planning, design, and operations analysis. The different tiers
are intended to provide flexibility to the user in selecting the appropriate analysis level given available
resources (e.g., time and availability of analysis inputs) and the desired breadth of analysis coverage (e.g.,
more locations with less detail vs. fewer locations with more detail). For example, a planning level analysis

requires relatively generalized analysis inputs and is regularly used when the breadth of coverage is more
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important than analysis detail. For example, Caltrans uses planning level analysis for long-range planning
efforts like the US 50 Corridor System Management Plan, which groups many freeway facilities into single
analysis segments. The project level analysis in this report is based on operations analysis methods and
analyzes each freeway facility separately, focusing on analysis detail instead of breadth of coverage. The
operations analysis method is consistent with General Plan Policy TC-Xd and Caltrans traffic impact study

guidelines.

Freeway operations were analyzed using the procedures and methodologies contained in the Highway
Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010). Table 3 describes the HCM LOS criteria for freeway
mainline, freeway ramp junctions, and freeway weaving segments. For weaving segments, Caltrans District
3 prefers analysis based on the Leisch Method, which is described in the Highway Design Manual (Caltrans,
last updated July 1, 2008). For consistency with both the El Dorado County General Plan and Caltrans

preference, analysis of freeway weaving segments was conducted using both the HCM and Leisch Methods.

TABLE 3:
FREEWAY FACILITY LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA

Density (vehicles / mile / lane)
Level of Service

Mainline Ramp Junction Weaving
A <11 <10
B 11-18 10-20
C 18-26 20-28
D 26-35 28-35
E 35-45 > 35
F > 45 Demand exceeds capacity

Source: Transportation Research Board, 2010

In accordance with CEQA, the effects of a project are evaluated to determine if they will result in a significant

adverse impact on the environment. Informed by the 2014 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
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Statutes and Guidelines, specifically Appendix G, the following criteria have been established to determine

whether or not the project would have a significant impact on transportation and circulation.

The intent of CEQA Section 15064 is for the responsible agency to establish the thresholds in the context
of what their specific values are towards environmental resources or impacts. Therefore, the standards of
significance in this analysis are based on the framework presented in CEQA Appendix G and the current
practice of the appropriate regulatory agencies. For most areas related to transportation and circulation,
policies from the 2004 El Dorado County General Plan (amended January 2009) and the El Dorado County
CDA's Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (El Dorado County, 2014) were used. For the freeway system,
Caltrans' standards were used. Implementation of the project would have a potentially significant impact

on transportation and circulation if it causes any of the following outcomes:

e Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness
(MOEs) for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. The following specific MOEs, which have been
generated by the regulatory agencies, are applicable to this project.

o General Plan Circulation Policy TC-Xd provides Level of Service standards for County-
maintained roads and state highways as follows®:

e Level of Service (LOS) for County-maintained roads and state highways within the
unincorporated areas of the county shall not be worse than LOS E in the
Community Regions or LOS D in the Rural Centers and Rural Regions except as
specified in Table TC-2. The volume to capacity ratio of the roadway segments
listed in Table TC-2 as applicable shall not exceed the ratio specified in that table.
(Note: Two of the study roadways are presented in Table TC-2. Cambridge Road
from Country Club Drive to Oxford Road is allowed a maximum volume-to-capacity
(V / C) ratio of 1.07 until 2018. Cameron Park Drive from Robin Lane to Coach Lane
is allowed a maximum V / C ratio of 1.11 until 2018.)

e If a project causes the peak hour level of service or volume / capacity ratio on a
county road or state highway that would otherwise meet the County standards
(without the project) to exceed the LOS threshold, then the impact shall be
considered significant.

e If any county road or state highway fails to meet the above listed county standards
for peak hour level of service or volume / capacity ratios under existing conditions,
and the project will “significantly worsen” conditions on the road or highway, then
the impact shall be considered significant. The term “significantly worsen” is

1 El Dorado County CDA's Transportation Impact Study Guidelines

(]
i
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defined for the purpose of the paragraph according to General Plan Policy TC-Xe
as follows:

A. Atwo (2) percent increase in traffic during the AM peak hour, PM peak
hour or daily, OR

B. The addition of 100 or more daily trips, OR

C. The addition of 10 or more trips during the AM peak hour or the PM
peak hour.

o Caltrans considers the following to be significant impacts:

e Off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend into the ramp’s deceleration area or
onto the freeway (i.e., exceed the available storage capacity);

e Project traffic increases that cause any ramp’s merge / diverge level of service to
be worse than the freeway's level of service.

e Any additional traffic generated by the project is added to a facility already
operating at LOS F2.

e Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

e Result in inadequate emergency access.

e Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

o The County has published the following issues and General Plan goals as relevant to
traffic impact study assessments. The project may trigger a potentially significant impact
if it's in conflict with any of the following:

e Access to Public Transit Services consistent with General Plan Circulation Element
Goal TC-2: “To promote a safe and efficient transit system that provides service to
all residents, including senior citizens, youths, the disabled, and those without
access to automobiles that also helps to reduce congestion, and improves the
environment.”

e Transportation System Management consistent with General Plan Circulation
Element Goal TC-3: “To reduce travel demand on the County's road system and
maximize the operating efficiency of transportation facilities, thereby reducing the

2 The US 50 Transportation Corridor Concept Report identifies LOS E as the “"Concept LOS" for US 50 from the
Sacramento/El Dorado County line to Cameron Park Drive.
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guantity of motor vehicle emissions and the amount of investment required in
new or expanded facilities.”

¢ Non-Motorized Transportation consistent with General Plan Circulation Element
Goal TC-4: "To provide a safe, continuous, and easily accessible non-motorized
transportation system that facilitates the use of the viable alternative
transportation modes.”

e Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding the delivery of goods and services.

16
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4.0 EXISTING SETTING

4.1 STUDY AREA

Based on coordination with the El Dorado County CDA (Long Range Planning) staff and Caltrans, the
expected distribution of project trips, and review of the El Dorado County Department of Transportation’s
Traffic Impact Study Protocols and Procedures, the following study intersections, roadway segments and
freeway facilities have been selected for analysis during both the AM and PM peak hours. Figure 2 identifies

the study area.

The following lists both existing intersections and intersections proposed as part of the project. The
applicable LOS target (LOS E for Community Regions and LOS D for Rural Regions) is identified for each

study intersection.
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1. Serrano Parkway / Bass Lake Road (LOS E) 12.
2. Hollow Oak Drive / Bass Lake Road (LOS E) 13.
3. Old Bass Lake Road / Bass Lake Road (LOS D)

14.
4. Country Club Drive / Bass Lake Road (LOS D)

15.
5. US 50 westbound ramps / Bass Lake Road (LOS D)
6. US 50 eastbound ramps / Bass Lake Road (LOS D) 16.
7. Marble Mountain Road / Marble Valley Parkway 17.

(LOS D)

18.
8. Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (LOS D)

19.
9. Country Club Drive / Cambridge Road (LOS E)

20.
10. Knollwood Drive / Cambridge Road (LOS E)

21.

11.

Existing Intersections

Merrychase Drive / Cambridge Road / US 50
westbound ramps (LOS E)

Roadways:

e Bass Lake Road

e Cambridge Road

e Cameron Park Drive
e Country Club Drive

e Durock Road

Freeway Facilities:

US 50 eastbound ramps / Cambridge Road (LOS E)

Crazy Horse Road / Flying C Road / Cambridge Road (LOS
E)

Flying C Road / Marble Valley Parkway (LOS E)

US 50 westbound ramps / El Dorado Hills Boulevard (LOS
E)

US 50 eastbound ramps / Latrobe Road (LOS E)

Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 Westbound Ramps (LOS E)
Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 Eastbound Ramps (LOS E)
Saratoga Way / El Dorado Hills Boulevard (LOS E)

Town Center Boulevard / Latrobe Road (LOS E)

White Rock Road / Latrobe Road (LOS E)

e US 50 Mainline (Eastbound and Westbound) — Sacramento County to Cameron Park Drive

b
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e El Dorado Hills Boulevard Interchange
e Bass Lake Road Interchange
e Cameron Park Interchange

e Silva Valley Parkway Interchange (Phase 1 under Existing Conditions)

The characteristics of the roadway system in the vicinity of the project are described below. Where
applicable, the roadway designation given in the 2004 El Dorado County General Plan (amended January
2009) is provided.

US Route 50 (US 50) is an east-west freeway located south of the project site. Generally, US 50 serves the
majority of El Dorado County's major population centers and provides regional connections to the west (i.e.,
Sacramento) and to the east (i.e., State of Nevada). Primary access to the project from US 50 is provided via
the US 50 / Bass Lake Road and US 50 / Cambridge Road interchanges. Near the project, westbound US 50
has a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane and two general purpose travel lanes and eastbound US 50 has
an HOV lane and three general purpose travel lanes west of Bass Lake Road and an HOV lane and two
general purpose travel lanes between Bass Lake Road an Cambridge Road. The General Plan identifies US
50 as an eight lane freeway under future conditions. US 50 serves about 63,000 vehicles per day between

Bass Lake Road and Cambridge Road.

Completed in 2015, construction at the US 50 / El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Latrobe Road interchange
improved the westbound on- and off-ramps, added 1,000 feet of auxiliary lane to westbound US 50, and
provided westbound ramp metering and a dedicated HOV on-ramp lane. Future improvements are planned

for this interchange as described in Section 6.1, Table 12.

Phase 1 of US 50 / Silva Valley Parkway / White Rock Road interchange is west of the project area completed
construction and was open to traffic in 2016. Phase 1 (CIP Project No: 71328) is a new connection to US 50
with new signalized slip on- and off-ramps westbound and a slip off-ramp and loop on-ramp eastbound.
The mainline will have an overcrossing for Silva Valley Parkway and will be improved to include eastbound
and westbound auxiliary lanes between the US 50 / El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Latrobe Road interchange
and the new US 50 / Silva Valley interchange. Completion of Phase 1 is scheduled for 2016. Phase 2 will
construct a westbound loop on-ramp and eastbound slip on-ramp (CIP Project No: 71345). The westbound
loop on-ramp will begin the addition of an auxiliary lane that will continue westbound through the El

Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange and terminate at the planned US 50 / Empire Ranch interchange.

19
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The planned reconstruction of the US 50 / Bass Lake Road interchange (CIP Project No: 71330 and GP148),

will add a westbound auxiliary lane between the Bass Lake Road and Silva Valley Parkway interchanges.

Bass Lake Road is a two-lane roadway that generally follows at north-south alignment from north of US
50 to Green Valley Road. Marble Valley Parkway is the continuation of Bass Lake Road south of US 50 and
is proposed as the primary route to the project. The County’s General Plan identifies Bass Lake Road as a
four lane divided road near US 50 transitioning to a four lane undivided road and eventually a two-lane

road as it continues north. Bass Lake Road serves about 11,000 vehicles per day north of US 50.

Cambridge Road is a two-lane roadway that generally follows a north-south alignment from north of US
50 to Green Valley Road. The project will access the US 50 / Cambridge Road interchange by way of Marble
Valley Parkway with a connection to Flying C Road (north of the Cameron Estates entry gate). The County’s
General Plan identifies Cambridge Road as a major two lane road. Cambridge Road serves about 8,000

vehicles per day north of Country Club Drive.

Cameron Park Drive north of Palmer Drive, is a two-lane roadway to Green Valley Road. North of Green
Valley Road, Cameron Park Drive continues as Starbuck Road. South of Palmer Drive, the roadway widens
to four lanes with a center left-turn lane through the US 50 interchange to Coach Lane where it narrows
again. Durock Road is the continuation of Cameron Park Drive south of Robin Lane. The County's General
Plan identifies Cameron Park Drive as a four lane divided roadway from US 50 to Meder Road. Remaining
portions are classified as a major two lane road. Cameron Park Drive serves about 20,000 vehicles per day

south of Hacienda Drive.

Country Club Drive is a two-lane east-west roadway that generally runs parallel to and north of US 50.
Country Club Drive provides connectivity between Bass Lake Road and Cameron Park Drive. It serves as a
frontage road to US 50 and a connection between El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park communities. The
County's General Plan identifies Country Club Drive as a major two lane road. Country Club Drive serves

about 4,000 vehicles per day east of Bass Lake Road.

Flying “C” Road is two travel lanes south of the US 50 eastbound ramp-terminal intersection at the US 50
/ Cambridge Road interchange. The project will access the US 50 / Cambridge Road interchange by way
of Marble Valley Parkway with a connection to Flying C Road (north of the Cameron Estates entry gate).The
County's General Plan does not specifically identify Flying “C" Road on the Circulation Map. Flying C Road

serves about 500 vehicles per day.

El Dorado Hills Boulevard is a north-south roadway that continues as Salmon Falls Road on the north and
Latrobe Road on the south. The roadway is four lanes with a center median between Park Drive and
Governor Drive. Between US 50 and Park Drive, the roadway section widens to six lanes to accommodate

(]
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vehicle demand near the US 50 interchange. The County’s General Plan identifies El Dorado Hills Boulevard
as a four lane divided road except near US 50 where the designation changes to a six lane divided road. El

Dorado Hills Boulevard serves about 22,000 vehicles per day north of Wilson Boulevard.

Latrobe Road is a north-south roadway and is the continuation of El Dorado Hills Boulevard south of US
50. Latrobe Road is six lanes near the US 50 interchange, narrows to four lanes south of White Rock Road
and eventually narrows to two lanes as it continues south to connect with State Route 16 in Amador County.
The General Plan identifies Latrobe Road as a six lane divided roadway near the US 50 interchange
transitioning to a four lane divided road, then a two lane major road and eventually a two lane regional
road serving the southwest portion of the County. Latrobe Road serves about 30,000 vehicles per day north
of White Rock Road.

Marble Mountain Road is a relatively short two-lane roadway that serves rural residential properties south
of US 50. The roadway is west of the project area but intersects Marble Valley Parkway near the US 50 / Bass
Lake Road interchange. The County's General Plan does not specifically identify Marble Mountain Road on

the Circulation Map. Marble Mountain Road serves less than 200 vehicles per day.

Marble Valley Parkway is a two-lane roadway just south of US 50. The road terminates approximately 500
feet south of the US 50 / Bass Lake Road interchange. Marble Valley Parkway is the continuation of Bass
Lake Road south of US 50 and is the primary route to the proposed project. The County’s General Plan does
not specifically identify Marble Valley Parkway on the Circulation Map. Marble Valley Parkway serves less

than 200 vehicles per day.

Serrano Parkway primarily serves residential land uses west of Bass Lake Road. The roadway provides one
lane in each direction with a landscaped median west of Bass Lake Road. A new traffic signal was installed
at the Bass Lake Road / Silva Valley Parkway intersection as part of improvement to add the east leg to the
intersection. The General Plan identifies this segment of Serrano Parkway as a major two lane road. Serrano

Parkway serves about 5,000 vehicles per day west of Bass Lake Road.

Silva Valley Parkway is a north-south roadway that generally runs parallel to El Dorado Hills Boulevard
north of US 50. Silva Valley Parkway ranges from two lanes to four lanes with a center median within the
study area. The General Plan identifies Silva Valley Parkway as a four lane divided road. A new US 50
interchange at Silva Valley / White Rock Road is open to traffic and is included in the existing and the
Cumulative conditions transportation analysis. The interchange project provides a realigned Silva Valley
Parkway that will connect to the existing four-lane Silva Valley Parkway to the north and the existing two-
lane White Rock Road on the south. A new signalized intersection will be installed where the new Silva
Valley Parkway intersects old White Rock Road on the south. Silva Valley Parkway serves about 10,300
vehicles per day north of US 50.
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White Rock Road is the continuation of Silva Valley Parkway south of US 50. White Rock Road is
predominately a two or three lane roadway until west of Latrobe Road where the cross section widens to
four lanes. White Rock Road was recently widened east of Latrobe Road to Monte Verde Drive to
accommodate four lanes, sidewalks and Class II bicycle lanes. The General Plan identifies White Rock Road
as a six lane divided road east of Latrobe Road and a four lane divided road west of Latrobe Road. The US
50 / Silva Valley Parkway / White Rock Road interchange will modify the roadway alignment and introduce
a new signalized intersection at the intersection of White Rock Road / Existing Silva Valley Parkway / New
Silva Valley Parkway and is assumed under Cumulative conditions. White Rock Road serves about 10,600

vehicles per day south of US 50.

Intersection, roadway segment, and freeway counts were collected to determine the existing traffic
operations of study facilities. Weather conditions were generally dry and local schools were in full session,

during the traffic count data collection.

For study intersections, AM peak period (6 AM to 9 AM) and PM peak period (4 PM to 7 PM) intersection
turning movement counts were collected per the Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, in May 2012,
January 2013, and December 2016 (i.e., to capture conditions with the opening of the US 50 / Silva Valley
Parkway interchange). For study roadways, a combination of peak hour traffic counts from the County’s
database and the intersection turning movement counts were used. As discussed in Section 3.1.1, the
Latrobe Road / White Rock Road, Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard, US 50 EB Ramps / El Dorado Hills
Boulevard, US 50WB Ramps / El Dorado Hills Boulevard, and the Saratoga Way / Park Drive / El Dorado Hills
Boulevard intersections where analyzed using SimTraffic micro-simulation with a common analysis hour (a

requirement for accurate simulation analysis).

Each of the other study intersection’s peak hours within the peak period was used for the analysis. For the
majority of study intersections, the counts indicate that the AM peak hour is between 7:15 AM and 8:15 AM
and the PM peak hour is between 5:00 PM and 6:00 PM. Figure 3 provides peak hour traffic volumes, lane
configurations and traffic controls at each of the study intersections. Following is a list of both existing

intersections and intersections proposed as part of the project.

Roadway segment traffic counts were collected for 20 roadway segments on Bass Lake Road, Cambridge

Road, Cameron Park Drive, Country Club Drive, and Durock Road.

For US 50, directional traffic counts were collected during the AM peak period (6 AM to 9 AM) and PM peak

period (3 PM to 6 PM) and included vehicle classification (i.e., automobiles and trucks) and vehicles using

(]
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the high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. The freeway traffic counts were conducted midweek (i.e., Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday) in August 2013. The August 2013 traffic counts were verified for reasonableness
by comparing to traffic data from Caltrans’ Performance Measurement System (PeMS) and the
Transportation Systems Network (TSN) data. PeMS data is collected continuously from traffic counts
detectors located in the travel lanes of freeway facilities (HOV, general purpose, and on- and off-ramps).
The TSN data includes an estimate of peak hour traffic based on seven day traffic counts. Figure 4 provides
peak hour traffic volumes and lane configurations on US 50. Based on the August 2013 counts, heavy
vehicles (i.e., trucks) represented one- and two-percent of westbound traffic during the morning and
evening peak hours, respectively. In the eastbound direction, heavy vehicles represented four- and one-
percent of traffic during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively. These peak hour heavy vehicle
percentages are lower than rates based on daily traffic volumes, since heavy vehicles avoid peak hour
conditions. The traffic counts are representative of current conditions. The traffic counts used in the analysis
are higher than traffic counts that Caltrans provided to El Dorado County for their use in updating the
Western Slope Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fee Program. Therefore,

the freeway analysis presented is conservative relative to the CIP analysis.
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441 INTERSECTIONS

Table 4 summarizes existing conditions AM and PM peak hour Level of Service (LOS) for the study
intersections. The LOS of a facility is a qualitative measure used to describe operating conditions. LOS ranges
from A (best), which represents short delays, to LOS F (worst), which represents long delays and a facility

that is operating at or near its functional capacity.

As described in Section 2.2, an intersection that is operating at LOS D or better in a Rural Region or LOS E
or better in a Community Region is considered to operate at an acceptable level. The following three study

intersections operate at LOS F:

e Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive — LOS F during the AM peak hour
e Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps — LOS F during the PM peak hour
e Cambridge Drive / Knollwood Drive — LOS F during the AM peak hour

All three intersections have side-street stop control.

Detailed LOS analysis sheets are contained in Appendix A. See section 3.1 and Table 1 for a definition of

LOS as it relates to intersection delay.

TABLE 4: PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS (INTERSECTION)

LOS Traffic LOS / Delay (seconds)

Intersection
Target Control

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

1. Bass Lake Road / Serrano Parkway E Signal C/20 B/18
2. Bass Lake Road / Hollow Oak Drive E SSSC C/20 B/14
3. Bass Lake Road / Old Bass Lake Road D SSSC C/20 B/12
4. Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive D SSSC F/>180 C/22
5. Bass Lake Road / US WB 50 Ramps D SSSC B/11 C/16
6. Bass Lake Road / US EB 50 Ramps D SSSC C/20 F/58

7o .



TABLE 4: PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS (INTERSECTION)

LOS Traffic LOS / Delay (seconds)

LRI Target Control

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

7. Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain

Road D SSSC A/9 A/9
8. Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road D SSSC A/9 A/9
9. Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive E AWSC E/39 C/18
10. Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive E SSSC F/82 E/41
11. \C/:::;‘lr:z: Road / Merrychase Drive / US 50 £ el D /54 C/28
12. Cambridge Road / US 50 EB Ramps E SSSC B/14 E/45
13. Ezrandbridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse <sSC B/ 12 B /11
14. Flying C Road / Marble Valley Parkway E SSSC A/O A/O
15. EL?;::;OV:,—';I)I/S Boulevard / US 50 WB Ramps / £ el C/31 C/33
16. Latrobe Road / US 50 EB Ramps E Signal Cc/33 C/20
17. Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 WB Ramps E Signal B/11 A/10
18. Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 EB Ramps E Signal B/10 B/13
19. ELrD(.:::;c:OV:/-l:;S Boulevard / Park Drive / £ el B/ 19 C/20
21. Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard E Signal B/16 D /50
22. Latrobe Road / White Rock Road E Signal C/31 C/27

28
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Notes:

Source:

=)

TABLE 4: PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS (INTERSECTION)

. LOS Traffic LOS / Delay (seconds)
Intersection

Target Control AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

SSSC = side-street stop-control, AWSC = all-way stop control

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.

The average delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and AWSC intersections, the delay shown is the

average control delay for the overall intersection. For SSSC intersections, the LOS and control delay for the worst
movement is shown.

Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the procedures and methodology contained in the HCM (TRB,

2000). Intersections 1-14 and 22 are analyzed in Synchro 7. Intersections 15-16 and 19-22 are analyzed in SimTraffic.
Fehr & Peers, 2018
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442

ROADWAY SEGMENTS

Table 5 summarizes existing conditions AM and PM peak hour LOS for the study roadways. All study area

roadway segments operate acceptably, with most operating at LOS C or better.

Detailed LOS analysis sheets are contained in Appendix A. See section 3.1 and Table 2 for a definition of

LOS as it relates to roadway segments.

TABLE 5: PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS (ROADWAY SEGMENTS)

Roadway

Bass Lake Rd

Cambridge Rd

Cameron Park Dr

Country Club Dr

Segment

Green Valley Rd to Bridlewood Dr

Bridlewood Dr to Serrano Pkwy
Serrano Pkwy to Hollow Oak Dr

Hollow Oak Dr to Country Club
Dr

Country Club Dr to US 50
Green Valley Rd to Oxford Rd
Oxford Rd to Knollwood Dr?

Knollwood Dr to Country Club
Dr2

Country Club Dr to US 50

Green Valley Rd to Alhambra Dr
Alhambra Dr to Oxford Rd

Oxford Rd to Hacienda Dr

Hacienda Dr to US 50

Bass Lake Rd to Merrychase Dr
Merrychase Dr to Knollwood Dr
Knollwood Dr to Cambridge Rd

Cambridge Rd to Royal Dr

Facility Type

2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial

4 lane undivided
arterial

2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

Volume / Volume - Capacity (V / C)
Ratio / LOS

AM Peak Hour

503/0.30/Ct
726/044/Ct

933/0.57/D

1,023/062/D

1,128 /068 /D
381/023/Ct

641/039/Ct

617/037/C*

959/0.58/D

654 /040 /Ct

1,211/073/D

1,080/065/D

1,084 /0.35/C?

518/0.31/Ct
481/0.29/Ct
338/020/Ct

283/017/Ct

PM Peak Hour
486 /0.29 /C*
772/047 /C*

869/0.53/D

928 /0.56/D

1,067 /0.65/D
394/024/Ct

764 /0.46 / Ct
738 /045 /Ct
993/0.60/D
793/048/Ct
1,434/087 /D

1612/098/E

1,636 /0.52/Ct

310/019/Ct
300/0.18/C*
281/017/Ct

297/0.18/Ct
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TABLE 5: PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS (ROADWAY SEGMENTS)

Volume / Volume - Capacity (V / C)

Roadway Segment Facility Type il /L2
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Royal Dr to Cameron Park Dr 2 lane arterial 215/013/C 362/0.22/Ct
US 50 to Business Dr? 2 lane arterial 319/019/Ct 556 /034 /Ct
Durock Rd
Business Dr to S. Shingle Rd 2 lane arterial 322/02/C 547 /033 /Ct

Notes: ! LOS at this location is C or better

2Cambridge Road between Country Club Drive and Oxford Road is allowed to operate at LOS F (maximum V / C /
ratio of 1.07) until 2018 per County standard

3Durock Road / Cameron Park Drive between Coach Lane and Robin Lane is allowed to operate at LOS F (maximum
V / Cratio of 1.11) until 2018 per County standard.
Volume-to-Capacity ratio and LOS is based on the HCM 2010 peak hour level of service thresholds.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018
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443 FREEWAY FACILITIES

Freeway facilities in the County are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans). In recent years, US 50 and interchanges within or proximate to the study area have undergone
or are undergoing various improvements to increase capacity and improve traffic operations. These recently
completed improvements include: extension of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes east to Cameron Park
Drive, modifications to the US 50 / El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Latrobe Road interchange westbound ramps,

and the construction of the Silva Valley Parkway interchange. .

Table 6 summarizes existing peak hour freeway operations. All of the study facilities currently operate
acceptably. A secondary performance measure, average speed, was used to verify the results shown in Table
6 that are based on the primary performance measure of density. Average midweek (i.e, Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday non-holiday) speed data was collected from the Caltrans Performance
Measurement System (PeMS) for the period from October 2013 through September 2014. The speed data
was collected for general purpose lanes (i.e., not the HOV lane) on eastbound and westbound US 50 near
the El Dorado / Sacramento county line. As a secondary performance measure, the PeMS speed data is
consistent with and confirms the LOS results shows in Table 6 for the segments of US 50 at the county line.
The PeMS data identifies average speeds of 60 and 59 miles per hour on eastbound and westbound US 50,
respectively, during peak hours. Detailed LOS analysis sheets are contained in Appendix A. See section 3.1

and Table 3 for a definition of LOS as it relates to freeway facilities.

TABLE 6: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing
Density/LOS
Freeway Segment Facility Type
AM PM
Latrobe Rd off-ramp Diverge 22/C 30/D
El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp Diverge 14/8B 26/C

Weave (HCM) 10/ A 24/ C
Latrobe Rd on-ramp to Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp

Basic? 7/A 15/8B
US 50 EB
Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) Merge 11/8B 21/C
Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp to Bass Lake Rd Basic 11/A 20/C
Bass Lake Rd off-ramp Diverge 15/8B 25/C
Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Merge 16/8B 27/C

—— . | N



TABLE 6: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS

Freeway Segment

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp to Cambridge Rd off-ramp
Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp to Bass Lake Rd off-ramp
Bass Lake Rd off-ramp

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp

US 50 WB Bass Lake Rd on-ramp to lane add

Notes:

Source:

=)

Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp to El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp

El Dorado Hills Blvd on-ramp

Facility Type

Basic
Diverge
Merge
Diverge
Merge
Basic
Diverge
Merge
Basic
Basic
Diverge
Weave (HCM)
Basic?

Merge

Existing
Density!/LOS
AM PM
14/8B 25/C
18/8B 30/D
19/B 26/C
28/C 23/C
20/ B 13/8B
23/C 17/8B
29/D 21/C
32/D 21/C
29/D 17/8B
19/C 12/8B
13/B 5/A
35/D 18/8B
19/C 11/A
34/D 24/C

Density reported as passenger cars per mile per lane. Density is not reported for LOS F operations. Analysis based

on HCM 2010.
20ut of realm of weaving of Leisch analysis; analyzed as a basic segment
Fehr & Peers, 2018
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Attached or landscape-separated detached sidewalks are provided intermittently throughout the project
study area. Given the primarily rural residential nature of El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park, it is not
necessarily the desire to provide sidewalks in all areas. That said, some of the following major roadway

facilities lack sidewalks and result in pedestrian network gaps:

e Both sides of Bass Lake Road from US 50 to Hollow Oak Drive; however, this area currently serves
only a few large residential parcels with no services within walking distance.

e Both sides of Country Club Drive west of Trinidad Drive; however, there are limited land uses that
would benefit from sidewalks near the street.

e Sidewalk is also missing on the south side of Country Club Drive between Merry Chase Drive and
opposite Placitas Drive (Cameron Park Library driveway). This segment is adjacent to Blue Oak
Elementary / Charter Montessori School and Camerado Springs Middle School.

e Country Club Drive lacks sidewalk from approximately 300 feet east of Placitas Drive to 200 west
of Cameron Park Drive.

e Cambridge Road and Flying “C" Road (south of US 50) lack sidewalk except for the east side near
the US 50 interchange.

Most study intersections are unsignalized without physical pedestrian features such as curb ramps and
marked crosswalks. The three signalized study intersections do provide controlled pedestrian crossings or
are otherwise restricted. As described in Section 4.6 below, Class I bicycle paths double as pedestrian
facilities. For example, the Class I path along the east side of Bass Lake Road between Hollow Oak Drive and
Serrano Parkway provide redundant pedestrian facilities to the detached sidewalk on the west side.



BICYCLE CIRCULATION

Existing and proposed bicycle facilities within the study area are displayed in Figure 5. Bicycle facilities can

be classified into three categories.

Class I Bicycle Path— Off-street bike paths within exclusive right-of-way; usually shared with
pedestrians

Class II Bicycle Lane — Striped on-road bike lanes adjacent to the outside travel lane on preferred
corridors for biking

Class III Bicycle Route- Shared on-road facility, usually delineated by signage and pavement
markings

According to the El Dorado Bicycle Transportation Plan, 2010 Update (El Dorado County Transportation

Commission), mapping information provided by the County, and field observations, the following major

bikeway facilities are present within the study area:

Class II bicycle lanes on Serrano Parkway , White Rock Road, Latrobe Road and portions of Silva
Valley Parkway, Country Club and El Dorado Hills Drive

Class I bicycle path, Bass Lake Road (Hollow Oak Drive to Serrano Parkway), New York Creek
Nature Trail, which is adjacent to El Dorado Hills Drive on the east side between Serrano Parkway
to St Andrews Drive

Figure 5 identifies existing and planned bikeways presented in the El Dorado Bicycle Transportation Plan,

2010 Update and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Metropolitan Transportation Plan /
Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP / SCS) for 2035.

=)

35



Class I Bike Path

I
wmms (Class 11 Bike Lane
0000

Multi-Use Path

Unpaved Path

Proposed Bicycle Facilities
mmm (lass I Bike Path

mmm (Class Il Bike Lane

w = (Class III Bike Route

Figure 5.

Bicycle Facilities
y FEHR A PEERS

Document Path: \\Fpse03\fpse2\Data2\2012Projects\RS_Projects\RS12_3016_MarbleValley_X\Graphics\GIS\MXD\January2014\fig05_bike_fac.mxd



Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis

March 2018

El Dorado County Transit Authority (El Dorado Transit) provides public transit service within the project area.
El Dorado Hills is currently served by El Dorado Transit Dial-A-Ride services, Commuter Service, and the Iron
Point Connector Route. Both the Commuter Service and the Iron Point Connector Route serve only the El

Dorado Hills Park-and-Ride Lot and do not circulate within the community.

In May 2013, The EDCTC completed the El Dorado Hills Community Transit Needs Assessment and US 50
Corridor Operations Plan (Plan), which explores how the recent growth and projected development impact
the need for transit services, and identifies the most appropriate type and level of service needed given the

demand. All three services are addressed in the Plan and are described briefly below.

o Dial-A-Ride service is a demand response service designed for seniors and disabled passengers,
with limited access available for the general public. The service is available on a first-come, first-
serve basis Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:30 AM and 5:00 PM, and between 8:00
AM and 5:00 PM on Saturdays and Sundays. El Dorado Hills is one of twelve geographic zone service
areas.

e Commuter Service is offered Monday through Friday between El Dorado County and downtown
Sacramento. Morning departures from El Dorado County locations are scheduled from 5:10 AM to
8:00 AM, and afternoon eastbound departures from Sacramento occur from 2:40 PM to 6:00 PM. A
reverse commuting service is offered. The El Dorado Hills Park-and-Ride located in Town Center at
the White Rock Road / Post Street intersection is the nearest stop location for the project. According
to the Plan, nearly half of commute passengers boarded at the El Dorado Hills Park-and-Ride in the
mornings, which makes this location the highest boarding stop offered as part of the Commuter
Service.

e Iron Point Connector (IPC) Route provides direct service from El Dorado County to Folsom with
connections to Sacramento Regional Transit light rail on weekdays. This route runs twice in the
morning and twice in the afternoon from the Central Transit Center to the Iron Point Light Rail
Station in Folsom. The El Dorado Hills Park-and-Ride located in Town Center at the White Rock
Road / Post Street intersection is the nearest stop location for the project.

e Cameron Park Route is a fixed-route service, which begins at the Missouri Flat Transfer Center in
Placerville, serves the Folsom Lake College / El Dorado Center, then continues to Cameron Park.
After serving Cameron Park in a clockwise direction, the route serves the Cambridge Park-and-
Ride and returns via Country Club Drive. The Cameron Park Route operates four runs daily and



one morning express run with limited stops. Deviations are not permitted on the express run.
Monthly ridership was 3,000 passengers for fiscal year 2011-2012.3

The El Dorado Hills Park-and-Ride lot provides 120 parking spaces. The Plan reports that parking demand
exceeds supply. Specifically, Table 19 of the Plan reports 108-percent parking utilization in 2005 for the El
Dorado Park-and-Ride based on Sacramento Area Council of Governments and Caltrans data. Similarly, the
Cambridge Road Park-and-Ride lot was reported to have 142-percent parking utilization in 2005; however,
this lot was expanded in size in 2006.

The Plan also describes other transit providers that serve western El Dorado County, including the Senior

Shuttle Program which has recently initiated service in El Dorado Hills.

3 Ridership data derived from El Dorado Transit Administrative Operations Reports, July-December 2010; Summary

report January-June, 2011 presented in the El Dorado Hills Community Transit Needs Assessment and US 50 Corridor
Operations Plan, May 2013.
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5.0 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Based on information contained in the Notice of Preparation and subsequent correspondence with County
staff and the applicant, Fehr & Peers prepared trip generation estimates for the project based on
methodologies and trip rates presented in Trip Generation, 9" Edition (Institute of Transportation
Engineers), with adjustments to account for internal vehicle trips and walking trips given the mix of land use

proposed and the location of the project relative to other services.

This traffic study determined that the combined effects of the Project’s land use, location, and development
scale would contribute to a reduction in off-site average weekday vehicle “trips” (e.g., one vehicle trip is
when a person drives from their home to shopping or their job. Their return drive home is another trip). This
reduction is due largely to the Project’'s proximity to commercial and retail services and connections
between the project and these services. That is, most of the reduction in total off-site vehicle trips generated
by the Project is attributable to those trips beginning on the Project site, traveling to adjacent services, and

ending on the Project site without using off-site roadways or by walking.

Traditionally, traffic engineers and transportation planners have estimated internalization of project trips
using one of two methods. First, they would estimate it based on their professional judgment. Alternatively,
professionals relied on the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) internalization methodology
presented in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. Although this has been applied in thousands of studies in
California, the methodology was limited as it was based on only six surveys in Florida. Additionally, the ITE
internalization methodology only accounts for the land use types on the mixed-use site. Given the limited
input information (land use amount and type) and the limited range of data (six surveys), the accuracy of
the internalization estimates has recently been found to generally under-estimate internalization of trips

from mixed-use projects.

Recognizing the limitations of the simplified methodology applied in the ITE handbook, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency commissioned a study to develop a more substantial, statistically superior
methodology. This methodology, identified as MXD (or mixed-use development trip generation), begins
with ITE rates and developed trip internalization estimates based on a series of factors tied to numerous
site attributes. It should also be noted that the MXD model has been developed in cooperation with the
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and ITE and that ITE is currently reviewing the model for
potential inclusion in their updated recommended practice for evaluating MXD projects. The MXD
methodology is described in greater detail below.

(]
i
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MXD Trip Internalization Methodology

The internal capture percentage reported is not an "assumed" number, but rather is a number that was
derived using a best practices trip generation model designed specifically for mixed-use development
(MXD) projects and estimates trip generation and internal capture by adjusting trip generation rates to
account for the influence of built environment variables. A variety of research studies have demonstrated

that these variables influence vehicle trip generation.

The MXD model used was developed based on household travel survey data obtained from 239 existing
mixed-use developments in six metropolitan regions throughout the U.S., including developments in
Sacramento. The internal capture percentage calculated for the project is reflective of the land uses that
would be developed as part of the Project and land use near the project, which would reduce the need to
travel beyond the Project site or surrounding area. A set of 16 independent mixed use sites that were not
included in the initial model were tested to help validate the model. Among the validation sites, use of the
MXD model produced superior statistical performance when comparing the model results to observed
data. Given the statistical robustness of the MXD model, it was deemed the most appropriate approach for

estimating internalization of project trips.
MXD Model Inputs and Trip Generation Estimates

To determine the amount of trips that would be internal to the Project site, an MXD trip generation estimate
was prepared. The MXD analysis first begins with gross trip rates identified in the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation (9th Edition, 2012). It then incorporates the MXD methodology for “matching”
trips to estimate the amount of internalization within the project site. Table 7 summarizes project land use,

assumed trip rates, calculated trip generation totals, and MXD adjustments.

The entire project is projected to generate about 31,020 daily vehicle trips, 2,380 AM peak hour vehicle trips
and 3,360 PM peak hour vehicle trips. The daily total includes a reduction of about 8,700 vehicle trips for
internalization, which are vehicle trips made that remain within the project site, which includes
internalization school trips and local-serving retail trips. Please note that school trip internalization was
capped at 75% (75% of all school trips will stay internal to the site) and internalization of local-serving retail
trips was capped at 60%. The reduction in schools trips is most notable in the AM peak hour. An additional

reduction of 14 vehicle trips was made in acknowledgement of feasible walking trips in lieu of vehicle trips.



Land Use

Multifamily Housing (Dwelling Units)

Single Family Detached Housing (Dwelling
Units)

Office Park (1,000 Square Feet)*

Village Commercial (1,000 Square Feet)

Middle School (Enrollment)?

Elementary School (Enrollment)?

Agriculture Tourism (Employees)
Village Park (Acres)

Gross Trips

Internal Capture

Walking Trips

b

TABLE 7: TRIP GENERATION - MARBLE VALLEY

Quantity

501

2,735

375

100

779

614

20

47

ITE

Code

220

210

710

820

522

520

710

412

Daily

6.65

9.52

9.56

42.70

162

1.29

11.03

2.28

Trip Rate

AM

0.51

0.75

147

0.96

0.54

0.45

1.56

0.02

PM

0.62

1.00

133

371

0.16

0.15

149

0.09

Daily

3,332

26,037

3,585

4,270

1,262

792

221
107
39,606
8,703

14

In

51

513

485

60

227

152

27

1,516

497

AM

Out

205

1,538

66

36

194

124

2,167

494

Trips

Total

256

2,051

551

96

421

276

31

3,683

991

In

202

1,723

85

178

62

45

2,303

405

PM

Out

109

1,012

413

193

63

47

25

1,863

405

Total

311

2,735

498

371

125

92

30

4,166

809



TABLE 7: TRIP GENERATION - MARBLE VALLEY

Trip Rate Trips
. ITE
Land Use Quantity .
ode AM
Daily AM PM Daily
In Out  Total
Net Trips Made by Motor Vehicle 30,889 1,018 1672 2,690

PM

In Out Total

1,897 1,457 3,355

Notes:  !Trip generation developed using regression equation and equivalent trip generation rates are reported.

2School enrollment is based on enrollment at existing elementary and middle schools in El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park. (Elementary Schools: Oak Meadow Elementary,

William Brooks Elementary and Blue Oak Elementary, Middle Schools: Camerado Springs Middle School and Rolling Hills Middle School).

Source:  Trip Generation, 9" Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers)

=)
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5.2 TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

The expected distribution of project trips is shown on Figure 6. The distribution was developed using the
following sources and analytical techniques:

e Existing travel patterns based on the existing traffic counts

e Traffic assignment using the validated base year El Dorado County travel demand forecasting
model

e Project access and internal circulation

As shown on Figure 6, the largest share of project trips (61 percent) will use US 50 to / from the west in the
morning and evening with 23 percent traveling on US 50 to / from the east. Travel to / from the north on
Bass Lake Road is 7 percent. Figure 7 shows only project trips based on the trip distribution shown on
Figure 6. The resulting AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes under existing plus project conditions are

presented on Figure 8.

43
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53.1 INTERSECTIONS

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 8, indicate that many of the study intersections that are stop
controlled will operate unacceptably with increased traffic from build-out of the proposed project added to

existing conditions. Traffic generated by the project result in potential impacts at the following locations:

e Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 4) — This intersection is located in the County’s
Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection operates
unacceptably at LOS F without the project during the AM peak hour and acceptably at LOS C during
the PM peak hour. According to established significance criteria, the project is projected to
“significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during
the AM peak hour operations. The project would also result in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions
during the PM peak hour.

e Bass Lake Road / US 50 westbound ramps (Intersection 5) — This intersection is located in the
County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS B and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the project.
The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.

e Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 6) — This intersection is located in the
County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS C during the AM peak hour and unacceptably at LOS F during the PM peak hour
without the project. The project would also result in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the
AM peak hour, and according to established significance criteria, the project is projected to
“significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during
the PM peak hour.

e Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain Road (Intersection 7) — This intersection is located in the
County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS A without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. The project results in
unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.

e Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (Intersection 8) — This intersection is located in the
County's Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS A without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. The project results in
unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.

e Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 9) — This intersection operates acceptably at
LOS E and C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the project. The project results
in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM peak hour.
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e Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive (Intersection 10) — This intersection operates unacceptably at
LOS F during the AM peak hour and acceptably at LOS E during the PM peak hour without the
project. According to established significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly
worsen” conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM peak
hour. The project would also result in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour.

e Cambridge Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 12) — This intersection operates acceptably
at LOS B and E during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the project. The project
results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.

e Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse Road (Intersection 13) — This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours without the project. The project results in
unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM peak hour.

e latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard (Intersection 20) — This intersection operates acceptably at
LOS B and D during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the project. The project results
in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour.

e Latrobe Road / White Rock Road (Intersection 21) — This intersection operates acceptable at LOS C
during both the AM and PM peak hours without the project. The project results in unacceptable
(LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour, due to poor lane utilization that causes vehicle queue
spillback on the northbound through movement (i.e., the one through lane that continues through
the interchange) from the Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard interchange.
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TABLE 8: INTERSECTION LOS AND DELAY - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Intersection

Bass Lake Road / Serrano
Parkway

Bass Lake Road / Hollow Oak
Drive

Bass Lake Road / Old Bass Lake
Road

Bass Lake Road / Country Club
Drive

Bass Lake Road / US WB 50
Ramps

Bass Lake Road / US EB 50 Ramps

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble
Mountain Road

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble
Ridge Road

Cambridge Road / Country Club
Drive

Cambridge Road / Knollwood
Drive

Cambridge Road / Merrychase
Drive / US 50 WB Ramps

Cambridge Road / US 50 EB
Ramps

Cambridge Road / Flying C Road
/ Crazy Horse Road

b

LOS
Target

Control

Signal

SSSC

SSSC

SSSC

SSSC

SSSC

SSSC

SSSC

AWSC

SSSC

Signal

SSSC

SSSC

Existing Conditions

(LOS / Delay)
AM PM
C/20 B/18
C/20 B/14
C/20 B/12
F/>180 c/22
B/11 C/16
C/20 F/58
A/9 A/9
A/9 A/9
E/39 C/18
F/ 82 E/4l
D/54 C/28
B/14 E/45
B/12 B/11

Existing Plus Project

(LOS / Delay)

AM PM
D/41 B/19
D/ 26 D /27
D/ 26 B/14

F/>180 F/129
F/>180 F/>180
F/>180 F/>180
F/>180 F/>180
F/>180 F/>180
F/88 E/39
F/164 F/77
E/66 D/36
F/108 F/>180
F/>180 D/29
49



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

22.

TABLE 8: INTERSECTION LOS AND DELAY - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Intersection

Flying C Road / Marble Valley
Parkway

El Dorado Hills Boulevard / US 50
WB Ramps / Saratoga Way

Latrobe Road / US 50 EB Ramps

Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 WB
Ramps

Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 EB
Ramps

El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Park
Drive / Saratoga Way

Latrobe Road / Town Center Drive

Latrobe Road / White Rock Road

LOS
Target Control
E SSSC
E Signal
E Signal
E Signal
E Signal
E Signal
E Signal
E Signal

Existing Conditions

(LOS / Delay)
AM PM
A/0O A/0O
Cc/31 C/33
C/33 C/20
B/11 A/10
B/11 B/13
B/19 C/20
B/16 D /50
C/31 Cc/27

Existing Plus Project

(LOS / Delay)

AM PM

B/12 B/13
Cc/31 C/34
C/32 C/25
B/11 A /10
B/11 B/13
c/21 B/20
B/18 F/88
C/32 F/142

Notes:

SSSC = side-street stop-control, AWSC = all-way stop control

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.

The average delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and AWSC intersections, the delay shown is the average control

delay for the overall intersection. For SSSC intersections, the LOS and control delay for the worst movement is shown.

Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the procedures and methodology contained in the HCM (2000). Intersections 1-14,
17, and 18 are analyzed in Synchro. Intersections 15-16 and 19-22 are analyzed in SimTraffic.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018
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53.2 ROADWAY SEGMENTS

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 9, indicate that all study roadway segments will operate
acceptably. Traffic generated by the project is not anticipated to result in roadway segment impacts
according to established significance criteria. A comparison of the results in Table 9 to the results in Table
8 shows that the number of through travel lanes on the study area roadways is adequate, but that
improvements are needed at intersections, which are the locations where drivers experience delay traveling

through the study area.
533 FREEWAY FACILITIES

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 10, indicate that all but three study freeway facilities will
operate acceptably. Traffic generated by project buildout would result in LOS F conditions at the US 50
westbound on-ramp from Bass Lake Road, the westbound weave section between the Silva Valley Parkway

and El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchanges, and the westbound on-ramp from El Dorado Hills Boulevard.
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Roadway

Bass Lake Rd

Cambridge Rd

Cameron Park Dr

b

Segment

Green Valley Rd to
Bridlewood Dr

Bridlewood Dr to Serrano
Pkwy

Serrano Pkwy to Hollow
Oak Dr

Hollow Oak Dr to Country
Club Dr

Country Club Dr to US 50

Green Valley Rd to Oxford
Rd

Oxford Rd to Knollwood
Dr?

Knollwood Dr to Country
Club Dr?

Country Club Dr to US 50

Green Valley Rd to
Alhambra Dr

Alhambra Dr to Oxford Rd

Oxford Rd to Hacienda Dr

Facility Type

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial
2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

Existing Volume / Volume -
Capacity (V / C) Ratio / LOS

AM Peak Hour

503 /0.30/C?

726 /044 /C

933/0.57/D

1,023/062/D

1,128 /0.68 /D

381/0.23/C?

641/0.39/C

617/0.37/C

959/0.58/D

654 /0.40/Ct

1,211/0.73/D

1,080/0.65/D

PM Peak Hour

486/0.29/C!

7727047 /Ct

869/0.53/D

928/0.56/D

1,067 /0.65/D

394/024/C

764 /046 /C

738/045/C

993/0.60/D

793/048/Ct

1,434/087/D

1612/098/E

TABLE 9: ROADWAY SEGMENT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Existing + Project Volume /
Volume - Capacity (V / C) Ratio /

AM Peak Hour

530/0.32/Ct

820/0.50/C*

1,170/0.71/D

1,270/0.77 /D

1490/090/D

410/0.25/¢C?

710/043/C

770/047 /C*

1,120/0.68 /D

660/0.40/Ct

1,220/0.74 /D

1,080/0.65/D

PM Peak Hour

510/0.31/C?

890/0.54/C?

1,090/0.66 /D

1,160/0.70/D

1470/0.89 /D

430/0.26/C!

830/050/Ct

910/0.55/Ct

1,130/0.68/D

800/0.48/Ct

1,450/0.88 /D

1615/098 /E
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Roadway

Country Club Dr

Durock

TABLE 9: ROADWAY SEGMENT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Segment

Hacienda Dr to US 50

Bass Lake Rd to
Merrychase Dr

Merrychase Dr to
Knollwood Dr

Knollwood Dr to
Cambridge Rd

Cambridge Rd to Royal Dr

Royal Dr to Cameron Park
Dr

US 50 to Business Dr3

Business Dr to S. Shingle
Rd

Facility Type

4 lane undivided

arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

Existing Volume / Volume -
Capacity (V / C) Ratio / LOS

AM Peak Hour

1,084 /035/Ct

518/0.31/C?

481/0.29/C!

338/0.20/C?

283/017/C

215/013/Ct

319/0.19/C

322/02/C

PM Peak Hour

1,636 /0.52/C?

310/0.19/C?

300/0.18/C?

281/017/C

297/018/C

362/022/Ct

556 /0.34 / C?

547/0.33/C

Existing + Project Volume /
Volume - Capacity (V / C) Ratio /

AM Peak Hour

1,090/035/C

560/0.34/C?

520/0.32/Ct

350/021/Ct

300/0.18/C*

220/0.13/Ct

340/0.21/Ct

330/0.20/Ct

PM Peak Hour

1670/0.53/C

430/0.26/C!

410/0.25/Ct

350/0.21/C?

320/0.19/C

360/022/Ct

580/0.35/ C?

560 /0.34 /C?

Notes:

Source:

b

1LOS at this location is C or better.

2Cambridge Road between Country Club Drive and Oxford Road is allowed to operate at LOS F (maximum V / C/ ratio of 1.07) until 2018 per County standard

3Durock Road / Cameron Park Drive between Coach Lane and Robin Lane is allowed to operate at LOS F (maximum V / C ratio of 1.11) until 2018 per County

standard.

Volume-to-Capacity ratio and LOS is based on the HCM 2010 peak hour level of service thresholds.

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.

Fehr & Peers, 2018



Freeway

US 50 EB

uUS 50 WB

b

TABLE 10: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Segment

Latrobe Rd off-ramp

El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp

Latrobe Rd on-ramp to Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp to Bass Lake Rd off-ramp
Bass Lake Rd off-ramp

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp to Cambridge Rd off-ramp
Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp to Bass Lake Rd off-ramp
Bass Lake Rd off-ramp

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp

Facility Type

Diverge
Diverge
Weave (HCM)
Weave (Leisch)
Basic
Merge
Basic
Diverge
Merge
Basic
Diverge
Merge
Diverge
Merge
Basic
Diverge

Merge

Existing
Density!/ LOS
AM PM

22/C 30/D
14/8B 26/C
10/ A 24/C
2 2
7/A 15/8B
11/8B 21/C
11/A 20/C
15/B 25/C
16/8B 27/C
14/8B 25/C
18/B 30/D
19/8B 26/C
28/C 23/C
20/8B 13/8B
23/C 17/8B
29/D 21/C
32/D 21/C

Existing + Project

Density!/ LOS
AM PM
24/C 33/D
16/B 30/D
13/8B 31/D

= -/C
9/A -
14/8B 26/C
14/8B 26/C
19/8B 32/D
19/8B 31/D
17/8B 29/D
22/C 34/D
22/C 29/D
30/D 27/C
23/C 16/8B
27/D 20/C
32/D 25/D
-/F 27/C
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TABLE 10: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Existing
. Density'/LOS
Freeway Segment Facility Type
AM PM
Bass Lake Rd on-ramp to lane add Basic 29/D 17/8B
Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp Basic 19/C 12/B
Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp Diverge 13/B 5/A
Weave (HCM) 34/D 18/B
Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp to El Dorado Hills Blvd off- Weave (Leisch) P P
ramp
Basic 19/C 11/A
El Dorado Hills Blvd on-ramp Merge 34/D 24/C

Existing + Project

Density!/ LOS
AM PM
44/ E 23/C
24/C 16/8B
18/B 11/8B
-/F 25/C
-/E )
- 14/B
-/F 28/D

Notes: Density reported as passenger cars per mile per lane. Density is not reported for LOS F operations. Analysis based on HCM 2010.

20ut of realm of weaving for Leisch analysis; analyzed as a basic segment
Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. ltalic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2018
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The project proposes pedestrian facilities by implementing a comprehensive network of pedestrian trails
and pathways to provide connectivity among land uses for non-motorized transportation and public
recreational enjoyment throughout the 4-mile long valley. The proposed trails are designed as paved Class
I multi-use paths along the three primary roadways of Marble Valley Parkway, Marble Lake
Boulevard (nicknamed "The Gateway Mile") and Lime Rock Valley Road to serve the proposed residential,
commercial, and public facilities in the northern half of the community. Less formal trails are proposed to
traverse the preserved open space areas. Pathways will lead to the proposed Foundation Regional Park in
the southern portion of the community and a Class I bike path will connect through the proposed Lime

Rock Valley Specific Plan to the El Dorado Trail.

The project proposes bicycle facilities by implementing Class I multi-use paths and Class II bicycle lanes
along the major transportation corridors, particularly in the northern portion of the project. Less formal
trails are proposed to traverse the preserved open space areas. Pathways will lead to the proposed
Foundation Regional Park in the southern portion of the community and a Class I bike path will connect

through the proposed Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan to the El Dorado Trail.

As described above, the project will provide bicycle and pedestrian connections to existing and planned
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and will provide a 100 to 120 space park-n-ride lot. To accommodate
possible future public transit service, transit stops and bus shelters may be provided within the on-site
portions of Marble Valley Parkway and Marble Lake Boulevard near the intersection of Lime Rock Valley
Road. Based on ridership data presented in the El Dorado Hills Community Transit Needs Assessment and
US 50 Corridor Transit Operations Plan, Final Report, 41,760 annual commute trips are made by El Dorado
Hills residents using El Dorado Transit Commuter Service. Residents of El Dorado Hills account for about
72 percent of boardings at the El Dorado Hills Park-n-Ride lot, which includes riders that park in the lot and

riders that use other means to access the service (i.e., walk, bike, and drop-off).



Based on this information, about one annual commute trip is generated per El Dorado Hills resident,

assuming a population of 42,100 (2010 Census) in El Dorado Hills. Therefore, the project’s 3,236 dwelling
units could result in demand of about 8,400 annual commute trips (assuming a household population of

2.6 persons), or about 32 commute trips per weekday.
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6.0 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

For this project, the El Dorado County model was utilized to develop forecasts in the study area. However,
as is standard practice with large area travel demand models, a thorough model review was completed and

the model was refined to ensure that it produced reasonable results in the study area.
The following refinements were implemented in the study area:

e Added roadway network detail
e Updated land use to reflect 2012 conditions

e Refined the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) in order to get more refined loading of trips in the study
area

e Updated network attributes in the study area to reflect existing conditions (e.g. verified roadway
network speeds, number of lanes on the roadway, and roadway capacities to reflect existing
conditions)

e Updated the future year roadway network in the study area to reflect the County’s Capital
Improvement Program (CIP)

e Updated the future land use information to reflect approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
in the study area

e Added peak hour assignment functionality

Specific information related to the model's performance is described below:
6.1.1 BASE YEAR MODEL VALIDATION

Before any model can be applied for use in a major specific plan application, it must first satisfy specific
validation criteria identified by Caltrans, the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), and the California
Transportation Commission (CTC). These criteria were developed to ensure that a model is developed such
that it can accurately forecast existing conditions based on land use and roadway network information,
which improves the model's ability to accurately forecast future conditions. The state-of-the-practice for
developing defensible forecasts for changes in the roadway network and / or changes in proposed land use

is to use a valid base year model.
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The first step of any model validation is to ensure that the model generally produces similar results to
existing counts. Please note that, since the model is being used to generate AM peak hour and PM peak

hour forecasts, the model must be valid at our study facilities for both time periods.

Key metrics for model validation guidelines are described below:

e  The volume-to-count ratio is computed by dividing the volume assigned by the model and
the actual traffic count for individual roadways (or intersections). The volume-to-count ratio
should be less than 10%.

e The deviation is the difference between the model volume and the actual count divided by
the actual count. Caltrans provides guidance on the maximum allowable deviation by facility
type (e.g. lower-volume roadways can have a higher deviation than higher-volume
roadways). 75% of the study facilities should be within the maximum allowable deviation.

. The correlation coefficient estimates the correlation between the actual traffic counts and the
estimated traffic volumes from the model. The correlation coefficient should be greater than
0.88.

e  The percent Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) is the square root of the model volume minus
the actual count squared divided by the number of counts. It is a measure similar to standard
deviation in that it assesses the accuracy of the entire model. The RMSE should be less than
40%.

The model validation statistics are summarized in Table 11. As shown in Table 11, the model meets or
exceeds the identified model validation statistics in the study area. As such, the model is deemed
appropriate for use in this assessment.



TABLE 11: TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL SUB AREA VALIDATION

Metric

AM Peak Hour — 114 Count Locations

Model / Count Ratio

Percent Within Caltrans Maximum Deviation
Percent Root Mean Square Error
Correlation Coefficient

PM Peak Hour - 114 Count Locations

Model / Count Ratio

Percent Within Caltrans Maximum Deviation
Percent Root Mean Square Error

Correlation Coefficient

Model Validation Maximum Allowable Deviation

1.04

85%

24%

0.98

1.06

86%

21%

0.98

between 0.90 and 1.10

> 75%

< 40%

> 0.88

between 0.90 and 1.10

> 75%

< 40%

> 0.88

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018
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6.1.2 FUTURE (YEAR 2035) MODELING ASSUMPTIONS

All modifications incorporated into the validated Base Year model were incorporated into the future year
(2035) travel demand forecasting model. Additionally, as previously mentioned, the model was also

updated to include only roadway improvements consistent with the SACOG's MTP and the County's CIP.

Table 12 below describes capacity-enhancing improvements to roadway facilities in the project study area
that are planned to occur prior to year 2035 and are included in the cumulative analysis. This information is
primarily based on El Dorado County’s CIP (Section 8.1 — west Slop Road / Bridge Individual Project
Summaries) and SACOG's MTP / SCS (Appendix Al: MTP / SCS Project List). The validated El Dorado County

model was used to develop AM and PM peak hour forecasts for the following scenarios:

e Cumulative No Project — Corresponds to a 2035 No Project Cumulative horizon that accounts for
planned roadway improvements, land use growth consistent with the 2004 General Plan, and with
approved and reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area, including the following:

Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan
Cameron Estates

Carson Creek Specific Plan
Dixon Ranch

Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan
Promontory

Rancho Dorado

Ridgeview

San Stino Residential Project
Serrano

Tilden Park

Valley View Specific Plan

o o o0 o 0o o 0 O 0o o o o o

Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan

Please note that this scenario assumes the allowable development levels based on the 398-lot
Marble Valley Master Plan, which was previously approved in 1998.

e Cumulative Plus Proposed Project — Includes similar assumptions to the Cumulative No Project
scenario, but incorporates buildout of the Proposed Project and associated roadway network.
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For each scenario listed above, roadway segment and intersection turning movement volumes were pulled
directly from the scenario-specific models and adjusted. Consistent with state-of-the-practice travel
demand forecasting application, model error was corrected using the methodologies identified in the
National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 255 (Transportation Research Board, 1982) using
the “difference method,” which adds the forecasted growth in traffic volume to existing roadway segment

and intersection counts.

Figures 7 and 8 present AM and PM peak hour traffic volume forecasts for cumulative conditions without

and with the proposed project, respectively.

TABLE 12: CAPACITY-ENHANCING ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS (ASSUMED COMPLETION BY 2035)

. . e Estimated
Project Name Project Description Completion
Country Club Drive — El Construct new 2-lane road of Country Club Drive from El Dorado
Dorado Hills Boulevard Hills Blvd. to Silva Valley Pkwy. Work includes curb, gutter, and By 2035
to Silva Valley Parkway sidewalk on both sides of the roadway. CIP#72377
Country Club Drive — Construct new 2-lane road of Country Club Drive from Silva Valley
Silva Valley Parkway to Parkway to Tong Road. Work includes curb, gutter, and sidewalk By 2027
Tong Road on both sides of the roadway. CIP#71362
Country Club Drive Construct 2-lane extension of Country Club Drive from Tong Road
Extension — Tong Road to Bass Lake Road, with 8-foot paved shoulder, curb and gutter, By 2035
to Bass Lake Road and new intersection at Bass Lake Road. CIP#71361
Country Club Drive Realign Country Club Drive from Bass Lake Road / Old Bass Lake
Realignment - Road to Tierra de Dios Drive. Work includes constructing a two- By 2019
Bass Lake Road to Tierra  lane road with 8-foot paved shoulders, sidewalk, curb and gutter. y
De Dios Drive CIP#71360
\(/;\Irizeer;i\r/1a”?)|/:z(rj1cisco to Widen Green Valley Rd from Francisco Dr to Salmon Falls Rd to 4- By 2035
9 lanes divided with curb, gutter, and sidewalk. CIP#GP178 y
Salmon Falls
Green Valley Road . . .
Eeleling - Gouy e Widen Green Valley Rd from County line to Sophia Parkway from By 2018
. two to four lanes.
to Sophia Parkway
Latrobe Connection The project consists of intersection improvements at Golden By 2027

Foothill Pkwy (south) and Carson Crossing Dr. CIP#66116
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TABLE 12: CAPACITY-ENHANCING ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS (ASSUMED COMPLETION BY 2035)

Project Name Project Description Estlmat?d
Completion
Construct new 2-lane arterial to extend Saratoga Wy from current
terminus near Finders Wy to Sacramento County Line; includes
Saratoga Way Ext - median, 6-ft shoulders, right-turn pocket onto Finders Way, By 2019
Phase 1 asphalt path, drainage system, environmental clearance and

secure ROW for future 4-lane road from County Line to El Dorado
Hills Blvd. CIP#71324 (Phase 2 CIP#GP147 - See ELD19234 in MTP.)

Widen: 4 lanes from the Sacramento / El Dorado County line to El
Saratoga Way. (Phase 2)  Dorado Hills Blvd. Includes: full curb, gutter, and sidewalk. (See By 2035
ELD16010 for Phase 1) CIP#GP147

Project includes traffic signal modification and lane re-striping at
the Silva Valley Parkway / Serrano Parkway intersection,
installation of an all-way stop at Serrano Parkway / Village Green

Silva Valley Parkwa . . . . P . .
y y/ intersection, and installation of left-turn prohibition signs at Silva

zierrcrjlr:':i(fra]rllxvsgo-\r/rez:;ﬂecnt Valley Parkway / Entrada intersection and Oak Meadow School Completed
driveway at Silva Valley Parkway. This project will be coordinated
with the US 50 / Silva Valley Parkway Freeway Interchange
(CIP#71328). CIP#72141
Realign Bass Lake Road south of Green Valley Road through the
proposed Silver Springs subdivision, which is west of the existing
Silver Springs Parkway to  Bass Lake Road. The new road is named Silver Springs Parkway.
Bass Lake Road (South That development is responsible for building Silver Springs By 2020
Segment) Parkway through their development. Silver Springs Parkway will
be a two-lane standard divided roadway with shoulders.
CIP#76108
US 50 Aux Lane WB - EI  Widen US 50 and add auxiliary lane to westbound US 50
Dorado connecting the El Dorado Hills Blvd / Latrobe Rd Interchange to By 2035
Hills Boulevard to the future Empire Ranch Rd Interchange located in the City of

Sacramento County Line  Folsom; (City of Folsom will construct the EB aux lane.) CIP#53115

US 50 50 Aucxiliary Lane
Westbound - Ponderosa
Road to Cameron Park
Drive

Widen US 50 and add an auxiliary lane to westbound US 50,
connecting Cameron Park Drive Interchange to Ponderosa Road By 2035
Interchange. CIP#53128

Widen US 50 to add an auxiliary lane to westbound US 50

connecting the Bass Lake Road Interchange and Silva Valley

Parkway Interchange. Timing of construction to be concurrent By 2027
with or after the Bass Lake Road Interchange improvement

(71330). CIP#53117

US 50 Auxiliary Lane
Westbound — Bass Lake
Road to Silva Valley
Parkway
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TABLE 12: CAPACITY-ENHANCING ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS (ASSUMED COMPLETION BY 2035)

Project Name

US 50 Auxiliary Lane
Westbound — Cambridge
Road to Bass Lake Road

US 50 Auxiliary Lane
Eastbound — Bass Lake
Road to Cambridge
Road

US 50 Auxiliary Lane
Eastbound — Cambridge
Road to Cameron Park
Drive

US 50 Auxiliary Lane
Eastbound — Sacramento
County Line to El Dorado
Hills Boulevard / Latrobe
Road Interchange

US 50 / Bass Lake Rd
Interchange
Improvements

US 50 / Cambridge Rd.
Interchange
Improvements

US 50 / Cameron Park
Dr. Interchange
Improvements

Project Description

Widen US 50 to add an auxiliary lane to westbound US 50
connecting the Cambridge Road Interchange to Bass Lake Road
Interchange. Timing of construction to be concurrent with or after
the Bass Lake Road Interchange improvement (71330). GP149

Widen US 50 and add eastbound auxiliary lane between Bass Lake
Road Interchange and Cambridge Road Interchange. Timing of
construction to be concurrent with or after the Bass Lake Road
Interchange improvements.

Widen US 50 and add eastbound auxiliary lane between
Cambridge Road Interchange and Cameron Park Drive
Interchange. Timing of construction to be concurrent with or after
the Cambridge Road Interchange improvements.

Widen US 50 and add eastbound auxiliary lane between planned
US 50 / Empire Ranch Road Interchange and US 50 El Dorado Hills
Boulevard / Latrobe Road Interchange. Timing of construction to
be concurrent with El Dorado Hills Boulevard Interchange or
Empire Ranch Interchange.

Phase 1 of a larger project for the complete reconstruction of the
Bass Lake Road interchange. Phase 1 of the project includes a
detailed study to determine the complete improvements needed.
Phase 1 is assumed to include ramp widenings, road widening,
signals, and bridge replacement. CIP#71330

Phase 1 improvements to Cambridge Road interchange consists
of widening the existing EB and WB off-ramps; addition of new
WB on-ramp from SB Cambridge Road; reconstruction of the local
intersections to provide for additional capacity, both turning and
through lanes; and the installation of traffic signals at the EB ramp-
terminal intersection. Also preliminary engineering for Phase 2
improvements to the Cambridge Interchange. CIP#71332

Interchange Improvements: this project includes detailed study to
identify capacity improvement alternatives and selection of
preferred alternative; assumes reconstruction of US 50 bridges to
widen Cameron Park Dr. to 8 lanes under the overcrossing; road
and ramp widening. CIP#72361

Estimated
Completion

By 2035

By 2035

By 2035

By 2035

By 2035

By 2035

By 2035
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TABLE 12: CAPACITY-ENHANCING ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS (ASSUMED COMPLETION BY 2035)

Project Name

US 50 / El Dorado Hills
Blvd Interchange
Improvements — (Phase
2B)

US 50 / Silva Valley Pkwy
Interchange - Phase 1

US 50 / Silva Valley Pkwy
Interchange - Phase 2 —
On-Ramps and Auxiliary
Lanes on US 50
(Connector Segment)

White Rock Rd Widening
Manchester to
Sacramento County Line
(Connector Segment)

White Rock Rd Widening
— Monte Verde to US 50
/ Silva Valley Parkway
Interchange (Connector
Segment)

Project Description

Reconstruct eastbound diagonal on-ramp and eastbound loop
off-ramp for the ultimate configuration; add a lane to northbound
El Dorado Hills Blvd under the overpass (eliminates merge lane
and improves traffic flow from the eastbound loop off-ramp);
eastbound diagonal on-ramp will be metered and have an HOV
bypass. Project split from ELD15630 (CIP#71323).

New Interchange: Phase 1 includes US 50 on- / off-ramps,
overcrossing, and US 50 aux lanes. (See ELD19291 / CIP#71345 for
Phase 2). CIP#71328

Final phase of new interchange: construction of eastbound
diagonal and westbound loop on-ramps to US 50. (See ELD15610
/ CIP#71328 for Phases 1). CIP#71345

Widen White Rock Rd from 2 to 4 lanes, divided, from Manchester
Dr west to Sacramento County Line. CIP#GP137

Widen White Rock Rd from 2-lanes undivided to 4 lanes divided,
from Monte Verde Dr east to new future US 50 / Silva Valley Pkwy
Interchange (ELD15610 / CIP71328); includes curb, gutter,
sidewalk, and Class II bike lanes. CIP#72374

Estimated
Completion

By 2035

Completed

By 2035

By 2027

By 2035
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6.2.1 INTERSECTIONS

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 13, indicate that many of the study intersections, which are
stop controlled, will operate unacceptably with increased traffic from build-out of the proposed project
added to cumulative background traffic. Traffic generated by the project result in potential impacts at the

following locations:

e Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 6) — This intersection is located in the
County's Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection will
operate unacceptably at LOS F without the project during the AM peak hour. According to
established significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions in the
AM peak, since it would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM peak hour, and

would result in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour.

e Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain Road (Intersection 7) — This intersection is located in the
County's Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection will
operate acceptably at LOS B without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. The project
results in unacceptable, LOS E and LOS F conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

e Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (Intersection 8) — This intersection is located in the
County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This intersection will
operate acceptably at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours. The project would result in
unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour.

e Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 9) — This intersection will operate at LOS F
without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. According to established significance
criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than

10 trips to the intersection during the AM and PM peak hours.

e Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive (Intersection 10) — This intersection will operate at LOS F
without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. According to established significance
criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than

10 trips to the intersection during the AM and PM peak hours.



=)

Cambridge Road / US 50 westbound ramps (Intersection 11) — This intersection will operate at LOS

F during the AM peak hour without the project. According to established significance criteria, the
project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to
the intersection during the AM peak hour. The project will also result in LOS F during the PM peak

hour.

Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse Road (Intersection 13) — This intersection will operate
at LOS F without the project during the PM peak hours. According to established significance
criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than
10 trips to the intersection during the PM peak hour. The project will also result in LOS F during
the AM peak hour.
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TABLE 13: INTERSECTION LOS AND DELAY - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative Conditions Cumulative Plus Project

(LOS / Delay) Conditions (LOS / Delay)

Intersection Control AM PM AM PM
1. Bass Lake Road / Serrano Parkway Signal B/18 Cc/31 B/18 D /37
2. Bass Lake Road / Hollow Oak Drive Signal B/17 B/15 B/17 A/10
3. Bass Lake Road / Old Bass Lake Road SSSC Does Not Exist
4. Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive Signal c/21 C/30 C/34 D/51
5. Bass Lake Road / US WB 50 Ramps Signal A/l A/3 B/ 10 A/5
6. Bass Lake Road / US EB 50 Ramps Signal F/92 C/22 F/>180 F/>180
7. Marble Valley Road / Marble Mountain Road SSSC B/12 B/13 E/43 F/55
8. Marble Valley Road / Marble Ridge Road SSSC B/11 B/13 D/ 27 F/54
9. Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive AWSC F/ 154 F/99 F/>180 F/163
10. Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive! SSSC F/- F/- F/- F/-
11. E:gsgidge Road / Merrychase Drive / US 50 WB Signal F/113 E /60 £/170 F/127
12. Cambridge Road / US 50 EB Ramps Signal B/11 B/ 15 C/22 D /44
13. Ezrandbridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse SSSC E /39 F/72 F/>180 F/>180
14. Flying C Road / Deer Creek Road SSsC B/10 B/12 C/20 c/21
15. El Dorado Hills Boulevard / US 50 WB Ramps Signal C/25 D/ 39 D /47 D /49
16. Latrobe Road / US 50 EB Ramps Signal B/18 B/14 D /54 B/18
17. Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 WB Ramps Signal A/9 B/19 A/10 C/20
18. Silva Valley Parkway / US 50 EB Ramps Signal A/3 B/11 A/3 B/11
19. El Dorado Hills Blvd / Park Drive / Saratoga Way Signal C/30 D/43 D/37 D /50
21. Latrobe Road / Town Center Drive Signal C/35 E/72 D/42 E/76
22. Latrobe Road / White Rock Road Signal E/64 D /49 E/ 67 E/80
Note:  SSSC = side-street stop-control, AWSC = all-way stop control

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.
The average delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and AWSC intersections, the delay shown is the average control
delay for the overall intersection. For SSSC intersections, the LOS and control delay for the worst movement is shown.

7o .



Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the procedures and methodology contained in the HCM (TRB, 2010). Intersections 1-
14, 17, and 18 are analyzed in Synchro 9. Intersections 15-16, and 19-22 are analyzed in SimTraffic.
*Analyzed with HCM 2000 Methodology

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2018
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6.2.2 ROADWAY SEGMENTS

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 14, indicate that all study roadway segments except the
following three will operate acceptably under cumulative conditions, due primarily to the capacity increasing

roadway project included in the County’s CIP, which are documented in Table 12:

e Bass Lake Road — Hollow Oak Drive to Country Club Drive (LOS F in the AM peak hour)
e Cameron Park Drive — Alhambra Drive to Oxford Road (LOS F in the PM peak hour)
e Cameron Park Drive — Oxford Road to Hacienda Drive (LOS F in the PM peak hour)

According to established significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions
during the AM peak hour on Bass Lake Road between Hollow Oak Drive and Country Club Drive, since it
would add more than 10 trips to the roadway segment. The project is not projected to significantly worsen
conditions during the PM peak hour on the Cameron Park Drive, since it would not add more than 10 trips

to the roadway segments operating unacceptably.
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Bass Lake Rd

Cambridge Rd

Cameron Park
Dr

Country Club
Dr

i

TABLE 14: ROADWAY SEGMENT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Green Valley Rd to Bridlewood Dr
Bridlewood Dr to Serrano Pkwy
Serrano Pkwy to Hollow Oak Dr

Hollow Oak Dr to Country Club Dr

Country Club Dr to US 50
Green Valley Rd to Oxford Rd
Oxford Rd to Knollwood Dr?
Knollwood Dr to Country Club Dr?
Country Club Dr to US 50
Green Valley Rd to Alhambra Dr

Alhambra Dr to Oxford Rd

Oxford Rd to Hacienda Dr

Hacienda Dr to US 50

Bass Lake Rd to Merrychase Dr
Merrychase Dr to Knollwood Dr

Knollwood Dr to Cambridge Rd

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

4 lane divided arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

4 lane divided arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

4 lane undivided
arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

2 lane arterial

770 /047 / C*
1,070/065/D
1,010/061/D
1,680/1.02/F
1,820 /0.55 / C?

570/035/C?

950/0.58/D
1,040/0.63/D
1,960 / 0.60 / C*

850/0.52/Ct

1,480/0.90/D

1,400/0.85/D

1,660 / 0.53 / C?

730/044 /Ct
660/0.40/Ct

480/0.29/Ct

820/0.50/C*
1,150/0.70/ D
880/0.53/D

1,540/065/D
2,150/0.65/D
660/0.40/Ct

1,080/0.72/D
1,260/0.76 /D
2,170 /0.66 / D
990/0.60/D

1,750/1.06 /F

1,860/1.13/F

2300/0.73/D

720/044/C*
700/042/Ct

670/041/Ct

750 /045 /Ct
1,070/065/D
1,030/0.62/D
1,720 /1.04 / F
2,060/0.63/D

580/0.36/C?

990/0.55/D

1,100/ 0.60/D
2,220/0.64 /D

830/0.50/Ct

1,500/091/D

1,400/0.85/D

1,680/0.54/D

680/041/Ct
610/0.37/C*

490/0.30/Ct

820/050/Ct
1,180/0.72/D
880/0.53/D
1,540 /093 /D
2,100 /064 /D
680 /042 / Ct
1,210/0.65/D
1310/071/D
2,500/0.75 / D
970/0.59/D
1,750/1.06 /F

1,860/1.13/F

2310/0.74/D

630/0.38/Ct
600/0.36/C*

600/0.36/Ct
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TABLE 14: ROADWAY SEGMENT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cambridge Rd to Royal Dr 2 lane arterial 290/0.18/Ct 310/019/C 290/0.18/Ct 310/019/C
Royal Dr to Cameron Park Dr 2 lane arterial 230/0.14/Ct 370/022/Ct 230/014/Ct  370/022/Ct
US 50 to Business Dr? 2 lane arterial 620/0.38/C* 840/051/Ct 640/039/Ct 870/0.53/D
Durock
Business Dr to S. Shingle Rd 2 lane arterial 550/0.33/Ct 740/045/Ct 560/0.34/Ct 760/0.46/Ct
Notes: 1LOS at this location is C or better.
2Cambridge Road between Country Club Drive and Oxford Road is allowed to operate at LOS F (maximum V / C/ ratio of 1.07) until 2018 per County
standard
3Durock Road / Cameron Park Drive between Coach Lane and Robin Lane is allowed to operate at LOS F (maximum V / C ratio of 1.11) until 2018 per County
standard.
Volume-to-Capacity ratio and LOS is based on the HCM 2010 peak hour level of service thresholds.
Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018
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6.2.3 FREEWAY FACILITIES

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 15, indicate that all of the study freeway facilities will operate
acceptably under cumulative conditions without and with the project. The capacity increasing projects from
the County’s CIP, which are documented in Table 12, include many projects that will add capacity of US 50,
increase east / west parallel capacity, and add new interchange connections to US 50. The following lists

some of the more significant transportation improvements in the US 50 corridor:

Interchange Projects

e US 50/ El Dorado Hills Boulevard Interchange Improvements (final improvement phases)
e US 50/ Silva Valley Parkway Interchange (new connection to US 50)

e US 50/ Empire Ranch Road Interchange (new connection to US 50)

e US 50/ Bass Lake Road Interchange Upgrade

e US 50/ Cambridge Road Interchange Upgrade

Mainline Projects

e Westbound US 50 interchange-to-interchange auxiliary lane (Bass Lake Road to Silva Valley Parkway)

e Westbound and eastbound US 50 auxiliary lane (Silva Valley Parkway to Empire Ranch Road)

e  Eastbound US 50 auxiliary lane (Silva Valley Parkway to Empire Ranch Road)

e  Westbound US 50 interchange-to-interchange auxiliary lane (Silva Valley Parkway to El Dorado Hills
Boulevard)

e Eastbound US 50 interchange-to-interchange auxiliary lane (El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley
Parkway)

e  Westbound US 50 interchange-to-interchange auxiliary lane (Cambridge Drive to Bass Lake Road)

e  Eastbound US 50 interchange-to-interchange auxiliary lane (Bass Lake Road to Cambridge Drive)

Arterial Roadway Projects

e Saratoga Way Extension from El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Iron Point Road

e Country Club Drive Extension from Bass Lake Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard

e Extension of Empire Ranch Road from US 50 to White Rock Road

e Latrobe Road Connector (new roadway between Latrobe Road and White Rock Road)

Figure 11 compares existing conditions on US 50 to US 50 with the interchange and mainline projects listed
above. Figure 12 shows peak hour US 50 mainline and ramp volumes under cumulative conditions. About
11 percent of project trips will have an origin / destination in Rancho Cordova and other areas to the west,

including unincorporated Sacramento County and the City of Sacramento.
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TABLE 15: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Segment

Latrobe Rd off-ramp

El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp

Latrobe Rd on-ramp to Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy (loop) on-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy (slip) on-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp to Bass Lake Rd off-ramp
Bass Lake Rd off-ramp

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp to Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp to Cameron Park Drive off-ramp

Cameron Park Drive on-ramp to Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Cambridge Rd on-ramp to Bass Lake Rd off-ramp
Bass Lake Rd on-ramp to Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy (loop) on-ramp

Facility Type

Diverge
Diverge
Weave (HCM)
Basic?
Merge
Merge
Basic
Diverge
Basic*
Basic*
Weave (HCM)
Basic*
Basic*
Basic?

Diverge

Cumulative No Project

Density!/ LOS
AM PM
28/D 33/D
20/C 29/D
19/8B 27/C
12/B 17/B
18/B 22/C
22/C 29/D
20/C 25/C
24/C 31/D
18/B 21/C
20/C 22/C
44 /E -2
20/C 24/C
19/C 20/C
25/C 23/C
14/8B 13/B

Cumulative Plus
Project
Density'/ LOS
AM PM
28 /D 34/D
21/C 30/D
20/8B 29/D
13/8B 19/8B
18/8B 24/C
23/C 30/D
21/C 27/D
26/C 33/D
17/8B 21/C
21/C 23/C

48 / E -2

21/C 24/C

20/C 20/C

27/D 24/C

15/8B 13/B
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TABLE 15: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus

. Project
Density!/LOS .
Freeway Segment Facility Type E Density'/LOS
AM PM AM PM
Weave (HCM) 29/D 22/C 33/D 22/C
Silva Valley Pkwy (slip) on-ramp to El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp Weave (Leisch) -1 -1 -/C -1
Basic 17/8B 14/8B = 14/8B
Weave (HCM) 40/ E 33/D 41/E 33/D
El Dorado Hills Blvd on-ramp to Empire Ranch off-ramp
Weave (Leisch) -/D -/C -/D -/C
Notes: Density reported as passenger cars per mile per lane. Density is not reported for LOS F operations. Analysis based on HCM 2010.
20ut of realm of weaving for Leisch analysis; analyzed as a basic segment
3 Out of realm of weaving for HCM analysis; analyzed as a basic segment
4Out of realm of weaving for Leisch analysis and HCM analysis; analyzed as a basic segment
Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2018
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Bicycle network improvements are planned within the study area. Figure 5 identifies planned bikeways
presented in the El Dorado Bicycle Transportation Plan, 2010 Update and the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP / SCS) for

2035. The following are planned improvement projects:

e El Dorado Hills Class I bike path - SMUD Corridor: Design and construct a Class I bike path between
El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Silva Valley Parkway within the powerline easement operated by the
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD). A portion of this project has been constructed
between Silva Valley and New York Creek,

e Latrobe Road Class II bike lanes from Investment Boulevard to Deer Creek / SPTC

e Old Bass Lake Road — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Bass Lake Road Connection, Phase 1: Use existing
roadway as Class I path from Tong Road to Old Bass Lake Road

e Saratoga Way Extension Class II bike lanes included in extension of Saratoga Way from Finders Way
to County Line. (Alternatively construct a Class I bike path prior to construction of extension of
Saratoga Way to Iron Point Road) An informal trail exists connecting these roadways,

e Bass Lake Road Class II bike lanes from Green Valley Road to US 50

e Bike path parallel to US 50 on the north side — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Bass Lake Road
Connection, Phase 2: Connect Silva Valley Road to El Dorado Hills Village Center Shopping Center.
The Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan, if approved, will implement a portion of this bike path.

e El Dorado Hills Boulevard bike lanes, Phase 1: Saratoga Way to Governor Drive / St. Andrews

e El Dorado Hills Boulevard bike path, Phase 2: Utilizing an existing golf cart undercrossing of Serrano
Parkway, extend the bike path from the current terminus at Serrano Parkway to Raley’s Center. The
Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan, if approved, will implement this improvement.

e El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Bass Lake Connection, Phase 1; Class Il bike route on Tong Road, Class
Il bike route on Old Bass Lake Road.

e Green Valley Road Class II bike lanes from Francisco Drive to Pleasant Grove Middle School
e Harvard Way bike path from Clermont Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard

e Silva Valley Parkway bike lanes from the new connection with White Rock Road to Green Valley
Road

e SPTC/ El Dorado Trail Class I bike path from Latrobe Road to County Line



e ClassIbike path and US 50 Undercrossing or overcrossing between the El Dorado Hills Town Center
and El Dorado Hills Village Center (not fully funded or listed in MTP / SCS). As outlined below, the
Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan, if approved, could accommodate a relocation of the
overcrossing of US 50 adjacent to the Village Park with, connecting the planned bike path north of
US 50 to the El Dorado Hills Town Center.

e Class I bike path within the SMUD power line easement between El Dorado Hills Boulevard and
Sophia Parkway (not fully funded or listed in the MTP / SCS)

The project proposes a Class I multi-
use path on Marble Valley Parkway,
Marble Lake Boulevard, and Lime
Rock Valley Road. In addition, the
project proposes a network of
gravel trails and unpaved hiking /
equestrian trails integrating with
existing trails. The image to the
right shows proposed bicycle

facilities and trails.
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6.4 TRANSIT

As described above, the project will provide bicycle and pedestrian connections to existing and planned
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and will provide a 100 to 120 space park-n-ride lot. To accommodate
possible future public transit service, transit stops and bus shelters may be provided within the on-site
portions of Marble Valley Parkway and Marble Lake Boulevard near the intersection of Lime Rock Valley
Road. Based on ridership data presented in the El Dorado Hills Community Transit Needs Assessment and
US 50 Corridor Transit Operations Plan, Final Report, 41,760 annual commute trips are made by El Dorado
Hills residents using El Dorado Transit Commuter Service. Residents of El Dorado Hills account for about
72 percent of boardings at the El Dorado Hills Park-n-Ride lot, which includes riders that park in the lot and

riders that use other means to access the service (i.e., walk, bike, and drop-off).

Based on this information, about one annual commute trip is generated per El Dorado Hills resident,
assuming a population of 42,100 (2010 Census) in El Dorado Hills. Therefore, the project’s 3,236 dwelling
units could result in demand of about 8,400 annual commute trips (assuming a household population of

2.6 persons), or about 32 commute trips per weekday.
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7.0 IMPACT STATEMENTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Project impacts were determined by comparing conditions with the project to conditions without the project

in accordance with the established significance criteria presented in Section 4.2.

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 16, indicate that the addition of the project would exacerbate

unacceptable operations at three intersections and result in unacceptable operation at eight intersections.

The following discusses these impacts and associated mitigation:

711 INTERSECTIONS

Impacts

Impact1 -

Impact 2 -

Impact 3 -

Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 4) — This intersection is located in the
County’'s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This
intersection operates unacceptably at LOS F without the project during the AM peak
hour and acceptably at LOS C during the PM peak hour. According to established
significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it
would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM peak hour operations.
The project would also result in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak
hour. This is a significant impact.

Bass Lake Road / US 50 westbound ramps (Intersection 5) — This intersection is located
in the County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This
intersection operates acceptably at LOS B and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours,
respectively, without the project. The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions
during the AM and PM peak hours. Poor operation at this intersection will result in
vehicle queuing on the westbound off ramp during the PM peak hour that could cause
vehicles to spill back to the US 50 mainline, impacting mainline operations. This is a
significant impact.

Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 6) — This intersection is located
in the County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This
intersection operates acceptably at LOS C during the AM peak hour and unacceptably
at LOS F during the PM peak hour without the project. The project would result in
unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM peak hour, and according to established
significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it
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Impact 4 -

Impact 5 -

Impact 6 -

Impact 7 -

Impact 8 -

Impact 9 -

Impact 10 -

would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the PM peak hour. Poor
operation at this intersection will result in vehicle queuing on the eastbound off ramp
during the PM peak hour that could cause vehicles to spill back to the US 50 mainline,
impacting mainline operations. This is a significant impact.

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain Road (Intersection 7) — This intersection is
located in the County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold.
This intersection operates acceptably at LOS A without the project during the AM and
PM peak hours. The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM
and PM peak hours. This is a significant impact.

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (Intersection 8) — This intersection is located
in the County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This
intersection operates acceptably at LOS A without the project during the AM and PM
peak hours. The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM and
PM peak hours. This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 9) — This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS E and C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the
project. The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM peak hour.
This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive (Intersection 10) — This intersection operates
unacceptably at LOS F during the AM peak hour and acceptably at LOS E during the PM
peak hour without the project. According to established significance criteria, the project
is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips
to the intersection during the AM and PM peak hour. The project would also result in
unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour. This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 12) — This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS B and E during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the
project. The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM and PM
peak hours. This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse Road (Intersection 13) — This intersection
operates acceptably at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours without the project.
The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the AM peak hour. This is
a significant impact.

Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard (Intersection 21) — This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS B and D during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, without the
project. The project results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour.
This is a significant impact.
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Impact 11 -

Mitigation

Mitigation 1 -

Latrobe Road / White Rock Road (Intersection 22) — This intersection operates
acceptably at LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, without the project. The project
results in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the PM peak hour. This is a significant
impact.

Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 4) — This intersection will be part of
the planned realignment of Country Club Drive (schedule to be completed in 2019), the
extension of Country Club Drive to Tong Road (scheduled to be completed in 2027).
Implementation of the following improvements would provide acceptable operation:

¢ Install traffic signal control.

e Provide one through lane and a separate right-turn lane on the northbound
approach.

Provide one left-turn lane, and two through lanes on the southbound approach.
Provide one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane on the westbound approach.

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS D or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

The project applicant should work collaboratively with El Dorado County to initiate
programming studies to identify the scope of the ultimate interchange reconstruction,
which will be used to guide phased implementation of at-grade improvements and
interchange reconstruction to ensure consistency with General Plan Policy TC-Xf.

If constructed by others or added to the 10-year CIP prior to residential development
levels in the project site that would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact
mitigation fees would satisfy the project’'s fair share obligation towards this
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Mitigation 2 -

improvement. If not constructed by others, the applicant would be responsible for
implementing this improvement consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting
Policy TC-Xf to ensure that transportation improvements are implemented concurrent
with approved residential development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant
would be subject to fee credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact
mitigation fee program.

Bass Lake Road / US 50 westbound ramps (Intersection 5) — This intersection will be part
of the planned realignment of Country Club Drive (schedule to be completed in 2019).
Implementation of the following improvements would provide acceptable operation:

e Construct a loop on-ramp to US 50 westbound from northbound Bass Lake Road.
e Install traffic signal control.

e Provide one through lane and a separate right-turn lane on the northbound and
southbound approaches.

Provide one shared left-turn / through lane on the westbound approach.

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS D or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

The project applicant should work collaboratively with EI Dorado County to initiate
programming studies to identify the scope of the ultimate interchange reconstruction,
which will be used to guide phased implementation of at-grade improvements and
interchange reconstruction to ensure consistency with General Plan Policy TC-Xf.

If constructed by others or added to the 10-year CIP prior to residential development
levels in the project site that would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact
mitigation fees would satisfy the project's fair share obligation towards this
improvement. If not constructed by others, the applicant would be responsible for
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Mitigation 3 -

implementing this improvement consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting
Policy TC-Xf to ensure that transportation improvements are implemented concurrent
with approved residential development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant
would be subject to fee credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact
mitigation fee program.

Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 6) — This intersection will be part
of the planned realignment of Country Club Drive (schedule to be completed in 2019).
Implementation of the following improvements would provide acceptable operation:

o Install traffic signal control.

e Provide two through lanes and a separate right-turn lane on the northbound
approach.

e Provide one left-turn lane and one through lane the southbound approach.

e Provide one shared left-turn / through lane and two right-turn lanes on the

eastbound approach.

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS D or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

The project applicant should work collaboratively with EI Dorado County to initiate
programming studies to identify the scope of the ultimate interchange reconstruction,
which will be used to guide phased implementation of at-grade improvements and
interchange reconstruction to ensure consistency with General Plan Policy TC-Xf.

If constructed by others or added to the 10-year CIP prior to residential development
levels in the project site that would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact
mitigation fees would satisfy the project's fair share obligation towards this
improvement. If not constructed by others, the applicant would be responsible for
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implementing this improvement consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting
Policy TC-Xf to ensure that transportation improvements are implemented concurrent
with approved residential development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant
would be subject to fee credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact
mitigation fee program.

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain Road (Intersection 7) — Implementation of
the following improvements would provide acceptable operation:

e Restrict access to right-in / right-out and left-turn in movements only.

e Provide an uncontrolled U-turn movement just east of Marble Ridge Road to
accommodate the restricted turn movements.

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS D or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

The project applicant should work collaboratively with El Dorado County to initiate
programming studies to identify the scope of the ultimate interchange reconstruction,
which will be used to guide phased implementation of at-grade improvements and
interchange reconstruction to ensure consistency with General Plan Policy TC-Xf.

If constructed by others or added to the 10-year CIP prior to residential development
levels in the project site that would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact
mitigation fees would satisfy the project's fair share obligation towards this
improvement. If not constructed by others, the applicant would be responsible for
implementing this improvement consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting
Policy TC-Xf to ensure that transportation improvements are implemented concurrent
with approved residential development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant
would be subject to fee credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact
mitigation fee program.
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Mitigation 5 -

Mitigation 6 -

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (Intersection 8) — Implementation of
Mitigation 4 would result in acceptable LOS D or better operations during the AM and
PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.
These mitigations are as follows:

e Restrict access to right-in / right-out and left-turn in movements only.

e Provide an uncontrolled U-turn movement just east of Marble Ridge Road to
accommodate the restricted turn movements.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

The project applicant should work collaboratively with El Dorado County to initiate
programming studies to identify the scope of the ultimate interchange reconstruction,
which will be used to guide phased implementation of at-grade improvements and
interchange reconstruction to ensure consistency with General Plan Policy TC-Xf.

If constructed by others or added to the 10-year CIP prior to residential development
levels in the project site that would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact
mitigation fees would satisfy the project's fair share obligation towards this
improvement. If not constructed by others, the applicant would be responsible for
implementing this improvement consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting
Policy TC-Xf to ensure that transportation improvements are implemented concurrent
with approved residential development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant
would be subject to fee credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact
mitigation fee program.

Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 9) — Implementation of the following
improvements to the Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive intersection would result in
acceptable LOS B and C operation during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively:

e Provide one shared left-turn / through lane and one exclusive right-turn lane on
the northbound and southbound approaches
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Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS E or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project’s fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive (Intersection 10) — Implementation of the following
improvements to the Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive intersection would result in
acceptable LOS C and B operation during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively:

o Install traffic signal control

e Provide coordinated traffic signal operation with westbound off-ramp terminal
intersection

e Provide one left-turn lane and a shared through / right-turn lane on the
northbound and southbound approaches

e Provide protected left-turn phasing on the northbound and southbound
approaches

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS E or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.
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The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project's fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Cambridge Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 12) -Implementation of the
following improvements to the Cambridge Road / US 50 eastbound ramps intersection
would result in acceptable LOS B and C operation during the AM and PM peak hours,
respectively:

o Install traffic signal control
e Provide one left-turn lane and one through lane on the northbound approach

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS E or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others
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Mitigation 9 -

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project's fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse Road (Intersection 13) — Implementation
of the following improvements to the Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse
Road intersection would result in acceptable LOS C operation during the AM peak hour
and LOS B operation during the PM peak hour:

o Install traffic signal control

e Provide coordinated traffic signal operation with eastbound off-ramp terminal
intersection

e Provide one left-turn lane and a shared through / right-turn lane on the
northbound and southbound approaches

e Provide protected left-turn phasing on the northbound and southbound
approaches

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS E or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project’s fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
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consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Mitigation 10 - Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard (Intersection 21) -Implementation of the

following improvements to the Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard intersection will
result in acceptable LOS C conditions during the PM peak hour:

e Convert the northbound right-turn lane to a shared through / right-turn lane.

e Add an additional receiving lane on the north leg of the intersection that connects
to the northbound right-turn lane at El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Latrobe Rd / US 50
eastbound ramps.

Implementation of this improvement would result in acceptable LOS E or better
operations during the AM and PM peak hours. With this improvement, this impact
would be less than significant.

The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project’s fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Mitigation 11 - Latrobe Road / White Rock Road (Intersection 22) -Implementation of Mitigation 10 will

improve conditions at Latrobe Road / White Rock Road to acceptable LOS C operations.
Therefore, this impact is less than significant.
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TABLE 16: INTERSECTION LOS AND DELAY - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT MITIGATIONS

Intersection

Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive
Bass Lake Road / US WB 50 Ramps
Bass Lake Road / US EB 50 Ramps

Marble Valley Road / Marble Mountain
Road

Marble Valley Road / Marble Ridge
Road

Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive
Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive
Cambridge Road / US 50 EB Ramps

Cambridge Road / Flying C Road /
Crazy Horse Road

. Latrobe Road / Town Center Boulevard

b

LOS
Target

Control

SSSC
SSSC/ Signal

SSSC/ Signal

SSSC

SSSC

AWSC
SSSC/ Signal

SSSC/ Signal

SSSC/ Signal

Signal

Existing Conditions

AM Peak
Hour

F/ >180

B/11

C/20

A/9

A/9

E/39

F/82

B/14

B/12

B/16

PM Peak
Hour

C/22

C/16

F/58

A/9

A/9

C/18

E/41

E/45

B/11

D /50

Existing + Project

Conditions
AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour
F/> 180 F/129
F/> 180 F/> 180
F/>180 F/>180
F/> 180 F/> 180
F/> 180 F/> 180
F/88 E/39
F/164 F/77
F/108 F/>180
F/>180 D/29
B/18 F/88

Existing + Project

Mitigations
AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour
Cc/23 B/11
B/13 B/15
C/26 D /41
Cc/15 D/ 26
Cc/25 D/ 34
E/42 D/34
Cc/25 B/15
B/12 C/24
C/22 B/13
B/17 D /45
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TABLE 16: INTERSECTION LOS AND DELAY - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT MITIGATIONS

Existing|Conditions Existing :l-.Project Existi.n:q + .Project
LOS Conditions Mitigations
Intersection Control
e AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
22. Latrobe Road / White Rock Road E Signal c/31 C/27 C/32 F/142 C/32 C/30

Notes:  AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control
Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. Italic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.

The average delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and AWSC intersections, the delay shown is the average control delay for the overall intersection. For SSSC
intersections, the LOS and control delay for the worst movement is shown. Intersections 4-10 and 12-13 are analyzed in Synchro. Intersections 21 and 22 are analyzed in
SimTraffic.

Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the procedures and methodology contained in the HCM
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018
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7.1.2 FREEWAY FACILITIES

The addition of project traffic will impact US 50 operations under existing conditions. The analysis results
are presented in Table 17.

Impacts

Impact 12 -  US 50 / Westbound Bass Lake Road On-Ramp — The addition of project traffic will result
in LOS F conditions at the US 50 westbound on-ramp from Bass Lake Road during the
AM peak hour. This is a significant impact.

Impact 13-  US 50 Westbound Weave segment between Silva Valley Parkway on-ramp and El
Dorado Hills Boulevard off-ramp — The addition of project traffic will result in LOS F
conditions at the weave segment of US 50 westbound between the Silva Valley Parkway
on-ramp and the El Dorado Hills Boulevard off-ramp during the AM peak hour. This is
a significant impact.

Impact 14 -  US 50 / Westbound El Dorado Hills Boulevard On-Ramp — The addition of project traffic
will result in LOS F conditions at the US 50 westbound on-ramp from El Dorado Hills
Boulevard during the AM peak hour. This is a significant impact.

Mitigation

Mitigation 12 - US 50 / Westbound Bass Lake Road On-Ramp - Implementation of CIP project number
53117 (US 50 Auxiliary Lane Westbound — Bass Lake Road to Silva Valley Parkway)
improvement , which is in the County’s 10-year CIP, would result in acceptable LOS D
(or better) and LOS B operations at westbound on-ramp merge area during the AM and
PM peak hours, respectively. With this improvement, this impact would be less than
significant.

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project’s fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Mitigation 13 - US 50 / Westbound El Dorado Hills Boulevard Off-Ramp — Implementation of CIP project
number 72377 (Country Club Drive Extension — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley
Parkway), which is currently in the 20-year CIP, would result in acceptable LOS D and
LOS B operations at westbound on-ramp merge area during the AM and PM peak hours,
respectively. With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.
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The analysis of the project under existing conditions assumes that the entire project
develops immediately. However, development of the proposed project is anticipated to
occur over 20 or more years. Consequently, the phasing of offsite infrastructure
improvement is not certain and will be influenced by the following factors:

e The rate and location of regional development
e The location of development within the project site
e The type of development within the project site

e The implementation of roadway improvement constructed by others

If constructed by others prior to residential development levels in the project site that
would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact mitigation fees would satisfy
the project’s fair share obligation towards this improvement. If not constructed by
others, the applicant would be responsible for implementing this improvement
consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting Policy TC-Xf to ensure that
transportation improvements are implemented concurrent with approved residential
development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant would be subject to fee
credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program.

Mitigation 14 - US 50 / Westbound El Dorado Hills Boulevard On-Ramp —Implementation of CIP project
number 71324 (Saratoga Way Extension — Phase 1) , which is in the County's five-year
CIP, would result in acceptable LOS C operations at westbound on-ramp merge area
during the AM and PM peak hours.

With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.

If Saratoga Way Phase I is constructed by others prior to residential development levels
in the project site that would require this mitigation, payment of traffic impact
mitigation fees would satisfy the project’'s fair share obligation towards this
improvement. If not constructed by others, the applicant would be responsible for
implementing this improvement consistent with General Plan Goal TC-X and supporting
Policy TC-Xf to ensure that transportation improvements are implemented concurrent
with approved residential development. If constructed by the applicant, the applicant
would be subject to fee credit or reimbursement through the County’s traffic impact
mitigation fee program. The other improvements are either under construction or
included in the County’'s 10-year CIP, and if Saratoga Way Phase I is constructed by
others or included in the County’s 10-year CIP payment of traffic impact mitigation fees
would satisfy the project’s fair share obligation towards these improvements.
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TABLE 17: FREEWAY FACILITY PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

MITIGATION
Existing Existing + Project Ex's::l?t? ;t':;zjed
y Density!/ LOS Density!/ LOS oy

Freeway Segment Facility Type Density*/LOS

AM PM AM PM AM PM
- 31/D 21/C

Bass Lake Rd on Merge? 31/D 20/C e 5
ClL 23/C 14/8B
US 50 WB El Dorado Hills Diverge /

Blvd off-ramp Leisch3 33/D 22/C -/F 28/D /D 16/B
El Dorado Hills Merge 34/D  24/C  -/F 28/D 28/C 22/C

Blvd on-ramp

Notes: Density reported as passenger cars per mile per lane. Density is not reported for LOS F operations. Analysis based on
HCM 2010. Weave segment’s operations are based on the HCM 2010 and Leisch Method. If the weave segment is
outside the realm of weaving, it is analyzed as a basic segment.

2Mitigation scenario reflects interchange improvements that includes a loop and slip on-ramp

3Mitigation scenario includes Silva Valley interchange, therefore is analyzed as a weave segment using the Leisch
Method or a basic segment.

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 18, indicate that the addition of the project would exacerbate
unacceptable operations at 12 study intersections and result in unacceptable operations at two

intersections. The following discusses these impacts and associated mitigation:

7.2.1 INTERSECTIONS

Impacts

Impact 15 - Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 6) — This intersection is located
in the County’'s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This
intersection will operate unacceptably at LOS F without the project during the AM peak
hour. According to established significance criteria, the project is projected to
“significantly worsen” conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to the

7o .
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Impact 16 -

Impact 17 -

Impact 18 -

Impact 19 -

Impact 20 -

Impact 21 -

Mitigation

intersection during the AM peak hour and result in unacceptable LOS F conditions
during the PM peak hour. Poor operation at this intersection will result in vehicle
queuing on the eastbound off ramp during the PM peak hour that could cause vehicles
to spill back to the US 50 mainline, impacting mainline operations. This is a significant
impact.

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain Road (Intersection 7) — This intersection is
located in the County’s Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold.
This intersection will operate acceptably at LOS D without the project during the AM
and PM peak hours. The project results in unacceptable (LOS E and LOS F) conditions
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. This is a significant impact.

Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (Intersection 8) — This intersection is located
in the County's Rural Region and is subject to the LOS D significance threshold. This
intersection will operate acceptably at LOS C and D during the AM and PM peak hours,
respectively. The project will also result in unacceptable (LOS F) conditions during the
PM peak hour. This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 9) — This intersection will operate at
LOS F without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. According to established
significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it
would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM and PM peak hours.
This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive (Intersection 10) — This intersection will operate at
LOS F without the project during the AM and PM peak hours. According to established
significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it
would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM and PM peak hours.
This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / US 50 westbound ramps (Intersection 11) — This intersection will
operate at LOS F during the AM without the project. According to established
significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen” conditions, since it
would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the AM peak hour. The project
will also results in LOS F during the PM peak hour. This is a significant impact.

Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse Road (Intersection 13) — This intersection
will operate at LOS F without the project during the PM peak hour. According to
established significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen”
conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to the intersection during the PM peak
hour. The project would also result in LOS F during the AM peak hour. This is a
significant impact.
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Mitigation 15 - Bass Lake Road / US 50 eastbound ramps (Intersection 6) -Implementation of the
following improvements would provide LOS D or better operations in the AM and PM
peak hours:

e Install traffic signal control

e Provide two through lanes and a separate right-turn lane on the northbound
approach

e Provide one left-turn lane and two through lanes on the southbound approach

e Provide one left-turn lane, a shared left / through / right-turn lane, and a separate
right-turn lane on the eastbound approach

With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.

The Cumulative analysis includes planned roadway improvements, growth consistent
with the 2004 General Plan, and with approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
within the study area. This is found to be an impact in the cumulative scenario without
the project, which includes other foreseeable but unapproved projects. Therefore, the
project is responsible for its proportional share of the proposed mitigation under
cumulative conditions. Since the impact is identified under the cumulative scenario, the
timing of the improvement is a function of the rate of population and employment
growth. The County's traffic impact mitigation fee program provides a mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions for improvements in the 2016 CIP.

The CIP includes a line item for unprogrammed traffic signal installation and operational
and safety improvements at intersections, including improvements like construction of
new traffic signals, construction of turn pockets, and the upgrade of existing traffic signal
systems. The County annually monitors intersections with potential need for
improvement through the Intersection Needs Prioritization Process. The Intersection
Needs Prioritization Process is then used to inform the annual update to the CIP, and
potential intersection improvements can be added, by the Board of Supervisors, to the
CIP as funding becomes available.

Therefore, appropriate mitigation, as determined by the CDA, would include payment
of traffic impact mitigation fees to satisfy the project’s fair share obligation towards this
improvement or construction of the improvement with reimbursement or fee credit for
costs that exceed the project’s proportional share if the improvement is needed but not
included in future updates to the CIP or constructed by others.

Mitigation 16 - Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Mountain Road (Intersection 7) — Implementation of
the following improvements would provide acceptable LOS D or better operations:

e Restrict access to right-in / right-out and left-turn in movements only.
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e Provide an uncontrolled U-turn movement just east of Marble Ridge Road to
accommodate the restricted turn movements.

With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation 17 - Marble Valley Parkway / Marble Ridge Road (Intersection 8) — Implementation of the

Mitigation 16 would provide acceptable LOS D or better operations. With this
improvement, this impact would be less than significant.

e Restrict access to right-in / right-out and left-turn in movements only.

e Provide an uncontrolled U-turn movement just east of Marble Ridge Road to
accommodate the restricted turn movements.

With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation 18 - Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive (Intersection 9) —Implementation of the following

improvements to the Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive intersection would result in
acceptable LOS C or better operation during the AM and PM peak hours:

e Provide one left-turn lane and a shared through / right-turn lane on the northbound
approach.

e Provide one shared left-turn / through lane and one right turn lane on the
southbound approach.

With this improvement, this impact would be less than significant.

The Cumulative analysis includes planned roadway improvements, growth consistent
with the 2004 General Plan, and with approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
within the study area. This is found to be an impact in the cumulative scenario without
the project, which includes other foreseeable but unapproved projects. Therefore, the
project is responsible for its proportional share of the proposed mitigation under
cumulative conditions. Since the impact is identified under the cumulative scenario, the
timing of the improvement is a function of the rate of population and employment
growth. The County's traffic impact mitigation fee program provides a mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions for improvements in the 2016 CIP.

The CIP includes a line item for unprogrammed traffic signal installation and operational
and safety improvements at intersections, including improvements like construction of
new traffic signals, construction of turn pockets, and the upgrade of existing traffic signal
systems. The County annually monitors intersections with potential need for
improvement through the Intersection Needs Prioritization Process. The Intersection
Needs Prioritization Process is then used to inform the annual update to the CIP, and

101



Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis

March 2018

Mitigation 19 -

potential intersection improvements can be added, by the Board of Supervisors, to the
CIP as funding becomes available.

Therefore, appropriate mitigation, as determined by the CDA, would include payment
of traffic impact mitigation fees to satisfy the project’s fair share obligation towards this
improvement or construction of the improvement with reimbursement or fee credit for
costs that exceed the project’s proportional share if the improvement is needed but not
included in future updates to the CIP or constructed by others.

Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive (Intersection 10) -Implementation of the following
improvements would provide acceptable LOS D operation during the AM and PM peak
hours:

e Install traffic signal control

e Provide coordinated traffic signal operation with westbound off-ramp terminal
intersection

e Provide one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane on the
northbound approach

e Provide one left-turn lane, a through lane, and a shared through / right-turn lane
on the southbound approach

e Provide a shared left-turn / through lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound
approach

e Provide a left-turn lane and shared through / right-turn lane on the westbound
approach

e Provide split phasing eastbound and westbound and protected left-turn phasing on
the northbound and southbound approaches.

The Cumulative analysis includes planned roadway improvements, growth consistent
with the 2004 General Plan, and with approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
within the study area. This is found to be an impact in the cumulative scenario without
the project, which includes other foreseeable but unapproved projects. Therefore, the
project is responsible for its proportional share of the proposed mitigation under
cumulative conditions. Since the impact is identified under the cumulative scenario, the
timing of the improvement is a function of the rate of population and employment
growth. The County's traffic impact mitigation fee program provides a mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions for improvements in the 2015 CIP.

The CIP includes a line item for unprogrammed traffic signal installation and operational
and safety improvements at intersections, including improvements like construction of
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new traffic signals, construction of turn pockets, and the upgrade of existing traffic signal
systems. The County annually monitors intersections with potential need for
improvement through the Intersection Needs Prioritization Process. The Intersection
Needs Prioritization Process is then used to inform the annual update to the CIP, and
potential intersection improvements can be added, by the Board of Supervisors, to the
CIP as funding becomes available.

Mitigation 20 - Cambridge Road / Merrychase Drive / US 50 westbound ramps (Intersection 11) —
Implementation of the following improvements to the Cambridge Road / Merrychase
Drive / US 50 westbound ramps intersection would result in acceptable LOS E operation
during the AM and PM peak hours:

e Modify traffic signal control

e Provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane (to the loop on-
ramp) on the northbound approach

e Provide one left-turn lane, one through lane, and a shared through / right-turn lane
on the southbound approach

e Provide a shared through / left-turn lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound
approach

e Provide two left-turn lanes, a shared through / right-turn lane, and a separate right-
turn lane on the westbound approach

The Cumulative analysis includes planned roadway improvements, growth consistent
with the 2004 General Plan, and with approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
within the study area. This is found to be an impact in the cumulative scenario without
the project, which includes other foreseeable but unapproved projects. Therefore, the
project is responsible for its proportional share of the proposed mitigation under
cumulative conditions. Since the impact is identified under the cumulative scenario, the
timing of the improvement is a function of the rate of population and employment
growth. The County's traffic impact mitigation fee program provides a mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions for improvements in the 2015 CIP.

The CIP includes a line item for unprogrammed traffic signal installation and operational
and safety improvements at intersections, including improvements like construction of
new traffic signals, construction of turn pockets, and the upgrade of existing traffic signal
systems. The County annually monitors intersections with potential need for
improvement through the Intersection Needs Prioritization Process. The Intersection
Needs Prioritization Process is then used to inform the annual update to the CIP, and
potential intersection improvements can be added, by the Board of Supervisors, to the
CIP as funding becomes available.
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Therefore, appropriate mitigation, as determined by the CDA, would include payment
of traffic impact mitigation fees to satisfy the project’s fair share obligation towards this
improvement or construction of the improvement with reimbursement or fee credit for
costs that exceed the project’s proportional share if the improvement is needed but not
included in future updates to the CIP or constructed by others.

Mitigation 21 - Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse Road (Intersection 13) — Implementation

of the following improvements to the Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse
Road intersection would result in acceptable LOS C operation during the AM and PM
peak hours:

o Install traffic signal control

e Provide coordinated traffic signal operation with Cambridge Road interchange
terminal intersections

e Provide one left-turn lane, one through lane, and a shared through / right-turn lane
on the northbound approach

e Provide one left-turn lane, one through lane, and a right-turn lane on the
southbound approach

e Provide a shared left / through / right-turn lane on the eastbound and westbound
approach

The Cumulative analysis includes planned roadway improvements, growth consistent
with the 2004 General Plan, and with approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
within the study area. This is found to be an impact in the cumulative scenario without
the project, which includes other foreseeable but unapproved projects. Therefore, the
project is responsible for its proportional share of the proposed mitigation under
cumulative conditions. Since the impact is identified under the cumulative scenario, the
timing of the improvement is a function of the rate of population and employment
growth. The County’s traffic impact mitigation fee program provides a mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions for improvements in the 2016 CIP.

The CIP includes a line item for unprogrammed traffic signal installation and operational
and safety improvements at intersections, including improvements like construction of
new traffic signals, construction of turn pockets, and the upgrade of existing traffic signal
systems. The County annually monitors intersections with potential need for
improvement through the Intersection Needs Prioritization Process. The Intersection
Needs Prioritization Process is then used to inform the annual update to the CIP, and
potential intersection improvements can be added, by the Board of Supervisors, to the
CIP as funding becomes available.
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Therefore, appropriate mitigation, as determined by the CDA, would include payment
of traffic impact mitigation fees to satisfy the project’s fair share obligation towards this
improvement or construction of the improvement with reimbursement or fee credit for
costs that exceed the project’s proportional share if the improvement is needed but not
included in future updates to the CIP or constructed by others.
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TABLE 18: INTERSECTION LOS AND DELAY - CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT MITIGATIONS

Cumulative Conditions (SR = Pe!

Conditions
Intersection Control
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour
6. Bass Lake Road / US EB 50 Ramps Signal F/92 Cc/22 F/>180 F/>180
7. Marble Valley Road / Marble Mountain Road SSSC B/11 B/13 E/43 F/55
8. Marble Valley Road / Marble Ridge Road SSSC B/11 B/13 D/ 27 F/ 54
9. Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive AWSC / Signal F /154 F/99 F/>180 F/163
10. Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive SSSCt / Signal F/- F/- F/- F/-
11. Cambridge Road / M h Dri uUS 50 WB
RamS? ridge Road / Merrychase Drive / Signal F/113 E/ 60 F/170 F/127
13. i R Flyi R H
3. Cambridge Road / Flying C Road / Crazy Horse $SSC / Signal E/39 F/72 F/ >180 F/>180

Road

Cumulative + Project

Mitigations
AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour
D/41 C/31
C/16 c/21
B/14 C/21
B/16 C/32
E/57 D/51
E/76 D/52
C/34 C/35

Note:  SSSC = side-street stop control, AWSC = all-way stop control

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. [talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.

The average delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and AWSC intersections, the delay shown is the average control delay for the overall intersection. For SSSC

intersections, the LOS and control delay for the worst movement is shown. Intersections are analyzed in Synchro
 Analyzed with HCM 2000 Methodology
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2018

b
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7.2.2 ROADWAYS

Analysis results, which are presented in Table 19, indicate that the addition of the project would significantly
worsen unacceptable operations on one study roadway segment. The following discusses this impact and
associated mitigation:

Impact 22 -  Bass Lake Road (Hollow Oak Drive to Country Club Drive) — This roadway segment would
operate unacceptably at LOS F without the project during the AM peak hour. According
to established significance criteria, the project is projected to “significantly worsen”
conditions, since it would add more than 10 trips to the roadway segment during the
PM peak hour. This is a significant impact.

Mitigation 22 - Bass Lake Road (Hollow Oak Drive to Country Club Drive — Implementation of the
following improvements to this segment of Cameron Park Drive would result in
acceptable LOS C or better operations during the AM and PM peak hours:

e Widen the segment of Bass Lake Road from a two-lane arterial to a four-lane
(undivided or divided) arterial.

The Cumulative analysis includes planned roadway improvements, growth consistent
with the 2004 General Plan, and with approved and reasonably foreseeable projects
within the study area. This is found to be an impact in the cumulative scenario without
the project, which includes other foreseeable but unapproved projects. Therefore, the
project is responsible for its proportional share of the proposed mitigation under
cumulative conditions. Since the impact is identified under the cumulative scenario, the
timing of the improvement is a function of the rate of population and employment
growth. The County's traffic impact mitigation fee program provides a mechanism for
collecting fair share contributions for improvements in the 2016 CIP.

Therefore, appropriate mitigation, as determined by the CDA, would include payment
of traffic impact mitigation fees to satisfy the project’s fair share obligation towards this
improvement or construction of the improvement with reimbursement or fee credit for
costs that exceed the project’s proportional share if the improvement is needed but not
included in future updates to the CIP or constructed by others.

TABLE 19: ROADWAY SEGMENT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
MITIGATIONS
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Cumulative + Cumulative +
Cumulative Volume / Project Project Mitigation
Volume - Capacity (V  Volume / Volume -  Volume / Volume -
Roadway Segment Facility / C) Ratio / LOS Capaciity (V/0C) Capaciity (V/0)
Type Ratio / LOS Ratio / LOS
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
2 lane 1,680/ 1,540/ 1,720/ 1,540/
arterial 1.02/F 093/D 1.04/F 093/D
Hollow Oak 4 lane
Bass Lake Drive to arterial 1,720/ 1,540/
Road Country (Undivided) 0.55/Ct  049/Ct
Club Drive
4 lane
arterial 1,720/ 1,540 /
(Divided) 0.52/C 049/C

Notes:  LOS at this location is C or better

Volume-to-Capacity ratio and LOS is based on the HCM 2010 peak hour level of service thresholds

Bold text indicates LOS worse than established threshold. /talic and underlined text identifies a potential impact.
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2018

7.2.3 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

Impact 32 -  Implementation of the proposed project will increase demand for pedestrian and bicycle
facilities. As outlined in Section 6.3, the project proposes pedestrian and bicycle facilities
that will connect and integrate with existing and planned facilities adjacent to the
project. In addition, elements of the proposed project will provide new recreational
opportunities. Therefore, the proposed project will not conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities. This is a less than significant impact.

Mitigation 32 - No mitigation required

7124 TRANSIT

Impact 33 -  Implementation of the proposed project will increase demand transit. As outlined in
Section 6.4, the project could result in demand of about 8,400 transit commute trips
annually, which would be an average of about 32 commute trips per weekday. This
increase represents about a 20 percent increase in El Dorado Transit Commuter Service.
The growth in commute trips would not likely exceed the ability to serve this ridership
growth through existing funding sources for transit that are tied to population growth.
However, most of the boardings for the El Dorado Transit Commuter Service at the El
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Dorado Hills park-n-ride lot are from El Dorado Hills residents. Consequently this
increase in commuter trips will increase demand for the El Dorado Hills and Cameron
Park park-n-ride lot, which operate at or near capacity. This is a significant impact.

Mitigation 33 - The project will provide a 100 to 120 space park-n-ride lot, which would accommodate

the estimated demand for park-n-ride facilities anticipated by the project. Therefore,
Implementation of the project, which includes park-n-ride facilities would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.

7.2.5 EMERGENCY ACCESS

Impact 34 -

The proposed project will provide two points of access from the US 50 / Bass Lake Road
and US 50 / Cambridge Road interchanges and an emergency vehicle access to the west
towards the Valley View and East Ridge Specific Plan areas for emergency vehicle access.
This is a less than significant impact.

Mitigation 34 - No mitigation required

=)
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8.0 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

8.11 SITE ACCESS

Proposed circulation for the Village of Marble
Valley Specific Plan is shown to the right. US 50
access will be through the US 50 / Bass Lake
Road and US 50 / Cambridge Road interchanges.
Marble Valley Parkway is proposed as a
continuous roadway connecting the Bass Lake
Road and Cambridge Road interchanges. A
portion of Marble Valley Parkway is outside the
plan area. Marble Lake Boulevard, which is
planned as a four- to two-lane roadway, will
provide be the primary access roadway with
major internal intersections along are planned as
roundabouts. Lime Rock Valley Boulevard will
extend east of Marble Lake Boulevard as a two-
lane roadway.

Figure 13 shows the proposed intersection e TERs Y oo (N)

mmm Lime Rock Valley Access Nono‘ Scale

layout and lane assumptions for Marble Lake
Boulevard necessary to support the Village of Marble Valley and the proposed Lime Rock Valley Specific
Plan, which is located just east of the proposed project given the planned access discussed above. The

following summarizes the key design features of the proposed intersections:

e Intersection 1- A two-lane roundabout with a northbound-to-eastbound right-turn bypass lane.

e Intersection 2 - A two-lane roundabout with a southbound-to-westbound right-turn bypass lane.

e Intersection 3 - A couplet intersection with one northbound and one southbound lane on
Marble Lake Boulevard (uncontrolled) and stop controls at all of the minor movements
(eastbound and westbound).

e Intersection 4 - A two-lane roundabout with a westbound-to-northbound right-turn bypass lane.

e Intersection 5 - A single lane roundabout.
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Marble Lake Boulevard would be four lanes from US 50 to just south of Intersection 2. As shown in Table

21, the study intersections would operate acceptably with the proposed lane configurations. Detailed input

assumptions and analysis results are included in Appendix A.
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Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis
March 2018

TABLE 21: PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS (ON-SITE INTERSECTIONS)

Intersection LOS Target (-:r;:\ittl LS/ Delay (seconds)
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
1. Marble Lake Boulevard (Intersection 1) D Roundabout c/17 D/27
2. Marble Lake Boulevard (Intersection 2) D Roundabout D/32 B/10
3.  Marble Lake Boulevard (Intersection 3) D SSSC D/34 D /30
Clgesstert o owsma o a
5.  Marble Lake Boulevard (Intersection 5) D Roundabout A/9 A/9

Notes:  SSSC = side-street stop-control, AWSC = all-way stop control

The average delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. For signalized and AWSC intersections, the delay shown is the average
control delay for the overall intersection. For Roundabout and SSSC intersections, the LOS and control delay for the worst
movement is shown. Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the procedures and methodology contained in the HCM
(TRB, 2000). Intersections 1-14, and 17-18 are analyzed in Synchro 7. Intersections 15-16 are analyzed in SimTraffic.

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2018

8.1.2 PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT EVALUATION

An evaluation of the need for traffic signal installation was conducted using the peak hour traffic signal
warrant methodologies from the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, January 2012. Tables
22 and 23 display the results of the peak hour volume warrant for existing and cumulative conditions,
respectively. Under existing conditions, all of the intersections evaluated would satisfy the peak hour signal
warrant during at least one peak hour except for the Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive intersection.

Under cumulative conditions, all intersections evaluated would satisfy the peak hour volume warrant.
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Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis

March 2018

TABLE 22: PEAK HOUR SIGNAL WARRANT EVALUATION - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Peak Hour Signal Warrant Met *

. . . _ i Existing + Project
Unsignalized Intersections Existing Conditions 9 )

Conditions

AM PM AM PM
4. Bass Lake Road / Country Club Drive Yes No Yes Yes
5. Bass Lake Road / US 50 WB Ramps No No Yes Yes
6. Bass Lake Road / US 50 EB Ramps No No Yes Yes
9. Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive No No No No
10. Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive No No Yes No
12. Cambridge Road / US 50 EB Ramps No Yes Yes Yes

Notes: !Based on the Peak Hour Volume warrant (for urban areas) contained in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (CA MUTCD), Caltrans, 2012.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018

TABLE 23: PEAK HOUR SIGNAL WARRANT EVALUATION - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Peak Hour Signal Warrant Met !

Cumulative + Project

Unsignalized Intersections Cumulative Conditions .
Conditions
AM PM AM PM
7. Marble Valley Road / Marble Mountain Road No No No No
9. Cambridge Road / Country Club Drive Yes Yes Yes Yes
10. Cambridge Road / Knollwood Drive Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note:  !Based on the Peak Hour Volume warrant (for urban areas) contained in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (CA MUTCD), Caltrans, 2012.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018
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This analysis is intended to examine the general correlation between the planned level of future

development and the need to install new traffic signals. It estimates future development-generated traffic
compared against a sub-set of the standard traffic signal warrants recommended in the Federal Highway
Administration Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD 2012 Edition. This analysis
should not serve as the only basis for deciding whether and when to install a signal. To reach such a
decision, the full set of warrants should be investigated based on field-measured, rather than forecast, traffic
data and a thorough study of traffic and roadway conditions by an experienced engineer. Furthermore, the
decision to install a signal should not be based solely upon the warrants, since the installation of signals
can lead to certain types of collisions. El Dorado County should undertake regular monitoring of actual
traffic conditions and accident data, and timely re-evaluation of the full set of warrants in order to prioritize

and program intersections for signalization.
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-003 Bass Lake-Serrano
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Bass L ake Rd BassL ake Rd Serrano Pkwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left\ Thr ‘ qu ‘ Ped ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Totd | Exclu. Total ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 0 0 146 0 0 0 0 28 16 0 0 44 4 0 29 0 33 0 223 223
07:15 0 108 23 0 131 0 0 0 0 26 20 0 0 46 11 0 35 0 46 0 223 223
07:30 0 144 20 0 164 0 0 0 0 30 13 0 0 43 7 0 63 0 70 0 277 277
07:45 0 149 23 0 172 0 0 0 0 22 32 0 0 54 7 0 69 0 76 0 302 302
Total 0 529 84 0 613 0 0 0 0| 106 81 0 0 187 29 0 196 0 225 0 1025 1025
08:00 0 107 22 0 129 0 0 0 0 29 36 0 0 65 13 0 42 2 55 2 249 251
08:15 0 104 20 0 124 0 0 0 0 25 19 0 0 44 10 0 51 0 61 0 229 229
08:30 0 93 9 0 102 0 0 0 0 21 14 0 0 35 16 0 37 0 53 0 190 190
08:45 0 76 23 0 99 0 0 0 0 18 26 0 0 44 5 0 40 1 45 1 188 189
Total 0 380 74 0 454 0 0 0 0 93 95 0 0 188 44 0 170 3 214 3 856 859
16:00 0 43 13 0 56 0 0 0 0 33 84 0 0 117 30 0 27 0 57 0 230 230
16:15 0 51 20 0 71 0 0 0 0 36 92 0 0 128 20 0 22 0 42 0 241 241
16:30 0 42 14 0 56 0 0 0 0 45 84 0 0 129 27 0 31 0 58 0 243 243
16:45 0 55 16 0 71 0 0 0 0 42 99 0 0 141 36 0 23 0 59 0 271 271
Total 0 191 63 0 254 0 0 0 0| 156 359 0 0 515 113 0 103 0 216 0 985 985
17:00 0 53 10 0 63 0 0 0 0 36 102 0 0 138 16 0 31 0 a7 0 248 248
17:15 0 55 14 0 69 0 0 0 0 31 102 0 0 133 30 0 26 0 56 0 258 258
17:30 0 50 14 0 64 0 0 0 0 38 91 0 0 129 29 0 25 0 54 0 247 247
17:45 0 51 19 0 70 0 0 0 0 36 95 0 0 131 26 0 25 0 51 0 252 252
Total 0 209 57 0 266 0 0 0 0| 141 390 0 0 531 101 0 107 0 208 0 1005 1005
Grand Total 0 1309 278 0 1587 0 0 0 0| 49% 925 0 0 1421 287 0 576 3 863 3 3871 3874
Apprch % 0 825 175 0 0 0 349 651 0 333 0 667
Total % 0 338 7.2 41 0 0 0 0| 128 239 0 36.7 7.4 0 149 22.3 0.1 99.9




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-003 Bass Lake-Serrano
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :2
BassLakeRd BassLakeRd Serrano Pkwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30

07:30 0 144 20 164 0 0 0 0 30 13 0 43 7 0 63 70 277

07:45 0 149 23 172 0 0 0 0 22 32 0 54 7 0 69 76 302

08:00 0 107 22 129 0 0 0 0 29 36 0 65 13 0 42 55 249

08:15 0 104 20 124 0 0 0 0 25 19 0 44 10 0 51 61 229
Total Volume 0 504 85 589 0 0 0 0 106 100 0 206 37 0 225 262 1057
% App. Total 0 85.6 14.4 0 0 0 51.5 48.5 0 141 0 85.9

PHF .000 .846 924 .856 .000 .000 .000 .000 .883 .694 .000 792 712 .000 .815 .862 .875




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-003 Bass Lake-Serrano
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :3

Bass Lake Rd

Out In Total
[ 137 [ 580 [_726

j{_i?ht TIru LEf:

Peak Hour Data
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E@ 4 T g £
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E o

o >

o _E c—> Peak Hour Begins at 07:30 «—3 5
g = 2o | o
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4Deft TIru Rigrh:
\_’_1

[ 726 [ 206 [_935
Out In Total
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-003 Bass Lake-Serrano
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :4
BassLakeRd BassLakeRd Serrano Pkwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45 0 55 16 71

0 0 0 0 42 99 0 141 36 0 23 59 271

17:00 0 53 10 63 0 0 0 0 36 102 0 138 16 0 31 47 248

17:15 0 55 14 69 0 0 0 0 31 102 0 133 30 0 26 56 258

17:30 0 50 14 64 0 0 0 0 38 91 0 129 29 0 25 54 247

Total Volume 0 213 54 267 0 0 0 0 147 394 0 541 111 0 105 216 1024
% App. Total 0 79.8 20.2 0 0 0 271.2 72.8 0 51.4 0 48.6

PHF .000 .968 .844 .940 .000 .000 .000 .000 875 .966 .000 .959 J71 .000 847 915 .945




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-003 Bass Lake-Serrano
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :5

Bass Lake Rd

Out In Total
[ s06 267 [ 772

j{_i?ht TIru LEf:

Peak Hour Data

- -
EE 4 T g £
- g North ;Q =
E o
o >
2 _E ﬁ c—> Peak Hour Begins at 16:45 «—3 5
@© = = o
g . = Unshifted = —
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[ 318 [ 544 [ 859
Out In Total
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-004 Bass Lake-Hollow Oak
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

BassL ake Rd Hollow Oak Dr BassL ake Rd Private Driveway
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time |_eft \ Thr \ R|q | Ped [ Awtoa | Left| Thru| Right | Peds | Ao | Left[ Thru [ Right | Peds | AmToa | Left | Thru | Right | Peds [ AmTod | goure | nouToa | int Totdl |
07:00 0 155 7 0 1 0 8 0 41 3 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 207 207
07:15 1 142 0 0 143 17 0 4 0 21 0 40 2 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 206 206
07:30 0 208 0 0 208 20 0 5 0 25 0 39 6 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 278 278
07:45 4 216 0 0 220 17 0 2 0 19 0 60 8 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 307 307
Totdl 5 721 0 0 726 61 0 12 0 73 0 180 19 0 199 0 0 0 0 0 0 998 998
08:00 3 147 0 0 150 13 0 1 0 14 0 61 15 0 76 0 0 0 0 0 0 240 240
08:15 3 149 0 0 152 7 0 3 0 10 0 39 1 0 40 0 0 0 1 0 1 202 203
08:30 3 119 1 0 123 7 0 0 0 7 0 35 5 0 40 0 0 0 1 0 1 170 171
08:45 2 118 0 0 120 4 0 3 0 7 0 43 3 0 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 173 173
Totdl 1 533 1 0 545 31 0 7 0 38 0 178 24 0 202 0 0 0 2 0 2 785 787
16:00 1 70 0 0 71 2 0 0 0 2 0 120 3 0 123 0 0 0 0 0 0 196 196
16:15 1 74 0 0 75 12 0 2 0 14 0 130 9 0 139 1 0 0 0 1 0 229 229
16:30 4 66 0 0 70 2 0 2 0 4 0 127 4 0 131 0 0 0 0 0 0 205 205
16:45 1 79 0 0 80 5 0 2 0 7 0 142 5 0 147 0 0 0 0 0 0 234 234
Totdl 7 289 0 0 296 21 0 6 0 27 0 519 21 0 540 1 0 0 0 1 0 864 864
17:00 3 76 0 0 79 4 0 0 0 4 0 143 10 0 153 0 0 0 0 0 0 236 236
17:15 2 79 0 0 81 3 0 2 0 5 0 133 12 0 145 0 0 0 0 0 0 231 231
17:30 0 74 0 0 74 6 0 2 0 8 0 131 13 0 144 0 0 1 0 1 0 227 227
17:45 2 76 0 0 78 5 0 0 0 5 0 136 3 0 139 0 0 0 0 0 0 222 222
Totdl 7 305 0 0 312 18 0 4 0 22 0 543 38 0 581 0 0 1 0 1 0 916 916
Grand Total 30 1848 1 0 1879 131 0 29 0 160 0 1420 102 0 1522 1 0 1 2 2 2 3563 3565
Apprch % 16 984 0.1 81.9 0 181 0 933 6.7 50 0 50
Total % 08 519 0 52.7 37 0 08 45 0 399 2.9 27 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 99.9
BassL ake Rd Hollow Oak Dr Bass Lake Rd Private Driveway
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru| Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15
07:15 1 142 0 143 17 0 4 21 0 40 2 42 0 0 0 0 206
07:30 0 208 0 208 20 0 5 25 0 39 6 45 0 0 0 0 278
07:45 4 216 0 220 17 0 2 19 0 60 8 68 0 0 0 0 307
08:00 3 147 0 150 13 0 1 14 0 61 15 76 0 0 0 0 240
Total Volume 8 713 0 721 67 0 12 79 0 200 31 231 0 0 0 0 1031




% App. Tota 11 98.9 0 84.8 0 15.2 0 86.6 134 0 0 0
PHF .500 .825 .000 .819 .838 .000 .600 .790 .000 .820 517 .760 .000 .000 .000 .000 .840
Bass Lake Rd
Out In Total
[ 212 [ 728 [ 93}
f_if’ht TIru Lﬁfi
Peak Hour Data
©< M
) g North = ©f7 4
2 =N 9l
[ g ™ ol
£ E[ 24’ ; BT 3 53
% £ Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 3 3 > g
g = Unshifted - g
f5] L2 g L
B
Left Thru Rigjht
[ 780 [ 231 [ 101k
Out In Total
Rass | oo Pd
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45 1 79 0 80 5 0 2 7 0 142 5 147 0 0 0 0 234
17:00 3 76 0 79 4 0 0 4 0 143 10 153 0 0 0 0 236
17:15 2 79 0 81 3 0 2 5 0 133 12 145 0 0 0 0 231
17:30 0 74 0 74 6 0 2 8 0 131 13 144 0 0 1 1 227
Total Volume 6 308 0 314 18 0 6 24 0 549 40 589 0 0 1 1 928
% App. Tota 1.9 98.1 0 75 0 25 0 93.2 6.8 0 0 100
PHF .500 .975 .000 .969 .750 .000 .750 .750 .000 .960 .769 .962 .000 .000 .250 .250 .983




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-004 Bass Lake-Hollow Oak
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :3

Bass Lake Rd

Out In Total
[ 555 [ 31k [_86d

j{_i?ht TIru LEf:

Peak Hour Data

o | ]
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-005 Bass Lake-Old Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

BassLakeRd BassLakeRd Old Bass L ake Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left\ Thr ‘ qu ‘ Ped ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Totd | Exclu. Total ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 0 156 0 156 0 0 0 0 0 44 0 0 44 0 0 1 0 1 0 201 201
07:15 0 161 O 0 161 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 0 43 0 0 2 0 2 0 206 206
07:30 0 222 0 0 222 0 0 0 0 1 44 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 267 267
07:45 0 237 0 0 237 0 0 0 0 0 68 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 305 305
Total 0 776 0 0 776 0 0 0 0 1 199 0 0 200 0 0 3 0 3 0 979 979
08:00 0 164 0 0 164 0 0 0 0 0 76 0 0 76 1 0 2 0 3 0 243 243
08:15 0 166 0 0 166 0 0 0 0 3 40 0 0 43 0 0 0 1 0 1 209 210
08:30 0 131 0 0 131 0 0 0 0 1 43 0 0 44 0 0 1 0 1 0 176 176
08:45 0 117 0 0 117 0 0 0 0 0 47 0 0 47 0 0 0 1 0 1 164 165
Total 0 578 0 0 578 0 0 0 0 4 206 0 0 210 1 0 3 2 4 2 792 794
16:00 0 72 0 0 72 0 0 0 0 1 120 0 0 121 1 0 2 0 3 0 196 196
16:15 0 86 0 0 86 0 0 0 0 0 140 0 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 226 226
16:30 0 70 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 2 130 0 0 132 1 0 0 0 1 0 203 203
16:45 0 80 0 0 80 0 0 0 0 1 143 0 0 144 0 0 1 0 1 0 225 225
Total 0 308 0 0 308 0 0 0 0 4 533 0 0 537 2 0 3 0 5 0 850 850
17:00 0 79 0 0 79 0 0 0 0 0 159 0 0 159 1 0 0 0 1 0 239 239
17:15 0 85 0 0 85 0 0 0 0 1 147 0 0 148 0 0 1 0 1 0 234 234
17:30 0 82 0 0 82 0 0 0 0 1 141 0 0 142 0 0 1 0 1 0 225 225
17:45 0 86 0 0 86 0 0 0 0 0 143 0 0 143 0 0 1 0 1 0 230 230
Total 0 332 0 0 332 0 0 0 0 2 590 0 0 592 1 0 3 0 4 0 928 928
Grand Total 0 1994 0 0 1994 0 0 0 0 11 1528 0 0 1539 4 0 12 2 16 2 3549 3551
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 0 0 07 993 0 25 0 75
Total % 0 562 0 56.2 0 0 0 0 03 431 0 434 0.1 0 0.3 0.5 0.1 99.9




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-005 Bass Lake-Old Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :2
BassL ake Rd Bass Lake Rd Old Bass Lake Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30

07:30 0 222 0 222 0 0 0 0 1 44 0 45 0 0 0 0 267

07:45 0 237 0 237 0 0 0 0 0 68 0 68 0 0 0 0 305

08:00 0 164 0 164 0 0 0 0 0 76 0 76 1 0 2 3 243

08:15 0 166 0 166 0 0 0 0 3 40 0 43 0 0 0 0 209

Total Volume 0 789 0 789 0 0 0 0 4 228 0 232 1 0 2 3 1024
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 17 98.3 0 33.3 0 66.7

PHF .000 .832 .000 .832 .000 .000 .000 .000 .333 .750 .000 .763 .250 .000 .250 .250 .839




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-005 Bass Lake-Old Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :3

Bass Lake Rd

Out In Total
[ 220 [ 780 [_101B

j{_i?ht TIru LEf:

Peak Hour Data
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-005 Bass Lake-Old Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :4
BassLakeRd BassLake Rd Old Bass LakeRd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00
17:00 0 79 0 79 0 0 0 0 0 159 0 159 1 0 0 1 239
17:15 0 85 0 85 0 0 0 0 1 147 0 148 0 0 1 1 234
17:30 0 82 0 82 0 0 0 0 1 141 0 142 0 0 1 1 225
17:45 0 86 0 86 0 0 0 0 0 143 0 143 0 0 1 1 230
Total Volume 0 332 0 332 0 0 0 0 2 590 0 592 1 0 3 4 928
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0.3 99.7 0 25 0 75
PHF .000 .965 .000 .965 .000 .000 .000 .000 .500 .928 .000 931 .250 .000 .750 1.000 971




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-005 Bass Lake-Old Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :5

Bass Lake Rd

Out In Total
[ s0f [ 33 [ o2}

j{_i?ht TIru LEf:

Peak Hour Data
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-006 Bass Lake-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Bass L ake Rd Country Club Dr BassL ake Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thr ‘ R|q ‘ Ped ‘ App. Total L eft ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ App. Tota | Exclu. Total ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 155 0 159 32 0 3 0 35 0 42 8 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 244 244
07:15 6 162 O 0 168 37 0 3 0 40 0 42 12 0 54 0 0 0 0 0 262 262
07:30 43 174 0 0 217 48 0 12 0 60 0 34 28 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 339 339
07:45 60 178 0 0 238 55 0 24 0 79 0 45 53 0 98 0 0 0 0 0 415 415
Total 113 669 0 0 782 172 0 42 0 214 0 163 101 0 264 0 0 0 0 0 1260 1260
08:00 14 155 0 0 169 55 0 28 0 83 0 46 18 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 316 316
08:15 16 150 0 0 166 29 0 10 0 39 0 34 25 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 264 264
08:30 5 133 0 0 138 17 0 5 0 22 0 40 15 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 215 215
08:45 9 108 0 0 117 16 0 9 0 25 0 37 11 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 190 190
Total a4 546 0 0 590 117 0 52 0 169 0 157 69 0 226 0 0 0 0 0 985 985
16:00 6 71 0 0 77 20 0 5 0 25 0 116 37 0 153 0 0 0 0 0 255 255
16:15 15 71 0 0 86 11 0 11 0 22 0 131 37 0 168 0 0 0 0 0 276 276
16:30 10 59 0 0 69 9 0 19 0 28 0 115 32 0 147 0 0 0 0 0 244 244
16:45 15 69 0 0 84 13 0 8 0 21 0 135 47 0 182 0 0 0 0 0 287 287
Total 46 270 0 0 316 53 0 43 0 96 0 497 153 0 650 0 0 0 0 0 1062 1062
17:00 8 72 0 0 80 13 0 12 0 25 0 149 38 0 187 0 0 0 0 0 292 292
17:15 13 73 0 0 86 16 0 9 0 25 0 139 14 0 183 0 0 0 0 0 294 294
17:30 11 70 0 0 81 15 0 14 0 29 0 131 34 0 165 0 0 0 0 0 275 275
17:45 15 72 0 0 87 16 0 5 0 21 0 136 35 0 171 0 0 0 0 0 279 279
Total 47 287 0 0 334 60 0 40 0 100 0 555 151 0 706 0 0 0 0 0 1140 1140
Grand Tota 250 1772 0 0 2022 402 0 177 0 579 0 1372 474 0 1846 0 0 0 0 0 4447 4447
Apprch % 124 876 0 69.4 0 306 0 743 257 0 0 0
Total % 56 39.8 0 455 9 0 4 13 0 309 10.7 415 0 0 0 0 0 100




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-006 Bass Lake-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
PageNo :2
BassL ake Rd Country Club Dr Bass Lake Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30

07:30 43 174 0 217 48 0 12 60 0 34 28 62 0 0 0 0 339

07:45 60 178 0 238 55 0 24 79 0 45 53 98 0 0 0 0 415

08:00 14 155 0 169 55 0 28 83 0 46 18 64 0 0 0 0 316

08:15 16 150 0 166 29 0 10 39 0 34 25 59 0 0 0 0 264
Total Volume 133 657 0 790 187 0 74 261 0 159 124 283 0 0 0 0 1334
% App. Total 16.8 83.2 0 71.6 0 28.4 0 56.2 43.8 0 0 0

PHF .554 .923 .000 .830 .850 .000 .661 .786 .000 .864 .585 722 .000 .000 .000 .000 .804




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-006 Bass Lake-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :3

Bass Lake Rd

Out In Total
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-006 Bass Lake-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :4
BassL ake Rd Country Club Dr Bass Lake Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45

16:45 15 69 0 84 13 0 8 21 0 135 47 182 0 0 0 0 287

17:00 8 2 0 80 13 0 12 25 0 149 38 187 0 0 0 0 292

17:15 13 73 0 86 16 0 9 25 0 139 44 183 0 0 0 0 294

17:30 11 70 0 81 15 0 14 29 0 131 34 165 0 0 0 0 275
Total Volume 47 284 0 331 57 0 43 100 0 554 163 717 0 0 0 0 1148
% App. Total 14.2 85.8 0 57 0 43 0 77.3 22.7 0 0 0

PHF .783 973 .000 .962 .891 .000 .768 .862 .000 .930 .867 .959 .000 .000 .000 .000 .976




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-006 Bass Lake-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :5

Bass Lake Rd

Out Total
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-001 Bass Lake-US50 WB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Bass L ake Road US-50 Westbound Ramps Bass L ake Road US-50 Westbound Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time |_eft \ Thr | Rig| Ped | Ao | Left| Thru| Right | Peds | amTod | Left | Thru| Right | Peds | Amtoa | Left | Thru| Right | Peds | AspTod | couras | inouTow | int Tota |
07:00 173 0 188 1 0 20 0 21 2 30 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 241 241
07:15 o 36 161 0 197 0 0 22 0 22 4 33 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 256 256
07:30 0 28 194 0 222 1 0 16 0 17 6 46 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 201 291
07:45 0 46 191 0 237 3 0 33 0 41 1 63 0 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 342 342
Totdl 0 125 719 0 844 5 0 9 0 101 13 172 0 0 185 0 0 0 0 0 0 1130 1130
08:00 0 29 178 0 207 2 0 22 0 24 5 40 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 276 276
08:15 0 30 145 0 175 1 0 17 0 18 9 40 0 0 49 0 0 0 1 0 1 242 243
08:30 0 33 121 0 154 1 0 18 0 19 6 38 0 0 44 0 0 0 1 0 1 217 218
08:45 0 24 101 0 125 1 1 14 0 16 6 33 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 180 180
Totdl 0 116 545 0 661 5 1 71 0 77 26 151 0 0 177 0 0 0 2 0 2 915 917
16:00 0 23 66 0 89 3 0 25 0 28 4 132 0 0 136 0 0 0 0 0 0 253 253
16:15 0 22 57 0 79 1 0 25 0 26 3 139 0 0 142 0 0 0 0 0 0 247 247
16:30 0 21 53 0 74 5 0 24 0 29 5 126 0 0 131 0 0 0 0 0 0 234 234
16:45 0 25 58 0 83 1 0 29 0 30 2 150 0 0 152 0 0 0 0 0 0 265 265
Totdl 0 91 234 0 325 10 0 103 0 113 14 547 0 0 561 0 0 0 0 0 0 999 999
17:00 0 27 56 0 83 3 0 31 0 34 3 154 0 0 157 0 0 0 0 0 0 274 274
17:15 0 26 63 0 89 2 0 41 0 43 4 145 0 0 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 281 281
17:30 0 20 65 0 85 1 1 23 0 25 3 143 0 0 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 256 256
17:45 0 21 65 0 86 3 1 31 0 35 1 138 0 0 139 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 260
Totdl 0 94 249 0 343 9 2 126 0 137 1 580 0 0 501 0 0 0 0 0 0 1071 1071
Grand Total 0 426 1747 0 2173 29 3 39 0 428 64 1450 0 0 1514 0 0 0 2 0 2 4115 4117
Apprch % 0 196 804 6.8 07 925 42 958 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 104 425 52.8 0.7 0.1 9.6 104 16 352 0 36.8 0 0 0 0 0 100
Bass L ake Road US-50 Westbound Ramps Bass L ake Road US-50 Westbound Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru| Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15
07:15 0 36 161 197 0 0 22 22 4 33 0 37 0 0 0 0 256
07:30 0 28 194 222 1 0 16 17 6 46 0 52 0 0 0 0 291
07:45 0 46 191 237 3 0 38 41 1 63 0 64 0 0 0 0 342
08:00 0 29 178 207 2 0 22 24 5 40 0 45 0 0 0 0 276
Total Volume 0 139 724 863 6 0 93 104 16 182 0 198 0 0 0 0 1165




% App. Tota 0 16.1 83.9 5.8 94.2 8.1 91.9
PHF .000 .755 .933 .910 .500 .645 .634 .667 722 773 .852
Bass Lake Road
Out In Total
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RBaogcs | oko Raad
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45 0 25 58 83 1 0 29 30 2 150 0 152 0 0 0 0 265
17:00 0 27 56 83 3 0 31 34 3 154 0 157 0 0 0 0 274
17:15 0 26 63 89 2 0 41 43 4 145 0 149 0 0 0 0 281
17:30 0 20 65 85 1 1 23 25 3 143 0 146 0 0 0 0 256
Total Volume 0 98 242 340 7 1 124 132 12 592 0 604 0 0 0 0 1076
% App. Total 0 28.8 71.2 53 .8 93.9 2 98 0 0 0 0
PHF .000 .907 931 .955 .583 .756 767 .750 .961 .962 .957




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-001 Bass Lake-US50 WB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :3

Bass Lake Road
Out In Total
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-002 Bass Lake-US50 EB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

BassL ake Rd US 50 EB Ramps BassL ake Rd US 50 EB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time |_eft \ Thr \ R|q | Ped [ Awtoa | Left| Thru| Right | Peds | Ao | Left[ Thru [ Right | Peds | AmToa | Left | Thru | Right | Peds [ AmTod | goure | nouToa | int Totdl |
07:00 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 30 0 3 0 33 0 52 52
07:15 34 1 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4 0 10 30 0 2 0 32 0 77 77
07:30 26 3 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 8 45 0 0 0 45 0 82 82
07:45 45 4 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 64 0 1 0 65 0 116 116
Totdl 121 8 0 0 129 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 6 0 23 169 0 6 0 175 0 327 327
08:00 30 1 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 37 0 0 0 37 0 74 74
08:15 31 0 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 1 40 1 4 2 45 2 87 89
08:30 32 2 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 40 1 0 0 4 0 80 80
08:45 24 1 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 7 35 0 2 0 37 0 69 69
Totdl 117 4 0 0 121 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 3 0 29 152 2 6 2 160 2 310 312
16:00 28 1 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 130 0 3 0 133 0 167 167
16:15 18 2 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 144 0 5 0 149 0 170 170
16:30 21 2 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 6 123 0 6 0 129 0 158 158
16:45 27 2 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 155 0 5 0 160 0 193 193
Totdl 94 7 0 0 101 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 6 0 16 552 0 19 0 571 0 688 688
17:00 28 4 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 6 150 2 5 0 157 0 195 195
17:15 25 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 149 0 4 0 153 0 182 182
17:30 19 1 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 144 0 4 0 148 0 169 169
17:45 25 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 6 136 0 3 0 139 0 170 170
Totdl o7 5 0 0 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 5 0 17 579 2 16 0 507 0 716 716
Grand Total 429 24 0 0 453 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 20 0 85 | 1452 4 47 2 1503 2 2041 2043
Apprch% | 947 53 0 0 0 0 0 765 235 9.6 03 31
Total % 21 12 0 222 0 0 0 0 0 32 1 42 | 7na 0.2 2.3 736 0.1 99.9
BassLakeRd US 50 EB Ramps BassLakeRd US 50 EB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru| Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30
07:30 26 3 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 8 45 0 0 45 82
07:45 45 4 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 64 0 1 65 116
08:00 30 1 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 37 0 0 37 74
08:15 31 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 11 40 1 4 45 87
Total Volume 132 8 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 24 3 27 186 1 5 192 359




% App. Total 94.3 57 0 0 0 0 0 88.9 111 96.9 0.5 2.6

PHF 733 .500 .000 714 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .600 375 .614 727 .250 313 .738 774

Bass Lake Rd
Out In Total
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Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45 27 2 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 155 0 5 160 193
17:00 28 4 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 6 150 2 5 157 195
17:15 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4 149 0 4 153 182
17:30 19 1 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 144 0 4 148 169
Total Volume 99 7 0 106 0 0 0 0 0 12 3 15 598 2 18 618 739
% App. Total 934 6.6 0 0 0 0 0 80 20 96.8 0.3 29
PHF .884 438 .000 .828 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .600 .750 .625 .965 .250 .900 .966 .947




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-002 Bass Lake-US50 EB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :3

Bass Lake Rd
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-007 Bass Lake-Marble Mountain
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Bass Lake Rd Bass Lake Rd Marble Mountain Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left\ Thr ‘ qu ‘ Ped ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Totd | Exclu. Total ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 7 7
07:15 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 8 0 12 12
07:30 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 6 0 9 9
07:45 0 2 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 7 7
Total 0 6 7 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 18 0 0 0 18 0 35 35
08:00 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 4 0 7 7
08:15 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 6 0 0 2 6 2 15 17
08:30 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 3 0 7 7
08:45 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 4 0 1 0 5 0 10 10
Total 0 4 5 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12 17 0 1 2 18 2 39 41
16:00 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 9 9
16:15 0 4 3 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 8 8
16:30 0 1 6 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 13 13
16:45 0 3 4 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 11 11
Total 0 8 17 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 10 0 0 0 10 0 41 41
17:00 0 3 6 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 5 0 15 15
17:15 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 9 9
17:30 0 1 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 6 6
17:45 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 9 9
Total 0 5 17 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 13 0 0 0 13 0 39 39
Grand Tota 0 23 46 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 26 58 0 1 2 59 2 154 156
Apprch % 0 333 667 0 0 0 0 100 0 98.3 0 17
Total % 0 149 299 4.8 0 0 0 0 0 169 0 169 | 377 0 0.6 38.3 13 98.7




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-007 Bass Lake-Marble Mountain
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :2
BassL ake Rd Bass Lake Rd Marble Mountain Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00

08:00 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4 0 0 4 7

08:15 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 6 0 0 6 15

08:30 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 0 0 3 7

08:45 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 4 0 1 5 10
Total Volume 0 4 5 9 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 12 17 0 1 18 39
% App. Total 0 44.4 55.6 0 0 0 0 100 0 94.4 0 5.6

PHF .000 .500 313 .563 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .600 .000 .600 .708 .000 .250 .750 .650




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-007 Bass Lake-Marble Mountain
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :3

Bass Lake Rd

Out Total
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-007 Bass Lake-Marble Mountain
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :4
BassL ake Rd Bass Lake Rd Marble Mountain Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |

Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:30

16:30 0 1 6 7 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 3 3 0 0 3 13

16:45 0 3 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 1 0 0 1 11

17:00 0 3 6 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 0 0 5 15

17:15 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 1 0 0 1 9
Total Volume 0 7 21 28 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 10 0 0 10 48
% App. Total 0 25 75 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 0 0

PHF .000 .583 875 778 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .833 .000 .833 .500 .000 .000 .500 .800




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-007 Bass Lake-Marble Mountain
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :5

Bass Lake Rd
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-008 Marble Ridge-Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

BassLakeRd BassLakeRd Marble Ridge Road
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left\ Thr ‘ qu ‘ Ped ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right‘ Peds ‘ App. Totd | Exclu. Total ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 3
07:15 0 1 O 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2
07:30 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2
07:45 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
Total 0 3 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 10 10
08:00 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 3
08:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 5 5
08:30 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 4 4
08:45 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 5 5
Total 0 1 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 11 0 17 17
16:15 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
16:30 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 5 5
16:45 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 6 6
Total 0 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 14 14
17:00 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 3
17:15 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 4 4
17:30 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
17:45 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 9 9
Grand Total 0 4 20 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 25 0 0 0 25 0 50 50
Apprch % 0 167 833 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 0 0
Tota % 0 8 40 48 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 50 0 0 50 0 100




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-008 Marble Ridge-Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
PageNo :2
BassL ake Rd Bass Lake Rd Marble Ridge Road
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00
08:00 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 3
08:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 5
08:30 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 4
08:45 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 5
Total Volume 0 1 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 11 0 0 11 17
% App. Total 0 20 80 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 0 0
PHF .000 .250 .500 .625 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .250 .000 .250 .550 .000 .000 .550 .850




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-008 Marble Ridge-Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :3

Bass Lake Rd
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-008 Marble Ridge-Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
PageNo :4
BassL ake Rd Bass Lake Rd Marble Ridge Road
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru[ Right[ App. Tota Left |  Thru| Right | App. Tota Left | Thru] Right| App. Tota Left| Thru| Right] App.Total | Int. Tota |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:30
16:30 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 5
16:45 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 6
17:00 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
17:15 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 4
Total Volume 0 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 10 18
% App. Total 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0
PHF .000 .000 .667 .667 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .833 .000 .000 .833 .750




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-008 Marble Ridge-Bass Lake
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :5
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-014 Cambridge-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date :5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Cambridge Dr Country Club Dr Cambridge Dr Country Club Dr
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Exclu. Tota ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 5 72 7 0 84 20 4 3 0 27 3 20 9 0 32 3 3 2 0 8 0 151 151
07:15 3 86 13 1 102 19 7 7 0 33 1 17 9 0 27 5 6 6 1 17 2 179 181
07:30 7 97 32 0 136 35 34 3 0 72 4 22 11 0 37 18 20 12 0 50 0 295 295
07:45 1 84 33 0 118 18 14 1 0 33 4 37 7 0 48 34 32 7 0 73 0 272 272
Tota 16 339 85 1 440 92 59 14 0 165 12 96 36 0 144 60 61 27 1 148 2 897 899
08:00 4 78 13 0 95 16 11 2 0 29 3 27 8 0 38 12 8 4 0 24 0 186 186
08:15 5 63 6 0 74 12 6 4 0 22 1 31 7 0 39 4 2 3 0 9 0 144 144
08:30 1 71 9 0 81 9 3 0 0 12 1 17 10 0 28 5 3 2 0 10 0 131 131
08:45 6 68 9 0 83 9 11 7 0 27 3 28 4 1 35 12 7 2 0 21 1 166 167
Total 16 280 37 0 333 46 31 13 0 90 8 103 29 1 140 33 20 11 0 64 1 627 628
16:00 10 56 14 0 80 15 9 13 0 37 7 82 25 0 114 6 24 6 0 36 0 267 267
16:15 8 55 15 0 78 19 14 3 0 36 2 79 22 0 103 13 15 2 0 30 0 247 247
16:30 5 56 14 0 75 12 12 8 0 32 5 83 27 0 115 13 11 3 0 27 0 249 249
16:45 6 52 12 0 70 11 20 6 0 37 5 92 19 0 116 9 10 4 0 23 0 246 246
Tota 29 219 55 0 303 57 55 30 0 142 19 336 93 0 448 41 60 15 0 116 0 1009 1009
17:00 7 53 19 0 79 11 17 7 0 35 4 87 23 0 114 12 9 6 0 27 0 255 255
17:15 8 50 17 0 75 3 13 4 0 20 3 90 30 1 123 16 8 6 0 30 1 248 249
17:30 5 59 24 0 88 12 16 13 0 41 1 94 17 0 112 19 13 2 0 34 0 275 275
17:45 4 46 18 0 68 11 23 9 0 43 9 89 27 0 125 14 7 5 0 26 0 262 262
Total 24 208 78 0 310 37 69 33 0 139 17 360 97 1 474 61 37 19 0 117 1 1040 1041
Grand Total 85 1046 255 1 1386 232 214 90 0 536 56 895 255 2 1206 195 178 72 1 445 4 3573 3577
Apprch % 6.1 75.5 18.4 43.3 39.9 16.8 4.6 74.2 21.1 43.8 40 16.2
Total % 24 29.3 7.1 38.8 6.5 6 25 15 16 25 7.1 33.8 55 5 2 12.5 0.1 99.9
Cambridge Dr Country Club Dr Cambridge Dr Country Club Dr
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Rignt | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Total Left| Thru| Right | App. Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15
07:15 3 86 13 102 19 7 7 33 1 17 9 27 5 6 6 17 179
07:30 7 97 32 136 35 34 3 72 4 22 11 37 18 20 12 50 295
07:45 1 84 33 118 18 14 1 33 4 37 7 48 34 32 7 73 272
08:00 4 78 13 95 16 11 2 29 3 27 8 38 12 8 4 24 186
Total Volume 15 345 91 451 88 66 13 167 12 103 35 150 69 66 29 164 932
% App. Total 3.3 76.5 20.2 52.7 39.5 7.8 8 68.7 23.3 42.1 40.2 17.7




Country Club Dr

In Total
164 333

Out
169

[ 29[ e6] 69]

‘Rl?ht TTU Le[t’

Cambridge Dr
Out Total

In
185 451 636

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:15
Unshifted

ino

€8¢ /91 9Ll
leloL uj
13 qn|o Aunod

]
[ a62] [ 150 [ e12]
Out In Total
Cambridge Dr.
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00
17:00 7 53 19 79 11 17 7 35 4 87 23 114 12 9 6 27 255
17:15 8 50 17 75 3 13 4 20 3 90 30 123 16 8 6 30 248
17:30 5 59 24 88 12 16 13 41 1 94 17 112 19 13 2 34 275
17:45 4 46 18 68 11 23 9 43 9 89 27 125 14 7 5 26 262
Total Volume 24 208 78 310 37 69 33 139 17 360 97 474 61 37 19 117 1040
% App. Total 7.7 67.1 25.2 26.6 49.6 237 3.6 75.9 20.5 52.1 31.6 16.2
PHF .750 .881 .813 .881 771 .750 .635 .808 472 .957 .808 .948 .803 712 792 .860 .945




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-014 Cambridge-Country Club
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date :5/17/2012
PageNo :3
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-013 Cambridge-Knollwood
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date :5/17/2012

Page No :1

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Cambridge Rd Knollwood Dr Cambridge Rd Knollwood Dr
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Exclu. Tota ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 0 92 0 0 92 0 0 0 0 0 15 31 1 0 47 0 0 37 0 37 0 176 176
07:15 0 115 1 0 116 1 0 0 0 1 14 26 0 0 40 0 0 35 0 35 0 192 192
07:30 0 139 1 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 48 33 1 0 82 4 0 71 0 75 0 297 297
07:45 1 109 4 0 114 1 0 0 0 1 30 52 0 0 82 0 0 75 0 75 0 272 272
Tota 1 455 6 0 462 2 0 0 0 2 107 142 2 0 251 4 0 218 0 222 0 937 937
08:00 0 96 1 0 97 0 0 0 0 0 27 34 1 0 62 1 0 54 1 55 1 214 215
08:15 0 79 0 0 79 0 1 0 1 1 15 36 1 0 52 1 0 37 0 38 1 170 171
08:30 0 81 1 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 22 28 0 0 50 0 0 42 0 42 0 174 174
08:45 1 68 3 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 17 34 1 0 52 0 1 25 0 26 0 150 150
Total 1 324 5 0 330 0 1 0 1 1 81 132 3 0 216 2 1 158 1 161 2 708 710
16:00 0 73 5 0 78 1 0 2 0 3 40 109 0 0 149 3 0 26 0 29 0 259 259
16:15 0 74 2 0 76 0 0 1 0 1 38 106 1 0 145 3 0 21 0 24 0 246 246
16:30 1 70 2 0 73 0 0 2 0 2 39 102 0 0 141 5 0 26 0 31 0 247 247
16:45 0 63 3 0 66 0 0 3 0 3 42 113 1 0 156 2 1 24 0 27 0 252 252
Tota 1 280 12 0 293 1 0 8 0 9 159 430 2 0 591 13 1 97 0 111 0 1004 1004
17:00 0 69 1 0 70 2 0 1 0 3 41 114 0 0 155 1 0 34 0 35 0 263 263
17:15 2 56 1 0 59 0 1 1 0 2 62 120 0 0 182 2 0 29 0 31 0 274 274
17:30 0 68 4 1 72 2 1 0 0 3 45 112 0 0 157 2 0 29 1 31 2 263 265
17:45 0 57 3 0 60 0 1 0 0 1 45 116 0 0 161 2 0 30 0 32 0 254 254
Total 2 250 9 1 261 4 3 2 0 9 193 462 0 0 655 7 0 122 1 129 2 1054 1056
Grand Total 5 1309 32 1 1346 7 4 10 1 21 540 1166 7 0 1713 26 2 595 2 623 4 3703 3707
Apprch % 0.4 97.3 2.4 333 19 476 315 68.1 0.4 4.2 0.3 95.5
Total % 0.1 353 0.9 36.3 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.6 14.6 315 0.2 46.3 0.7 0.1 16.1 16.8 0.1 99.9
Cambridge Rd Knollwood Dr Cambridge Rd Knollwood Dr
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Rignt | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Total Left| Thru| Right | App. Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15
07:15 0 115 1 116 1 0 0 1 14 26 0 40 0 0 35 35 192
07:30 0 139 1 140 0 0 0 0 48 33 1 82 4 0 71 75 297
07:45 1 109 4 114 1 0 0 1 30 52 0 82 0 0 75 75 272
08:00 0 96 1 97 0 0 0 0 27 34 1 62 1 0 54 55 214
Total Volume 1 459 7 467 2 0 0 2 119 145 2 266 5 0 235 240 975
% App. Total 0.2 98.3 15 100 0 0 44.7 54.5 0.8 21 0 97.9
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Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00
17:00 0 69 1 70 2 0 1 3 41 114 0 155 1 0 35 263
17:15 2 56 1 59 0 1 1 2 62 120 0 182 2 0 31 274
17:30 0 68 4 72 2 1 0 3 45 112 0 157 2 0 31 263
17:45 0 57 3 60 0 1 0 1 45 116 0 161 2 0 32 254
Total Volume 2 250 9 261 4 3 2 9 193 462 0 655 7 0 129 1054
% App. Total 0.8 95.8 34 44.4 22.2 29.5 70.5 0 54 0
PHF .250 .906 .563 .906 .500 .500 .750 778 .963 .000 .900 00 .921 .962




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-013 Cambridge-Knollwood
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date :5/17/2012
PageNo :3
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-012 Cambridge-US50 WB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
Cambridge Rd US 50 WB Ramps Cambridge Rd US 50 WB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Exclu. Tota ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 83 40 10 0 133 6 38 29 0 73 7 20 21 0 48 3 32 10 0 45 0 299 299
07:15 79 51 16 0 146 5 74 15 0 94 32 19 10 0 61 6 43 31 0 80 0 381 381
07:30 83 71 55 0 209 3 114 48 0 165 47 27 17 0 91 16 41 81 0 138 0 603 603
07:45 93 70 15 0 178 9 39 38 0 86 30 25 12 0 67 17 70 67 0 154 0 485 485
Tota 338 232 96 0 666 23 265 130 0 418 116 91 60 0 267 42 186 189 0 417 0 1768 1768
08:00 80 57 10 0 147 8 43 40 0 91 9 18 12 0 39 8 30 36 0 74 0 351 351
08:15 54 57 13 1 124 3 28 20 0 51 10 21 11 0 42 13 36 20 0 69 1 286 287
08:30 63 46 10 0 119 4 21 30 0 55 9 12 11 0 32 7 21 14 0 42 0 248 248
08:45 65 29 9 0 103 14 39 29 0 82 19 20 13 0 52 4 26 20 0 50 0 287 287
Total 262 189 42 1 493 29 131 119 0 279 47 71 47 0 165 32 113 90 0 235 1 1172 1173
16:00 32 50 13 0 95 5 26 55 0 86 32 85 11 0 128 16 14 42 0 72 0 381 381
16:15 38 43 10 0 96 9 41 40 0 90 30 81 6 0 117 15 15 32 0 62 0 365 365
16:30 44 43 13 0 100 14 36 35 0 85 39 87 8 0 134 6 15 43 0 64 0 383 383
16:45 28 31 25 0 84 17 51 54 0 122 51 75 7 0 133 13 17 36 0 66 0 405 405
Tota 142 172 61 0 375 45 154 184 0 383 152 328 32 0 512 50 61 153 0 264 0 1534 1534
17:00 33 a7 20 0 100 8 53 42 1 103 24 92 12 0 128 15 18 39 0 72 1 403 404
17:15 23 50 15 0 88 7 52 67 0 126 43 84 6 0 133 23 22 43 0 88 0 435 435
17:30 44 37 10 0 91 11 54 438 0 113 48 93 9 0 150 11 16 43 0 70 0 424 424
17:45 29 34 19 0 82 13 46 47 0 106 36 93 6 0 135 15 20 46 0 81 0 404 404
Total 129 168 64 0 361 39 205 204 1 448 151 362 33 0 546 64 76 171 0 311 1 1666 1667
Grand Total 871 761 263 1 1895 136 755 637 1 1528 466 852 172 0 1490 188 436 603 0 1227 2 6140 6142
Apprch % 46 402 13.9 89 494 417 313 57.2 115 153 355 49.1
Total % 14.2 124 4.3 30.9 2.2 12.3 104 24.9 7.6 13.9 2.8 24.3 31 7.1 9.8 20 0 100
Cambridge Rd US 50 WB Ramps Cambridge Rd US 50 WB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left]| Thru| Right | App. Total Left] Thru| Right | App. Total Left| Thru| Right | App. Total Left] Thru| Right| App.Total | Int. Total ]
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15
07:15 79 51 16 146 5 74 15 94 32 19 10 61 6 43 31 80 381
07:30 83 71 55 209 3 114 48 165 47 27 17 91 16 41 81 138 603
07:45 93 70 15 178 9 39 38 86 30 25 12 67 17 70 67 154 485
08:00 80 57 10 147 8 43 40 91 9 18 12 39 8 30 36 74 351
Tota Volume 335 249 96 680 25 270 141 436 118 89 51 258 a7 184 215 446 1820
% App. Tota 49.3 36.6 141 5.7 61.9 32.3 45.7 34.5 19.8 10.5 41.3 48.2




Total
930

Cambridge Rd
Out Total

In
277 680 957

L ]
[ 96 249] 335]

:{j]ht TI’U LeLft'

Peak Hour Data

ino

) a
g 57 North T_,% ; &
@ [Ze] g
o c g 2 3 é
Q- £—» Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 —3 55 @
= ~ < > b
o
A = Unshifted c §
=N £ v = 28 ®
SE
Left _Thru _Right
[ 118 89[ 51
]
[ 480] [ 258] [ 747]
Out In Total
Cambridge Rd
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45 28 31 25 84 17 51 54 122 51 75 7 133 13 17 36 66 405
17:00 33 47 20 100 8 53 42 103 24 92 12 128 15 18 39 72 403
17:15 23 50 15 88 7 52 67 126 43 84 6 133 23 22 43 88 435
17:30 44 37 10 91 11 54 48 113 48 93 9 150 11 16 43 70 424
Total Volume 128 165 70 363 43 210 211 464 166 344 34 544 62 73 161 296 1667
% App. Total 353 45.5 19.3 9.3 45.3 45.5 30.5 63.2 6.2 20.9 24.7 54.4
PHF 727 .825 .700 .908 .632 972 787 .921 .814 .925 .708 .907 .674 .830 .936 .841 .958




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-012 Cambridge-US50 WB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
PageNo :3
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-011 Cambridge-US50 EB Ramps
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
Cambridge Rd US50 EB Ramps Cambridge Rd US50 EB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Exdlu. Totd ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 0 7 48 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 13 31 0 0 44 20 0 1 0 21 0 120 120
07:15 0 10 73 0 83 0 0 0 0 0 2 24 0 0 26 37 0 3 0 40 0 149 149
07:30 0 18 140 0 158 0 0 0 0 0 5 55 0 0 60 40 0 4 0 44 0 262 262
07:45 0 30 117 0 147 0 0 0 0 0 5 30 0 0 35 33 0 4 0 37 0 219 219
Total 0 65 378 0 443 0 0 0 0 0 25 140 0 0 165 | 130 0 12 0 142 0 750 750
08:00 0 23 77 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 3 18 0 0 21 21 0 5 0 26 o 147 147
08:15 0 9 64 0 73 0 0 0 0 0 9 19 0 0 28 24 0 2 0 26 0 127 127
08:30 0 9 61 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 6 11 0 0 17 22 0 4 0 26 0 113 113
08:45 0 13 48 0 61 0 0 0 0 0 4 21 0 0 25 32 0 7 0 39 0 125 125
Total 0 54 250 0 304 0 0 0 0 0 22 69 0 0 91 99 0 18 0 117 0 512 512
16:00 0 27 67 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 9 32 0 0 41 98 0 20 0 118 0 253 253
16:15 0 16 7 0 93 0 0 0 0 0 8 13 0 0 21 108 0 19 0 127 0 241 241
16:30 0 27 71 0 98 0 0 0 0 0 8 17 0 0 25 113 0 17 0 130 0 253 253
16:45 0 27 58 0 85 0 0 0 0 0 13 20 0 0 33 112 1 21 0 134 0 252 252
Tota 0 97 273 0 370 0 0 0 0 0 38 82 0 0 120 431 1 7 0 509 0 999 999
17:00 0 21 70 0 91 0 0 0 0 0 10 33 0 0 43 100 0 21 0 121 0 255 255
17:15 0 31 70 0 101 0 0 0 0 0 10 18 0 0 28 107 0 15 1 122 1 251 252
17:30 0 19 70 0 89 0 0 0 0 0 9 28 0 0 37 125 0 19 0 144 0 270 270
17:45 0 19 73 0 92 0 0 0 0 0 6 24 0 0 30 113 0 23 0 136 0 258 258
Total 0 90 283 0 373 0 0 0 0 0 35 103 0 0 138 445 0 78 1 523 1 1034 1035
Grand Total 0 306 1184 0 1490 0 0 0 0 0 120 3% 0 0 514 | 1105 1 185 1 1291 1 3295 3296
Apprch % 0 205 795 0 0 0 233 767 0 85.6 01 143
Tota % 0 93 359 452 0 0 0 0 3.6 12 0 15.6 335 0 5.6 39.2 0 100
Cambridge Rd US 50 EB Ramps Cambridge Rd US 50 EB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left] Thru| Right [ App. Total Left| Thru[ Right [ App. Total Left] Thru[ Right [ App. Total Left] Thrul Right | App.Total [ Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15
07:15 0 10 73 83 0 0 0 0 2 24 0 26 37 0 3 40 149
07:30 0 18 140 158 0 0 0 0 5 55 0 60 40 0 4 44 262
07:45 0 30 117 147 0 0 0 0 5 30 0 35 33 0 4 37 219
08:00 0 23 77 100 0 0 0 0 3 18 0 21 21 0 5 26 147
Total Volume 0 81 407 488 0 0 0 0 15 127 0 142 131 0 16 147 7
% App. Total 0 16.6 834 0 0 0 10.6 89.4 0 89.1 0 10.9
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Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00
17:00 0 21 70 91 0 0 0 0 10 33 0 43 100 0 21 121 255
17:15 0 31 70 101 0 0 0 0 10 18 0 28 107 0 15 122 251
17:30 0 19 70 89 0 0 0 0 9 28 0 37 125 0 19 144 270
17:45 0 19 73 92 0 0 0 0 6 24 0 30 113 0 23 136 258
Total Volume 0 90 283 373 0 0 0 0 35 103 0 138 445 0 78 523 1034
% App. Total 0 24.1 75.9 0 0 0 25.4 74.6 0 85.1 0 14.9

PHF .000 .726 .969 .923 .000 .000 .000 .000 .875 .780 .000 .802 .890 .000 .848 .908 .957




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700
File Name : 12-7223-011 Cambridge-US50 EB Ramps

Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 5/17/2012
PageNo :3

El Dorado County
Bicycles on Bank 1
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2
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El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-010 Flying C-Crazy Horse
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012

Page No :1

All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

Groups Printed- Unshifted

Flying C Rd Crazy Horse Rd Flying C Rd Crazy Horse Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Exclu. Tota ‘ Inclu. Total ‘ Int. Total ‘
07:00 2 1 5 0 8 0 0 7 0 7 0 5 0 0 5 32 0 0 0 32 0 52 52
07:15 4 5 4 0 13 0 0 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 20 0 40 40
07:30 12 2 7 0 21 0 0 17 0 17 0 11 0 0 11 31 1 0 0 32 0 81 81
07:45 13 6 16 0 35 0 0 10 0 10 0 4 0 0 4 21 1 0 0 22 0 71 71
Tota 31 14 32 0 77 0 0 41 0 41 0 20 0 0 20 104 2 0 0 106 0 244 244
08:00 12 2 13 0 27 0 0 9 0 9 0 2 0 0 2 12 0 0 0 12 0 50 50
08:15 6 3 3 0 12 0 0 9 0 9 0 2 0 0 2 15 0 0 0 15 0 38 38
08:30 10 0 3 0 13 0 0 8 0 8 0 2 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 7 0 30 30
08:45 13 0 7 0 20 0 0 10 0 10 0 4 0 0 4 11 0 0 0 11 0 45 45
Total 41 5 26 0 72 0 0 36 0 36 0 10 0 0 10 45 0 0 0 45 0 163 163
16:00 13 7 27 0 47 0 1 19 0 20 0 2 0 0 2 17 0 0 0 17 0 86 86
16:15 13 10 13 0 36 0 0 7 1 7 0 1 2 0 3 16 3 0 0 19 1 65 66
16:30 9 6 31 0 46 0 1 10 0 11 0 4 0 0 4 11 0 0 0 11 0 72 72
16:45 14 7 26 0 47 1 1 15 0 17 0 4 0 0 4 16 0 0 0 16 0 84 84
Tota 49 30 97 0 176 1 3 51 1 55 0 11 2 0 13 60 3 0 0 63 1 307 308
17:00 15 6 22 0 43 0 1 19 0 20 0 7 0 0 7 14 0 0 0 14 0 84 84
17:15 14 5 24 0 43 0 0 11 0 11 0 6 1 0 7 12 0 0 1 12 1 73 74
17:30 14 4 23 0 41 0 0 14 0 14 0 5 1 0 6 17 0 0 0 17 0 78 78
17:45 12 4 29 0 45 0 0 12 0 12 0 6 0 0 6 11 0 0 0 11 0 74 74
Total 55 19 98 0 172 0 1 56 0 57 0 24 2 0 26 54 0 0 1 54 1 309 310
Grand Total 176 68 253 0 497 1 4 184 1 189 0 65 4 0 69 263 5 0 1 268 2 1023 1025
Apprch % 354 13.7 509 0.5 2.1 97.4 0 942 5.8 98.1 1.9 0
Total % 17.2 6.6 24.7 48.6 0.1 0.4 18 18.5 0 6.4 0.4 6.7 25.7 0.5 0 26.2 0.2 99.8
FlyingC Rd Crazy Horse Rd FlyingC Rd Crazy Horse Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Rignt | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Total Left| Thru| Right | App. Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00
07:00 2 1 5 8 0 0 7 7 0 5 0 5 32 0 0 32 52
07:15 4 5 4 13 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 20 40
07:30 12 2 7 21 0 0 17 17 0 11 0 11 31 1 0 32 81
Q07:45 13 6 16 35 0 0 10 10 0 4 0 4 21 1 0 22 71
Total Volume 31 14 32 7 0 0 41 41 0 20 0 20 104 2 0 106 244
% App. Total 40.3 18.2 41.6 0 0 100 0 100 0 98.1 1.9 0
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Elving C Rd
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45 14 7 26 a7 1 1 15 17 0 4 0 4 16 0 0 16 84
17:00 15 6 22 43 0 1 19 20 0 7 0 7 14 0 0 14 84
17:15 14 5 24 43 0 0 11 11 0 6 1 7 12 0 0 12 73
17:30 14 4 23 41 0 0 14 14 0 5 1 6 17 0 0 17 78
Total Volume 57 22 95 174 1 2 59 62 0 22 2 24 59 0 0 59 319
% App. Total 32.8 12.6 54.6 1.6 3.2 95.2 0 91.7 .3 100 0 0

PHF .950 .786 .913 .926 .250 .500 776 775 .000 .786 .500 .857 .868 .000 .000 .868 .949




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700
El Dorado County

Bicycles on Bank 1
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2

File Name : 12-7223-010 Flying C-Crazy Horse
Site Code : 00000000

Start Date : 5/17/2012

PageNo :3
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All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-009 Flying C-Deer Creek
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
Flying C Rd Flying C Rd Deer Creek Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total Left ‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ App. Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App- Total Left‘ Thru ‘ Right ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Exclu. Total | Inclu. Tota | Int. Total
07:00 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
07:15 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
07:30 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 11
07:45 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10
Total 0 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 33
08:00 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
08:15 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
08:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
08:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
Total 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15
16:00 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9
16:15 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 13
16:30 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8
16:45 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 12
Tota 0 30 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 42
17:00 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 13
17:15 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 11
17:30 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10
17:45 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10
Total 0 19 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 44
Grand Total 0 68 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 0 134 134
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 50.7 0 50.7 0 0 0 0 0 49.3 0 49.3 0 0 0 0 0 100
FlyingC Rd Flying C Rd Deer Creek Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Rignt | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Tota Left| Thru| Right | App. Total Left| Thru| Right | App. Total | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 to 08:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00
07:00 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 6
07:15 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 6
07:30 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 11
07:45 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 10
Total Volume 0 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19 0 0 0 0 33
% App. Tota 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0




Deer Creek Rd

Out
0

In Total
0 0
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Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:00
Unshifted

1& Thru Ri
]
[ 1a] [ 19] [ 33
Out In Total
Elving C Rd
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:00 to 17:45 - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 16:15
16:15 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 13
16:30 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 8
16:45 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 12
17:00 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 13
Total Volume 0 28 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 18 0 0 0 0 46
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0
PHF .000 875 .000 875 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .643 .000 .643 .000 .000 .000 .000 .885




All Traffic Data

(916) 771-8700

El Dorado County File Name : 12-7223-009 Flying C-Deer Creek
Bicycles on Bank 1 Site Code : 00000000
Heavy Vehicles on Bank 2 Start Date : 5/17/2012
PageNo :3
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City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090
info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Date : 12/6/2016

File Name : 16-7916-001 El Dorado Hills Blvd & US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr

El Dorado Hills Blvd US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr El Dorado Hills Blvd US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00f O 50 81 1 132 4 6 2 0 12 82 33 14 0 129 8 3 27 0 38 311 1
6:15| 2 48 112 0 162 7 10 9 0 26 82 24 14 0 120 10 8 28 0 46 354 0
6:30[ 1 69 155 1 226 9 19 5 0 33 77 51 22 0 150 8 13 34 0 55 464 1
6:45| 6 78 142 0 226 13 13 6 0 32 100 74 18 0 192 20 11 55 0 86 536 0
Totall| 9 245 490 2 746 33 48 22 0 103 341 182 68 0 591 46 35 144 0 225 1665 2
7:00 2 109 154 0 265 16 23 3 0 42 86 109 19 0 214 15 13 45 0 73 594 0
715 6 178 165 0 349 13 23 3 0 39 77 92 22 0 191 24 16 67 0 107 686 0
7:30 6 159 178 1 344 23 28 6 0 57 108 93 30 1 232 31 19 69 0 119 752 2
7:45| 12 243 196 0 451 22 22 4 0 48 108 122 32 2 264 25 11 104 0 140 903 2
Total 689 693 1 1409 74 96 16 0 186 379 416 103 3 901 95 59 285 0 439 2935 4
8:00| 19 245 150 0 414 34 19 10 0 63 122 118 21 0 261 29 21 115 0 165 903 0
8:15 3 170 176 4 353 16 18 14 1 49 136 152 39 0 327 34 9 76 0 119 848 5
8:30| 12 167 140 0 319 19 16 11 0 46 120 137 31 1 289 32 11 71 0 114 768 1
8:45( 14 189 149 0 352 19 23 13 0 55 120 164 36 1 321 29 13 67 0 109 837 1
Total| 48 771 615 4 1438 88 76 48 1 213 498 571 127 2 1198 124 54 329 0 507 3356 7
16:00| 7 127 79 0 213 48 29 17 0 94 257 244 73 1 575 25 17 29 0 71 953 1
16:15| 10 160 83 0 253 35 20 14 0 69 224 293 67 0 584 15 14 37 0 66 972 0
16:30[ 13 120 74 0 207 37 20 13 0 70 258 274 65 1 598 25 12 34 0 71 946 1
16:45] 15 143 90 1 249 57 17 21 0 95 241 257 69 0 567 34 17 50 0 101 1012 1
Total| 45 550 326 1 922 177 86 65 0 328 980 1068 274 2 2324 99 60 150 0 309 3883 3
17:00| 7 128 68 0 203 48 17 16 0 81 229 343 55 0 627 27 9 28 0 64 975 0
17:15| 6 142 84 0 232 27 16 21 0 64 278 292 81 1 652 41 20 44 0 105 1053 1
17:30| 9 141 88 0 238 35 10 16 0 61 245 321 74 0 640 22 12 50 1 85 1024 1
17:45) 10 136 51 0 197 33 15 21 0 69 150 251 61 0 462 32 18 31 0 81 809 0
Total| 32 547 291 0 870 143 58 74 0 275 902 1207 271 1 2381 122 59 153 1 335 3861 2
18:00| 7 104 72 0 183 34 19 19 0 72 231 290 69 0 590 25 8 17 0 50 895 0
18:15 9 101 77 1 188 17 10 28 0 55 175 252 57 0 484 18 5 18 0 41 768 1
18:30| 6 87 67 0 160 25 23 15 0 63 92 227 41 2 362 15 6 20 1 42 627 3
18:45| 5 60 46 0 111 28 12 6 0 46 117 176 38 0 331 19 8 13 0 40 528 0
Total| 27 352 262 1 642 104 64 68 0 236 615 945 205 2 1767 77 27 68 1 173 2818 4
Grand Total| 187 3154 2677 9 6027 619 428 293 1 1341 3715 4389 1048 10 9162 563 294 1129 2 1988 18518 22
Apprch %| 3.1% 52.3% 44.4% 0.1% 46.2% 31.9% 21.8% 0.1% 40.5% 47.9% 11.4% 0.1% 28.3% 14.8% 56.8% 0.1%
Total %| 1.0% 17.0% 14.5% 0.0% 325% | 33% 23% 1.6% 0.0% 72% | 201% 23.7% 5.7% 0.1% 49.5% | 3.0% 1.6% 6.1% 0.0% 10.7% | 100.0%
AM PEAK El Dorado Hills Blvd US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr El Dorado Hills Blvd US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 to 08:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45
7:45 12 243 196 0 451 22 22 4 0 48 108 122 32 2 264 25 11 104 0 140 903
8:.00 19 245 150 0 414 34 19 10 0 63 122 118 21 0 261 29 21 115 0 165 903
815 3 170 176 4 353 16 18 14 1 49 136 152 39 0 327 34 9 76 0 119 848
8:30| 12 167 140 0 319 19 16 11 0 46 120 137 31 1 289 32 11 71 0 114 768
Total Volume| 46 825 662 4 1537 91 75 39 1 206 486 529 123 3 1141 120 52 366 0 538 3422
% App Total] 3.0% 53.7% 43.1% 0.3% 44.2% 36.4% 18.9% 0.5% 42.6% 46.4% 10.8% 0.3% 22.3% 9.7% 68.0% 0.0%
PHF| .605 842 844 250 852 .669 852 .696 250 817 .893 870 .788 375 872 .882 619 .796 .000 815 .947
PM PEAK El Dorado Hills Blvd US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr El Dorado Hills Blvd US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:45 to 17:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45| 15 143 90 1 249 57 17 21 0 95 241 257 69 0 567 34 17 50 0 101 1012
17:00[ 7 128 68 0 203 48 17 16 0 81 229 343 55 0 627 27 9 28 0 64 975
17:15| 6 142 84 0 232 27 16 21 0 64 278 292 81 1 652 41 20 44 0 105 1053
17:30] 9 141 88 0 238 35 10 16 0 61 245 321 74 0 640 22 12 50 1 85 1024
Total Volume| 37 554 330 1 922 167 60 74 0 301 993 1213 279 1 2486 124 58 172 1 355 4064
% App Total] 4.0% 60.1% 35.8% 0.1% 55.5% 19.9% 24.6% 0.0% 39.9% 48.8% 11.2% 0.0% 34.9% 16.3% 48.5% 0.3%
PHF| .617 .969 917 250 .926 732 882 .881 .000 792 .893 .884 .861 250 .953 756 725 .860 250 .845 .965
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El Dorado Hills Blvd & US 50 WB Ramps/Park Dr

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound Approach Project #: 16-7916-001
Day: Tuesday 'g
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City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090
info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Date : 12/6/2016

File Name : 16-7916-002 Latrobe Rd & US 50 EB Ramps

Latrobe Rd US 50 EB Ramps Latrobe Rd US 50 EB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00[ 7 66 0 0 73 0 0 25 0 25 0 116 15 0 131 0 0 93 0 93 322 0
6:15| 11 99 0 0 110 0 0 21 0 21 0 124 9 0 133 0 0 123 0 123 387 0
6:30| 24 115 0 0 139 0 0 45 0 45 0 145 24 0 169 0 0 179 0 179 532 0
6:45) 14 139 0 0 153 0 0 67 0 67 0 119 16 0 135 0 0 278 0 278 633 0
Total| 56 419 0 0 475 0 0 158 0 158 0 504 64 0 568 0 0 673 0 673 1874 0
7:00| 28 161 0 0 189 0 0 60 0 60 0 167 20 0 187 0 0 214 0 214 650 0
7:15| 37 217 0 0 254 0 0 52 0 52 0 167 31 0 198 0 0 251 0 251 755 0
7:30| 67 210 0 1 278 0 0 58 0 58 0 158 44 0 202 0 0 220 0 220 758 1
7:45] 63 329 0 0 392 0 0 81 0 81 0 205 34 0 239 0 0 310 0 310 1022 0
Total| 195 917 0 1 1113 0 0 251 0 251 0 697 129 0 826 0 0 995 0 995 3185 1
8:00| 42 293 0 0 335 0 0 60 0 60 0 210 36 0 246 0 0 246 0 246 887 0
8:15| 46 231 0 0 277 0 0 71 0 71 0 229 35 0 264 0 0 272 0 272 884 0
8:30| 41 182 0 0 223 0 0 75 0 75 0 230 41 0 271 0 0 245 0 245 814 0
8:45| 43 249 0 1 293 0 0 74 0 74 0 231 27 0 258 0 0 250 0 250 875 1
Total| 172 955 0 1 1128 0 0 280 0 280 0 900 139 0 1039 0 0 1013 0 1013 3460 1
16:00| 57 166 0 0 223 0 0 173 0 173 0 446 98 0 544 0 0 192 0 192 1132 0
16:15| 40 164 0 0 204 0 0 133 0 133 0 394 64 0 458 0 0 170 0 170 965 0
16:30[ 49 201 0 0 250 0 0 95 0 95 0 424 57 0 481 0 0 145 0 145 971 0
16:45 40 160 0 0 200 0 0 185 0 185 0 440 103 0 543 0 0 192 0 192 1120 0
Total| 186 691 0 0 877 0 0 586 0 586 0 1704 322 0 2026 0 0 699 0 699 4188 0
17:00| 63 150 0 0 213 0 0 177 0 177 0 493 118 0 611 0 0 163 0 163 1164 0
17:15| 46 168 0 0 214 0 0 195 0 195 0 472 122 0 594 0 0 161 0 161 1164 0
17:30| 44 152 0 1 197 0 0 189 0 189 0 415 112 0 527 0 0 189 0 189 1102 1
17:45| 54 161 0 0 215 0 0 171 0 171 0 345 74 0 419 0 0 218 0 218 1023 0
Total| 207 631 0 1 839 0 0 732 0 732 0 1725 426 0 2151 0 0 731 0 731 4453 1
18:00| 48 121 0 1 170 0 0 174 0 174 0 412 82 0 494 0 0 174 0 174 1012 1
18:15| 32 109 0 0 141 0 0 174 0 174 0 272 66 0 338 0 0 167 0 167 820 0
18:30[ 31 112 0 0 143 0 0 161 0 161 0 255 72 0 327 0 0 148 0 148 779 0
18:45| 36 103 0 0 139 0 0 132 0 132 0 196 39 0 235 0 0 140 0 140 646 0
Total| 147 445 0 1 593 0 0 641 0 641 0 1135 259 0 1394 0 0 629 0 629 3257 1
Grand Total| 963 4058 0 4 5025 0 0 2648 0 2648 0 6665 1339 0 8004 0 0 4740 0 4740 20417 4
Apprch %| 19.2% 80.8% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Total %| 4.7% 19.9% 0.0% 0.0% 246% | 0.0% 0.0% 13.0% 0.0% 13.0% | 0.0% 326% 6.6% 0.0% 39.2% | 0.0% 0.0% 23.2% 0.0% 23.2% | 100.0%
AM PEAK Latrobe Rd US 50 EB Ramps Latrobe Rd US 50 EB Ramps
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 to 08:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45
7:45| 63 329 0 0 392 0 0 81 0 81 0 205 34 0 239 0 0 310 0 310 1022
8:.00| 42 293 0 0 335 0 0 60 0 60 0 210 36 0 246 0 0 246 0 246 887
8:15| 46 231 0 0 277 0 0 71 0 71 0 229 35 0 264 0 0 272 0 272 884
8:30| 41 182 0 0 223 0 0 75 0 75 0 230 41 0 271 0 0 245 0 245 814
Total Volume| 192 1035 0 0 1227 0 0 287 0 287 0 874 146 0 1020 0 0 1073 0 1073 3607
% App Total| 15.6% 84.4%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
PHF| .762 786 .000 .000 783 .000 .000 .886 .000 .886 .000 .950 .890 .000 .941 .000 .000 .865 .000 .865 .882
PM PEAK Latrobe Rd US 50 EB Ramps Latrobe Rd US 50 EB Ramps
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:45 to 17:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45| 40 160 0 0 200 0 0 185 0 185 0 440 103 0 543 0 0 192 0 192 1120
17:00| 63 150 0 0 213 0 0 177 0 177 0 493 118 0 611 0 0 163 0 163 1164
17:15| 46 168 0 0 214 0 0 195 0 195 0 472 122 0 594 0 0 161 0 161 1164
17:30| 44 152 0 1 197 0 0 189 0 189 0 415 112 0 527 0 0 189 0 189 1102
Total Volume| 193 630 0 1 824 0 0 746 0 746 0 1820 455 0 2275 0 0 705 0 705 4550
% App Total| 23.4% 76.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
PHF| .766 .938 .000 250 .963 .000 .000 .956 .000 .956 .000 .923 .932 .000 .931 .000 .000 918 .000 918 977
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Latrobe Rd & US 50 EB Ramps

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound ApproaCh Project #: 16-7916-002
Day: Tuesday
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City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090
info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Date : 12/6/2016

File Name : 16-7916-003 Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps

Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 WB Ramps Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 WB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00f O 6 48 0 54 31 0 12 0 43 6 9 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 112 0
6:15| 0 15 88 0 103 41 1 9 0 51 13 8 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 175 0
6:30] O 18 98 0 116 46 0 7 0 53 12 18 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 199 0
6:45| 0 28 104 0 132 81 0 21 0 102 18 46 0 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 298 0
Totall 0 67 338 0 405 199 1 49 0 249 49 81 0 0 130 0 0 0 0 0 784 0
7:000 o0 30 99 0 129 78 1 33 0 112 18 59 0 0 77 0 0 0 0 0 318 0
715 0 50 104 0 154 86 1 27 0 114 10 65 0 0 75 0 0 0 0 0 343 0
7:30 O 60 107 0 167 80 0 24 0 104 21 105 0 1 127 0 0 0 0 0 398 1
7:45] 0 74 109 0 183 108 0 35 0 143 14 110 0 0 124 0 0 0 0 0 450 0
Total| 0 214 419 0 633 352 2 119 0 473 63 339 0 1 403 0 0 0 0 0 1509 1
8:.00] 0 69 117 0 186 110 0 20 0 130 14 57 0 0 71 0 0 0 0 0 387 0
815 0 61 98 0 159 96 0 23 0 119 9 59 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 346 0
830 O 47 93 0 140 68 0 21 0 89 14 68 0 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 311 0
845 0 30 89 0 119 75 0 17 0 92 17 61 0 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 289 0
Totall 0 207 397 0 604 349 0 81 0 430 54 245 0 0 299 0 0 0 0 0 1333 0
16:00| 0 56 33 0 89 54 0 33 0 87 8 166 0 0 174 0 0 0 0 0 350 0
16:15| 0 34 36 0 70 69 1 35 0 105 6 164 0 1 171 0 0 0 0 0 346 1
16:30[ © 41 37 0 78 52 0 31 0 83 9 208 0 0 217 0 0 0 0 0 378 0
16:45 0 45 33 0 78 50 1 35 0 86 13 217 0 0 230 0 0 0 0 0 394 0
Total] 0 176 139 0 315 225 2 134 0 361 36 755 0 1 792 0 0 0 0 0 1468 1
17:00| © 55 47 0 102 59 0 43 0 102 13 202 0 0 215 0 0 0 0 0 419 0
17:15 0 48 46 0 94 67 0 44 0 111 16 236 0 0 252 0 0 0 0 0 457 0
17:30[ © 39 39 0 78 58 0 33 0 91 11 225 0 0 236 0 0 0 0 0 405 0
17:45 0 44 38 0 82 66 0 31 0 97 12 224 0 0 236 0 0 0 0 0 415 0
Total] 0 186 170 0 356 250 0 151 0 401 52 887 0 0 939 0 0 0 0 0 1696 0
18:00| © 54 31 0 85 51 0 26 0 77 8 190 0 0 198 0 0 0 0 0 360 0
18:15 0 46 24 0 70 37 0 22 0 59 10 181 0 0 191 0 0 0 0 0 320 0
18:30[ © 37 28 0 65 37 0 22 0 59 4 165 0 0 169 0 0 0 0 0 293 0
18:45[ 0 34 23 0 57 36 0 11 0 47 12 160 0 0 172 0 0 0 0 0 276 0
Total] 0 171 106 0 277 161 0 81 0 242 34 696 0 0 730 0 0 0 0 0 1249 0
Grand Total| 0 1021 1569 0 2590 1536 5 615 0 2156 288 3003 0 2 3293 0 0 0 0 0 8039 2
Apprch %| 0.0% 39.4% 60.6% 0.0% 712% 02% 28.5% 0.0% 87% 91.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total %| 0.0% 12.7% 19.5% 0.0% 322% | 191% 01% 7.7% 0.0% 26.8% | 3.6% 37.4% 0.0% 0.0% 41.0% | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0%
AM PEAK Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 WB Ramps Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 WB Ramps
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:30 to 08:30
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30
7:30 0 60 107 0 167 80 0 24 0 104 21 105 0 1 127 0 0 0 0 0 398
745 0 74 109 0 183 108 0 35 0 143 14 110 0 0 124 0 0 0 0 0 450
8:.00, O 69 117 0 186 110 0 20 0 130 14 57 0 0 71 0 0 0 0 0 387
815 0 61 98 0 159 96 0 23 0 119 9 59 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 346
Total Volume[ O 264 431 0 695 394 0 102 0 496 58 331 0 1 390 0 0 0 0 0 1581
% App Total] 0.0%  38.0% 62.0% 0.0% 79.4% 0.0% 20.6% 0.0% 14.9% 84.9% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
PHF[ .000 892 .921 .000 .934 .895 .000 729 .000 .867 .690 752 .000 250 .768 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 878
PM PEAK Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 WB Ramps Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 WB Ramps
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 17:00 to 18:00
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00
17:00] © 55 47 0 102 59 0 43 0 102 13 202 0 0 215 0 0 0 0 0 419
17:15| 0 48 46 0 94 67 0 44 0 111 16 236 0 0 252 0 0 0 0 0 457
17:30[ © 39 39 0 78 58 0 33 0 91 11 225 0 0 236 0 0 0 0 0 405
17:45 0 44 38 0 82 66 0 31 0 97 12 224 0 0 236 0 0 0 0 0 415
Total Volume[ 0 186 170 0 356 250 0 151 0 401 52 887 0 0 939 0 0 0 0 0 1696
% App Total] 0.0%  52.2% 47.8% 0.0% 62.3% 0.0% 37.7% 0.0% 55% 94.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
PHF[ .000 845 .904 .000 873 .933 .000 .858 .000 .903 813 .940 .000 .000 .932 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .928
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Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound ApproaCh Project #: 16-7916-003
Day: Tuesday -
3‘;. am | 431 264 0 0 433 | am
>
2
S [NooN| o 0 0 0 0 NOON AM Peak Hour 07:30 - 08:30
(1]
E NOON Peak Hour
7]
PMm | 170 186 0 0 1038 PM PM Peak Hour 17:00 - 18:00
US 50 WB Ramps J ‘ h U i i
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L= o]
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Count Periods Start End AM 659 1 58 331 0 AM
AM 6:00 AM | 9:00 AM
NOON 0 0 0 0 0 | NoON
NOON NONE NONE
o 436 0 52 887 0 BM
PM 4:00 PM 7:00 PM
Northbound Approach
Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg
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0 0 0 |=p )| o 0 0
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City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090
info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Date : 12/6/2016

File Name : 16-7916-004 Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps

Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 EB Ramps Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 EB Ramps
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00f O 36 2 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 8 12 0 0 20 3 0 0 0 3 61 0
6:15| 0 54 3 0 57 0 0 0 0 0 8 17 0 0 25 2 0 1 0 3 85 0
6:30| O 60 6 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 9 24 0 0 33 7 0 2 0 9 108 0
6:45] 0 95 14 0 109 0 0 0 0 0 8 45 0 0 53 18 0 3 0 21 183 0
Totall 0 245 25 0 270 0 0 0 0 0 33 98 0 0 131 30 0 6 0 36 437 0
7:000 o0 92 16 0 108 0 0 0 0 0 15 58 0 0 73 14 0 4 0 18 199 0
715 0 107 27 0 134 0 0 0 0 0 22 60 0 0 82 17 0 4 0 21 237 0
7:30 O 112 28 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 37 105 0 0 142 21 0 3 0 24 306 0
7:45] 0 164 28 0 192 0 0 0 0 0 30 100 0 0 130 22 0 3 0 25 347 0
Totall 0 475 99 0 574 0 0 0 0 0 104 323 0 0 427 74 0 14 0 88 1089 0
8:00] o0 139 37 0 176 0 0 0 0 0 26 47 0 0 73 20 0 6 0 26 275 0
815 0 132 26 0 158 0 0 0 0 0 26 56 0 0 82 16 0 7 0 23 263 0
830 O 94 22 0 116 0 0 0 0 0 39 53 0 0 92 26 0 5 0 31 239 0
845 0 91 11 0 102 0 0 0 0 0 23 52 0 0 75 29 0 4 0 33 210 0
Totall 0 456 96 0 552 0 0 0 0 0 114 208 0 0 322 91 0 22 0 113 987 0
16:00| 0 85 22 0 107 0 0 0 0 0 59 102 0 0 161 79 0 11 0 90 358 0
16:15| 0 84 16 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 88 101 0 0 189 79 0 12 0 91 380 0
16:30[ © 75 19 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 93 117 0 0 210 95 0 9 0 104 408 0
16:45 0 72 20 0 92 0 0 0 0 0 110 115 0 0 225 112 0 9 0 121 438 0
Total] 0 316 77 0 393 0 0 0 0 0 350 435 0 0 785 365 0 41 0 406 1584 0
17:00| © 80 35 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 95 121 0 0 216 97 0 13 0 110 441 0
17:15 0 100 13 0 113 0 0 0 0 0 64 127 0 0 191 118 0 16 0 134 438 0
17:30[ © 76 23 0 99 0 0 0 0 0 82 132 0 0 214 98 0 9 0 107 420 0
17:45 0 94 16 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 67 111 0 0 178 120 0 8 0 128 416 0
Total] 0 350 87 0 437 0 0 0 0 0 308 491 0 0 799 433 0 46 0 479 1715 0
18:00| © 78 25 0 103 0 0 0 0 0 59 101 0 0 160 88 0 15 0 103 366 0
18:15 0 62 20 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 44 106 0 0 150 94 0 11 0 105 337 0
18:30[ © 52 22 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 55 75 0 0 130 91 0 10 0 101 305 0
18:45[ 0 58 13 0 71 0 0 0 0 0 52 89 0 0 141 85 0 12 0 97 309 0
Total] 0 250 80 0 330 0 0 0 0 0 210 371 0 0 581 358 0 48 0 406 1317 0
Grand Total| 0 2092 464 0 2556 0 0 0 0 0 1119 1926 0 0 3045 1351 0 177 0 1528 7129 0
Apprch %| 0.0% 81.8% 18.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 36.7% 63.3% 0.0% 0.0% 88.4% 0.0% 11.6% 0.0%
Total %| 0.0% 29.3% 6.5% 0.0% 359% | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.7% 27.0% 0.0% 0.0% 42.7% | 19.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 21.4% | 100.0%
AM PEAK Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 EB Ramps Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 EB Ramps
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:30 to 08:30
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30
7:30 0 112 28 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 37 105 0 0 142 21 0 3 0 24 306
745 0 164 28 0 192 0 0 0 0 0 30 100 0 0 130 22 0 3 0 25 347
8:.00, O 139 37 0 176 0 0 0 0 0 26 47 0 0 73 20 0 6 0 26 275
815 0 132 26 0 158 0 0 0 0 0 26 56 0 0 82 16 0 7 0 23 263
Total Volume[ O 547 119 0 666 0 0 0 0 0 119 308 0 0 427 79 0 19 0 98 1191
% App Total] 0.0% 82.1% 17.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 27.9% 72.1% 0.0% 0.0% 80.6% 0.0% 19.4% 0.0%
PHF[ .000 834 .804 .000 .867 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .804 733 .000 .000 752 .898 .000 679 .000 .942 .858
PM PEAK Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 EB Ramps Silva Valley Pkwy US 50 EB Ramps
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:45 to 17:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45| 0 72 20 0 92 0 0 0 0 0 110 115 0 0 225 112 0 9 0 121 438
17:00[ © 80 35 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 95 121 0 0 216 97 0 13 0 110 441
17:15| 0 100 13 0 113 0 0 0 0 0 64 127 0 0 191 118 0 16 0 134 438
17:30[ 0O 76 23 0 99 0 0 0 0 0 82 132 0 0 214 98 0 9 0 107 420
Total Volume[ 0 328 91 0 419 0 0 0 0 0 351 495 0 0 846 425 0 47 0 472 1737
% App Total] 0.0%  78.3% 21.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 90.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0%
PHF[ .000 .820 650 .000 911 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 798 .938 .000 .000 .940 .900 .000 734 .000 .881 .985
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Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound ApproaCh Project #: 16-7916-004
Day: Tuesday -
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Northbound Approach
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City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090
info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Date : 12/6/2016

File Name : 16-7916-005 El Dorado Hills Blvd & Saratoga Way

El Dorado Hills Blvd Saratoga Way El Dorado Hills Blvd Saratoga Way
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00[ 15 133 1 0 149 1 0 4 0 5 1 44 2 0 47 2 0 8 0 10 211 0
6:15| 11 166 0 0 177 2 2 5 0 9 4 43 2 0 49 0 0 11 0 11 246 0
6:30[ 19 232 3 0 254 0 0 2 0 2 6 72 1 1 80 2 1 12 0 15 351 1
6:45 18 223 0 0 241 1 1 12 0 14 6 91 4 0 101 2 0 17 0 19 375 0
Total| 63 754 4 0 821 4 3 23 0 30 17 250 9 1 277 6 1 48 0 55 1183 1
7:.00 25 264 2 0 291 2 0 17 0 19 13 128 4 0 145 9 0 18 0 27 482 0
7:15| 29 336 5 0 370 3 2 16 0 21 12 111 2 0 125 6 3 21 0 30 546 0
7:30[ 19 381 6 0 406 2 3 14 0 19 13 117 5 0 135 5 2 25 0 32 592 0
7:45( 38 365 6 0 409 3 3 12 0 18 24 162 8 0 194 5 4 27 0 36 657 0
Total| 111 1346 19 0 1476 10 8 59 0 77 62 518 19 0 599 25 9 91 0 125 2277 0
8:00| 40 377 9 0 426 3 1 17 0 21 19 122 6 0 147 5 2 27 0 34 628 0
8:15| 20 310 9 0 339 3 5 11 0 19 15 160 9 0 184 9 6 28 0 43 585 0
8:30| 25 262 4 0 291 4 1 6 0 11 36 132 4 0 172 11 5 27 0 43 517 0
8:45( 42 302 8 0 352 6 3 6 0 15 30 139 5 0 174 12 3 34 0 49 590 0
Total| 127 1251 30 0 1408 16 10 40 0 66 100 553 24 0 677 37 16 116 0 169 2320 0
16:00| 33 193 5 2 233 19 12 52 0 83 19 281 23 0 323 10 5 25 0 40 679 2
16:15| 40 189 10 3 242 14 2 61 0 77 50 218 12 1 281 13 9 26 0 48 648 4
16:30[ 31 191 10 1 233 8 2 70 0 80 21 260 20 1 302 8 1 30 0 39 654 2
16:45[ 31 194 5 2 232 17 5 73 0 95 28 313 23 2 366 16 8 23 0 47 740 4
Total| 135 767 30 8 940 58 21 256 0 335 118 1072 78 4 1272 47 23 104 0 174 2721 12
17:00| 37 191 9 4 241 15 6 63 0 84 24 282 11 1 318 11 4 20 0 35 678 5
17:15| 27 186 6 2 221 13 4 65 0 82 41 327 20 1 389 13 6 24 0 43 735 3
17:30| 34 190 6 2 232 9 4 59 1 73 25 283 15 1 324 6 4 18 0 28 657 4
17:45] 35 178 8 1 222 10 4 58 0 72 31 287 17 0 335 9 1 18 0 28 657 1
Total| 133 745 29 9 916 47 18 245 1 311 121 1179 63 3 1366 39 15 80 0 134 2727 13
18:00| 26 173 8 2 209 11 5 59 0 75 26 255 14 2 297 9 1 19 0 29 610 4
18:15| 24 136 5 0 165 5 2 53 0 60 27 257 11 1 296 14 3 12 0 29 550 1
18:30| 24 140 4 1 169 9 2 56 0 67 20 229 13 2 264 3 1 7 0 11 511 3
18:45| 20 119 7 0 146 16 3 42 0 61 18 186 9 0 213 5 1 15 0 21 441 0
Total| 94 568 24 3 689 41 12 210 0 263 91 927 47 5 1070 31 6 53 0 90 2112 8
Grand Total| 663 5431 136 20 6250 176 72 833 1 1082 509 4499 240 13 5261 185 70 492 0 747 13340 34
Apprch %| 10.6% 86.9% 2.2% 0.3% 16.3% 6.7% 77.0% 0.1% 9.7% 855% 4.6% 0.2% 24.8% 9.4% 65.9% 0.0%
Total %| 5.0% 40.7% 1.0% 0.1% 46.9% 1.3% 05% 6.2% 0.0% 8.1% 38% 33.7% 1.8% 0.1% 39.4% 1.4% 05% 3.7% 0.0% 56% | 100.0%
AM PEAK El Dorado Hills Blvd Saratoga Way El Dorado Hills Blvd Saratoga Way
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:30 to 08:30
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30
7:30] 19 381 6 0 406 2 3 14 0 19 13 117 5 0 135 5 2 25 0 32 592
7:45| 38 365 6 0 409 3 3 12 0 18 24 162 8 0 194 5 4 27 0 36 657
8:00| 40 377 9 0 426 3 1 17 0 21 19 122 6 0 147 5 2 27 0 34 628
8:15| 20 310 9 0 339 3 5 11 0 19 15 160 9 0 184 9 6 28 0 43 585
Total Volume| 117 1433 30 0 1580 11 12 54 0 77 71 561 28 0 660 24 14 107 0 145 2462
% App Totall 7.4%  90.7%  1.9% 0.0% 14.3% 15.6% 70.1% 0.0% 10.8% 85.0% 4.2% 0.0% 16.6% 9.7% 73.8% 0.0%
PHF[ .731 940 .833 .000 927 917 .600 794 .000 917 740 .866 778 .000 .851 667 583 .955 .000 .843 .937
PM PEAK El Dorado Hills Blvd Saratoga Way El Dorado Hills Blvd Saratoga Way
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:45 to 17:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:45
16:45| 31 194 5 2 232 17 5 73 0 95 28 313 23 2 366 16 8 23 0 47 740
17:00[ 37 191 9 4 241 15 6 63 0 84 24 282 11 1 318 11 4 20 0 35 678
17:15| 27 186 6 2 221 13 4 65 0 82 41 327 20 1 389 13 6 24 0 43 735
17:30| 34 190 6 2 232 9 4 59 1 73 25 283 15 1 324 6 4 18 0 28 657
Total Volume| 129 761 26 10 926 54 19 260 1 334 118 1205 69 5 1397 46 22 85 0 153 2810
% App Total] 13.9% 82.2% 2.8% 1.1% 16.2% 57% 77.8% 0.3% 84% 86.3% 4.9% 0.4% 30.1% 14.4% 55.6% 0.0%
PHF| .872 .981 722 625 .961 794 792 .890 250 879 720 .921 750 625 .898 719 .688 .885 .000 814 .949
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El Dorado Hills Blvd & Saratoga Way

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound Approach Project #: 16-7916-005
Day: Tuesday 'g
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City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090

info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

File Name : 16-7916-006 Latrobe Rd & Town Center Blvd
Date : 12/6/2016

Latrobe Rd Town Center Blvd Latrobe Rd Town Center Blvd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00[ 49 90 14 1 154 3 5 26 0 34 2 103 10 0 115 2 0 0 0 2 305 1
6:15| 52 131 24 1 208 6 2 34 0 42 3 100 6 0 109 2 0 0 0 2 361 1
6:30[ 59 199 33 1 292 13 0 48 0 61 3 121 5 0 129 5 0 1 0 6 488 1
6:45( 69 303 47 0 419 10 3 32 0 45 6 110 7 0 123 2 1 0 0 3 590 0
Total| 229 723 118 3 1073 32 10 140 0 182 14 434 28 0 476 11 1 1 0 13 1744 3
7:00| 70 249 58 0 377 17 6 43 0 66 8 139 7 0 154 4 2 1 0 7 604 0
7:15| 92 285 75 2 454 13 3 47 0 63 11 148 6 0 165 4 2 1 0 7 689 2
7:30| 75 273 59 0 407 16 7 42 1 66 13 148 15 0 176 5 1 1 0 7 656 1
7:45| 120 436 94 2 652 13 10 58 0 81 13 166 17 0 196 4 4 2 0 10 939 2
Total| 357 1243 286 4 1890 59 26 190 1 276 45 601 45 0 691 17 9 5 0 31 2888 5
8:00| 118 378 64 2 562 14 7 57 0 78 13 176 9 0 198 2 1 2 0 5 843 2
8:15| 103 355 54 1 513 18 3 65 1 87 18 204 10 0 232 2 0 2 0 4 836 2
8:30| 85 259 81 4 429 16 8 64 0 88 15 203 22 2 242 2 0 2 0 4 763 6
8:45 134 286 78 1 499 18 10 68 0 96 7 182 15 0 204 7 1 1 0 9 808 1
Total| 440 1278 277 8 2003 66 28 254 1 349 53 765 56 2 876 13 2 7 0 22 3250 11
16:00] 123 218 3 3 347 17 0 137 2 156 1 318 22 2 343 59 4 16 0 79 925 7
16:15| 109 225 4 1 339 18 0 146 0 164 0 324 31 0 355 48 3 17 0 68 926 1
16:30[ 118 213 10 2 343 14 1 128 0 143 4 327 21 0 352 83 18 36 0 137 975 2
16:45 124 219 6 1 350 23 1 156 0 180 1 302 16 0 319 71 6 23 0 100 949 1
Total| 474 875 23 7 1379 72 2 567 2 643 6 1271 90 2 1369 261 31 92 0 384 3775 11
17:00| 124 183 3 3 313 16 1 134 0 151 1 363 16 0 380 90 13 30 0 133 977 3
17:15[ 119 222 1 2 344 11 1 160 1 173 0 343 18 0 361 80 3 25 0 108 986 3
17:30[ 105 231 3 0 339 12 0 123 0 135 2 327 29 0 358 59 2 11 0 72 904 0
17:45[ 148 212 8 3 371 12 0 124 0 136 0 252 14 0 266 36 6 11 0 53 826 3
Total| 496 848 15 8 1367 51 2 541 1 595 3 1285 77 0 1365 265 24 77 0 366 3693 9
18:00] 113 183 1 1 298 13 0 151 0 164 0 298 12 0 310 33 2 5 0 40 812 1
18:15| 96 187 3 4 290 8 0 119 0 127 0 178 14 0 192 28 2 4 0 34 643 4
18:30[ 99 140 2 3 244 13 0 148 1 162 0 144 12 0 156 18 3 4 0 25 587 4
18:45| 82 157 0 1 240 8 0 119 0 127 2 119 9 0 130 9 2 1 0 12 509 1
Total| 390 667 6 9 1072 42 0 537 1 580 2 739 47 0 788 88 9 14 0 111 2551 10
Grand Total| 2386 5634 725 39 8784 322 68 2229 6 2625 123 5095 343 4 5565 655 76 196 0 927 17901 49
Apprch %| 27.2% 64.1% 8.3% 0.4% 12.3% 2.6% 84.9% 0.2% 22% 91.6% 6.2% 0.1% 70.7% 82% 21.1% 0.0%
Total %| 13.3% 31.5% 4.1% 0.2% 49.1% 1.8% 04% 12.5% 0.0% 14.7% | 0.7% 285% 1.9% 0.0% 311% | 3.7% 04% 1.1% 0.0% 52% | 100.0%
AM PEAK Latrobe Rd Town Center Blvd Latrobe Rd Town Center Blvd
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 to 08:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45
7:45 120 436 94 2 652 13 10 58 0 81 13 166 17 0 196 4 4 2 0 10 939
8:.00| 118 378 64 2 562 14 7 57 0 78 13 176 9 0 198 2 1 2 0 5 843
8:15| 103 355 54 1 513 18 3 65 1 87 18 204 10 0 232 2 0 2 0 4 836
8:30| 85 259 81 4 429 16 8 64 0 88 15 203 22 2 242 2 0 2 0 4 763
Total Volume| 426 1428 293 9 2156 61 28 244 1 334 59 749 58 2 868 10 5 8 0 23 3381
% App Total| 19.8% 66.2% 13.6% 0.4% 18.3% 8.4% 73.1% 0.3% 6.8% 86.3% 6.7% 0.2% 43.5% 21.7% 34.8% 0.0%
PHF| .888 819 779 563 827 847 .700 .938 250 .949 819 918 659 250 .897 625 313 1.000 .000 575 .900
PM PEAK Latrobe Rd Town Center Blvd Latrobe Rd Town Center Blvd
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:30 to 17:30
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:30
16:30] 118 213 10 2 343 14 1 128 0 143 4 327 21 0 352 83 18 36 0 137 975
16:45 124 219 6 1 350 23 1 156 0 180 1 302 16 0 319 71 6 23 0 100 949
17:00( 124 183 3 3 313 16 1 134 0 151 1 363 16 0 380 90 13 30 0 133 977
17:15) 119 222 1 2 344 11 1 160 1 173 0 343 18 0 361 80 3 25 0 108 986
Total Volume| 485 837 20 8 1350 64 4 578 1 647 6 1335 71 0 1412 324 40 114 0 478 3887
% App Total| 35.9% 62.0% 1.5% 0.6% 9.9% 0.6% 89.3% 0.2% 04% 945% 5.0% 0.0% 67.8% 8.4% 23.8% 0.0%
PHF| .978 943 500 667 .964 696  1.000 .903 250 .899 375 919 845 .000 .929 .900 556 792 .000 872 .986



mailto:info@ndsdata.com

Latrobe Rd & Town Center Blvd

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound ApproaCh Project #: 16-7916-006
Day: Tuesday
S| am | 293 1428 426 9 1012 P
o
Qo
9
S|NooN| o 0 0 0 0 NOON AM Peak Hour 07:45 - 08:45
(]
- NOON Peak Hour
PM | 20 837 485 8 2245 PM PM Peak Hour 16:30 - 17:30
Town Center Blvd J ‘ h U i i
AM NOON PM AM NOON PM
m 380 0 30 <::| L 244 0 578 e
2 &
o « 28 0 4 g-
(o)
c Q.
= 0 0 0 r 61 0 64 <
> - =
> 10 0 324 1 0 1 =
- C S
D S
o 5 0 0 |mmlpy =
Y 2]
2) |::> 490 0 597 =
> 8 0 114 1 <
AM NOON PM AM NOON PM
Count Periods Start End AM 1499 2 59 749 58 AM
AM 6:00 AM | 9:00 AM
NOON 0 0 0 0 0 | NooN
NOON NONE NONE
o 1015 0 6 1335 71 PM
PM 4:00 PM 7:00 PM
Northbound Approach
Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg
North Leg North Leg
2156 1012 | am 3168 AM
0 0 |NooON 0 NOON
1350 2245 | ppm 3595 PM
AM NOON PM ‘ t East Leg AM NOON PM
380 0 30 334 | o | 647
= = 403 | o© 508 824 | o0 | 1244
23 0 | 478 | m)| 490 | o | 597
West Leg ‘ t AM NOON PM AM NOON PM
AM 1499 868 AM 2367
NoonN| O 0 NOON 0
PM 1015 1412 PM 2427

South Leg South Leg



City of El Dorado Hills

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted
Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

Heavy Trucks On Bank 2

National Data and Surveying Services

(323) 782-0090
info@ndsdata.com

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Date : 12/6/2016

File Name : 16-7916-007 Latrobe Rd & White Rock Rd

Latrobe Rd White Rock Rd Latrobe Rd White Rock Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App7OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU | RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT [ THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total [Uturns Totall
6:00( 1 88 15 0 104 19 13 15 0 47 1 86 8 0 95 12 4 4 0 20 266 0
6:15| 2 101 25 0 128 39 23 20 0 82 5 74 4 0 83 11 7 3 0 21 314 0
6:30 8 162 32 0 202 27 28 23 0 78 10 96 7 0 113 13 9 7 0 29 422 0
6:45) 12 253 43 0 308 69 36 19 0 124 8 85 8 0 101 24 15 13 0 52 585 0
Total| 23 604 115 0 742 154 100 77 0 331 24 341 27 0 392 60 35 27 0 122 1587 0
7:00| 10 214 53 1 278 52 53 17 0 122 20 99 15 0 134 40 15 10 0 65 599 1
7:15| 23 223 66 1 313 67 42 28 0 137 21 113 16 0 150 27 24 9 0 60 660 1
7:30| 23 208 56 1 288 57 61 32 0 150 25 102 23 0 150 49 37 14 0 100 688 1
7:45| 29 307 100 1 437 88 74 29 0 191 19 114 24 0 157 48 23 12 0 83 868 1
Total| 85 952 275 4 1316 264 230 106 0 600 85 428 78 0 591 164 99 45 0 308 2815 4
8:00| 25 275 110 0 410 86 61 33 0 180 17 121 43 0 181 51 24 15 2 92 863 2
8:15| 27 255 80 1 363 92 55 44 0 191 17 130 50 0 197 49 23 9 0 81 832 1
8:30[ 28 207 52 0 287 55 62 48 0 165 20 131 30 0 181 68 29 6 0 103 736 0
8:45| 29 207 55 1 292 55 41 20 0 116 12 112 21 0 145 63 28 5 0 96 649 1
Total| 109 944 297 2 1352 288 219 145 0 652 66 494 144 0 704 231 104 35 2 372 3080 4
16:00| 47 133 56 3 239 48 31 52 0 131 27 221 92 2 342 73 47 29 0 149 861 5
16:15| 48 170 55 2 275 45 34 45 0 124 32 234 65 1 332 85 80 35 0 200 931 3
16:30| 67 137 68 3 275 48 43 41 1 133 27 228 108 4 367 68 71 20 1 160 935 9
16:45 48 150 55 2 255 50 36 52 0 138 16 220 67 2 305 66 80 23 0 169 867 4
Total| 210 590 234 10 1044 191 144 190 1 526 102 903 332 9 1346 292 278 107 1 678 3594 21
17:00] 51 116 56 0 223 38 38 49 0 125 20 248 106 0 374 94 68 22 0 184 906 0
17:15| 64 122 65 0 251 47 33 50 1 131 16 194 72 1 283 91 75 26 0 192 857 2
17:30| 60 142 49 1 252 35 39 44 0 118 8 196 64 0 268 99 78 35 0 212 850 1
17:45| 58 146 38 0 242 45 33 45 0 123 11 157 49 2 219 81 87 20 0 188 772 2
Total| 233 526 208 1 968 165 143 188 1 497 55 795 291 3 1144 365 308 103 0 776 3385 5
18:00| 44 107 41 1 193 39 31 41 0 111 18 180 49 0 247 75 54 22 0 151 702 1
18:15| 45 102 46 0 193 37 25 51 0 113 10 102 30 2 144 47 40 13 1 101 551 3
18:30| 34 103 33 1 171 22 23 36 0 81 6 98 21 4 129 29 36 12 0 77 458 5
18:45| 43 92 28 0 163 35 22 34 0 91 3 65 21 0 89 29 33 15 0 77 420 0
Total| 166 404 148 2 720 133 101 162 0 396 37 445 121 6 609 180 163 62 1 406 2131 9
Grand Total| 826 4020 1277 19 6142 1195 937 868 2 3002 369 3406 993 18 4786 1292 987 379 4 2662 16592 43
Apprch %| 13.4% 65.5% 20.8% 0.3% 39.8% 31.2% 28.9% 0.1% 7.7% 71.2% 20.7% 0.4% 48.5% 37.1% 14.2% 0.2%
Total %| 5.0% 242% 7.7% 0.1% 37.0% | 72% 56% 52% 0.0% 18.1% | 22% 205% 6.0% 0.1% 288% | 7.8% 59% 23% 0.0% 16.0% | 100.0%
AM PEAK Latrobe Rd White Rock Rd Latrobe Rd White Rock Rd
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APP.TOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:45 to 08:45
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45
7:45 29 307 100 1 437 88 74 29 0 191 19 114 24 0 157 48 23 12 0 83 868
8:.00| 25 275 110 0 410 86 61 33 0 180 17 121 43 0 181 51 24 15 2 92 863
8:15| 27 255 80 1 363 92 55 44 0 191 17 130 50 0 197 49 23 9 0 81 832
8:30| 28 207 52 0 287 55 62 48 0 165 20 131 30 0 181 68 29 6 0 103 736
Total Volume| 109 1044 342 2 1497 321 252 154 0 727 73 496 147 0 716 216 99 42 2 359 3299
% App Total] 7.3% 69.7% 22.8% 0.1% 44.2% 34.7% 21.2% 0.0% 10.2% 69.3% 20.5% 0.0% 60.2% 27.6% 11.7% 0.6%
PHF[ .940 .850 777 500 .856 872 .851 .802 .000 952 913 .947 735 .000 .909 794 .853 .700 250 871 .950
PM PEAK Latrobe Rd White Rock Rd Latrobe Rd White Rock Rd
HOUR Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
START TIME| LEFT | THRU | RIGHT [ UTURNS | ApptOTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT [ UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | App1OTAL| LEFT | THRU [ RIGHT| UTURNS | APPTOTAL| Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 16:15 to 17:15
Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:15
16:15| 48 170 55 2 275 45 34 45 0 124 32 234 65 1 332 85 80 35 0 200 931
16:30| 67 137 68 3 275 48 43 41 1 133 27 228 108 4 367 68 71 20 1 160 935
16:45 48 150 55 2 255 50 36 52 0 138 16 220 67 2 305 66 80 23 0 169 867
17:00[ 51 116 56 0 223 38 38 49 0 125 20 248 106 0 374 94 68 22 0 184 906
Total Volume| 214 573 234 7 1028 181 151 187 1 520 95 930 346 7 1378 313 299 100 1 713 3639
% App Total| 20.8% 55.7% 22.8% 0.7% 34.8% 29.0% 36.0% 0.2% 6.9% 67.5% 25.1% 0.5% 43.9% 41.9% 14.0% 0.1%
PHF[ .799 843 .860 583 935 .905 878 .899 250 942 742 .938 .801 438 .921 832 .934 714 250 .891 973
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Latrobe Rd & White Rock Rd

Peak Hour Summary

Date: 12/6/2016 Southbound Approach Project #: 16-7916-007
Day: Tuesday
S| am | 342 1044 109 2 868 e
2
Qo
?
E|noon| o 0 0 0 0 NOON AM Peak Hour 07:45 - 08:45
©
- NOON Peak Hour
PM | 234 573 214 7 1437 | PMm PM Peak Hour 16:15-17:15
White Rock Rd J ‘ h U i i
AM NOON PM AM NOON PM
m 669 0 481 <::| L 154 0 187 c
o &
o &= 25 0 151 g-
O
c Q.
= 2 0 1 r 321 0 181 <
> - ) E
> 216 0 313 0 0 1 -
yo =
2 3
o 99 0 299 | =
Q) 7))
(2 |::> 355 0 860 =
= 42 0 100 1 <
AM NOON PM AM NOON PM
Count Periods Start End AM 1407 0 73 496 147 AM
AM 6:00 AM | 9:00 AM
NOON 0 0 0 0 0 | NnooON
NOON NONE NONE
o 861 7 95 930 346 | pm
PM 4:00 PM 7:00 PM
Northbound Approach
Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg
North Leg North Leg
1497 868 AM 2365 AM
0 0 |NoON 0 NOON
1028 1437 | pm 2465 PM
AM NOON PM ‘ t East Leg AM NOON PM
669 | 0 | 481 & 727 | o | 520
A 1028 | 0 | 1194 1082 | o | 1380
359 | o | 713 | mp| 355 | o | 860
West Leg ‘ t AM NOON PM AM NOON PM
am | 1407 716 AM 2123
NoonN| O 0 NOON 0
PM 861 1378 PM 2239

South Leg South Leg



13-7462-001 El Dorado Hills Mainline Count

US-50 between El Dorado Hills Blvd and East Bidwell Street
Tuesday, August 20, 2013

Eastbound
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
6:00 AM 202 12 9 0 223
6:15AM 266 21 11 0 298
6:30 AM 385 22 17 0 424
6:45 AM 496 24 16 0 536
7:00 AM 477 35 12 0 524
7:15AM 558 24 26 0 608
7:30AM 566 20 27 0 613
7:45AM 714 20 28 0 762
8:00AM 617 23 30 0 670
8:15AM 611 37 34 0 682
8:30AM 598 33 32 0 663
8:45AM 580 31 33 0 644
Totals: 6070 302 275 0 6647
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks _Total
3:00PM 716 12 76 0 804
3:15PM 815 9 84 0 908
3:30PM 887 13 129 0 1029
3:45PM 972 8 109 0 1089
4:00PM 974 12 119 0 1105
4:15PM 970 5 121 0 1096
4:30PM 1009 8 122 0 1139
4:45PM 1068 3 148 0 1219
5:00 PM 1066 8 123 0 1197
5:15PM 1133 8 129 0 1270
5:30PM 1052 2 102 0 1156
5:45PM 997 6 111 0 1114
Totals: 11659 94 1373 0 13126

Westbound
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
6:00 AM 626 14 61 4 705
6:15AM 765 16 58 0 839
6:30 AM 887 16 79 1 983
6:45 AM 938 15 80 1 1034
7:00 AM 1086 11 80 0 1177
7:15AM 1072 18 118 1 1209
7:30 AM . 893 6 123 0 1022
7:45AM 725 19 144 1 889
8:00AM 852 21 119 0 992
8:15AM . 872 20 103 0 995
8:30AM 881 23 76 0 980
8:45 AM< 771 17 58 0 846
Totals:. 10368 196 1099 8 11671
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
3:00PM 655 22 56 1 734
3:15PM 643 23 79 0 745
3:30PM 683 34 74 1 792
3:45PM 631 17 62 0 710
4:00PM 664 19 66 0 749
4:15PM 731 16 58 0 805
4:30PM 698 19 53 0 770
4:45PM 667 27 57 1 752
5:00PM 784 16 65 0 865
5:15PM 778 4 67 0 849
5:30PM 714 6 66 0 786
5:45PM 680 12 66 0 758
Totals: 8328 215 769 3 9315



13-7462-001 El Dorado Hills Mainline Count

US-50 between El Dorado Hills Blvd and East Bidwell Street

Wednesday, August 21, 2013

Eastbound
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
6:00 AM 218 12 12 0 242
6:15AM 248 25 10 0 283
6:30AM 361 28 30 0 419
6:45 AM 532 43 21 0 596
7:00 AM 426 32 25 0 483
7:15AM 562 29 29 0 620
7:30AM 631 35 43 0 709
7:45 AM 674 22 43 0 739
8:00AM 558 29 40 0 627
8:15AM 581 30 28 0 639
8:30AM 582 25 33 0 640
8:45AM 557 31 27 0 615
Totals: 5930 341 341 0 6612
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks _Total
3:00PM 785 8 103 0 896
3:15PM 777 9 76 0 862
3:30PM 868 9 121 0 998
3:45PM 994 8 119 0 1121
4:00PM 932 7 117 0 1056
4:15PM 1038 6 129 0 1173
4:30PM 1068 8 108 0 1184
4:45PM 988 4 135 0 1127
5:00 PM 1044 6 125 0 1175
5:15PM 1066 5 136 0 1207
5:30PM 1046 8 128 0 1182
5:45PM 1006 6 137 0 1149
Totals: 11612 84 1434 0 13130

Westbound
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
6:00 AM 579 14 55 0 648
6:15AM 718 15 59 0 792
6:30 AM 876 15 81 0 972
6:45AM 959 12 67 0 1038
7:00 AM 1028 17 88 0 1133
7:15AM 1047 14 141 0 1202
7:30 AM 1016 25 164 0 1205
7:45 AM 944 19 124 1 1088
8:00AM 965 20 99 0 1084
8:15AM . 820 26 72 0 918
8:30AM 777 28 80 0 885
8:45 AM< 769 28 57 0 854
Totals: 10498 233 1087 1 11819
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
3:00PM 680 28 69 0 777
3:15PM 663 22 67 0 752
3:30PM 655 34 68 0 757
3:45PM 659 23 63 0 745
4:00PM 700 13 47 1 761
4:15PM 681 17 51 0 749
4:30PM 730 10 60 0 800
4:45PM 717 17 68 1 803
5:00PM 711 15 59 0 785
5:15PM 770 11 56 0 837
5:30PM 638 14 50 0 702
5:45PM 655 11 46 0 712
Totals: 8259 215 704 2 9180



13-7462-001 El Dorado Hills Mainline Count

US-50 between El Dorado Hills Blvd and East Bidwell Street

Thursday, August 22, 2013

Eastbound
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
6:00 AM 179 22 5 0 206
6:15AM 254 27 13 0 294
6:30 AM 408 28 19 0 455
6:45 AM 490 20 27 0 537
7:00AM 451 22 25 0 498
7:15AM 581 21 48 0 650
7:30AM 675 33 53 0 761
7:45 AM 673 22 25 0 720
8:00AM 596 22 33 0 651
8:15AM 646 36 35 0 717
8:30AM 627 40 41 0 708
8:45AM 682 19 34 0 735
Totals: 6262 312 358 0 6932
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks _Total
3:00PM 839 15 105 0 959
3:15PM 871 14 115 1 1001
3:30PM 869 17 128 0 1014
3:45PM 981 5 115 0 1101
4:00PM 951 9 108 0 1068
4:15PM 1044 9 129 0 1182
4:30PM 1048 4 125 0 1177
4:45PM 1149 6 165 0 1320
5:00 PM 1067 4 148 0 1219
5:15PM 1137 7 141 0 1285
5:30PM 1095 5 140 0 1240
5:45PM 1026 2 137 0 1165
Totals: 12077 97 1556 1 13731

Westbound
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
6:00 AM 599 10 49 0 658
6:15AM 677 11 50 0 738
6:30 AM 860 18 83 0 961
6:45 AM 949 16 79 0 1044
7:00 AM 1000 15 91 0 1106
7:15AM 1012 19 125 1 1157
7:30 AM < 985 17 122 1 1125
7:45 AM 964 21 129 0 1114
8:00AM 915 22 112 3 1052
8:15AM . 849 15 65 0 929
8:30AM 807 15 72 0 894
8:45 AM< 738 20 53 0 811
Totals:. 10355 199 1030 5 11589
Non-HOV HOV Lane
Vehicles Trucks HOV Lane HOV Trucks Total
3:00PM 645 36 67 1 749
3:15PM 671 36 70 0 777
3:30PM 694 29 60 1 784
3:45PM 681 23 85 0 789
4:00PM 675 19 71 0 765
4:15PM 736 15 78 0 829
4:30PM 678 21 58 0 757
4:45PM 712 23 81 0 816
5:00PM 744 17 56 0 817
5:15PM 730 11 62 0 803
5:30PM 697 11 51 0 759
5:45PM 617 22 60 0 699
Totals: 8280 263 799 2 9344



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Conditions

1: Bass Lake Road & Serrano Parkway AM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 [l b 4 [l b | b |

Traffic Volume (vph) 106 100 10 10 504 85 10 10 10 37 10 225

Future Volume (vph) 106 100 10 10 504 85 10 10 10 37 10 225

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 098

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 08 100 100 085 1.00 093 1.00 0.86

Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1810 1583 1770 1863 1548 1770 1723 1770 1561

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1810 1583 1770 1863 1548 1770 1723 1770 1561

Peak-hour factor, PHF 079 079 092 092 08 08 092 092 092 08 092 0.6

Adj. Flow (vph) 134 127 11 11 586 99 11 11 11 43 11 262

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 4 0 0 48 0 11 0 0 234 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 127 7 11 586 51 11 11 0 43 39 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm  Split NA Split NA

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 91 462 462 07 378 378 24 24 7.9 7.9

Effective Green, g (s) 91 462 462 07 378 378 24 24 7.9 7.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 012 063 063 001 052 052 003 003 0.11 0.11

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 213 1142 999 16 962 799 58 56 191 168

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08  0.07 0.01  ¢0.31 0.01  c0.01 0.02 ¢0.03

v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.03

vic Ratio 063 0.1 0.01 069  0.61 006 019 0.20 023 0.23

Uniform Delay, d1 30.4 5.4 50  36.1 12.5 89 345 345 299 299

Progression Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.7 0.0 00 80.1 1.1 0.0 1.6 1.8 0.6 0.7

Delay (s) 36.2 5.4 50 1162 136 89 360 363 305 306

Level of Service D A A F B A D D C C

Approach Delay (s) 20.5 14.5 36.2 30.6

Approach LOS C B D C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 20.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 732 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Hollow Oak Drive & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & 5 b b b

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 67 0 12 0 200 31 8 713 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 079 079 079 076 076 076 082 082 0.82
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 85 0 15 0 263 41 10 870 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL None

Median storage veh) 2

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1171 1197 874 1177 1177 288 872 306

vC1, stage 1 conf vol 891 891 286 286

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 280 306 891 891

vCu, unblocked vol 171 1197 874 177 1177 288 872 306

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 73 100 98 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 314 333 348 315 335 749 760 1253

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 0 100 0 304 10 870

Volume Left 0 85 0 0 10 0

Volume Right 0 15 0 41 0 0

cSH 1700 346 1700 1700 1253 1700

Volume to Capacity 000 029 000 018 0.01 0.51

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 29 0 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 0.0 19.6 0.0 0.0 7.9 0.0

Lane LOS A C A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 19.6 0.0 01

Approach LOS A C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Old Bass Lake Road & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 1 2 4 229 789 0
Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 025 025 076 076 083 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 8 5 301 951 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

1266 955 953

1266 955 953
6.4 6.2 41

35 3.3 2.2
98 97 99
184 312 708

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

12 307 951
4 5 0
8 0 0

254 708 1700
005 001 056

4 1 0
19.9 0.3 0.0
C A

19.9 0.3 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

0.3
52.2%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
Page 3



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

4: Country Club Drive & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

'O A R
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR  SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations bl + i" )
Volume (veh/h) 187 74 159 124 133 658
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 079 079 072 072 083 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 237 94 221 172 160 793
Pedestrians 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1338 225 395
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1338 225 395
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22
p0 queue free % 0 88 86
cM capacity (veh/h) 145 812 1162
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1
Volume Total 330 221 172 953
Volume Left 237 0 0 160
Volume Right 94 0 172 0
cSH 189 1700 1700 1162
Volume to Capacity 175 013 010 0.14
Queue Length 95th (ft) 576 0 0 12
Control Delay (s) 400.7 0.0 0.0 3.3
Lane LOS F A
Approach Delay (s) 400.7 0.0 3.3
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 80.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.6% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: US 50 WB Ramps & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations &) f &) Ly i"
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 7 0 94 21 189 0 0 133 712
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 061 0.61 0.61 082 082 08 089 089 0.9
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 1 0 154 26 230 0 0 149 800
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 0.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 435 435 153 435 435 234 151 232

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 435 435 153 435 435 234 151 232

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 98 100 81 98 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 421 504 891 518 501 797 1423 1333

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 166 256 149 800

Volume Left 1 26 0 0

Volume Right 154 0 0 800

cSH 856 1423 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 019 002 009 047

Queue Length 95th (ft) 18 1 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.7 0.9 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.7 0.9 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: US 50 EB Ramps & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & B )
Volume (veh/h) 186 1 5 0 0 0 0 24 3 132 8 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 074 074 074 092 092 092 061 0.61 0.61 0.71 0.71 0.71
Hourly flow rate (vph) 251 1 7 0 0 0 0 39 5 186 1 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 429 431 15 436 429 46 13 46
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 429 431 15 436 429 46 13 46
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22
p0 queue free % 48 100 99 100 100 100 100 88
cM capacity (veh/h) 482 452 1055 476 456 1022 1590 1561
Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1
Volume Total 259 44 197
Volume Left 251 0 186
Volume Right 7 5 0
cSH 489 1700 1561
Volume to Capacity 053 003 012
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 10
Control Delay (s) 204 0.0 7.2
Lane LOS C A
Approach Delay (s) 204 0.0 7.2
Approach LOS C
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 13.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Marble Mountain Road & Marble Valley Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 19 2 0 8 5 8
Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 075 075 040 040 060 0.60
Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 3 0 20 8 13
Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

39 19 24

39 19 24
6.4 6.2 4.2

35 3.3 2.3
97 100 100
970 1056 1526

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

28 20 22
25 0 0

977 1526 1700
003 0.00 0.1

8.8 0.0 0.0

8.8 0.0 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

35
14.6%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
8: Marble Valley Road & Marble Ridge Road

Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour

= 2 2 ”~
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations b &) bl
Volume (veh/h) 1 6 0 0 8 0
Sign Control Free Free  Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 042 042 092 092 040 040
Hourly flow rate (vph) 2 14 0 0 20 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 19 14 14
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 19 14 14
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 22 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 98 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1595 1002 1063
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1
Volume Total 17 0 20
Volume Left 0 0 20
Volume Right 14 0 0
cSH 1700 1700~ 1002
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 2
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.7
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.7
Approach LOS A
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Country Club Drive & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & &

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 69 66 29 88 66 13 12 103 35 15 350 91
Peak Hour Factor 056 05 05 058 058 058 078 078 078 083 083 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 123 118 52 152 114 22 15 132 45 18 422 110
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total (vph) 293 288 192 549

Volume Left (vph) 123 152 15 18

Volume Right (vph) 52 22 45 110

Hadj (s) 0.01 009 -009 -0.08

Departure Headway (s) 7.5 7.6 7.6 6.6

Degree Utilization, x 0.61 0.60 0.41 1.01

Capacity (veh/h) 470 468 442 538

Control Delay (s) 213 214 15.7 65.8

Approach Delay (s) 213 214 157 658

Approach LOS C C C F

Intersection Summary

Delay 39.0

HCM Level of Service E

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

10: Knollwood Drive & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & &

Volume (veh/h) 5 0 235 2 0 0 119 145 2 1 459 7
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 050 050 050 0.81 0.81 0.81 083 083 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 0 294 4 0 0 147 179 2 1 553 8
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 452

pX, platoon unblocked 098 098 098 098 098 0.98

vC, conflicting volume 1038 1039 561 1331 1042 184 563 183

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1030 1031 561 1329 1034 163 563 162

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 97 100 44 92 100 100 85 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 184 195 525 50 194 865 1006 1392

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 300 4 328 563

Volume Left 6 4 147 1

Volume Right 294 0 2 8

cSH 506 50 1006 1392

Volume to Capacity 059 008 015 0.00

Queue Length 95th (ft) 95 6 13 0

Control Delay (s) 22.0 82.3 4.9 0.0

Lane LOS C F A A

Approach Delay (s) 22.0 82.3 49 0.0

Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 7.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Conditions

11: Merrychase Drive & Cambridge Road AM Peak Hour
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 i" 4 f 5 4 i" 5 3

Volume (vph) 47 184 215 25 270 141 118 91 51 335 249 96

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 41 4.1 41 3.5 3.5 44 44 3.5 44

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 099 100 100 098 1.00 099

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 100 08 100 100 08 100 096

Flt Protected 099 1.00 1.00 100 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1844 1542 1855 1560 1770 1863 1544 1770 1772

Flt Permitted 099 1.00 1.00 100 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1844 1542 1855 1560 1770 1863 1544 1770 1772

Peak-hour factor, PHF 072 072 072 066 066 066 0.71 0.71 0.71 09 096 096

Adj. Flow (vph) 65 256 299 38 409 214 166 128 72 349 259 100

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 249 0 0 112 0 0 59 0 14 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 321 50 0 447 102 166 128 13 349 345 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Turn Type Split Perm Split pm+ov Prot Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 153 153 260 439 120 17.1 171 179 230

Effective Green, g (s) 153 153 260 439 120 17.1 171 179 230

Actuated g/C Ratio 017 017 028 048 013 019 019 019 025

Clearance Time (s) 41 41 41 3.5 3.5 44 44 3.5 44

Vehicle Extension (s) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 305 255 522 741 230 345 286 343 441

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c024 0.03 009 007 c0.20 ¢0.19

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.04 0.01

v/c Ratio 1.05 0.9 086 014 072 037 005 1.02 0.78

Uniform Delay, d1 386 332 314 136 386 329 309 372 324

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 66.0 0.1 12.6 0.0 9.1 0.2 00  53.1 8.2

Delay (s) 1045 334 440 136 477 332 310 904 405

Level of Service F C D B D C C F D

Approach Delay (s) 70.2 34.2 39.3 65.1

Approach LOS E C D E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 53.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 924 Sum of lost time (s) 11.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
12: US 50 EB Ramps & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

N N
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 5 i" 4 3
Volume (veh/h) 131 16 15 129 81 408
Sign Control Stop Free  Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 080 080 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 144 18 19 161 88 443
Pedestrians 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh) 4
Median type None  None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 783

pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

094 094 094
513 314 90

447 235 0
6.4 6.2 41

35 3.3 2.2
73 98 99
525 752 1519

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

162 180 532
144 19 0

18 0 443
590 1519, 1700
027 001 0.31

28 1 0
13.9 0.9 0.0

13.9 0.9 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

28
43.9%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
Page 12



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
13: Crazy Horse Road & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & ) i"
Volume (veh/h) 84 2 0 0 0 43 0 17 0 42 15 40
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 067 067 067 071 0.71 0.71 039 039 039 069 069 069
Hourly flow rate (vph) 125 3 0 0 0 61 0 44 0 61 22 58
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1094

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 252 191 26 193 249 48 82 46

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 252 191 26 193 249 48 82 46

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 80 100 100 100 100 94 100 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 637 674 1047 737 626 1018 1513 1560

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 128 61 44 83 58

Volume Left 125 0 0 61 0

Volume Right 0 61 0 0 58

cSH 637 1018 1513 1560 1700

Volume to Capacity 020 006 000 0.04 0.03

Queue Length 95th (ft) 19 5 0 3 0

Control Delay (s) 12.1 8.8 0.0 55 0.0

Lane LOS B A A

Approach Delay (s) 12.1 8.8 0.0 3.3

Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 6.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

14: Deer Creek Road & Flying C Road

Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 17 15 0
Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 18 16 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

39 20 18

39 20 18
6.4 6.2 41

35 3.3 2.2
100 100 100
970 1054 1596
EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

0 18 16
0 0 0
0 0 0

1700 1596~ 1700
000 0.00 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

0.0
14.6%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 15 El Dorado Hills Blvd/US 50 WB Ramps-Saratoga Wy Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 489 490 100.1% 48.6 1.7 D

NB Through 541 537 99.2% 17.4 1.5 B
Right Turn 123 122 99.0% 9.5 1.3 A

Subtotal 1,153 1,148 99.6% 29.8 1.3 C

Left Turn 50 47 94.1% 76.1 5.0 E

SB Through 815 795 97.6% 37.0 2.2 D
Right Turn 662 648 97.8% 29.1 6.2 C

Subtotal 1,527 1,490 97.6% 34.8 3.8 C

Left Turn 120 118 98.2% 44.4 2.2 D

EB Through 52 50 95.3% 49.2 4.5 D
Right Turn 366 370 101.2% 3.0 0.2 A

Subtotal 538 538 100.0% 16.3 1.1 B

Left Turn 92 95 103.3% 57.0 2.8 E

WB Through 75 75 100.1% 57.9 5.0 E
Right Turn 39 41 104.9% 9.1 3.9 A

Subtotal 206 211 102.4% 48.1 2.7 D

Total 3,424 3,387 98.9% 31.0 1.7 C

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 16 Latrobe Rd/US 50 EB Ramps Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 866 845 97.6% 9.1 0.8 A
Right Turn 146 148 101.3% 8.5 1.0 A
Subtotal 1,012 993 98.2% 9.0 0.8 A
Left Turn 192 197 102.9% 45.0 1.6 D
SB Through 1,083 1,086 100.3% 15.9 0.7 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 1,275 1,284 100.7% 20.4 0.6 C
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn 1,073 1,033 96.3% 78.4 20.6 E
Subtotal 1,073 1,033 96.3% 78.4 20.6 E
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn 287 288 100.2% 9.3 0.3 A
Subtotal 287 288 100.2% 9.3 0.3 A
Total 3,647 3,598 98.6% 33.0 6.1 C
Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Conditions

17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps AM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b < [l b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 394 0 102 58 331 0 0 272 431
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 394 0 102 58 331 0 0 272 431
Number 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 0 0 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 453 0 17 75 430 0 0 292 80
Adj No. of Lanes 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 087 08 08 077 077 077 093 093 093
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 1 1
Cap, veh/h 760 0 339 206 1577 0 0 772 345
Arrive On Green 0.21 0.00 0.21 012 045 000 000 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 3548 0 1583 1774 3632 0 0 3668 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 453 0 17 75 430 0 0 292 80
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 0 1583 1774 1770 0 0 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.3 0.0 0.3 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.6 15
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.3 0.0 0.3 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.6 15
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00  1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 760 0 339 206 1577 0 0 772 345
VIC Ratio(X) 060 000 005 03 027 000 000 038 023
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2874 0 1282 1197 4778 0 0 4825 2159
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 100 000 100 100 100 000 000 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.1 00 116 151 6.5 0.0 00 124 120
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 2.1 0.0 0.1 0.7 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.4 00 116 155 6.5 0.0 00 125 121
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 470 505 372
Approach Delay, s/veh 13.3 7.9 12.4
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 23.3 85 148 13.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 *4.2 6.8 5.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 *25  50.0 30.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 4.8 34 4.6 6.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 15 0.1 15 0.3
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Conditions
17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps AM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps

Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour

2 T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b [l L] 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 79 19 119 310 547 119
Future Volume (veh/h) 79 19 119 310 547 119
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1810 1810 1831 1881 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 84 1 159 413 629 29
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 2 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 094 094 075 075 087 087
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 1 1 2 2
Cap, veh/h 428 191 590 1961 955 427
Arrive On Green 012 012 017 055 027 027
Sat Flow, veh/h 3447 1538 3476 3668 3632 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 84 1 159 413 629 29
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1723 1538 1738 1787 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.8 0.0 15 2.3 6.1 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.8 0.0 1.5 2.3 6.1 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 428 191 590 1961 955 427
VIC Ratio(X) 020  0.01 027  0.21 066  0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2238 999 2708 4641 4596 2056
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.1 148 139 44 125 105
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 0.4 0.0 0.7 1.1 3.0 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 152 148 140 45 128 105
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 85 572 658
Approach Delay, s/veh 15.2 71 12.7
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 27.9 106 107 172
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 58  *42 6.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 25.0 *30  50.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 4.3 2.8 3.5 8.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.3 0.1 0.3 2.3
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
Notes

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 9 Report



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Conditions
18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps AM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 19 El Dorado Hills Blvd/Saratoga Wy-Park Dr Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 94 96 102.1% 42.0 4.1 D

NB Through 583 578 99.1% 10.4 0.6 B
Right Turn 27 31 114.8% 5.8 1.2 A

Subtotal 704 705 100.1% 14.5 0.9 B

Left Turn 123 117 95.2% 45.0 34 D

SB Through 1,397 1,383 99.0% 17.6 21 B
Right Turn 28 27 95.0% 16.1 3.6 B

Subtotal 1,548 1,526 98.6% 19.7 2.0 B

Left Turn 30 30 101.4% 374 3.8 D

EB Through 17 17 97.7% 35.1 5.1 D
Right Turn 116 116 100.3% 19.5 1.4 B

Subtotal 163 163 100.2% 24.4 1.9 C

Left Turn 14 12 83.7% 34.1 5.6 C

WB Through 10 10 99.8% 41.5 7.6 D
Right Turn 46 47 101.8% 8.3 1.5 A

Subtotal 70 69 97.9% 17.7 3.4 B

Total 2,485 2,463 99.1% 18.5 1.5 B

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 21 Latrobe Rd/Town Center Blvd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 61 57 93.6% 37.0 4.4 D

NB Through 749 744 99.3% 16.9 0.8 B
Right Turn 58 55 95.5% 4.9 1.0 A

Subtotal 868 856 98.7% 17.4 0.9 B

Left Turn 435 429 98.5% 35.3 1.9 D

B Through 1,428 1,406 98.4% 11.7 1.1 B
Right Turn 293 279 95.4% 4.8 0.3 A

Subtotal 2,156 2,114 98.0% 15.6 1.1 B

Left Turn 10 11 112.3% 39.5 7.2 D

EB Through 5 6 122.9% 34.6 11.1 C
Right Turn 8 8 99.6% 17.5 5.5 B

Subtotal 23 25 110.2% 31.7 6.3 C

Left Turn 62 61 98.2% 28.6 2.9 C

WB Through 28 27 95.0% 28.3 4.2 C
Right Turn 244 241 98.7% 11.3 0.6 B

Subtotal 334 328 98.3% 15.9 1.0 B

Total 3,381 3,324 98.3% 16.2 0.9 B

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 22 Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 73 71 96.8% 58.9 6.0 E

NB Through 496 494 99.7% 22.1 0.9 C
Right Turn 147 148 100.4% 6.1 0.9 A

Subtotal 716 713 99.5% 22.4 0.9 C

Left Turn 111 109 98.6% 62.9 3.2 E

SB Through 1,046 1,038 99.2% 21.9 1.8 C
Right Turn 342 334 97.6% 11.7 0.9 B

Subtotal 1,499 1,481 98.8% 22.6 1.6 C

Left Turn 218 215 98.6% 53.1 3.2 D

EB Through 99 99 99.6% 53.6 5.0 D
Right Turn 42 43 101.5% 25.9 4.3 C

Subtotal 359 356 99.2% 50.0 2.7 D

Left Turn 321 299 93.1% 58.0 1.9 E

WB Through 252 240 95.2% 59.1 1.9 E
Right Turn 154 145 94.1% 6.3 0.8 A

Subtotal 727 683 94.0% 47.4 14 D

Total 3,301 3,233 97.9% 30.8 0.8 C

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Conditions

1: Bass Lake Road & Serrano Parkway PM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 [l b 4 [l b | b |

Traffic Volume (vph) 147 394 10 10 213 54 10 10 10 111 10 105

Future Volume (vph) 147 394 10 10 213 54 10 10 10 111 10 105

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 098

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 08 100 100 085 1.00 093 1.00 0.86

Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1583 1770 1863 1548 1770 1723 1770 1576

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1583 1770 1863 1548 1770 1723 1770 1576

Peak-hour factor, PHF 096 096 092 092 094 094 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 153 410 11 11 227 57 11 11 11 121 11 114

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 6 0 0 42 0 10 0 0 95 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 153 410 5 11 227 15 11 12 0 121 30 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2

Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Split NA Split NA

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 113 268 268 06  16.1 16.1 6.2 6.2 9.9 9.9

Effective Green, g (s) 113 268 268 06  16.1 16.1 6.2 6.2 9.9 9.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 019 045 045 0.01 027 027 010 0.10 017 017

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 336 839 713 17 504 418 184 179 294 262

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 ¢0.22 0.01 0.12 0.01  c0.01 c0.07  0.02

v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.01

v/c Ratio 046 049  0.01 065 045 004 006 0.07 0.41 0.11

Uniform Delay, d1 214 115 90 293 180 160 240 240 22 211

Progression Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.5 00 620 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.9 0.2

Delay (s) 224 120 90 913 187 160 242 242 231 213

Level of Service C B A F B B C C C C

Approach Delay (s) 14.7 20.9 24.2 22.2

Approach LOS B C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 59.5 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Driveway & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions
PM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & 5 b b Ly

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 1 18 0 6 0 549 40 6 308 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 075 075 075 09 09 09 097 097 097
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 1 24 0 8 0 572 42 6 318 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL None

Median storage veh) 2

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 914 947 322 928 927 597 320 616

vC1, stage 1 conf vol 332 332 595 595

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 582 616 333 332

vCu, unblocked vol 914 947 322 928 927 597 320 616

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 95 100 98 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 435 428 7 437 439 501 1238 963

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 1 32 0 614 6 318

Volume Left 0 24 0 0 6 0

Volume Right 1 8 0 42 0 0

cSH 17 452 1700 1700 963 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.00 007 000 036 0.01 0.19

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 6 0 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.0 13.6 0.0 0.0 8.8 0.0

Lane LOS B B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.0 13.6 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS B B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Old Bass Lake Road & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 1 3 2 600 332 0
Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 100 093 093 097 097
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 3 2 645 342 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

996 346 344

996 346 344
6.4 6.2 41

35 3.3 2.2
100 100 100
270 694 1213

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

4 647 342
1 2 0
3 0 0

498 1213 1700
001 0.00 0.20

12.3 0.0 0.0

12.3 0.0 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

0.1
43.8%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
Page 3



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

4: Country Club Drive & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

'O A R
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR  SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations bl + i" )
Volume (veh/h) 57 43 538 163 47 288
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 086 08 09 09 096 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 66 50 582 170 49 300
Pedestrians 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 984 586 754
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 984 586 754
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22
p0 queue free % 74 90 9%
cM capacity (veh/h) 259 508 855
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1
Volume Total 116 582 170 349
Volume Left 66 0 0 49
Volume Right 50 0 170 0
cSH 328 1700~ 1700 855
Volume to Capacity 035 034 010 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 39 0 0 5
Control Delay (s) 21.9 0.0 0.0 1.9
Lane LOS C A
Approach Delay (s) 21.9 0.0 1.9
Approach LOS C
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.5% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

5: US 50 WB Ramps & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations &) f &) Ly i"
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 7 1 124 12 598 0 0 100 245
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 077 077 077 09 09 09 096 096 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 9 1 161 12 623 0 0 104 255
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 0.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 757 756 108 756 756 627 106 625

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 757 756 108 756 756 627 106 625

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 97 100 67 99 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 213 334 944 321 334 482 1485 955

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 171 635 104 255

Volume Left 9 12 0 0

Volume Right 161 0 0 255

cSH 513 1485 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.33  0.01 0.06 0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 1 0 0

Control Delay (s) 16.2 0.2 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.2 0.2 0.0

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 25

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: US 50 EB Ramps & Bass Lake Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & B )
Volume (veh/h) 598 2 18 0 0 0 0 12 3 99 8 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 092 092 092 063 063 063 08 08 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 616 2 19 0 0 0 0 19 5 119 10 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 274 276 14 293 274 25 12 26
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 274 276 14 293 274 25 12 26
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 71 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 3 100 98 100 100 100 100 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 637 583 1063 607 585 1049 1605 1588
Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1
Volume Total 637 24 129
Volume Left 616 0 119
Volume Right 19 5 0
cSH 644 1700 1588
Volume to Capacity 0.99 0.01 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 375 0 6
Control Delay (s) 58.0 0.0 6.9
Lane LOS F A
Approach Delay (s) 58.0 0.0 6.9
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 47.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Marble Mountain Road & Marble Valley Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 8 0 0 7 7 19
Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 040 040 058 058 072 0.72
Hourly flow rate (vph) 20 0 0 12 10 26
Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

39 27 38

39 27 38
6.5 6.3 41

3.6 34 2.2
98 100 100
945 1017 1570

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

20 12 36
20 0 0

945 1570 1700
002 0.00 0.02

8.9 0.0 0.0

8.9 0.0 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

26
14.6%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
8: Marble Valley Road & Marble Ridge Road

Existing Conditions
PM Peak Hour

= 2 2 ”~
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations b &) bl
Volume (veh/h) 0 7 0 0 7 0
Sign Control Free Free  Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 058 058 092 092 058 058
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 12 0 0 12 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 14 10 10
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 14 10 10
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 22 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 99 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1601 1007 1068
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1
Volume Total 12 0 12
Volume Left 0 0 12
Volume Right 12 0 0
cSH 1700 1700~ 1007
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.6
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.6
Approach LOS A
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Country Club Drive & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions
PM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & &

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 61 37 19 37 69 33 17 360 97 24 208 78
Peak Hour Factor 086 086 086  0.81 0.81 0.81 095 095 095 088 0838 088
Hourly flow rate (vph) 7 43 22 46 85 41 18 379 102 27 236 89
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total (vph) 136 172 499 352

Volume Left (vph) 71 46 18 27

Volume Right (vph) 22 41 102 89

Hadj (s) 004 -006 -008 -0.10

Departure Headway (s) 6.8 6.6 55 5.7

Degree Utilization, x 026  0.31 0.76  0.56

Capacity (veh/h) 462 482 634 588

Control Delay (s) 12.1 126 240 15.7

Approach Delay (s) 12.1 126 240 15.7

Approach LOS B B C C

Intersection Summary

Delay 18.4

HCM Level of Service C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Conditions

10: Knollwood Drive & Cambridge Road PM Peak Hour
D N T W S N R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Volume (veh/h) 7 0 122 4 3 2 193 465 0 2 253 9

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 075 075 075 090 090 090 0.1 0.91 0.91

Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 0 133 B 4 3 214 517 0 2 278 10

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 452

pX, platoon unblocked 0.80  0.80 080 080 0.0 0.80

vC, conflicting volume 1242 1237 287 1370 1242 521 290 519

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 177 1M 287 1337 1177 274 290 272
tC, single (s) 71 6.5 6.2 71 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 93 100 82 93 97 100 83 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 113 127 750 74 126 609 1270 1030
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 140 12 731 290

Volume Left 8 5 214 2

Volume Right 133 3 0 10

cSH 574 111 1270 1030

Volume to Capacity 024  0.11 0.177  0.00

Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 9 15 0

Control Delay (s) 133 413 3.9 01

Lane LOS B E A A

Approach Delay (s) 133 413 3.9 0.1

Approach LOS B E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 45

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Conditions

11: Merrychase Drive & Cambridge Road PM Peak Hour
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 i" 4 f 5 4 i" 5 3

Volume (vph) 64 76 171 39 205 204 151 364 33 129 168 64

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 41 41 41 3.0 3.0 44 44 3.0 44

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 099 100 100 098 1.00 099

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 100 08 100 100 08 100 096

Flt Protected 098  1.00 099 100 09 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1821 1541 1848 1561 1770 1863 1546 1770 1774

Flt Permitted 098 1.00 099 100 09 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1821 1541 1848 1561 1770 1863 1546 1770 1774

Peak-hour factor, PHF 088 083 083 089 089 089 0.1 0.91 0.91 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 73 86 194 44 230 229 166 400 36 143 187 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 165 0 0 146 0 0 15 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 159 29 0 274 83 166 400 21 143 245 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Turn Type Split Perm Split pm+ov Prot Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.1 11.1 166 2715 15 213 213 109 207

Effective Green, g (s) 11.1 11.1 166 275 115 213 213 109 207

Actuated g/C Ratio 015 015 022 036 015 028 028 014 027

Clearance Time (s) 41 41 41 3.0 3.0 44 44 3.0 44

Vehicle Extension (s) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 268 227 406 569 270 526 436 256 486

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 c015 0.02 ¢0.09 c0.21 008 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.03 0.01

v/c Ratio 059 0.3 067 015  0.61 076 005 056 0.0

Uniform Delay, d1 30.1 28.0 2710  16.1 299 248 197 301 23.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.1 3.5 0.0 29 5.8 0.0 1.5 0.3

Delay (s) 324 /281 304 162 328 305 197 316 234

Level of Service C C C B C C B C C

Approach Delay (s) 30.0 23.9 30.5 26.3

Approach LOS C C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 75.5 Sum of lost time (s) 11.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 11



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
12: US 50 EB Ramps & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

N N
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 5 i" 4 3
Volume (veh/h) 445 78 35 103 95 283
Sign Control Stop Free  Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 484 85 38 112 103 308
Pedestrians 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh) 4
Median type None  None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 783

pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

449 261 105

449 261 105
6.4 6.2 41

3.5 3.3 2.2
12 89 97
551 775 1484

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

568 150 411
484 38 0

85 0 308
617 1484 1700
092 003 024
297 2 0
454 2.1 0.0

454 2.1 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

23.1
64.6%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
Page 12



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
13: Crazy Horse Road & Cambridge Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & ) i"
Volume (veh/h) 58 0 0 0 1 56 0 24 2 55 19 99
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 079 079 079 0.71 0.71 0.71 093 093 093 09 096 096
Hourly flow rate (vph) 73 0 0 0 1 79 0 26 2 57 20 103
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1094

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 245 166 24 165 268 31 125 30

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 245 166 24 165 268 31 125 30

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 88 100 100 100 100 92 100 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 632 698 1049 773 613 1040 1459 1580

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 73 80 28 77 103

Volume Left 73 0 0 57 0

Volume Right 0 79 2 0 103

cSH 632 1027 1459 1580 1700

Volume to Capacity 012 008 000 0.04 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 6 0 3 0

Control Delay (s) 11.4 8.8 0.0 55 0.0

Lane LOS B A A

Approach Delay (s) 11.4 8.8 0.0 24

Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

14: Deer Creek Road & Flying C Road

Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 26 19 0
Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 28 21 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

53 25 23

53 25 23
6.4 6.2 41

35 3.3 22
100 100 100
952 1048 1590

EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

0 28 21
0 0 0
0 0 0

1700 - 1590-.. 1700
000 0.00 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

0.0
14.6%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 15 El Dorado Hills Blvd/US 50 WB Ramps-Saratoga Wy Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 994 953 95.9% 49.4 31 D

NB Through 1,221 1,162 95.2% 19.2 0.9 B
Right Turn 279 267 95.8% 15.9 1.5 B

Subtotal 2,494 2,382 95.5% 30.9 1.7 C

Left Turn 38 39 102.1% 77.9 8.7 E

SB Through 537 501 93.2% 43.0 31 D
Right Turn 330 326 98.7% 25.7 1.5 C

Subtotal 905 865 95.6% 38.1 1.9 D

Left Turn 125 121 97.1% 51.3 2.4 D

EB Through 58 55 95.3% 54.5 7.2 D
Right Turn 172 168 97.5% 2.5 0.5 A

Subtotal 355 344 97.0% 28.0 2.6 C

Left Turn 167 164 98.2% 58.9 2.6 E

WB Through 60 58 97.1% 56.6 5.0 E
Right Turn 74 72 96.8% 9.1 1.6 A

Subtotal 301 294 97.7% 46.3 1.5 D

Total 4,055 3,885 95.8% 334 1.4 C

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 16 Latrobe Rd/US 50 EB Ramps Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 1,747 1,641 93.9% 20.9 2.7 C
Right Turn 455 422 92.7% 27.9 4.4 C
Subtotal 2,202 2,063 93.7% 22.4 3.0 C
Left Turn 194 185 95.5% 42.9 1.3 D
SB Through 683 651 95.3% 8.8 0.5 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 877 836 95.4% 16.4 0.9 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn 705 675 95.8% 24.8 3.2 C
Subtotal 705 675 95.8% 24.8 3.2 C
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn 746 717 96.1% 14.7 0.5 B
Subtotal 746 717 96.1% 14.7 0.5 B
Total 4,530 4,291 94.7% 20.3 1.5 C
Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Conditions

17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps PM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b < [l b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 250 0 151 52 890 0 0 187 170
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 250 0 151 52 890 0 0 187 170
Number 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 0 0 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 278 0 32 56 957 0 0 215 24
Adj No. of Lanes 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 093 093 093 08 087 087
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 771 0 344 173 1573 0 0 805 360
Arrive On Green 0.21 0.00 0.21 010 044 000 000 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 3619 0 1615 1810 3705 0 0 3705 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 278 0 32 56 957 0 0 215 24
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1810 0 1615 1810 1805 0 0 1805 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.3 0.0 0.6 1.0 7.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.3 0.0 0.6 1.0 7.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00  1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 771 0 344 173 1573 0 0 805 360
VIC Ratio(X) 036 000 009 032 0.61 000 000 027 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 3028 0 1351 1262 5034 0 0 5034 2252
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 100 000 100 100 100 000 000 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.0 00 113 151 7.8 0.0 00 115 110
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 1.2 0.0 0.3 0.5 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 12.1 00 114 155 7.9 0.0 00 116 110
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 310 1013 239
Approach Delay, s/veh 12.1 8.3 11.5
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 224 76 148 13.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 *4.2 6.8 5.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 *25  50.0 30.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 9.3 3.0 3.8 4.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.7 0.0 2.8 0.2
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.6
HCM 2010 LOS A
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Conditions
17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps PM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Conditions

18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps PM Peak Hour
2 T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b [l L] 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 433 46 308 509 350 87
Future Volume (veh/h) 433 46 308 509 350 87
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 487 10 335 553 368 15
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 2 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 092 092 095 095
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 699 312 660 1822 779 349
Arrive On Green 019 019 019 050 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 3619 1615 3510 3705 3705 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 487 10 335 553 368 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1810 1615 1755 1805 1805 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.2 0.2 3.6 3.7 3.7 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.2 0.2 3.6 3.7 3.7 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 699 312 660 1822 779 349
VIC Ratio(X) 070 0.03 0.51 030 047 0.04
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2171 969 2527 4330 4330 1937
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 157 137 152 60 143 129
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 2.6 0.2 1.7 1.9 1.9 0.1
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 162 137 154 6.1 144  13.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 497 888 383
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.1 9.6 14.4
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 27.8 138 120 1538
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 58  *42 6.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 25.0 *30  50.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 5.7 7.2 5.6 5.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.0 0.8 0.6 2.0
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.5
HCM 2010 LOS B
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Conditions
18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps PM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 19 El Dorado Hills Blvd/Saratoga Wy-Park Dr Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 123 114 93.0% 45.2 31 D

NB Through 1,228 1,180 96.1% 18.8 1.7 B
Right Turn 69 68 98.1% 14.1 2.4 B

Subtotal 1,420 1,362 95.9% 20.8 1.8 C

Left Turn 139 135 97.4% 40.7 2.9 D

B Through 761 737 96.9% 16.4 1.1 B
Right Turn 26 25 95.3% 11.8 2.7 B

Subtotal 926 897 96.9% 20.0 1.4 B

Left Turn 46 46 100.6% 40.1 3.9 D

EB Through 22 22 98.2% 40.9 4.7 D
Right Turn 85 82 96.2% 7.4 0.8 A

Subtotal 153 150 97.8% 22.3 2.2 C

Left Turn 55 50 90.8% 32.6 2.5 C

WB Through 19 17 90.9% 34.3 8.8 C
Right Turn 260 253 97.3% 15.4 1.6 B

Subtotal 334 320 95.9% 19.1 1.5 B

Total 2,833 2,729 96.3% 20.4 1.2 C

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 21 Latrobe Rd/Town Center Blvd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 4 3 81.6% 75.8 18.8 E

NB Through 1,323 1,251 94.6% 82.7 139 F
Right Turn 79 78 99.2% 7.9 1.8 A

Subtotal 1,406 1,333 94.8% 78.2 12.9 E

Left Turn 478 459 96.0% 61.3 9.1 E

SB Through 897 862 96.1% 16.7 2.1 B
Right Turn 13 12 94.5% 2.4 0.6 A

Subtotal 1,388 1,333 96.0% 32.0 4.6 C

Left Turn 300 281 93.7% 64.0 11.3 E

EB Through 24 23 96.0% 41.6 6.5 D
Right Turn 89 88 98.8% 12.2 1.7 B

Subtotal 413 392 95.0% 51.0 7.2 D

Left Turn 63 60 94.6% 47.8 3.8 D

WB Through 3 3 102.4% 49.1 24.0 D
Right Turn 573 541 94.4% 24.1 1.5 C

Subtotal 639 603 94.4% 26.6 14 C

Total 3,846 3,661 95.2% 50.0 5.4 D

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 22 Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 63 61 97.4% 44.3 6.2 D

NB Through 858 827 96.3% 28.6 1.9 C
Right Turn 309 298 96.6% 14.1 1.7 B

Subtotal 1,230 1,186 96.5% 25.8 1.6 C

Left Turn 226 220 97.2% 41.8 1.9 D

SB Through 597 574 96.1% 20.7 0.9 C
Right Turn 225 216 96.2% 8.5 0.6 A

Subtotal 1,048 1,010 96.4% 22.7 1.0 C

Left Turn 350 334 95.6% 39.5 1.6 D

EB Through 301 288 95.7% 32.0 1.7 C
Right Turn 106 97 91.7% 20.2 2.7 C

Subtotal 757 720 95.1% 33.9 1.2 C

Left Turn 171 167 97.6% 37.8 2.1 D

WB Through 146 139 95.5% 37.7 3.2 D
Right Turn 195 190 97.5% 6.3 1.5 A

Subtotal 512 496 97.0% 25.7 14 C

Total 3,547 3,412 96.2% 26.6 0.7 C

Fehr & Peers 1/25/2017



Existing Roadway Segments Analysis Note: County Website Counts are the average of th Peak Hour Volume LOS Thresholds V/ C Ratio LOS
Marble Valley EIR Count Source | Number of Lanes AM PM LOS C LOS D LOSE AM PM AM PM
Bass Lake Rd - Green Valley Rd to US 50 (2 segments) - 4 extra
Green Valley Rd to Bridlewood Dr County Website 2A 503 486 850 1540 1650 0.30 0.29 Cor better C or better
Bridlewood Dr to Serrano Pkwy Intersection Counts 2A 726 772 850 1540 1650 0.44 0.47 Cor better C or better
Serrano Pkwy to Hollow Oak Dr Intersection Counts 2A 933 869 850 1540 1650 0.57 0.53 D D
Hollow Oak Dr to Country Club Intersection Counts 2A 1023 928 850 1540 1650 0.62 0.56 D D
Country Club Dr to US 50 Intersection Counts 2A 1128 1067 850 1540 1650 0.68 0.65 D D
Cambridge Rd - Green Valley to US 50 (4 segments)
Green Valley Rd to Oxford County Website 2A 381 394 850 1540 1650 0.23 0.24 Cor better C or better
Oxford to Knollwood Dr Intersection Counts 2A 641 764 850 1540 1650 0.39 0.46 Cor better C or better
Knollwood Dr to Country Club Intersection Counts 2A 617 738 850 1540 1650 0.37 0.45 Cor better C or better
Country Club to US 50 Intersection Counts 2A 959 993 850 1540 1650 0.58 0.60 D D
Cameron Park Dr - Green Valley to US 50 (4 Segments)
Green Valley to Alhambra County Website 2A 654 793 850 1540 1650 0.40 0.48 Cor better C or better
Alhambra to Oxford County Website 2A 1211 1434 850 1540 1650 0.73 0.87 D D
Oxford to Hacienda Dr Roadway Counts 2A 1080 1612 850 1540 1650 0.65 0.98 D E
Hacienda Dr to US 50 County Website 4AU 1084 1636 1760 3070 3130 0.35 0.52 Cor better C or better
Country Club - Bass Lake to Cameron Park Dr (4 Segments)
Bass Lake to Merrychase Dr Intersection Counts 2A 518 310 850 1540 1650 0.31 0.19 Cor better C or better
Merrychase Dr to Knollwood County Website 2A 481 300 850 1540 1650 0.29 0.18 Cor better C or better
Knollwood to Cambridge Intersection Counts 2A 338 281 850 1540 1650 0.20 0.17 Cor better C or better
Cambridge to Royal Intersection Counts 2A 283 297 850 1540 1650 0.17 0.18 Cor better C or better
Royal to Cameron Park Dr County Website 2A 215 362 850 1540 1650 0.13 0.22 Cor better C or better
Durock Rd - US 50 to South Shingle (2 Segments)
US to to Business Dr County Website 2A 319 556 850 1540 1650 0.19 0.34 Cor better C or better
Business Dr to S. Shingle County Website 2A 322 547 850 1540 1650 0.20 0.33 Cor better C or better




Alternative: Existing

Project: Marble Valley EIR
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing Conditions Data Entry Value
Freeway Corridor: Eastbound US 50 Time Period: AM Peak Hour Calculated Value
Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 | 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

No Trucks
Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp
Define Freeway Segment
Type Diverge Diverge Basic Weave Basic Merge Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic Diverge Basic Merge
Length (ft) 1,500 850 1,975 3,000 1,575 1,500 2,925 1,500 2,100 1,500 3,300 1,500 1,350 1,500
Accel Length 550 500 500
Decel Length 150 150 150 150
Mainline Volume 2,560 1,487 1,200 1,200 1,440 1,440 1,678 1,678 1,486 1,486 1,622 1,622 1,475 1,475
On Ramp Volume 338 238 136 423
Off Ramp Volume 1,073 287 98 192 147
Express Lane Volume 128 74 60 60 72 72 84 84 74 74 81 81 74 74
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 2,432 1,413 1,140 1,478 1,368 1,606 1,594 1,594 1,412 1,548 1,541 1,541 1,401 1,824
PHF 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
GP Lanes 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 5.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 6.0 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.862 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 2,851 1,656 1,337 1,733 1,604 1,883 2,125 1,869 1,655 1,815 1,807 1,807 1,643 2,139
GP Flow (pcphpl) 950 552 446 433 535 628 708 623 552 907 903 903 821 1,069
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Shoulder Width >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6
TRD 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
fLw 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
fic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Calc'd FFS 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
v/c ratio 0.40 0.23 0.19 0.18 0.23 0.27 0.30 0.27 0.23 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.35 0.46
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Density (pcphpl) 14.6 8.5 6.9 6.7 8.2 9.7 10.9 9.6 8.5 14.0 13.9 13.9 12.6 16.5
LOS B A A A A A A A A B B B B B
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPy\ Vol (pcph) 1,362 1,620 1,621 1,672
GP\ Cap (pcph) 7,050 7,050 4,700 4,700
GPyy v/c ratio 0.19 0.23 0.34 0.36
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPout Vol (pcph) 1,673 1,341 1,626 1,607 1,655 1,643
GPour Cap (pcph) 7,050 7,050 7,050 7,050 4,700 4,700
GPgoyr v/c ratio 0.24 0.19 0.23 0.23 0.35 0.35
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Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

EL Volume (vph) 128 74 60 60 72 72 84 84 74 74 81 81 74 74

PHF 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78
Express Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 5.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 6.0 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.917 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990

fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

EL Flow (pcph) 166 96 78 78 93 93 117 109 96 96 105 105 95 95

EL Flow (pcphpl) 166 96 78 78 93 93 117 109 96 96 105 105 95 95

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

TRD

fiw
fic
Calc'd FFS
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes
EL\y v/c ratio 0.09 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate

On Volume (vph) 338 238 136 423
PHF 0.92 0.92 0.71 0.92
Total Lanes 1 1 1 1

Terrain Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 3.0% 2.0% 3.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.990 0.985 0.990 0.985

fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

On Flow (pcph) 371 263 193 467
On Flow (pcphpl) 371 263 193 467

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations

On Ramp Type Right Right Right Right

On Ramp Speed (mph) 45 25 45 25
On Ramp Cap (pcph) 2,100 1,900 2,100 1,900
On Ramp v/c ratio 0.18 0.14 0.09 0.25
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Project: Marble Valley EIR
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Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Bivd off-ramp | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Bivd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp
Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
o votume o |78 a8 e [y
PHF 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.74 0.91
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 5.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
S 2 T e T A T e R
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type Right Right Right Right Right
Off Ramp Speed 45 25 45 45 45
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)

Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps -—--------

Up Type

Up Distance
Up Flow (pcph)
Down Type

Down Distance

Down Flow (pcph)

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations ---—--------

Effective vp (pcph)

Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Pev (Egn 13-3)
Pev (EQn 13-4)
Pem (Egn 13-5)
Pem
V12 (pcph)
v3 (pcph)

V34 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCPh)
Vr12a (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Project: Marble Valley EIR

| m | m |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd Bass Lake Rd off-ramp Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp

El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Bivd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Prp (Egn 13-9)
Pep (Egn 13-10)
Pep (Egn 13-11)

|:’FD
V12 (pcph)
Vs (pcph)

Va4 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCPh)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS
Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
On to Off Volume (vph) 68
PHF 0.87
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 3.5%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
fp
On to Off Flow (pcph)
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
PHF 0.92
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
fp

On to ML Flow (pcph)

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments

PHF 0.94
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 5.0%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
L 2 A R
ML to Off Flow (pcph)

3/2/2017
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Project: Marble Valley EIR
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Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Bivd off-ramp | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Bivd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments

PHF 0.87
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 4.0%
RV % 0.0%

Er

Er

frv

fp

GP to GP Flow (pcph)

Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Weave Type
Weave Length
Segment Lanes
Weave Flow (pcph)
Non-Weave Flow
Segment Flow
Max Weave Length
Length Check
Ideal Weave Capacity
frv
fp
Capacity Condition 1
Capacity Condition 2

Weave v/c ratio

Interchange Density
Lane Changes On to ML 1
Lane Changes ML to Off 0
Lane Changes On to Off 0

Min Lane Change Rate
Weave LC Rate
Non-Weave LC Rate 1
Non-Weave LC Rate 2
Non-Weave LC Rate 3
Segment LC Rate
Weave Intensity Factor
Weave Speed
Non-Weave Speed

Segment Speed

Weave Density
Weave LOS

Summarize Segment Operations ---—--------

Segment v/c ratio

Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing

Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing Conditions Data Entry Value
Freeway Corridor: Eastbound US 50 Time Period: PM Peak Hour Calculated Value
Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

No Trucks
Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp
Define Freeway Segment
Type Diverge Diverge Basic Weave Basic Merge Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic Diverge Basic Merge
Length (ft) 1,500 850 1,975 3,000 1,575 1,500 2,925 1,500 2,100 1,500 3,300 1,500 1,350 1,500
Accel Length 550 500 500
Decel Length 150 150 150 150
Mainline Volume 4,870 4,165 3,419 3,419 3,588 3,588 3,983 3,983 3,365 3,365 3,469 3,469 2,946 2,946
On Ramp Volume 648 395 104 318
Off Ramp Volume 705 746 479 618 523
Express Lane Volume 536 458 376 376 395 395 438 438 370 370 382 382 324 324
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 4,334 3,707 3,043 3,691 3,193 3,588 3,545 3,545 2,995 3,099 3,087 3,087 2,622 2,940
PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
GP Lanes 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 6.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 6.0 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.952 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 4,491 3,841 3,153 3,824 3,309 3,718 3,837 3,673 3,103 3,211 3,199 3,199 2,717 3,046
GP Flow (pcphpl) 1,497 1,280 1,051 956 1,103 1,239 1,279 1,224 1,034 1,605 1,599 1,599 1,358 1,523
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Shoulder Width >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6
TRD 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
fLw 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
fic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Calc'd FFS 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
v/c ratio 0.64 0.54 0.45 0.41 0.47 0.53 0.54 0.52 0.44 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.58 0.65
Speed (mph) 64.9 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 64.4 64.4 64.4 65.0 64.8
Density (pcphpl) 23.1 19.7 16.2 14.7 17.0 19.1 19.7 18.8 15.9 249 24.8 24.8 20.9 235
LOS C C B B B Cc C Cc B C Cc C C C
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPy\ Vol (pcph) 3,153 3,195 3,084 2,697
GP\ Cap (pcph) 7,050 7,050 4,700 4,700
GP)y v/c ratio 0.45 0.45 0.66 0.57
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPoyr Vol (pcph) 3,760 3,068 3,286 3,029 3,103 2,625
GPour Cap (pcph) 7,050 7,050 7,050 7,050 4,700 4,700
GPgoyr v/c ratio 0.53 0.44 0.47 0.43 0.66 0.56
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Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing
Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

EL Volume (vph) 536 458 376 376 395 395 438 438 370 370 382 382 324 324
PHF 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Express Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 5.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 6.0 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.917 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990

fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

EL Flow (pcph) 601 514 422 422 443 443 531 492 415 415 428 428 364 364
EL Flow (pcphpl) 601 514 422 422 443 443 531 492 415 415 428 428 364 364

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

TRD

fiw
fic
Calc'd FFS
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes
EL\y v/c ratio 0.34 0.29 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.30 0.28 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.21 0.21

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate

On Volume (vph) 648 395 104 318
PHF 0.97 0.76 0.83 0.92
Total Lanes 1 1 1 1

Terrain Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0% 1.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
frv 0.995 0.995 0.990 0.990

fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

On Flow (pcph) 671 522 127 349
On Flow (pcphpl) 671 522 127 349

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations

On Ramp Type Right Right Right Right

On Ramp Speed (mph) 45 25 45 25
On Ramp Cap (pcph) 2,100 1,900 2,100 1,900
On Ramp v/c ratio 0.32 0.27 0.06 0.18
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Project: Marble Valley EIR
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Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Bivd off-ramp | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Bivd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp
Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
O voume o |08 e | i s
PHF 0.97 0.97 0.89 0.97 0.92
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
S 2 T e T A T A
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type Right Right Right Right Right
Off Ramp Speed 45 25 45 45 45
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)

Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps -—--------

Up Type

Up Distance
Up Flow (pcph)
Down Type

Down Distance

Down Flow (pcph)

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations ---—--------

Effective vp (pcph)

Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Pev (Egn 13-3)
Pev (EQn 13-4)
Pem (Egn 13-5)
Pem
V12 (pcph)
v3 (pcph)

V34 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCPh)
Vr12a (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS

Fehr & Peers
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Alternative: Existing
Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Project: Marble Valley EIR

I I S S N S S S NN S S N S

Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd|  Bass Lake Rd off-ramp

El Dorado Hills Bivd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop)

Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd off-ramp | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp

Name

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)

Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq

Prp (Egn 13-9)
Pep (Egn 13-10)
Pep (Egn 13-11)

|:’FD

V12 (pcph)

Vs (pcph)

Va4 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCPh)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density

Diverge LOS
Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
On to Off Volume (vph) 121
PHF 0.97
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 0.5%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
fp

On to Off Flow (pcph)

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
onomvame ety | s
0.97

PHF
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
0.00

Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

1.0%
0.0%

On to ML Flow (pcph)

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
ML to Offvolume ey | e
0.89

PHF
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 0.0%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
e T O A R R
ML to Off Flow (pcph)
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Project: Marble Valley EIR
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Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Latrobe Rd off-ramp El Dorado Hills Bivd off-ramp | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on-ramp | El Dorado Hills Bivd to Silva Valley Pkwy | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy on-ramp (loop) | Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp | Bass Lake Rd to Cambridge Rd| Cambridge Rd off-ramp [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp

Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments

PHF 0.97
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0%
RV % 0.0%

Er

Er

frv

fp

GP to GP Flow (pcph)

Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Weave Type
Weave Length
Segment Lanes
Weave Flow (pcph)
Non-Weave Flow
Segment Flow
Max Weave Length
Length Check
Ideal Weave Capacity
frv
fp
Capacity Condition 1
Capacity Condition 2

Weave v/c ratio

Interchange Density
Lane Changes On to ML 1
Lane Changes ML to Off 0
Lane Changes On to Off 0

Min Lane Change Rate
Weave LC Rate
Non-Weave LC Rate 1
Non-Weave LC Rate 2
Non-Weave LC Rate 3
Segment LC Rate
Weave Intensity Factor
Weave Speed
Non-Weave Speed

Segment Speed

Weave Density
Weave LOS

Summarize Segment Operations ---—--------

Segment v/c ratio

Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: PM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR
Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing Conditions Data Entry Value
Freeway Corridor: Westbound US 50 Time Period: AM Peak Hour Calculated Value
Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
SR R RS R =2 22 S22 2 2 e 2 22 S 22 S22 2 S22 2 2 2 22 =2 2 S22 2 2 S 2 2 S 2 2 2 2 2 2 2= 2 S 22 S e 2 S e 2 2 = 225 2.
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Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

No Tru¢ks
Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp  [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd Bass Lake Rd off-ramp Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp |Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp| Silva Valley Pkwy to El Dorado Hills Bivd | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | El Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp
Define Freeway Segment
Type Diverge Basic Merge Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic Basic Diverge Basic Weave Basic Merge
Length (ft) 1,500 1,250 1,500 4,900 1,500 2,350 1,500 1,700 500 1,500 2,550 2,800 2,300 1,500
Accel Length 1,500 375 880
Decel Length 150 150 1,500
Mainline Volume 3,032 2,596 2,596 3,166 3,166 3,065 3,065 3,798 3,798 3,798 3,302 3,302 3,253 3,253
On Ramp Volume 570 733 489 1,223
Off Ramp Volume 436 101 496 538
Express Lane Volume 334 286 286 348 348 337 337 418 418 418 363 363 358 358
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 2,698 2,310 2,880 2,818 2,818 2,728 3,461 3,380 3,380 3,380 2,939 3,428 2,895 4,118
PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
GP Lanes 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 2,885 2,470 3,080 3,013 3,013 2,916 3,700 3,614 3,614 3,614 3,142 3,665 3,095 4,403
GP Flow (pcphpl) 1,443 1,235 1,027 1,506 1,506 1,458 1,850 1,807 1,205 1,205 1,571 1,222 1,548 2,201
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Shoulder Width >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6
TRD 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
fiw 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
fic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Calc'd FFS 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 67.3 67.3 67.3
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
v/c ratio 0.61 0.53 0.44 0.64 0.64 0.62 0.79 0.77 0.51 0.51 0.67 0.52 0.66 0.94
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 64.8 64.8 65.0 62.1 62.7 65.0 65.0 64.6 65.0 64.7 55.9
Density (pcphpl) 222 19.0 15.8 23.2 23.2 225 29.8 28.8 18.5 18.5 24.3 18.8 23.9 39.4
LOS Cc Cc B C C C D D C C C C C E
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GP\y Vol (pcph) 2,480 2,868 3,614 3,139 3,060
GPy Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700
GP)\ Vvic ratio 0.53 0.61 0.77 0.67 0.65
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPour Vol (pcph) 2,218 2,845 3,038 3,074
GPour Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700
GPgyr V/c ratio 0.47 0.61 0.65 0.65

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
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Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

“‘No Trucks
Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp  [Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd Bass Lake Rd off-ramp Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp |Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp| Silva Valley Pkwy to El Dorado Hills Bivd | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp
Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
EL Volume (vph) 334 286 286 348 348 337 337 418 418 418 363 363 358 358
PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Express Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
frv 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
EL Flow (pcph) 378 324 324 395 395 383 383 474 474 474 412 412 406 406
EL Flow (pcphpl) 378 324 324 395 395 383 383 474 474 474 412 412 406 406
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fLW
fic
Calc'd FFS
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in Express Lanes
EL\ Vv/c ratio 0.22 0.19 0.19 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.23
Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph) 570 733 489 1,223
PHF 0.96 0.89 0.93 0.92
Total Lanes 1 1 1 1
Terrain Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
E; 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.990 0.990 1.000 0.990
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
On Flow (pcph) 600 832 526 1,343
On Flow (pcphpl) 600 832 526 1,343
Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type Right Right Right Right
On Ramp Speed (mph) 25 45 45 45
On Ramp Cap (pcph) 1,900 2,100 2,100 2,100
On Ramp v/c ratio 0.32 0.40 0.25 0.64

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1

Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp [ Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd|  Bass Lake Rd off-ramp [ Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp |Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp| Silva Valley Pkwy to El Dorado Hills Bivd | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp
Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
PHF 0.66 0.61 0.87 0.92
Terrain Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
e O e T T e T R
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type Right Right Right Right

Off Ramp Speed 45 45 45 25
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)

Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps -----_---

Up Type

Up Distance
Up Flow (pcph)
Down Type
Down Distance

Down Flow (pcph)

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations -------_---

Effective vp (pcph)

Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Pem (Egn 13-3)
Pem (Eqn 13-4)
Pew (Egn 13-5)
PFM
V2 (peph)
V3 (pcph)
Va4 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCph)
VR12a (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp | Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp |Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp| Silva Valley Pkwy to El Dorado Hills Bivd | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Prp (Egn 13-9)
Prp (Egn 13-10)
Pep (Egn 13-11)
PFD
V12 (pcph)
V3 (pcph)

Va4 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density

Diverge LOS
Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
On to Off Volume (vph) 91

PHF 0.94
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0%
RV % 0.0%

Er

Er

frv

fe

On to Off Flow (pcph)
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments

PHF 0.93
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 0.0%
RV % 0.0%

Er

Er

fiv
e 1 e e O F—

On to ML Flow (pcph)

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
PHF 0.92
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
o 1 e e O A
ML to Off Flow (pcph)
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
crocevaumeren | e
PHF 0.94
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 1.0%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er

fiv
; 1 e e e o e (. !

GP to GP Flow (pcph)
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1

Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp | Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp |Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp| Silva Valley Pkwy to El Dorado Hills Bivd | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp

Calculate Weave Segment Operations

Weave Type
Weave Length
Segment Lanes

Weaelanes | |z

Weave Flow (pcph)
Non-Weave Flow
Segment Flow
Max Weave Length
Length Check
Ideal Weave Capacity
frv
fe
Capacity Condition 1
Capacity Condition 2

Weave v/c ratio

Interchange Density 1
Lane Changes On to ML 1
Lane Changes ML to Off 0
Lane Changes On to Off 0

Min Lane Change Rate
Weave LC Rate
Non-Weave LC Rate 1
Non-Weave LC Rate 2
Non-Weave LC Rate 3
Segment LC Rate
Weave Intensity Factor
Weave Speed
Non-Weave Speed
Segment Speed
Weave Density

Weave LOS

Summarize Segment Operations -------_---

Segment v/c ratio

Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Project: Marble Valley EIR Alternative: Existing Conditions Data Entry Value
Freeway Corridor: Westbound US 50 Time Period: PM Peak Hour Calculated Value
Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
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Key

<> Express Lane (HOV)

No Trucks
Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd Bass Lake Rd off-ramp Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy to El Dorado Hills Bivd | EI Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | El Dorado Hilld Bivd on-ramp
Define Freeway Segment
Type Diverge Basic Merge Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic Basic Diverge Basic Weave Basic Merge
Length (ft) 1,500 1,250 1,500 4,900 1,500 2,350 1,500 1,700 500 1,500 2,550 2,800 2,300 1,500
Accel Length 1,500 375 880
Decel Length 150 150 1,500
Mainline Volume 2,425 1,977 1,977 2,215 2,215 2,083 2,083 2,341 2,341 2,341 1,940 1,940 1,807 1,807
On Ramp Volume 238 258 222 1,384
Off Ramp Volume 448 132 401 355
Express Lane Volume 194 158 158 177 177 167 167 187 187 187 155 155 145 145
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 2,231 1,819 2,057 2,038 2,038 1,916 2,174 2,154 2,154 2,154 1,785 2,007 1,662 3,046
PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
GP Lanes 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 2,347 1,914 2,164 2,144 2,144 2,016 2,288 2,266 2,266 2,266 1,878 2,111 1,749 3,205
GP Flow (pcphpl) 1,174 957 721 1,072 1,072 1,008 1,144 1,133 755 755 939 704 875 1,603
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Shoulder Width >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6 >6
TRD 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
fLw 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
fic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Calc'd FFS 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 67.3 67.3
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
v/c ratio 0.50 0.41 0.31 0.46 0.46 0.43 0.49 0.48 0.32 0.32 0.40 0.30 0.37 0.68
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 64.4
Density (pcphpl) 18.1 14.7 11.1 16.5 16.5 15.5 17.6 17.4 11.6 11.6 14.4 10.8 13.5 24.9
LOS C B B B B B B B B B B A B C
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPy\ Vol (pcph) 1,897 2,016 2,266 1,865 1,771
GP\ Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700
GPyy v/c ratio 0.40 0.43 0.48 0.40 0.38
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPoyr Vol (pcph) 1,839 1,971 1,820 1,744
GPour Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700
GPoyr V/c ratio 0.39 0.42 0.39 0.37

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
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Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd | Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy to EI Dorado Hills Bivd | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on [ El Dorado Hilld Bivd on-ramp
Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
EL Volume (vph) 194 158 158 177 177 167 167 187 187 187 155 155 145 145
PHF 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Express Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Grade Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
E; 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
fhv 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
EL Flow (pcph) 218 177 177 199 199 187 187 210 210 210 174 174 162 162
EL Flow (pcphpl) 218 177 177 199 199 187 187 210 210 210 174 174 162 162
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fiw
fic
Calc'd FFS
Measured FFS 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
FFS 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in Express Lanes
EL,y v/c ratio 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09
Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph) 238 258 222 1,384
PHF 0.9 0.96 0.9 0.97
Total Lanes 1 1 1 1
Terrain Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
E; 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Er 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
frv 0.990 0.990 1.000 0.995
fp 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
On Flow (pcph) 267 271 247 1,434
On Flow (pcphpl) 267 271 247 1,434
Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type Right Right Right Right
On Ramp Speed (mph) 25 45 45 45
On Ramp Cap (pcph) 1,900 2,100 2,100 2,100
On Ramp v/c ratio 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.68

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd | Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |[Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy to EI Dorado Hilis Bivd [ El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp
Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
O votame o |1 o s [y
PHF 0.89 0.77 0.9 0.97
Terrain Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
S 2 2 T T A T A
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type Right Right Right Right

Off Ramp Speed 45 45 45 25
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)

Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps -----_--

Up Type

Up Distance
Up Flow (pcph)
Down Type
Down Distance

Down Flow (pcph)

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations -------_--

Effective vp (pcph)

Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Pev (Egn 13-3)
Pev (EQn 13-4)
Pem (Egn 13-5)
Pem
V12 (pcph)
v3 (pcph)

V34 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCPh)
Vr12a (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS

Fehr & Peers
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Alternative: Existing
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy to EI Dorado Hills Bivd | El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp

Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy

Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd| Bass Lake Rd off-ramp

Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Prp (Egn 13-9)
Pep (Egn 13-10)
Pep (Egn 13-11)

|:’FD
V12 (pcph)
Vs (pcph)

Va4 (pcph)

Vi2a (PCPh)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS
Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
On to Off Volume (vph) 93
PHF 0.96
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 0.5%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
fp
On to Off Flow (pcph)
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
PHF 0.9
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 0.0%
RV % 0.0%
Er
Er
frv
fp

On to ML Flow (pcph)

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
0.97

PHF
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
0.00
1.0%

Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

0.0%

fry
] e e e o o o o e . —

fp
ML to Off Flow (pcph)

3/2/2017
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Project: Marble Valley EIR

Location 1

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)

Name Cambridge Rd off-ramp |Cambridge Rd off to on-ramp| Cambridge Rd on-ramp | Cambridge Rd to Bass Lake Rd | Bass Lake Rd off-ramp | Bass Lake Rd off to on-ramp| Bass Lake Rd on-ramp Bass Lake Rd to lane add |[Lane add to Silva Valley Pkwy| Silva Valley Pkwy off-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy off to on-ramp | Silva Valley Pkwy to EI Dorado Hilis Bivd [ El Dorado Hills Blvd off to on | EI Dorado Hilld Blvd on-ramp
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments

PHF 0.96
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0%
RV % 0.0%

Er

Er

frv

fp

GP to GP Flow (pcph)

Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Weave Type
Weave Length
Segment Lanes
Weave Flow (pcph)
Non-Weave Flow
Segment Flow
Max Weave Length
Length Check
Ideal Weave Capacity
frv
fp
Capacity Condition 1
Capacity Condition 2

Weave v/c ratio

Interchange Density
Lane Changes On to ML 1
Lane Changes ML to Off 0
Lane Changes On to Off 0

Min Lane Change Rate
Weave LC Rate
Non-Weave LC Rate 1
Non-Weave LC Rate 2
Non-Weave LC Rate 3
Segment LC Rate
Weave Intensity Factor
Weave Speed
Non-Weave Speed
Segment Speed
Weave Density
Weave LOS

Summarize Segment Operations -------_--

Segment v/c ratio

Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Alternative: Existing
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Leisch Method for Weaving Analysis

Data Input Project Information
Number of Entering Mainline Lanes Ny 3 Project Marble Valley EIR
Number of Lanes in Weaving Section N 4 Scenario Existing AM Peak Hour
Length of Weaving Section (feet) L 3,000 Freeway US 50 Eastbound
On-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd
Total Weaving Section (V) On-ramp to Mainline (W,) Mainline to Off-ramp (W) Off-ramp Silva Valley Pkwy
Volume (vph)* 1,538  Volume (vph)* 270 Volume (vph)* 30
Truck Percentage 4% Truck Percentage 2% Truck Percentage 5%
PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5
Volume (pcph) 1,569 Volume (pcph) 273 Volume (pcph) 31
Figure
, ; ., Nb N US 50 Eastbound
/ i 7 / /
F K % ’z' B — _
4000 | AE y —— <
30 MPH s A D ) ] =V L O
MPH # v —= El Dorado Hills Blvd Silva Valley Pkwy
< ,/' ',/ 40 MPH ; < C /,/' .
g g v CTTiizee-szzIX UL wpw
= R /! / ” 45 MP, e e T > 1TWa
5 3000 ; y e 5 MPH < B — }
E ! / ’ e g Capacity Analysis
4 g e =T MPH . .
.g / / e 7 0 A 1. Is the weaving section balanced (Y / N)?
1 4 ’ e
o ’ J /t /,’ . P nn ico AN
é 2000 A ," // ’ % o~ 55 MPH If optional exit lane, then "Y". Otherwise "N".
'« S R el 2. In the chart to the left, which two speed
% ,/I i /" ,,// curves is the red "x" between?
S 55 MPH and -
1000 LS e OUT OF REALM OF WEAVING —_—
,/ /I ,/ 2 If left of the 30 MPH curve, LOS is F. Select "-".
:" ,/I/" Za If below the 55 MPH curve, out of the realm of weaving.
v —Balanced Section .
X - - -Imbalanced Section 3. Interpolated Weaving Speed (S,,, mph)
0 | | | i i 4. Weaving Intensity Factor (k)
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 5. Service Volume (SV, pcph)
L - Length of Weaving Section (feet) SV = (1/N)*[V + (k - 1)*min(Wy, W,)]
6. Level of Service (LOS)

The LOS in the chart above refers to the capacity of weaving traffic only; through and ramp to ramp traffic is not included.
* Note: Do not adjust by a Peak Hour Factor (PHF). The methodology incorporates the PHF in the Service Volume tables.

Sources: Completion of Procedures for Analysis and Design of Traffic Weaving Sections , Jack E. Leisch & Associates, September 1983 and

Highway Design Manual , California Department of Transportation, 2014
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Leisch Method for Weaving Analysis

Data Input Project Information
Number of Entering Mainline Lanes Ny 3 Project Marble Valley EIR
Number of Lanes in Weaving Section N 4 Scenario Existing PM Peak Hour
Length of Weaving Section (feet) L 3,000 Freeway US 50 Eastbound
On-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd
Total Weaving Section (V) On-ramp to Mainline (W) Mainline to Off-ramp (W,) Off-ramp Silva Valley Pkwy
Volume (vph)* 4,067 Volume (vph)* 577 Volume (vph)* 408
Truck Percentage 1% Truck Percentage 1% Truck Percentage 0%
PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5
Volume (pcph) 4,087 Volume (pcph) 580 Volume (pcph) 408
Figure
, . ; Nb N US 50 Eastbound
/ i e / /
F K % ’z' B — _
4000 | AE y —— <
30 MPH / Z D e e —— < L I
MPH 7 L g El Dorado Hills Blvd Silva Valley Pkwy
< ,/' ',/ 40 MPH ; < C /,/' .
g g v CTTiizee-szzIX UL wpw
— i ) pd e 45 MP, S e T > 1TV
5 3000 ; y e 5 MPH -~ B — }
E /" /" ,,/" Capacity Analysis
4 g e MPH . .
.g / / e 7 0 A 1. Is the weaving section balanced (Y / N)?
1 4 ’ e
o ’ J , ’ /,’ . P nn ico AN
é 2000 A ," // '/, o~ 55 MPH If optional exit lane, then "Y". Otherwise "N".
' S i el 2. In the chart to the left, which two speed
% ,/' / //' yzd curves is the red "x" between?
3 55 MPH and :
1000 +—fif S A4 X == |
(/4 ,/ 2 If left of the 30 MPH curve, LOS is F. Select "-".
/i OUT OF REALM OF WEAVING
i ,/ /' 2 If below the 55 MPH curve, out of the realm of weaving.
94 —Balanced Section .
- - -Imbalanced Section 3. Interpolated Weaving Speed (S,,, mph)
0 ‘ | | i i 4. Weaving Intensity Factor (k)
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 5. Service Volume (SV, pcph)
L - Length of Weaving Section (feet) SV = (1/N)*[V + (k - 1)*min(Wy, W,)]
6. Level of Service (LOS)

The LOS in the chart above refers to the capacity of weaving traffic only; through and ramp to ramp traffic is not included.
* Note: Do not adjust by a Peak Hour Factor (PHF). The methodology incorporates the PHF in the Service Volume tables.

Sources: Completion of Procedures for Analysis and Design of Traffic Weaving Sections , Jack E. Leisch & Associates, September 1983 and

Highway Design Manual , California Department of Transportation, 2014

Fehr & Peers
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Leisch Method for Weaving Analysis

Data Input Project Information
Number of Entering Mainline Lanes Ny 3 Project Marble Valley EIR
Number of Lanes in Weaving Section N 2 Scenario Existing AM Peak Hour
Length of Weaving Section (feet) L 2,800 Freeway US 50 Westbound
On-ramp Silva Valley Pkwy
Total Weaving Section (V) On-ramp to Mainline (W) Mainline to Off-ramp (W) Off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd
Volume (vph)* 3,791  Volume (vph)* 430 Volume (vph)* 479
Truck Percentage 2% Truck Percentage 0% Truck Percentage 2%
PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5
Volume (pcph) 3,829  Volume (pcph) 430 Volume (pcph) 484
Figure
Nb N US 50 Westhound
7 /
F K % ’z' B — _
4000 | AE y —— <
30 MPH / Z D ) e < L p
MPH 7 L g Silva Valley Pkwy El Dorado Hills Blvd
< ,/' ',/ 40 MPH ; < C /,/' .
g g v CTTTiiizeeszzZX T waw
= R /! / ” 45 MP, e e T > 1TWa
5 3000 ; y e 5 MPH -~ B — }
E /" /" ,,/" Capacity Analysis
4 g e MPH . .
.g / / e 7 0 A 1. Is the weaving section balanced (Y / N)?
1 4 ’ e
o ’ J , ’ /,’ . P nn ico AN
é 2000 A ," // '/, o~ 55 MPH If optional exit lane, then "Y". Otherwise "N".
' S i el 2. In the chart to the left, which two speed
% ,/' / //' / gl curves is the red "x" between?
S 55 MPH and -
1000 S _—
(/4 ,/ 2 X If left of the 30 MPH curve, LOS is F. Select "-".
Yy OUT OF REALM OF WEAVING )
4 /' z If below the 55 MPH curve, out of the realm of weaving.
v —Balanced Section .
- - -Imbalanced Section 3. Interpolated Weaving Speed (S,,, mph)
0 | | | i i 4. Weaving Intensity Factor (k)
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 5. Service Volume (SV, pcph)
L - Length of Weaving Section (feet) SV = (1/N)*[V + (k - 1)*min(Wy, W,)]
6. Level of Service (LOS)

The LOS in the chart above refers to the capacity of weaving traffic only; through and ramp to ramp traffic is not included.
* Note: Do not adjust by a Peak Hour Factor (PHF). The methodology incorporates the PHF in the Service Volume tables.

Sources: Completion of Procedures for Analysis and Design of Traffic Weaving Sections , Jack E. Leisch & Associates, September 1983 and

Highway Design Manual , California Department of Transportation, 2014

Fehr & Peers
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Leisch Method for Weaving Analysis

Data Input Project Information
Number of Entering Mainline Lanes Ny 3 Project Marble Valley EIR
Number of Lanes in Weaving Section N 2 Scenario Existing PM Peak Hour
Length of Weaving Section (feet) L 2,800 Freeway US 50 Westbound
On-ramp Silva Valley Pkwy
Total Weaving Section (V) On-ramp to Mainline (W) Mainline to Off-ramp (W) Off-ramp El Dorado Hills Blvd
Volume (vph)* 2,162  Volume (vph)* 184 Volume (vph)* 317
Truck Percentage 2% Truck Percentage 0% Truck Percentage 1%
PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5 PCE for Trucks 1.5
Volume (pcph) 2,184  Volume (pcph) 184 Volume (pcph) 319
Figure
Nb US 50 Westbound
7 7 7 7
III I” /
F K % ’z' B — _
4000 | AE y —— <
30 MPH s Z D e e —— < L I
MPH 7 L g Silva Valley Pkwy El Dorado Hills Blvd
< ,/' ',/ 40 MPH ; < C /,/' .
g g v CTTiizee-szzIX UL wpw
— i ) pd e 45 MP, S e T > 1TV
5 3000 ; y e 5 MPH < B — }
E /" /" ,,/" Capacity Analysis
4 g e MPH . .
.g / / e 7 0 A 1. Is the weaving section balanced (Y / N)?
1 4 ’ e
o ’ J , ’ /,’ . P nn ico AN
é 2000 A ," // '/, o~ 55 MPH If optional exit lane, then "Y". Otherwise "N".
' S i el 2. In the chart to the left, which two speed
% ,/' / //' yzd curves is the red "x" between?
3 55 MPH and :
1000 LS e OUT OF REALM OF WEAVING —_—
,/ /I ,/ 2 If left of the 30 MPH curve, LOS is F. Select "-".
:" ,/I/" Za If below the 55 MPH curve, out of the realm of weaving.
94 X —Balanced Section .
- - -Imbalanced Section 3. Interpolated Weaving Speed (S,,, mph)
0 ‘ | | i i 4. Weaving Intensity Factor (k)
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 5. Service Volume (SV, pcph)
L - Length of Weaving Section (feet) SV = (1/N)*[V + (k - 1)*min(Wy, W,)]
6. Level of Service (LOS)

The LOS in the chart above refers to the capacity of weaving traffic only; through and ramp to ramp traffic is not included.

* Note: Do not adjust by a Peak Hour Factor (PHF). The methodology incorporates the PHF in the Service Volume tables.
Sources: Completion of Procedures for Analysis and Design of Traffic Weaving Sections , Jack E. Leisch & Associates, September 1983 and

Highway Design Manual , California Department of Transportation, 2014
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APPENDIX A:

Existing Plus Project Conditions Technical Calculations



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Plus Project Conditions

1: Bass Lake Road & Serrano Parkway AM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 [l b 4 [l b | b |

Traffic Volume (vph) 186 136 10 10 563 85 10 10 10 37 10 283

Future Volume (vph) 186 136 10 10 563 85 10 10 10 37 10 283

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 098

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 08 100 100 085 1.00 093 1.00 085

Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1810 1583 1770 1863 1547 1770 1723 1770 1558

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1810 1583 1770 1863 1547 1770 1723 1770 1558

Peak-hour factor, PHF 079 079 092 092 08 08 092 092 092 08 092 0.6

Adj. Flow (vph) 235 172 11 11 655 99 11 11 11 43 11 329

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 4 0 0 51 0 10 0 0 293 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 235 172 7 11 655 48 11 12 0 43 47 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm  Split NA Split NA

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 90 457 457 07 374 374 6.2 6.2 8.5 8.5

Effective Green, g (s) 90 457 457 07 374 374 6.2 6.2 8.5 8.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 012 059 059 0.01 049 049 008 0.8 0.11 0.11

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 200 1072 938 16 903 750 142 138 195 171

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14  0.10 0.01 ¢0.35 0.01  c0.01 0.02 ¢0.03

v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.03

vic Ratio 118 016  0.01 069 073 006 008 0.09 022 0.28

Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 7.1 6.4  38.1 158 105 328 328 313 315

Progression Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 118.8 0.1 00 80.1 29 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.9

Delay (s) 152.9 7.1 64 1182 187 106 330 331 319 324

Level of Service F A A F B B C C C C

Approach Delay (s) 89.0 19.1 331 32.3

Approach LOS F B C C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 771 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.8% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

2: Hollow Oak Dr & Bass Lake Road AM PEAK HOUR
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & 5 b b b

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 71 0 12 0 317 34 8 832 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 079 079 079 076 076 076 082 082 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 90 0 15 0 417 45 10 1015 0

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL None

Median storage veh) 2

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1470 1500 1019 1478 1478 443 1017 464

vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1036 1036 441 441

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 434 464 1036 1036

vCu, unblocked vol 1470 1500 1019 1478 1478 443 <1017 464

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 65 100 98 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 254 278 287 256 280 612 670 1096

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 0 105 0 462 10 1015

Volume Left 0 90 0 0 10 0

Volume Right 0 15 0 45 0 0

cSH 1700 279 1700 1700 1096 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.00 038 000 027 0.01 0.60

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 42 0 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 00 255 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0

Lane LOS A D A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 255 0.0 01

Approach LOS A D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

3: Old Bass Lake Road & Bass Lake Road AM PEAK HOUR
N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 1 2 4 348 913 0

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 025 025 076 076 083 083

Hourly flow rate (vph) 4 8 5 458 1100 0

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1572 1104 1102

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1572 1104 1102

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 97 97 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 120 256 621

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 12 463 1100

Volume Left 4 5 0

Volume Right 8 0 0

cSH 186 621 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.06  0.01 0.65

Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 1 0

Control Delay (s) 25.7 0.2 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 25.7 0.2 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.7% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers

Page 3



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

4: Country Club Drive & Bass Lake Road AM PEAK HOUR
PN B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations bl + i" )

Volume (veh/h) 281 83 269 159 135 780

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 079 079 072 072 083 083

Hourly flow rate (vph) 356 105 374 221 163 940

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1643 378 596

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1643 378 596

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 0 84 83

cM capacity (veh/h) 91 667 978

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1

Volume Total 461 374 221 1102

Volume Left 356 0 0 163

Volume Right 105 0 221 0

cSH 114 1700 1700 978

Volume to Capacity 406 022 013 017

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 0 0 15

Control Delay (s) Err 0.0 0.0 44

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) Err 0.0 4.4

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2137.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.4% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

5: US 50 WB Ramps & Bass Lake Road AM PEAK HOUR
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations &) f &) Ly i"

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 218 0 97 950 331 0 0 349 712

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 061 0.61 0.61 082 082 08 089 089 0.9

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 357 0 159 1159 404 0 0 392 800

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 0.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume M7 3117 39% 3117 3117 408 394 406

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 37 317 396 3117 3117 408 394 406

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 0 100 75 0 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 0 0 652 0 0 637 1159 1151

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 516 1562 392 800

Volume Left 357 1159 0 0

Volume Right 159 0 0 800

cSH 0_ 1159 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 4419.09 1.00 023 047

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 520 0 0

Control Delay (s) Er 454 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F E

Approach Delay (s) Er 454 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1600.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 136.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: US 50 EB Ramps & Bass Lake Road

Existing Plus Project

AM PEAK HOUR

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & = )
Volume (veh/h) 186 1 419 0 0 0 0 1095 141 426 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 074 074 074 092 092 092 061 0.61 0.71 0.71 0.71
Hourly flow rate (vph) 251 1 566 0 0 0 0 1795 199 600 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1899 3232 604 3581 3014 1120 602 2233
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1899 3232 604 3581 3014 1120 602 2233
tC, single (s) 7.6 6.6 7.0 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22
p0 queue free % 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 13
cM capacity (veh/h) 11 1 435 0 2 201 956 229
Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 NB2 SB1
Volume Total 819 1197 1034 799
Volume Left 251 0 0 199
Volume Right 566 0 436 0
cSH 32 1700 1700 229
Volume to Capacity 2575 070 0.61 0.87
Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 0 0 173
Control Delay (s) Err 0.0 00 747
Lane LOS F F
Approach Delay (s) Err 0.0 4.7
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 21431
Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.0% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

7: Marble Mountain Road & Marble Valley Road AM PEAK HOUR
N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 19 8 0 1342 837 8

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 075 075 040 040 060 0.60

Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 1 0 3355 139 13

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 4761 1406 1410

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 4761 1406 1410

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.3

p0 queue free % 0 94 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 1 170 453

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 36 3355 1408

Volume Left 25 0 0

Volume Right 1 0 13

cSH 1 453 1700

Volume to Capacity 2579 000 083

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 0 0

Control Delay (s) Err 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F

Approach Delay (s) Err 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 75.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

8: Marble Valley Road & Marble Ridge Road AM PEAK HOUR
— Ty v TN ”~

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations b &) bl

Volume (veh/h) 839 6 2 1334 8 6

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.42 0.42 0.92 0.92 0.40 0.40

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1998 14 2 1450 20 15

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2014 3463 2009

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2014 3463 2009

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 22 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 99 0 80

cM capacity (veh/h) 282 7 74

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1

Volume Total 2012 1452 35

Volume Left 0 2 20

Volume Right 14 0 15

cSH 1700 282 12

Volume to Capacity 118  0.01 2.92

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1 133

Control Delay (s) 0.0 1.0 1497.7

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 1.0 1497.7

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Country Club Drive & Cambridge Road

Existing Plus Project
AM PEAK HOUR

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & &

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 73 67 29 91 72 13 12 161 43 15 393 139
Peak Hour Factor 056 056 05 058 058 058 078 078 078 083 083 0.83
Hourly flow rate (vph) 130 120 52 157 124 22 15 206 55 18 473 167
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total (vph) 302 303 277 659

Volume Left (vph) 130 157 15 18

Volume Right (vph) 52 22 55 167

Hadj (s) 002 009 -0.07 -0.11

Departure Headway (s) 7.9 7.9 7.8 7.1

Degree Utilization, x 066 067 060 1.31

Capacity (veh/h) 435 428 434 489

Control Delay (s) 248 254 218 1740

Approach Delay (s) 248 254 218 1740

Approach LOS C D C F

Intersection Summary

Delay 88.2

HCM Level of Service F

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

10: Knollwood Drive & Cambridge Road AM PEAK HOUR
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Volume (veh/h) 5 0 253 3 1 0 148 211 5 1 505 7

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 050 050 050 0.81 0.81 0.81 083 083 083

Hourly flow rate (vph) 6 0 316 6 2 0 183 260 6 1 608 8

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 452

pX, platoon unblocked 089  0.89 089 089 0.9 0.89

vC, conflicting volume 1249 1251 617 1564 1252 268 619 269

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1219 1221 617 1572 1223 120 619 121

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 95 100 35 75 98 100 81 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 118 129 488 24 129 829 960 1307

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 322 8 449 618

Volume Left 6 6 183 1

Volume Right 316 0 6 8

cSH 460 30 960 1307

Volume to Capacity 070 027 019 0.00

Queue Length 95th (ft) 134 21 18 0

Control Delay (s) 291 1641 5.2 0.0

Lane LOS D F A A

Approach Delay (s) 29.1  164.1 5.2 0.0

Approach LOS D F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 9.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers

Page 10



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

11: Merrychase Drive & Cambridge Road AM PEAK HOUR
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 i" 4 f 5 4 i" 5 3

Volume (vph) 47 184 215 70 270 141 118 189 231 339 309 96

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 41 4.1 41 3.5 3.5 44 44 3.5 44

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 098 100 100 098 1.00 099

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 100 08 100 100 08 100 096

Flt Protected 099  1.00 099 100 09 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1844 1541 1844 1558 1770 1863 1544 1770 1786

Flt Permitted 099 1.00 099 100 09 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1844 1541 1844 1558 1770 1863 1544 1770 1786

Peak-hour factor, PHF 072 072 072 066 066 066 0.71 0.71 0.71 09 096 096

Adj. Flow (vph) 65 256 299 106 409 214 166 266 325 353 322 100

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 254 0 0 112 0 0 220 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 321 45 0 515 102 166 266 105 353 411 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Turn Type Split Perm Split pm+ov Prot Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.1 15.1 302 478 123 214 214 176 267

Effective Green, g (s) 15.1 15.1 302 478 123 214 214 176 267

Actuated g/C Ratio 015  0.15 030 048 012 021 0.21 018  0.27

Clearance Time (s) 41 41 41 3.5 3.5 44 44 3.5 44

Vehicle Extension (s) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 277 232 555 742 217 397 329 310 475

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c028 002 009 014 c0.20 ¢0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.04 0.07

v/c Ratio 116, 019 093 014 076 067 032 114 087

Uniform Delay, d1 427 373 340 147 427 363 333 414 351

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 104.0 0.1 215 0.0 13.4 3.5 0.2 94.1 14.7

Delay (s) 146.7 /375 555 148  56.1 39.7 335 1355 498

Level of Service F D E B E D C F D

Approach Delay (s) 94.0 43.6 40.7 88.8

Approach LOS F D D F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 65.8 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.4 Sum of lost time (s) 11.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

12: US 50 EB Ramps & Cambridge Road AM PEAK HOUR
O T W B T 4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 5 i" 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 161 88 106 377 186 408

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 080 080 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 177 97 132 471 202 443

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 4

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 783

pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)

p0 queue free %

cM capacity (veh/h)

Direction, Lane #

086 0.8 0.86
1164 428 204

1111 258

6.4 6.2 41

3.5 3.3 2.2

180 672 1398
EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total

Volume Left

Volume Right

cSH

Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS

Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

274 604 646
177 132 0
97 0 443
263 1398 1700
1.04 009 0.38
270 8 0
107.9 25 0.0

107.9 25 0.0

Average Delay

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)

20.4
79.9%
15

ICU Level of Service

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
13: Crazy Horse Road & Cambridge Road

Existing Plus Project

AM PEAK HOUR

y R T W T N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & ) i"
Volume (veh/h) 86 2 0 3 0 47 0 350 47 186 41
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 067 067 067 0.71 0.71 0.71 039 039 069 069 069
Hourly flow rate (vph) 128 3 0 4 0 66 0 897 68 270 59
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1094

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1379 1317 274 1314 1372 907 331 910

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1379 1317 274 1314 1372 907 331 910

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 0 98 100 97 100 80 100 91

cM capacity (veh/h) 90 143 763 123 132 333 1226 747

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 131 70 908 338 59

Volume Left 128 4 0 68 0

Volume Right 0 66 10 0 59

cSH 91 302 1226 747 1700

Volume to Capacity 144 023 0.00 009 0.03

Queue Length 95th (ft) 249 22 0 7 0

Control Delay (s) 3323 205 0.0 3.0 0.0

Lane LOS F C A

Approach Delay (s) 3323 205 0.0 2.5

Approach LOS F C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 30.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.8% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

14: Deer Creek Road & Flying C Road AM PEAK HOUR
N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 337 0 0 17 15 174

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 366 0 0 18 16 189

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 133 115 207

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 133 115 207

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 57 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 858 934 1361

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 366 18 205

Volume Left 366 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 189

cSH 858 1361 1700

Volume to Capacity 043 000 012

Queue Length 95th (ft) 54 0 0

Control Delay (s) 12.3 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 12.3 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 7.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.2% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 15 El Dorado Hills Blvd/US 50 WB Ramps-Saratoga Wy Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 489 517 105.6% 47.9 1.7 D

NB Through 541 536 99.1% 17.4 0.6 B
Right Turn 123 122 99.2% 9.6 0.5 A

Subtotal 1,153 1,175 101.9% 30.0 0.8 C

Left Turn 50 48 96.4% 77.3 6.6 E

SB Through 853 843 98.8% 38.6 1.2 D
Right Turn 662 641 96.9% 31.3 2.5 C

Subtotal 1,565 1,533 97.9% 36.7 0.7 D

Left Turn 144 147 102.1% 46.3 3.5 D

EB Through 78 77 98.5% 51.3 4.6 D
Right Turn 545 556 102.0% 5.0 0.3 A

Subtotal 767 780 101.6% 17.4 1.0 B

Left Turn 103 101 97.6% 58.1 2.7 E

WB Through 75 76 101.5% 58.1 2.5 E
Right Turn 39 43 111.0% 8.6 1.9 A

Subtotal 217 220 101.4% 48.4 2.0 D

Total 3,702 3,707 100.1% 31.2 0.4 C

Fehr & Peers 1/31/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 16 Latrobe Rd/US 50 EB Ramps Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 866 870 100.5% 10.1 0.9 B
Right Turn 229 224 97.7% 10.1 0.8 B
Subtotal 1,095 1,094 99.9% 10.1 0.8 B
Left Turn 241 235 97.7% 44.6 1.1 D
SB Through 1,262 1,286 101.9% 16.9 0.6 B
Right Turn
Subtotal 1,503 1,521 101.2% 21.2 0.6 C
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn 1,073 1,014 94.5% 79.3 53.0 E
Subtotal 1,073 1,014 94.5% 79.3 53.0 E
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn 287 293 102.0% 9.4 0.5 A
Subtotal 287 293 102.0% 9.4 0.5 A
Total 3,958 3,922 99.1% 32.3 13.5 C
Fehr & Peers 1/31/2017



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Plus Project Conditions

17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps AM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b < [l b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 453 0 118 58 331 0 0 305 431
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 453 0 118 58 331 0 0 305 431
Number 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 0 0 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 521 0 22 75 430 0 0 328 81
Adj No. of Lanes 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 087 08 08 077 077 077 093 093 093
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 1 1
Cap, veh/h 763 0 340 206 1576 0 0 771 345
Arrive On Green 0.21 0.00 0.21 012 045 000 000 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 3548 0 1583 1774 3632 0 0 3668 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 521 0 22 75 430 0 0 328 81
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 0 1583 1774 1770 0 0 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.0 0.0 0.4 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.9 1.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.0 0.0 0.4 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.9 1.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00  1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 763 0 340 206 1576 0 0 771 345
VIC Ratio(X) 068 000 006 03 027 000 000 043 023
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2871 0 1281 1196 4773 0 0 4820 2156
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 100 000 100 100 100 000 000 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.4 00 116 151 6.5 0.0 00 126 120
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 2.5 0.0 0.2 0.7 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.8 00 116 155 6.5 0.0 00 127 121
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 543 505 409
Approach Delay, s/veh 13.7 7.9 12.6
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 23.3 85 148 13.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 *4.2 6.8 5.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 *25  50.0 30.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 4.8 34 4.9 7.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.6 0.1 1.6 0.3
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Plus Project Conditions
17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps AM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Plus Project Conditions

18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps AM Peak Hour
2 T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b [l L] 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 79 19 147 310 606 152
Future Volume (veh/h) 79 19 147 310 606 152
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1810 1810 1831 1881 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 84 1 196 413 697 38
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 2 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 094 094 075 075 087 087
Percent Heavy Veh, % 5 5 1 1 2 2
Cap, veh/h 420 187 612 2024 1013 453
Arrive On Green 012 012 018 057 029 029
Sat Flow, veh/h 3447 1538 3476 3668 3632 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 84 1 196 413 697 38
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1723 1538 1738 1787 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 0.0 2.0 2.3 7.1 0.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.9 0.0 2.0 2.3 7.1 0.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 420 187 612 2024 1013 453
VIC Ratio(X) 020  0.01 032 020 069 0.8
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2133 952 2581 4424 4380 1960
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 16.0 156 145 43 128 105
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 0.4 0.0 1.0 1.1 34 0.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 16.1 156  14.6 43 131 10.6
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 85 609 735
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.1 7.6 13.0
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 29.7 107 113 184
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 58  *42 6.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 25.0 *30  50.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 4.3 2.9 4.0 9.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.5 0.1 0.3 2.5
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.9
HCM 2010 LOS B
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Plus Project Conditions
18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps AM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report

Fehr & Peers



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 19 El Dorado Hills Blvd/Saratoga Wy-Park Dr Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 105 108 103.0% 41.6 3.7 D

NB Through 596 603 101.1% 10.6 1.0 B
Right Turn 27 26 97.1% 7.3 1.6 A

Subtotal 728 737 101.2% 15.1 0.8 B

Left Turn 123 120 97.7% 50.3 3.2 D

SB Through 1,426 1,407 98.7% 21.3 2.9 C
Right Turn 28 27 97.7% 20.2 3.7 C

Subtotal 1,577 1,555 98.6% 23.5 2.7 C

Left Turn 30 29 97.0% 38.5 4.4 D

EB Through 17 18 103.3% 42.8 6.8 D
Right Turn 125 135 108.2% 21.9 2.3 C

Subtotal 172 182 105.8% 26.6 1.8 C

Left Turn 14 14 103.5% 44.7 8.5 D

WB Through 10 12 121.0% 40.6 4.3 D
Right Turn 46 41 89.9% 8.0 1.2 A

Subtotal 70 68 97.1% 21.6 3.0 C

Total 2,547 2,541 99.8% 21.3 1.9 C

Fehr & Peers 1/31/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 21 Latrobe Rd/Town Center Blvd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 61 61 99.6% 40.0 4.8 D

NB Through 809 814 100.7% 18.2 1.1 B
Right Turn 58 58 99.1% 4.8 1.2 A

Subtotal 928 933 100.5% 18.7 1.1 B

Left Turn 475 455 95.8% 37.0 1.8 D

SB Through 1,526 1,490 97.6% 13.1 1.0 B
Right Turn 334 346 103.7% 5.9 0.3 A

Subtotal 2,335 2,291 98.1% 16.7 1.0 B

Left Turn 18 18 100.3% 37.8 6.7 D

EB Through 5 5 90.2% 34.7 9.8 C
Right Turn 8 7 91.2% 14.1 8.3 B

Subtotal 31 30 96.3% 31.8 4.7 C

Left Turn 62 61 97.9% 315 2.5 C

WB Through 28 24 85.0% 31.9 7.5 C
Right Turn 259 262 101.3% 13.4 0.9 B

Subtotal 349 347 99.4% 17.8 1.2 B

Total 3,643 3,601 98.8% 17.5 0.9 B

Fehr & Peers 1/31/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour

Intersection 22 Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 73 75 103.4% 59.9 34 E

NB Through 535 542 101.4% 23.7 1.6 C
Right Turn 162 160 98.5% 6.6 0.5 A

Subtotal 770 778 101.0% 23.7 1.3 C

Left Turn 118 114 96.4% 60.9 1.8 E

SB Through 1,115 1,090 97.8% 24.5 1.9 C
Right Turn 364 362 99.4% 14.1 1.8 B

Subtotal 1,597 1,566 98.1% 24.8 1.6 C

Left Turn 233 228 97.7% 51.5 1.7 D

EB Through 104 101 96.6% 515 2.7 D
Right Turn 42 42 100.3% 25.7 4.5 C

Subtotal 379 370 97.7% 48.6 1.7 D

Left Turn 373 358 95.8% 58.6 2.3 E

WB Through 264 242 91.6% 62.2 3.0 E
Right Turn 160 163 101.9% 6.5 0.8 A

Subtotal 797 762 95.7% 48.6 1.6 D

Total 3,543 3,476 98.1% 32.3 1.0 C

Fehr & Peers 1/31/2017



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Plus Project Conditions

1: Bass Lake Road & Serrano Parkway PM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 [l b 4 [l b | b |

Traffic Volume (vph) 200 459 10 10 263 54 10 10 10 111 10 155

Future Volume (vph) 200 459 10 10 263 54 10 10 10 111 10 155

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 098

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 08 100 100 085 1.00 093 1.00 0.86

Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1583 1770 1863 1548 1770 1723 1770 1568

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1583 1770 1863 1548 1770 1723 1770 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 096 096 092 092 094 094 092 092 092 092 092 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 208 478 11 11 280 57 11 11 11 121 11 168

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 6 0 0 41 0 10 0 0 142 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 208 478 5 11 280 16 11 12 0 121 37 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2

Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Split NA Split NA

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.1 327 327 07 183 183 6.2 6.2 10.1 10.1

Effective Green, g (s) 15.1 327 327 07 183 183 6.2 6.2 10.1 10.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 023 050 050 0.01 028 028 009 0.9 015 0.5

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 406 927 787 18 518 431 167 162 272 241

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12  ¢0.26 0.01 0.15 0.01  c0.01 c0.07  0.02

v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.01

v/c Ratio 0.51 052  0.01 0.61 054 0.04 007 007 044 0.5

Uniform Delay, d1 22.1 11.1 83 324 201 173 2741 27.1 253 241

Progression Factor 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.5 00 487 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 1.2 0.3

Delay (s) 232 116 83 810 213 173 273 273 264 244

Level of Service C B A F C B C C C C

Approach Delay (s) 15.0 22.5 27.3 25.2

Approach LOS B C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 19.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.47

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 65.7 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
Fehr & Peers



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

2: Driveway & Bass Lake Road PM Peak Hour
D N T W S N R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & 5 b b Ly

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 1 21 0 6 0 668 44 6 408 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 075 075 075 09 09 09 097 097 097

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 1 28 0 8 0 696 46 6 421 0

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1141 1179 425 1157 1156 723 423 744

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1141 1179 425 1157 1156 723 423 744

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 84 100 98 100 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 172 189 627 171 195 425 1135 862

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 1 36 0 742 6 421

Volume Left 0 28 0 0 6 0

Volume Right 1 8 0 46 0 0

cSH 627 197 1700 1700 862 1700

Volume to Capacity 000 018 000 044 0.01 0.25

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 16 0 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 107 273 0.0 0.0 9.2 0.0

Lane LOS B D A

Approach Delay (s) 107 273 0.0 0.1

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

3: Old Bass Lake Road & Bass Lake Road PM Peak Hour
O T Y B T 4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 1 3 2 724 436 0

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 1.00 100 093 093 097 097

Hourly flow rate (vph) 1 3 2 778 449 0

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1236 453 451

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1236 453 451

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 99 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 193 604 1107

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 4 781 449

Volume Left 1 2 0

Volume Right 3 0 0

cSH 395 <1107 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.26

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0

Control Delay (s) 14.2 01 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 14.2 0.1 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

4: Country Club Drive & Bass Lake Road PM Peak Hour
'O A R

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations bl + i" )

Volume (veh/h) 145 52 674 269 56 383

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 086 08 09 09 096 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 169 60 702 280 58 399

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1222 706 984

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1222 706 984

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 7 86 92

cM capacity (veh/h) 181 434 701

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1

Volume Total 229 702 280 457

Volume Left 169 0 0 58

Volume Right 60 0 280 0

cSH 214 1700~ 1700 701

Volume to Capacity 1.07  0.41 0.16  0.08

Queue Length 95th (ft) 256 0 0 7

Control Delay (s) 128.7 0.0 0.0 24

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 128.7 0.0 24

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 18.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.1% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

5: US 50 WB Ramps & Bass Lake Road PM Peak Hour
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations &) f &) Ly i"

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 336 1 124 708 819 0 0 283 245

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 077 077 077 09 09 09 096 096 0.96

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 436 1 161 738 853 0 0 295 255

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 0.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2628 2627 299 2627 2627 857 297 855

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2628 2627 299 2627 2627 857 297 855

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 0 87 55 42 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 4 10 739 8 10 356 1265 783

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 599 1591 295 255

Volume Left 436 738 0 0

Volume Right 161 0 0 255

cSH 11 1265 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 5242 058 017  0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 99 0 0

Control Delay (s) Er 117 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F B

Approach Delay (s) Er 117 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2192.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 132.5% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

6: US 50 EB Ramps & Bass Lake Road

Existing Plus Project

PM Peak Hour

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & B )
Volume (veh/h) 598 2 1043 0 0 0 0 929 99 520 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 092 092 092 063 063 083 083 083
Hourly flow rate (vph) 616 2 1075 0 0 0 0 1475 119 627 0
Pedestrians 2 2 2 2
Lane Width (ft) 12.0 0.0 12.0 12.0
Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2587 2831 631 3664 2587 1722 629 1964
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2587 2831 631 3664 2587 1722 629 1964
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22
p0 queue free % 0 80 0 0 100 100 100 60
cM capacity (veh/h) 11 10 480 0 15 110 952 296
Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1
Volume Total 1694 1962 746
Volume Left 616 0 119
Volume Right 1075 487 0
cSH 30 1700 296
Volume to Capacity 56.06 1.15  0.40
Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 0 47
Control Delay (s) Err 0.0 17.5
Lane LOS F C
Approach Delay (s) Err 0.0 17.5
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3850.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 214.6% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report

Fehr & Peers

Page 6



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

7: Marble Mountain Road & Marble Valley Road PM Peak Hour
O T Y B T 4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 8 0 0 1228 1544 19

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 040 040 058 058 072 0.72

Hourly flow rate (vph) 20 0 0 2117 2144 26

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 4279 2162 2173

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 42719 2162 2173

tC, single (s) 6.5 6.3 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.6 3.4 22

p0 queue free % 0 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 2 56 245

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 20 2117 2171

Volume Left 20 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 26

cSH 2 245.. 1700

Volume to Capacity 10.73  0.00 1.28

Queue Length 95th (ft) Err 0 0

Control Delay (s) Err 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS F

Approach Delay (s) Err 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 46.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.1% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

8: Marble Valley Road & Marble Ridge Road PM Peak Hour
= 2 2 ”~

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations b &) bl

Volume (veh/h) 1537 7 3 1221 7 2

Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 058 058 092 092 058 058

Hourly flow rate (vph) 2650 12 3 1327 12 3

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2664 3994 2660

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2664 3994 2660

tC, single (s) 41 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 22 3.5 3.3

p0 queue free % 98 0 88

cM capacity (veh/h) 156 3 29

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1

Volume Total 2662 1330 16

Volume Left 0 3 12

Volume Right 12 0 3

cSH 1700 156 4

Volume to Capacity 157 0.02 3.88

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 2 Err

Control Delay (s) 0.0 2.8 Err

Lane LOS A F

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 28 Err

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 39.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.0% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Country Club Drive & Cambridge Road

Existing Plus Project
PM Peak Hour

D N T W S N R
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & & &

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 114 48 19 41 76 33 17 400 102 24 244 119
Peak Hour Factor 086 0.8 086 081 0.81 0.81 095 095 095 088 0838 088
Hourly flow rate (vph) 133 56 22 51 94 41 18 421 107 27 217 135
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total (vph) 210 185 546 440

Volume Left (vph) 133 51 18 27

Volume Right (vph) 22 41 107 135

Hadj (s) 010 -0.04 -0.08 -0.14

Departure Headway (s) 7.9 7.9 6.5 6.7

Degree Utilization, x 046 041 0.98  0.81

Capacity (veh/h) 426 426 546 535

Control Delay (s) 17.5 16.2 59.6 32.5

Approach Delay (s) 17.5 162 59.6 325

Approach LOS C C F D

Intersection Summary

Delay 38.8

HCM Level of Service E

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Plus Project

10: Knollwood Drive & Cambridge Road PM Peak Hour
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Volume (veh/h) 7 1 147 6 6 2 217 510 2 2 294 9

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 075 075 075 09 090 090 0.91 0.91 0.91

Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 1 160 8 8 3 241 567 2 2 323 10

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 452

pX, platoon unblocked 075 075 075 075 075 0.75

vC, conflicting volume 1393 1388 332 1547 1391 572 335 571

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1357 1350 332 1562 1355 262 335 261
tC, single (s) 71 6.5 6.2 71 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 90 99 77 82 91 100 80 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 74 90 707 44 89 580 1222 976
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 168 19 810 335

Volume Left 8 8 241 2

Volume Right 160 3 2 10

cSH 494 68 1222 976

Volume to Capacity 034 028 020 0.00

Queue Length 95th (ft) 37 25 18 0

Control Delay (s) 16.0 774 44 0.1

Lane LOS C F A A

Approach Delay (s) 16.0 774 4.4 0.1

Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Plus Project

11: Merrychase Drive & Cambridge Road PM Peak Hour
D N T W S N R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 i" 4 f 5 4 i" 5 3

Volume (vph) 64 76 171 157 205 204 151 436 134 129 235 64

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 41 41 41 3.0 3.0 44 44 3.0 44

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 097 100 098 100 100 098 1.00 099

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 100 08 100 100 08 100 097

Flt Protected 098 1.00 098 100 09 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1821 1540 1823 1557 1770 1863 1545 1770 1793

Flt Permitted 098 1.00 098 100 09 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1821 1540 1823 1557 1770 1863 1545 1770 1793

Peak-hour factor, PHF 088 083 083 089 089 089 0.1 0.91 0.91 090 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 73 86 194 176 230 229 166 479 147 143 261 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 169 0 0 138 0 0 49 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 159 25 0 406 91 166 479 98 143 323 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Turn Type Split Perm Split pm+ov Prot Perm Prot

Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 118 118 244 " 36.1 12.1 216 216 117 272

Effective Green, g (s) 118 118 244  36.1 12.1 216 216 117 272

Actuated g/C Ratio 013 0.3 027 040 013 030 030 013 0.30

Clearance Time (s) 41 41 41 3.0 3.0 44 44 3.0 44

Vehicle Extension (s) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 236 199 488 617 235 564 468 227 535

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 c022 0.02 ¢0.09 ¢0.26 008 0.18

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.04 0.06

v/c Ratio 067 0.13 083 015  0.71 085  0.21 063  0.60

Uniform Delay, d1 378 351 314 176 378 298 236 376 273

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 0.1 11.1 0.0 7.7 11.0 0.1 3.9 1.3

Delay (s) 437 /352 425 177 455 408 237 416 287

Level of Service D D D B D D C D C

Approach Delay (s) 39.0 33.5 38.6 32.5

Approach LOS D C D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 36.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 91.1 Sum of lost time (s) 11.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

12: US 50 EB Ramps & Cambridge Road PM Peak Hour
N N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 5 i" 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 448 256 108 273 280 283

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 487 278 117 297 304 308

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 4

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 783

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.91 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 994 462 306

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 942 356 184

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 0 55 91

cM capacity (veh/h) 239 622 1259

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 765 414 612

Volume Left 487 117 0

Volume Right 278 0 308

cSH 312 1259 1700

Volume to Capacity 245 0.09 0.36

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1533 8 0

Control Delay (s) 688.6 3.0 0.0

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 688.6 3.0 0.0

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 294.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

13: Crazy Horse Road & Cambridge Road PM Peak Hour
y R T W T N

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & ) i"

Volume (veh/h) 60 0 0 4 1 61 0 260 4 61 374 101

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 079 079 079 071 0.71 0.71 093 093 093 09 096 096

Hourly flow rate (vph) 76 0 0 6 1 86 0 280 4 64 390 105

Pedestrians 2 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 1094

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 889 805 394 802 908 286 497 286

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 889 805 394 802 908 286 497 286

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 41 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 22

p0 queue free % 66 100 100 98 99 89 100 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 223 299 653 289 261 751 1065 1274

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 76 93 284 453 105

Volume Left 76 6 0 64 0

Volume Right 0 86 4 0 105

cSH 223 667 1065 1274 1700

Volume to Capacity 034 014 000 005 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 12 0 4 0

Control Delay (s) 29.3 11.3 0.0 1.6 0.0

Lane LOS D B A

Approach Delay (s) 293 113 0.0 1.3

Approach LOS D B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Existing Plus Project

14: Deer Creek Road & Flying C Road PM Peak Hour
O T Y B T 4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations bl 4 3

Volume (veh/h) 238 0 0 26 19 359

Sign Control Stop Free  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 259 0 0 28 21 390

Pedestrians 2 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 120 120

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 248 220 413

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 248 220 413

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 41

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 65 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 738 817 1144

Direction, Lane # EB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 259 28 411

Volume Left 259 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 390

cSH 738 <1144 1700

Volume to Capacity 035 000 024

Queue Length 95th (ft) 39 0 0

Control Delay (s) 12.5 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 12.5 0.0 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.3% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 8 Report
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 15 El Dorado Hills Blvd/US 50 WB Ramps-Saratoga Wy Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 994 921 92.6% 47.7 5.7 D

NB Through 1,221 1,107 90.7% 18.9 0.9 B
Right Turn 279 250 89.5% 15.0 1.1 B

Subtotal 2,494 2,278 91.3% 30.1 2.3 C

Left Turn 38 34 90.4% 83.2 7.9 F

SB Through 571 542 95.0% 46.8 4.0 D
Right Turn 330 314 95.2% 25.6 2.5 C

Subtotal 939 891 94.9% 40.8 3.1 D

Left Turn 181 175 96.7% 53.0 3.5 D

EB Through 80 74 92.4% 55.5 4.4 E
Right Turn 293 282 96.2% 4.0 0.8 A

Subtotal 554 531 95.8% 27.3 2.5 C

Left Turn 203 199 98.0% 60.5 3.2 E

WB Through 60 63 105.0% 61.1 4.3 E
Right Turn 74 67 90.0% 10.8 1.4 B

Subtotal 337 329 97.5% 50.5 2.5 D

Total 4,324 4,028 93.2% 33.8 1.5 C

Fehr & Peers 1/30/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 16 Latrobe Rd/US 50 EB Ramps Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS
Left Turn
NB Through 1,747 1,531 87.6% 26.6 2.2 C
Right Turn 670 555 82.8% 38.8 3.2 D
Subtotal 2,417 2,085 86.3% 29.9 2.4 C
Left Turn 264 250 94.7% 43.2 1.6 D
SB Through 804 776 96.5% 10.0 0.7 A
Right Turn
Subtotal 1,068 1,026 96.1% 18.1 0.9 B
Left Turn
EB Through
Right Turn 705 688 97.6% 27.6 2.9 C
Subtotal 705 688 97.6% 27.6 2.9 C
Left Turn
WB Through
Right Turn 746 719 96.4% 14.8 0.4 B
Subtotal 746 719 96.4% 14.8 0.4 B
Total 4,936 4,519 91.5% 24.5 1.4 C
Fehr & Peers 1/30/2017



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Plus Project Conditions

17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps PM Peak Hour
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b < [l b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 290 0 189 52 890 0 0 233 170
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 290 0 189 52 890 0 0 233 170
Number 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 0 0 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 322 0 76 56 957 0 0 268 25
Adj No. of Lanes 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 093 093 093 08 087 087
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 787 0 351 172 1564 0 0 800 358
Arrive On Green 022 000 022 010 043 000 000 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 3619 0 1615 1810 3705 0 0 3705 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 322 0 76 56 957 0 0 268 25
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1810 0 1615 1810 1805 0 0 1805 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 0.0 14 1.0 74 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.8 0.0 1.4 1.0 74 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00  1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 787 0 351 172 1564 0 0 800 358
VIC Ratio(X) 0.41 000 022 032 0.61 000 000 033 007
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 3008 0 1343 1254 5002 0 0 5002 2238
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 100 000 100 100 100 000 000 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.1 00 116 152 7.9 0.0 00 118 111
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 1.4 0.0 0.6 0.5 3.6 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 12.3 00 117 156 8.0 0.0 00 119 111
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 398 1013 293
Approach Delay, s/veh 12.1 8.5 11.8
Approach LOS B A B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 224 76 148 13.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 *4.2 6.8 5.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 *25  50.0 30.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 94 3.0 4.3 4.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.9 0.0 2.9 0.2
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.9
HCM 2010 LOS A
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Plus Project Conditions
17: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 WB Ramps PM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

Existing Plus Project Conditions

18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps PM Peak Hour
2 T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b [l L] 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 433 46 379 509 390 133
Future Volume (veh/h) 433 46 379 509 390 133
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 487 10 412 553 411 24
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 2 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 092 092 095 095
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 698 312 666 1825 777 348
Arrive On Green 019 019 019  0.51 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 3619 1615 3510 3705 3705 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 487 10 412 553 411 24
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1810 1615 1755 1805 1805 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.2 0.2 4.5 3.7 4.2 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.2 0.2 4.5 3.7 4.2 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 698 312 666 1825 777 348
VIC Ratio(X) 070 003 062 030 053 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2165 966 2520 4319 4319 1932
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 157 137 155 6.0 145 131
Incr Delay (d2), s/iveh 0.5 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 2.6 0.2 2.2 1.9 2.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 162 137 159 6.1 147 134
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 497 965 435
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.2 10.3 14.6
Approach LOS B B B
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 27.9 139 124 15.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.8 58  *42 6.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 25.0 *30  50.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c*l1), s 5.7 7.2 6.5 6.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.1 0.8 0.7 2.1
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.8
HCM 2010 LOS B
Notes
Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Plus Project Conditions
18: Silva Valley Pkwy & US 50 EB Ramps PM Peak Hour

User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
*HCM 2010 computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.

Marble Valley EIR Synchro 9 Report
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SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 19 El Dorado Hills Blvd/Saratoga Wy-Park Dr Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 133 122 92.0% 45.1 4.4 D

NB Through 1,274 1,175 92.2% 17.5 1.0 B
Right Turn 69 62 90.4% 135 1.9 B

Subtotal 1,476 1,360 92.1% 19.8 1.1 B

Left Turn 139 130 93.6% 42.2 34 D

SB Through 784 751 95.8% 15.9 1.3 B
Right Turn 26 25 95.3% 11.1 3.6 B

Subtotal 949 906 95.5% 19.6 1.6 B

Left Turn 46 44 96.6% 39.1 3.6 D

EB Through 22 22 99.5% 39.8 2.6 D
Right Turn 96 97 100.7% 7.3 0.9 A

Subtotal 164 163 99.4% 20.3 1.1 C

Left Turn 55 50 90.6% 325 5.5 C

WB Through 19 18 92.5% 37.7 5.9 D
Right Turn 260 251 96.6% 16.1 1.9 B

Subtotal 334 319 95.4% 19.8 2.2 B

Total 2,923 2,748 94.0% 19.8 1.2 B

Fehr & Peers 1/30/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 21 Latrobe Rd/Town Center Blvd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 4 3 69.6% 73.6 36.0 E

NB Through 1,436 1,161 80.8% 162.1 9.7 F
Right Turn 79 55 69.6% 245 4.7 C

Subtotal 1,519 1,218 80.2% 155.7 9.0 F

Left Turn 516 505 97.9% 81.0 16.0 F

SB Through 966 936 96.9% 17.9 3.0 B
Right Turn 27 27 99.2% 2.4 0.5 A

Subtotal 1,509 1,468 97.3% 39.4 6.9 D

Left Turn 336 309 92.1% 187.5 93.5 F

EB Through 24 25 104.0% 47.4 8.9 D
Right Turn 89 92 103.4% 16.1 2.6 B

Subtotal 449 426 95.0% 141.0 63.6 F

Left Turn 63 63 100.1% 52.3 6.0 D

WB Through 3 3 92.8% 61.7 21.1 E
Right Turn 639 616 96.4% 36.0 7.9 D

Subtotal 705 682 96.7% 37.6 7.6 D

Total 4,182 3,794 90.7% 87.7 11.2 F

Fehr & Peers 1/30/2017



SimTraffic Post-Processor

Average Results from 10 Runs

Volume and Delay by Movement

Marble Valley EIR
Existing Plus Project Conditions

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 22 Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd Signal
Demand Served Volume (vph) Total Delay (sec/veh)
Direction Movement Volume (vph)| Average Percent Average Std. Dev. LOS

Left Turn 63 48 76.5% 359.3 44.2 F

NB Through 932 682 73.2% 413.7 49.5 F
Right Turn 368 233 63.3% 389.8 45.6 F

Subtotal 1,363 963 70.7% 405.2 48.3 F

Left Turn 234 228 97.2% 43.8 4.4 D

SB Through 648 632 97.6% 21.9 1.5 C
Right Turn 235 231 98.2% 9.0 1.2 A

Subtotal 1,117 1,091 97.6% 23.7 1.6 C

Left Turn 374 347 92.7% 85.1 22.6 F

EB Through 313 298 95.2% 32.8 2.1 C
Right Turn 106 108 101.5% 21.5 1.6 C

Subtotal 793 752 94.8% 55.2 10.8 E

Left Turn 203 196 96.4% 40.5 2.9 D

WB Through 146 137 93.6% 49.2 3.8 D
Right Turn 210 205 97.6% 23.9 7.2 C

Subtotal 559 537 96.1% 36.3 2.6 D

Total 3,832 3,343 87.2% 142.3 12.1 F

Fehr & Peers 1/30/2017



Existing Plus Project Roadway Segments Analysis

Note: County Website Counts are the average of the

Marble Valley EIR
Bass Lake Rd - Green Valley Rd to US 50 (2 segments) - 4 extra
Green Valley Rd to Bridlewood Dr
Bridlewood Dr to Serrano Pkwy
Serrano Pkwy to Hollow Oak Dr
Hollow Oak Dr to Country Club
Country Club Dr to US 50
Cambridge Rd - Green Valley to US 50 (4 segments)
Green Valley Rd to Oxford
Oxford to Knollwood Dr
Knollwood Dr to Country Club
Country Club to US 50
Cameron Park Dr - Green Valley to US 50 (4 Segments)
Green Valley to Alhambra
Alhambra to Oxford
Oxford to Hacienda Dr
Hacienda Dr to US 50
Country Club - Bass Lake to Cameron Park Dr (4 Segments)
Bass Lake to Merrychase Dr
Merrychase Dr to Knollwood
Knollwood to Cambridge
Cambridge to Royal
Royal to Cameron Park Dr
Durock Rd - US 50 to South Shingle (2 Segments)
US to to Business Dr
Business Dr to S. Shingle

County Website 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
County Website 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
County Website 2A
County Website 2A
Roadway Counts 2A
County Website 4AU
Intersection Counts 2A
County Website 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
Intersection Counts 2A
County Website 2A
County Website 2A
County Website 2A

Peak Hour Volume

530 510
820 890
1170 1090
1270 1160
1490 1470
410 430
710 830
770 910
1120 1130
660 800
1220 1450
1080 1615
1090 1670
560 430
520 410
350 350
300 320
220 365
340 580
330 560

LOS Thresholds
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
1760 3070
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540
850 1540

1650
1650
1650
1650
1650

1650
1650
1650
1650

1650
1650
1650
3130

1650
1650
1650
1650
1650

1650
1650

V/ C Ratio
0.32 0.31
0.50 0.54
0.71 0.66
0.77 0.70
0.90 0.89
0.25 0.26
0.43 0.50
0.47 0.55
0.68 0.68
0.40 0.48
0.74 0.88
0.65 0.98
0.35 0.53
0.34 0.26
0.32 0.25
0.21 0.21
0.18 0.19
0.13 0.22
0.21 0.35
0.20 0.34

LOS
Corbetter  Cor better
C or better D

D D

D D

D D
Corbetter  Cor better
Corbetter  Cor better
C or better D

D D
Corbetter  Cor <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>