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El Dorado Hills Area Planning
Advisory Committee

Wednesday April 19, 2023
6:§/OPpM

EDH Fire Department Station 85 Conference RoUiRTUAL MEETING via ZOOM

Attendees via ZOOM or via PhemeOption will beMUTEDuntil
Designated periods when the meeting is opened to Public Comment
on each Agenda Item

To Submit Public Comment click tRAISE HANDutton in ZOOM, or
press *9over the phone
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1. Call To Order

2023 Chair: John Davey

2023 Vice Chair: Joliraslear

2023 Vice Chair Tim White

2023 Vice Chair Brooke Washburn

2023 Secretary Robert Williams
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2 Adoption of Meeting Agenda

El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee \
“Non-Partisan Volunteers Planning Our Future Since 1981" 4’%;‘
APAC 2023 Officers -
John Davey, Chair jdavey@dasevoronpact

John Raslear, Vice Chair jizazzpub@<heg + 1021 Harvard Way, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762
Timothy White, Vice Chair fhitcid@emal com ps://edhapac org
Brooke Washburn, Vice Chair Brooke Washbum@ibertymurual com

Robert Williams, Secretary hobw1800(@ ox 0

AGENDA FOR MEETING: Wednesday April 19, 2023, 6:30 PM
HYBRID Meeting
IN-PERSON EDH Fire Station 85 Executive Conference Room 1050 Wilson Blvd, EDH, CA 95762
VIRTUAL Zoom Meeting https://us02web.zoom.us/{/88572832800
PHONE IN OPTION (669) 900-9128 Meeting ID: 885 7283 2800
LIVE on YOUTUBE: https://lyoutube.com/live/Dh6mxC6xXjQ (no discussion option via YouTube)
Meetings are recorded in video format

1. Call to Order

2. Adoption of Meeting Agenda

3. Public Comment

4. Supervisor Communications:
D1 Supervisor John Hidahl D2 Supervisor George Turnboo
Guest Speaker: N/A
6. APAC Projects

a. Project Frontier DR22-0003 CUP22-0016

o

Review Di: ion regarding Project Frontier: Initial
questions, comments, observations from Subcommittee team(s).
- ion C i Review, 2 - ical R Review,

3 - Air Quality Review, 4 - Noise Review, 5 -Cultural Resources Review,

6 - additional items

Project: Conditional Use Permit request to develop a vacant parcel with two
industrial buildings with a combined square footage of 4,818,210, associated site
improvements and off-site impro i i idening of Latrobe Road and
signalization of Latrobe Road at Royal Oaks Drive. Building 1 includes 57 loading
docks and will accommodate 417 trailer parking stalls and 1,750 car parking stalls.
Building 2 includes 98 loading docks and will accommodate 475 trailer stalls and
1,160 car parking stalls. The property consists of 207.89 acres, and is located on
the southwest side of Latrobe Road, approxi 1,600 feet h of the
intersection with Investment Boulevard

b. UPDATE *Notification — No Review* EDH Area Project Statuses
7. Adjournment:

The Next EDH APAC meeting is: Wednesday May 10, 2023 6:30PM STAR ME
HYBRID: In-Person & Virtual: EDH Fire Dept Station 85 Meeting Room 1050 Wilson Blvd, EDH, CA

PUBLIC COMMENTS can be submitted at the meeting in person or virtually, OR submitted in advance of the meeting via EMAIL. Emailed
questions MUST be received by 4PM the MONDAY PRIOR to the meeting date.

Send advance to edhap: m and please identify the project or subject you wish to address.

Questions regarding this agenda should be addressed to Chaiman John Davey at johndaveyapac@gmail.com
Mailing address: cio El Dorado Hills APAC 1021 Harvard Way, El Dorado Hills, CA, 95762

Not Printed or Mailed at Govemnment Expense

Courtesy Notice: Anyone wishing to record any segment of an APAC meeting shall express theis intent to do so before they start recording
Website: htips//edhapac ora | Facebook: ttns iy facebook comyEDHAPAG | hitos:/vavw voutube conv@eldoradohilisanac
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3. Public Comment

On any matter not on the Agenda
Three minutes provided to each speaker

If you are commenting via ZOOM, use BR&ISE HAND button
If you are commenting via telephone caifess *9
Commenters:
Please Voluntarily Provide Your Name So We Can Correctly Record Our
Meeting Minutes
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How to become a voting member of
EDH APAC

Volunteer to work on a project review/subcommittee.
EDH APAC members can help you learn about the processes & steps



;?_, El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee

4. Supervisor Communications

District 1 Supervisor Jotthdahl
District 2 Supervisor Georgeirnboo
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5. Guest Speaker

N/A
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6. APAC Matters & Projects
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UPDATE *NotificationNo Review*

EDH Area project updates
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UPDATE NotificationNo Review

CUP2:20014/PDR220004¢ SIENNA RIDGE QUI(
QUACK CAR WASH
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CUP220014/PDR220004¢ SIENNA RIDGE QUICK QUACK CAR WASH

Quick Quack Car Wash (Store #6-126) — El Dorado CA
Noise Impact Study

County of El Dorado, CA
Exhibit A

Location Map

Executive Summary
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Sienna Ridge Rd |

oogle Earth
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CUP220014/PDR220004¢ SIENNA RIDGE QUICK QUACK CAR WASH

Quick Quack Car Wash (Store #6-126) — El Dorado CA
Noise Impact Study

County of El Dorado, CA Study Method and Procedure
Exhibit E
e = Short-Term "
Monitoring Location Measurement Locations

Google Earth

16
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CUP220014/PDR220004¢ SIENNA RIDGE QUICK QUACK CAR WASH

Exhibit B
Future Operational Noise Level
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>

CUP22014/PDR220004¢ SIENNA RIDGE QUICK QUACK CAR WASH 61  Short-Term Noise Measurement Results

The results of the short-term noise data are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Short-Term Noise Measurement Data’®

. 20-min dB(A)
Location - #Rec
Start Stop Leq Luaax Luwm | Lo AVG
5T1-#1 9:00 AM 9:20 AM 53.6 67.7 42.8
5T1-#2 9:20 AM 9:40 AM 56.4 73.0 38.8 54.0
5T1-#3 9:40 AM 10:00 AmM 51.9 72.8 40.8
5T2-#1 8:50 AMm 9:10 AM 55.5 75.5 43.1
5T2 -2 9:10 AM 9:30 AM 57.3 75.9 40.6 58.1
5T2 - #3 9:30 AM 9:50 AM 61.5 82.7 39.5
Notes:
1 L Short-term noise monitoring locations (5T1 & 5T2) are illustrated in Exhibit E.
Table 2: Worst-case Predicted Operational Noise Level
_— . . Eveni Total Change in
Existing Ambient Project = . - o
. X R (7PM - 10PM) Combined Noise Level
Receptor® | Floor Noise Level Noise Level . n
(dBA, Leq)® (dBA, Leqg)® Non Transp. Noise Noise Level as Result of
Limit (dBA, Leq)** (dBA, Leq) Project
1 1 123 34 50 1] 0 Table 3: Change in Noise Level Characteristics®
1 >4 42 50 >4 0 Changes in Intensity Level, Changes in Apparent
1 58 48 50 58 0 dBA Loudness

Motes: 1 Not perceptible

L Receptor 1 represents commercial uses, 2 & 3 represent residential. 3 Just perceptl’ble

* See Table 1. Appendix A shows the noise monitoring field sheet and pictures. N

% LSee Exhibit F for the operational noise level projections at said receptors. Clearly noticeable

4 per Section 130.37.060 from the County’s Code ar Ordinances. | 10 | Twice (or half) as loud

* The County’s noise ordinance does not establish criteria for ambient noise level exceeding the limit. For this evaluation, MD uses the conservative Lt e . gou fenwironbent/nalseregulations_and guidance fpolguldefpalguiden.cim

standard for ambient noise exceeding the noise limit [project noise not increasing ambient noise level). . . . . i . el .

When comparing the change in noise level to acoustic characteristics outlined within Table 3, the noise

As shown in Table 2, the project does not increase the ambient noise level. The project was compared level Increase would be “Not Perceptible” at the receptors.

to the existing measured baseline condition (58 & 54 dBA, Leq) to the operational plus ambient noise
condition to show the change in noise level. Table 2 provides the anticipated change in noise level as a
result of the proposed project. The existing noise levels are not anticipated to increase as a result of
the project.
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CUP220014/PDR220004¢ SIENNA RIDGE QUICK QUACK CAR WASH

"’ SONNY!S Blower Inlet Silencer - Owner’s Manual

L4 The CarWash Factory

Product Features

» Gain flexibility in complying with noise ordinances that limit the allowable noise levels in
some zoned areas.

» Blower Inlet Silencer retrofits to an existing Sonny’s blower to reduce noise level by up to
7 decibels at 50 feet (depending on site specific architecture and other variables).

» Available in three colors: Blue (# 20018006), Black (# 20018005) and Red (# 20018008)
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UPDATE NotificationNo Review
Planning Commission April 13, 2023 Agenda It

Latrobe Road widening from Investment
Boulevard to Golden Foothill Parkway

South/ClubviewDrive CIP 36105055.
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Planning Commission April 13, 2023 Latrobe Road widening CIP 36105055
EDH APAC submitted a comment letter on Apill iEcommending delaying approving CIP 36105055 to be included with

finding of consistency with the El Dorado County General Plan.

El Dorado Hill: Area Planning Advicory Committee z -

: i folagsh daly 1021 Harvae] Wy, El Diemale
iy Whete, Vicr Chair Sadorralifyrod o

Brenser Wash b, Vier (hair Broke T

Reibert Willierrs, Secretary Loy IR0 G il 1o

The County of £l Dorado Planning Commisslion

2850 Falfane Court
Bulding C
Placenville, CA 35657

April 11, 2023

RE: Aprl 13, 2023 Agenda Rem #2

1}Approve the Finding of Conslstency of the 2023 Annual Capltal Improvement Program with
the Generl Plan

2)Approve the Finding of Consistency of ane anmtanal project, Latmbe Road Wisening —
Inwesiment Boulevard to Goiden Foothlll Parkway Souwth/Cludview Drive, CIP 35105055, to be
Inciuged In the Annual Capital Improvement Program [CIF)

Commissloners,

The El Dorade Hills Area Planning Advisory Committes (EDH APAC) would lke to submit the
following public comments In regands o item #2 on your publicly noticed Agenda for Apdl 13,
2023 - Legistar 23-0511.

EDH APAC subcommitiees are concemed aoout par 2 of the agenda Rem, specically: adding
he Latrobe Road Widening from Invastmant Boulevard to Golden Foothilll Parkway
South/Cluview Drive CIP 36105055,

Hany mambers of he Bl Dorads HElS Cnmmunlty, Az wall 35 E0H APALC membars, ans
concemed abaut the perception of the timing of this project being refumed to the CIP when It
was Just removed In recent years.

For more than 3 year, therz has Deen 3 suggesiion that CIP item 38105055 would be added
back Into ihe CIP, polentially due to the proposed Creekskie Wilage Specilic Plan GPAZT-DO01
Z20-0005 SP30-0001 which had a NOP for a DEIR |ssued on Movember €, 2020, and a
subsequent Scoping Mesling held on November 15, 2020,

Hawever, sInce that project app=ars to De abandoned, In Tavor of the proposed B
DR22-0003 CUP22-0015, and because the proposed CIP Project Change Table for Latmbe
Road Indicates ihat the project Is due to;

Adding the wideming project back inte the CIP qfter being removed m the 2020 update
N EDH Busi P

EDH APAC subcommitiees are concemed that the efort 1o add CIP 36105055 back onto the
CIF might b= Intended to benefit the proposed Project Frontler DR22-0003 CUP22-D016 before
It has yet to be fomally presented to elther the pubiic or the planning process In @ noticed
neanng.

Other than the John Adams Acagemy opening In the E] Dorago Hils Busingss Park, there does
not appear to be any significant growth In the EDH Business Park that would seem 1o warrant
adding CIP 36105055,

Angd while raffic concems for resldential raffc and circulation elemeants along Latrobs Road
remaln an Important concern for EDH residents and EDH APAL, those concerns are not salely
*_.. due to groth In the EDH Business Park."

Our EDH APAC sUlcommittees reviewing Me proposed development have been alarmed at the
scale and scope of Project Frontler, and fs potentlal Impacts to trafic, blological resources, air
quality, nalse, and cultural resources. More spectically our commanitty and EDH APALC Is
concamed about the proposed approval process - which many community members suspect
SNOM-CIrCURE the Typical review Process Tor SUCH an enormous development. It saems
fremendotsly Inappropriats to consider CIP 36105055 when It couwsd 2aslly be percelved io ba
“cisaring the field” for Project Frontier befors the public has had any opportunity to conslder and
welgh the Impacts of the proposed development.

Lacking any Soft of County eXplanation of anEwers on the approval procass of the many
potentlal impacts of Project Frontler, the wisest course of action would appear to be tabling the
discussion of adding CIP 36105055 untl more |5 publicly discssed and avallabla for review.
The County hias falled 1o even release a pusiic FAQ shaet about the project. To data the only
public gocuments oMeially avalable rom the County of El Dorado are e application packets
fior DR22-0002 and CUPZ2-0016, along 'with the Revised Initial Consultation Letter.

Muare disappointing s that even the DRAFT Transportation Impact Analysls Report {provided by
the appiicant to EDH APAC In mid March 2023, but dated for November 2023} s only pubiicly
avaliadle on the EDH APAC webslte, and nowhere else. The applicant has stated that the
DRAFT TIAR Is being peer reviewed by El Dorado County - 50 how can its Impacts on
CIP35105055 even be thaughtiully considerad? The potentlal exiss that by adding CIP
35105055 back onio the CIP It coud leave E1 Dorado County taxpayers exposad to costs that
the developer would b2 mare aporopriately respansioie far.

Our EDH APAC sucommittees beliave that 1t s entirely Inappropriate to conslder this action
prior to Praject Frontier being tharoughly reviewed for Its Impacts to Latrobe Road, and ather

EDHAPAS
Praga 2

elemients of the County transportation system. A project of this magnltude has a myriad of
potential negative Impacts that showd be analyzed before aeration to any segments of Latrobe
Road should be considerad.

EDH APAC wolld propose delaying this action before your COMMISSion before a thorough
revlew has been compieted. Conslgering that CIP 36105055 was removed 3s “unwarrantad”
Just In 2020, 1t 15 Talr to 35K I It was short-sighted to remove the project at that time. If 50, It may
also be short-gighted to 3dd the projact back Info the CIP without 3 comprehensive analysis of
the Impacts of Project Frontier in 2023

Respectully,

John Davey

Chalr

El Dorado Hilks Area Planning &dvisory Committss
Mon-Farfisan Volunieers Planning Our Future Shce 70877
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Planning Commission April 13, 2023 Latrobe Road widening CIP 36105055

Latrobe Road - Investment Blvd. to Golden Foothill
Parkway/Clubview Drive Latrobe Road - Investment Bivd. to Golden Foothill

Parkway/Clubview Drive

CIP Project Summary

Project No: 72LATROBE / Type: Roadway Supervisor District(s) 1, 2 Financing Plan & Tentative Schedule

Project No: 72LATROBE / Type: Roadway Supervisor District(s) 1, 2
All Figures in Thousands
Prior FY* FY 19020 FY20/21 FY21/22 FY 22123 FY 23124 FY 24/125- FY 29/30- Total
Revenue Source 2829 38139
TIM - £l Darado Hils Zn & 8,647 8,647
Totak 8,647 8,647

All Figures in Thousands

. Prior FY* FY 1920 FY 20021 FY21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23124 FY 24/25- FY 29/30- Total
Expenditures 2829  38/39
Ping/Env Conauttant
Ping/Env DOT Staft 267 267
Deveiopar Advanced Design
Design DOT Staff 1,068 1,068
Design Conguitant
ROAA L itikey Rolwarion
ROW Acquisition 1,035 1,035
ROW Corsdtant
ROW DOT Statt 138 138
_LOCATION MAP Conctnction 5,340 5,340
i Corar Eng Consultant
Covet Eng Staft 801 801
Developar Bult
Project Description: Erwircomental Mitig. Monitor Consult,
Ervsronmaental Mitig. Monitor Statt
This project will widen Latrobe Road for approximately a 0.6 mile segment between Investment Boulevard and o 8647 8.647
Golden Foothill Parkway (South)/Clubview Drive from two lanes to a four-lane divided roadway with curb, gutter and - :
Class Il bike lanes.
Expenditures thru 6/30/2018: $0 Project Initiation Date:  5/22/2018 Schedule PriorFY* FY19/20 FY2021 FY21/22 FY.22123  FY 2324 "2’."3';' "%
Planning/Ervironmental -
Dasn I—
Right Of Way i
Conminicion i—

*Prior FY includes actual revenue and expenditures through 6/30/19.
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Planning Commission April 13, 2023 Latrobe Road widening CIP 36105055
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Planning Commission April 13, 2023 Latrobe Road widening CIP 36105055

Currently included in the CIP: Project #36105069

O
i}
[

m % f-f- > j?t

Project No: 36105063

Road

CIP Project Summary

Type: Roadway

2", 2 Latrobe Road - Golden Foothill Parkway (N) to White Rock
b7 8

Supervisor District(s) 1, 2

e Latrobe Road - Golden Foothill Parkway (N) to White Rock
Road

Financing Plan & Tentative Schedule

Project No: 36105069 Type: Roadway Supervisor District(s) 1, 2

Project Description:

LOCATION MAP l
|

AT TS BCALE

Widen Latrobe Road from Golden Foothill Parkway (M) to White Rock Road to a six lane divided roadway with six-

faat shoulders.

Project Initiation Date:

B/22/2006

All Figures in Thousands

Prior FY* FY 22723 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27 FY 27/28- FY 32/33-
Revenue Source 31032 allaz

TF - Zone C Local Roads 6,744
Totals 6,744

All Figures in Thousands

Prior FY* FY 223 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25026 FY 2627 FY 27/28- FY 32/33-

Expenditures sz 4le2
Ple/Enw Constant
ey /Enw DOT Staft 433
Dy Congultant
Dwrvpiopar Acvanced Design
Desiigen DT Starft 865
RO Acquiition 429
RO Litiliey Rakocation
RO Corrad tant
ROW DOT Stadl 43
Corear Eng Consultant
Coorest Endgy Starff 649
Corstnction 4,325
Davssdogper Built
Ervwironimaintal Mithy Monitos Consult.
Ervironmantal Mitig. Monitor Statf

Totals 6,744
Echﬂdl.llﬁ Prior FY* FY 2223 FY 2324 FY24/25 FY 25026 FY 26/27 F\'m n'a:m
Planning/Emironmental _
— —
Right Of Way _
Contncton —

“Prior FY includes actual revenue and expenditures through &/30/2021, plus amounts estimated through B/30,/2022.

Total

6,744
6,744

Total

433

865
429

43

649
4,325

6,744
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Planning Commission April 13, 2023 Latrobe Road widening CIP 36105055

US 50 / Latrobe Road / El Dorado Hills Boulevard
Interchange Improvements Ph 2B

CIP Project Summary

Project No: 36104001 Type: Interchange Supervisor District(s) 1

PROJECT
SITE

LOCATION MAP

NOTTO SCALE

Project Description:
On US Route 50 in El Dorado Hills, from PM 0.7 to PM 1.1. Construct remaining ultimate improvements to the

eastbound on- and off-ramps at the El Dorado Hills/ Latrobe Road Interchange. Improvements include
reconstruction of the EB diagonal on-ramp, EB on-ramp auxiliary lane, and the EB loop off-ramp.

Project Initiation Date: 2/11/2008

Project No: 36104001

US 50 / Latrobe Road / El Dorado Hills Boulevard

Interchange Improvements Ph 2B

Financing Plan & Tentative Schedule

Type: Interchange

Supervisor District(s) 1

Revenue Source

TF - Tone C Local Roads
Road Fiand

Coennaius Ratponte and Rakal
CRREA

T Be Datarminagd

Tatals

Expenditures

Fing/Enw Cormeuitant
Pl /Erw DOT Staift
Desiggen Congultant
Dersndoper Avancad Deign
Dssiggn DOT Staft

RO Acquisition

RO Liikity Rabscation
RO Cosrepultant

RIOW DOT Sraft
Cowear Eng Consultant
Ciowest Eng Stalf
CoraarucTion

Dwvvedopar Bustt

Ervironmantal Mithy Monitos Consult.

Ervironmantal Mitig. Monitos Stalf

Tatals

Schedule

Planning/Erironmeental
Design

Right Of Way
Consiruction

Prior FY™

684

684

Prior FY™*

208
270

684

All Figures in Thousands

FY 22123 FY 23/24 FY 24/25
135 138

265 475 13

1138

400 613 1272

All Figures in Thousands

FY 22123 FY 23/24 FY 2425
110
25

100 300 34

165 175 100

1,000

138 138

400 613 1272

FY 2526

S00

43
1443

FY 25/26

343
100
1,000

1443

Prior FY* FY 2223 FY 2324 FY 2425 FY 25026

FY 2627 FY I7/28- FY 32/33-
3132 41/42

1,500 2585

1,850 1,386
3,350 3970

FY 26/27 FY I7/28- FY 32033-

3132 41/42
300 300
50 50
3,000 3,620
3,350 3970

FY 26/127 FY 27/28- FY 32/33-
3132 41/a2

*Prior FY includes actual revenue and expenditures throwgh &/30/2021, plus amounts estimated through 6/30,/2022.

Total

5,541

ard

5,316
11,731

Total

110
28
628

648
1,270

282
843
200
7.620

11,731
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Project Frontier
DR22-0003 CUP22-0016

EDH APAC Subcommittee Reports



,ﬁ; El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee

DR220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier

EL DORADO COUNTY

PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT

2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667
Phone (530) 621-5355, Fax (530) 642-0508

Email From Planning
& Building Director
Karen Garner to
BOS Date: April 19, 2023

CAO To: Honorable Board of Supervisors

Cou nty Counsel From: Karen L. Gamer, Director

Plannin g Ccommissic Subject:  Director’s Determination of Hearing Body for Project Frontier

Section 130.52.021(B) of the County Zoning Code authorizes the Planning and Building

Wed Apl‘l| 19 2023 Director to determine if a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requested for a project will be
) heard by the Zoning Administrator (ZA) or the Planning Commission (PC). | have made

255PM the determination that, based on the project application currently submitted, Project
- Frontier will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for their review. This decision has
been made after careful review of application materials as submitted to date, review of

applicable County Zoning Code, and consideration of the level of public interest in the

project. While the Planning Commission will have review authority of original jurisdiction,

its decision is appealable to your Board, in compliance with Section 130.52.90 (Appeals).

Should you have any questions, you may contact me via phone or email.

cc:  Andy Nevis, Planning Commission Chair
Jon Vegna, Planning Commission First Vice-Chair
Kris Payne, Planning Commission Second Vice-Chair
Lexi Boeger, Planning Commission
Daniel Harkin, Planning Commission
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DR220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier

207.89 Acres located on the west side of Latrobe Road

Property was deannexed from the El Dorado Hills Business Park. Even thosahnaéxed
from the Business Park, the Property still retains the Industrial/R&D Zoning

Following deannexation, property was proposed to be developed as thedlDresidential
unit Creekside Village Specific Plan. The Specific Plan sought to change the property zot
to residential & open space.

New Project:

Bldg. 1¢ new construction of astory distribution & sortation building
(+/- 2,800,000 SF).

Bldg. 2¢ new construction of a-ktory distribution & sortation building
w/mezzanine (+/1,330,820 SF).
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PD220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier
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PD220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier
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PD220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier Applicant's Websitehtips://projectfrontierinfo.com/

No connection to
existing business park st N QOQ‘
\ on“

’

575+ setback
vs. 20’ required

1,000’+ setback on
the West building

West Building

\-OVIATT East building is set
WETSE RO below Latrobe Road


https://projectfrontierinfo.com/
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PD220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier

INDUSTRIAL BLDG 2
FOOTPRINT: 1,086,148 SF

o 1 AT AT AR

@ Project Access Intersection
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>

PD220003 CUP2PR016 Project Frontier

n Study Intersection Fark

-

Project Site Oty Boundary
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PD220003 CUP2R016 Project Frontier
Existing Plus Project Conditions TABLE 6: TRIP GENERATION'

Trip Generation
Net Vehicle Trips Generated?®

Fehr & Peers prepared trip generation estimates for

. . Land Use
the project based on temporal (15-minute or hourly Vehicle Type AM PM
interval) trip generation data provided by the Daily
applicant for similar client-specific sites in California. In Out  Total In Out  Total
The data was also specif] Passenger 2,515 360 10 370 72 168 240
building types. To provide conservative peak hour Building 1 Trucks 988 27 27 54 20 20 40
trip generation estimates, the building shift times
were allowed to vary plus/minus 30 minutes to Total 3,503 187 37 424 92 183 280
account for the large study area, the temporal nature
of travel, and because the time employees will arrive Passenger 1,293 111 16 127 11 156 167
and depart the project site at the start/end of their
shift will vary. Table 6 summarizes project land use Building 2 Trucks 262 5 5 10 A 4 g
and calculated trip generation totals by vehicle type.
The trip generation estimates used in the analysis Total 1,555 116 21 137 15 160 175
are based on the peak hour of the adjacent roadway
net work (i.e., peak hour Passenger 3,808 471 26 497 83 324 407
The project IS projected to generate: Building 1 + Building 2 Trucks 1,250 32 32 64 24 24 48
o561 AM peak hour Total 5,058 503 58 561 107 348 455

455 PM peak hour
5 058 dally VehiC|e tripS 'Analysis based on peak hour of adjacent street traffic

ZTrip generation based on client-specific data received from Dermody Properties in February/March 2022.

Fehr & Peers, 2022
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TABLE 10: ON- AND OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS — EXISTING PLUS PROJECT

Improvement F:_;'I'J':Y
1
Intersections
2
3
4
Roadways

MNotes: LOS = Level of Service.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2022

Description

Latrobe Rd. / White
Rock Rd. (#6)

Latrobe Rd. /
Gaolden Foothill
Plowy. / Monte
Verde Dr. (#7)

Latrobe Rd. /
Gaolden Foothill
Plowny. / Clubwiew Dr.
(#9)

Latrobe Rd. from
White Rock Rd. to
Golden Foeothill
Plowy. / Monte
Verde Dr.

Latrobe Rd. from
Golden Foothill
Plwy. / Clubview Dr.
to Investment Blvd.

Limits

Latrobe Rd./El Dorado Hills
Blwd. from Town Center
Blwd. to US 50 WB Ramps

Latrobe Rd. / Golden
Foothill Plowy. / Monte
Verde Dr. Intersection

Latrobe Rd. / Golden

Foothill Piowy. / Clubview Dr.

Intersection

Latrobe Rd. from White
Rock Rd. to south of Golden
Foothill Plkwy./Monte Verde
Dr.

Latrobe Rd. from Golden
Foothill Plowy. fClubview Dr.
to Investment Bivd,

Improvement
Description

&  Convert NB right-turn lane at Town Center Blvd. to a shared
through/right-turn lane. Widen north leg to provide a 4th receiving
lane,

+  Widen NB approach at Latrobe Rd./US 50 EE Ramps to provide 4
through lanes and a right-turn pocket Convert the outside through
lane to a full lane upstream to Latrobe Rd./Town Center Bhed. (ie,
convert existing pocket to a dedicated lane). Add corresponding 4th
receiving lane on the north leg of the intersection.

&  Reconfigure US 50 EB loop off-ramp to align with shared through/right-
tumn lane on the NB approach to the US 50 WEB Ramps intersection,
This will require converting the northbound through/right-tum pocket
at the US 50 WB Ramps intersection into a dedicated lane.

See Improvement #4, which would result in an additional southbound through
lane to south of the Latrobe Rd./Golden Foothill Pkwy/Monte Verde Dr.
imtersection

Optimize AM peak hour imings

Widen to 6 lanes, including the following:
*  Widen 5B Latrobe Rd. to 3 lanes to south of Latrobe Rd./Foothill
Plwy./Monte Verde Dr,
s Widen NE Latrobe Rd. to 3 lanes just north of Latrobe Rd./Foothill
Pkwy./Monte Verde Dr.

Widen to 4 lanes

Capital Improvement

Program (CIP)

Project Number:
367104001

US 50 / El Dorado Hills

Blvd. Interchange
Improvements Phase
2B

See Improvement #4

Project Number:
“Traffic Signals
Intersection”

Project Number:
36105069

Latrobe Road — Golden
Foothill Parkway (N) to

White Rock Road

Project Mumber:
#72Latrobe

Obligation LOS With Improvement

+  Latrobe Rd./White Rock Rd.: LOS E
during AM and PM peak hours
Latrobe Rd./Town Center Blvd.:
LOS C during AM peak hour and
LOS E during PM peak hour
Latrobe Rd./US 50 EB Ramps: LOS
B during AM and PM peak hours

+  El Dorado Hills Bled./US 50 WE
Ramps/Saratoga Way: LOS D
during AM and PM peak hours

Consistent with General Plan Policy TC-Xf,
payment of the El Dorado County Traffic
Impact Fees would satisfy the project’s
obligation towards this improvement since it
is included in the CIP,

LCS C during the AM peak hour;

See Improvement #4
m LOS B during the PM peak hour.

Consistent with General Plan Policy TC-Xf,
payment of the El Dorado County Traffic
Impact Fees would satisfy the project’s
obligation towards this improvement since it
is included in the CIP,

LOS E during the AM peak hour;
PM peak hour remains unchanged

Consistent with General Plan Policy TC-Xf,
payment of the Bl Dorado County Traffic
Impact Fees would satisfy the project's
obligation towards this improvement since
itis included in the CIP.

LOS D during both the AM and PM peak
hours

Consistent with General Plan Policy TC-Xf
{for all non-residential projects) that worsen
traffic on the County read system, the
County shall do one of the following: (1)
condition the project to construct all road
improvernent necessary to maintain or
attain LOS standards detailed in the
Transportation and Circulation Element; or
{2) ensure the construction of the necessary
road improvernents are included in the
County's 20-year CIP.

LOS D during both the AM and PM peak
hours
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
PROJECT FRONTIER FACT SHEET

General Overview

Project Frontier involves the development of a vacant parcel with two warehouse/distribution buildings
(4,776,445 square feet total), several accessory buildings (6,949 square feet total) associated site
improvements (parking, landscaping, etc.), and off-site improvements (Latrobe Road widening,
signalization of Latrobe Road at Royal Oaks Drive). The proposed project would be constructed
immediately south of the El Dorado Hills Business Park at Latrobe Rd. and Royal Oaks Dr. and is
consistent with the current Research & Development (R&D) zoning which has existed since the 1980s.

The County remains in the process of reviewing the applicant's submitted materials.

Q 1: What is the project comprised of?

A: Building 1 (3,410,399 square feet) includes 56 loading docks and will accommodate 416 trailer
parking stalls and 1,702 car parking stalls.

Building 2 (1,366,046 square feet) includes1 19 loading docks and will accommodate 450 trailer stalls and
1,137 car parking stalls.

Nine Accessory Buildings (6,949 square feet) includes guard houses, pump houses and bike shelters.

Q 2: How is a warehouse/distribution project considered compatible as R&D zoning rather than
Heavy Industrial zoning?

A: The Matrix of Allowed Uses in Table 130.23.020 of the County Zoning Code, below, shows that the
proposed use falls into the category “Wholesale Storage and Distribution™. This is a permitted (P) use in
all three industrial zones including R & D. Chapter 130.80 defines “Wholesale Storage and Distribution™
as an establishment engaged in wholesaling, storage, warehousing, and bulk sale distribution. A local
agency cannot selectively or arbitrarily require a discretionary approval for uses that the Zoning Code
allows by right with a ministerial approval.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Ryan Sikorski and George Condon,
Dermody Properties

From: Amy Lapin and Sean Fisher

Subject: Project Frontier Economic Impact Analysis;
EPS #232005

Date: March 30, 2023

The Econousl oo Lsmel Vs Introduction

Dermody Properties {Dermody) retained Economic & Planning
— Systems, Inc. (EPS) to prepare an economic impact analysis
A (Analysis) of the Project Frontier (Project), a proposed

( [) industrial project located in El Dorado Hills, an unincorporated
community in western El Dorado County (County). The
180-acre proposed Project is located south of the existing
El Dorado Hills Business Park (EDHBP) and consists of
approximately 4.5 million building square feet of industrial
space to be constructed over the next 3 years.

The purpose of this Analysis is to estimate the quantifiable
one-time construction and ongoing annual operational
impacts of the proposed Project on the local economy with
respect to jobs, income, and total economic output. Total
economic output refers to the value of goods and services
produced in a local economy as a result of a project’s
construction and buildout operations.

The economic stimulus generated by development of the
Project will have a multiplying effect throughout the economy
as local businesses, consumers, and employees associated with
the Project make local expenditures. This Analysis quantifies
Ecanomic & Planning Systems, Inc. these impacts using an input/output (I/0) economic modeling
455 Capited Matl, Suite 705 system, which measures the change in regional economic
Sacramento, CA 95814 activity resulting from a specific economic stimulus
.:Z :: iﬁ;‘;: (e.g., construction and operation of the Project). Additional
) detail regarding the I/0O economic modeling system is provided
Oakland at the end of this memorandum.
Secramento
Denver
Los Angeles

Www.epsys.com
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Table &
Project Frontier Annual Public-Sector Revenues:
Economic Impact Analysis Project Frontier
Dwtailed 5 y of A | Public-Sector Revenues - Project Frontier [Rounded 2023%)
Projocted Public-Sector Tax Revenues
Low End Esti High End Esti
El Dorada Siate af El Dorado Siate of
Revenus Category Source County [1] California Total County [1] Calfomnia Tatal
Annual Public-8ector Tax Revenues
E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue Scenario [2]
East Building (E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue Sconario)
Praparty Tax Table C-1 34.814,833 . 24614933 54,561,000 . 24,561,000
Property Tax In-Lieu of Motor Vehiclke License Fee Table C-1 52649,078 . 269,078 £289,078 . 3269,078
Sales Tax [3] Table C-2 & C-3 £354,000 22,275,000 52,633,000 51,718,000 £10,775,000 312,483,000
Prap. 172 Public Salety Sales Tax Table C-2 & C-3 182,000 . £182,000 562,000 . 3862,000
Total Annual Tax Revenues 8,424,010 £2,278,000 £7,689,010 £7.410,078 210,775,000 S98,185 078
West Building (E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue Scenario)
Praperty Tax Tabie C-1 51,587,375 . 51687375 51,587,375 . £1,587.375
Praperty Tax In-Lieu of Motor Vehicle License Fee Table C-1 F02 853 . £02 553 F02 553 . £923 553
Sales Tax [3] Table C-2 & C-3 5353, 500 3B00,000 51,155,500 51,713,500 33,550,000 £5,263.500
Prap. 172 Public Salety Sales Tax Table C-2 & C-3 364,000 . SE4.000 2284000 . 284,000
Total Annual Tax Revenues 52,097 428 800,000 52,897 428 S ETT 428 53,580,000 ET 22T A2
Total Project (E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue Sconario)
Proparty Tax Table C-1 36,202,307 . 56,202.307 £6,202,307 . 26,202 307
Property Tax In-Lieu of Motor Viehicle License Fee Table C-1 361,631 . 361631 361,831 . 3361611
Sales Tax [3] Table C-2 & C-3 481,500 23,075,000 53,556,500 £32 281,500 514,325,000 396,808,500
Prop. 172 Public Salety Sales Tax Table C-2 & C-3 S246, 000 . £246,000 51,146,000 . £1,748.000
Total Annual Tax Revenues 57,201,438 £3,078,000 £10, 366,438 5,901,438 214,325 000 524 316 438
Alermative Sales Tax Revenue Soanario [2]
Subtotal Annual Tax Revenues (E-Commerce Sales Tax
Revenue Scenario) 57,201,438 £3,078,000 £10, 366,438 8,901,438 214,325 000 524 316 438
Unrealized Sales Tax Revenues Table C-4 5675000 £2 812500 53,487 500 53,375,000 514,082,500 37457 500
Total A l Tax R [ iwe Sales Tax
Revenue Scenaria) S6.616,438 252 500 6,878,938 &6 518,428 262,500 56,878,938

Source: Dermady Properies; EPS.

MOTE: This analysis reflects key tax revenues to the public sector only. Other revenues to fund development impacts and ongoing operations and maintenance costs will be generated.

[1] The majarity of estimated resenues will benefil taxing enlities in El Dorado County; a portion of esSmabed sales tax revenues related to incidental employee spending mary be generated in the greaber
region (e.g. Sacramenta County and Placer County)

[2] Oresile taxable sales generaled by industial uses are dependent upan the final end tenanl. The mix of land uses in the project have the palential bo generate addifonal on site sales {ax revenues.
A range of onesile axable sales per sguare foot assumpSions have besn used under the e=commence scenaria, providing a pobential range of sales tax revenues thal could be realized by the Project.
Addilicrally, a more conservalive soenario was considered in which no taxable sales are realized on-sile.

2] Inchudes sales tax revenues generated through the Bradley-Bums local 1-percent Uniform Local Sales Tax rate and the stalewide sales tax rale.
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Property Tax Revenues

Approximately $6.2 million in property tax revenue will be generated by the
Project. Based on existing tax allocations between the County and other taxing
entities, the Project will generate $1.9 million in property tax revenues to the
County General Fund and $4.3 million to other taxing entities in the County.

Estimated annual property tax revenue resulting from development in the Project
is presented in Table C-1 in Appendix C. The estimated assessed values for
Project land uses are based on Project construction costs and are assumed to
remain static in 2023 dollar values—real growth in assessed value is not
estimated. The property taxes the County will receive are derived from the total
assessed value of the Project and the post-Educational Revenue Augmentation
Fund (ERAF) share of the 1 percent ad valorem property tax rate to each
applicable taxing entity.

Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee

The Analysis uses a formula provided by the State Controller’s Office to forecast
Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (PTIL VLF) revenue, which is calculated
by taking the percentage increase in the County’'s assessed value resulting from
the Project and applying that percentage increase to the County’s current State
allocation of PTIL VLF revenue, as shown in the County’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2022-23
budget. This calculation is shown in Table C-1 in Appendix C. As shown, the
Project is anticipated to generate approximately $362,000 in PTIL VLF revenues

to the County. There is no PTIL VLF revenue estimated for the State.
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Sales Tax

Sales tax revenue is based on estimated taxable sales and applicable sales tax
rates for the County, the region, and the State. The tax rate in the unincorporated
portion of the County is composed of the Bradley-Burns local 1 percent Uniform
Local Sales Tax rate. Sales occurring anywhere in the State are subject to the
State tax rate of 6.25 percent. Under the E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue
Scenario, the Project is estimated to generate sales tax revenue to the County

ranging from $481,500 to $2.3 million and an additional $3.1 million to

$14.3 million to the State annually, as summarized in Tables C-2 and C-3 in
Appendix C. Under the Alternative Sales Tax Revenue Scenario, the Project is
estimated to generate sales tax revenue to the County of $31,500 and an
additional $262,500 to the State annually, as summarized in Table C-4 in

Appendix C

EPS estimates taxable sales generated by the Project by estimating both onsite
and offsite taxable expenditures generated by the Project. For the E-Commerce
uses envisioned for the proposed Project, the end tenant of the Project will greatly
impact the amount of future taxable sales generated on site, if any. According to
State Law, E-Commerce sellers are subject to sales and use tax if they make

sales through a marketplace that is registered with the CDTFA, have a physical
presence in the State, and/or have total sales exceeding $500,000 annually.®

At this time, the specific tenants of the Project are unknown. Thus, this Analysis
includes multiple taxable sales scenarios. The E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue
Scenario reflects a range of potential sales tax revenues generated onsite. The
low end estimate reflects a conservative assumption of $10 in taxable sales per
building square foot. This estimate of taxable sales per square foot is based on an
evaluation of recent taxable sales generated by other warehouse and distribution
uses in cities in California that generate annual taxable sales from point-of-sale
transactions. EPS’s evaluation of potential taxable sales per square foot ranges
from $10 to $50 per square foot, depending on the specific tenant and the types
of goods sold onsite. As such, the E-Commerce Sales Tax Revenue Scenario
also includes a less conservative high range estimate, based on an assumed $50
in taxable sales per square foot. In the event future tenants of the Project do not
generate onsite taxable sales, this Analysis also includes an estimate of annual
sales tax revenue under an Alternative Sales Tax Revenue Scenario.

Offsite taxable sales include spending by new Project employees. Taxable retail
expenditures generated by Project employees are based on the assumption that
an employee of the Project would spend approximately $10 per workday on
taxable goods and services, as shown on Table C-5 in Appendix C. EPS
estimates 75 percent of employee spending would occur in the County.?

This estimate of taxable sales is consistent across all scenarios.
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: Melinda Peak, Robert Williams

OBSERVATION: Carson Creek watershed is a drainage component of the Deer Creek system. A number of
prehistoric period sites of many types have been reported in the drainage area. Deer Creek is known to
have burial sites and village sites present. More survey efforts on Carson Creek could reveal the
presence of additional sites. Carson Creek should not be dismissed as a minor drainage with culturally
unimportant implications.

APPLICATION DEFICIENCIES: The application does not address the archaeological survey elements of the
EDC approved entitled "Guidelines f; or Cultural Resource Studies.”

A review of the Project Frontier application suggests that a records search has been conducted; one
remark notes the presence of bedrock mortars. Beyond the vague reference to a records search without
a discussion of an onsite inspection, there are many guestions about the project site:

» Did an archaeologist survey or re-survey the property relative to this proposed development on
the property?

» Did they re-record the site?

# Did they test to see if there was an associated cultural deposit (Insert: or to determine site
boundaries)?

® What measures are proposed to protect this resource from the thousands of workers gaining
access to the site?

More importantly, there is no presented evidence that inquiries were made to the Native American
Heritage Commission to check the Sacred Lands files. Mo consultation is reported with local Native
American groups on whether these sites or others on the property are tribal cultural resources. One
example of archeological markers is the presence of bedrock mortars. Again, this would be easy to
understand with the proper studies and appropriate environmental documents. But without that
requirement, the County could easily be challenged for the lack of an EIR.

ADDITIONAL REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS: The rush to develop the land heading southward from the
Amazon project could readily impact the remaining cultural sites.

More importantly, there is no presented evidence that inguiries were made to the Native American
Heritage Commission to check the Sacred Lands files. No consultation is reported with local Native
American groups on whether these sites or athers on the property are tribal cultural resources. One
example of archeological markers is the presence of bedrock mortars. Again, this would be easy to
understand with the proper studies and appropriate environmental documents. But without that
requirement, the County could easily be challenged for the lack of an EIR.

CONCLUSION: There is a need for consultation with concerned local Native American groups to
understand the effects of such resources and to determine any mitigation measures that may be
necessary for these resources. That will not happen unless a neutral firm prepares an EIR with proper
technical studies, and without apparent existing involvement with the project proponent or other close
relationships with local tribal entities.


https://edhapac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/APAC-Cultural-Resources-Review-April-19-2023.pdf
https://edhapac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/APAC-Cultural-Resources-Review-April-19-2023.pdf

'é" El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee

PD220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier Cultural Resources Review

APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: Melinda Peak, Robert Williams

OBSERVATION: Carson Creek watershed is a drainage component of the Deer Creek system. A number of
prehistoric period sites of many types have been reported in the drainage area. Deer Creek is known to
have burial sites and village sites present. More survey efforts on Carson Creek could reveal the
presence of additional sites. Carson Creek should not be dismissed as a minor drainage with culturally
unimportant implications.

APPLICATION DEFICIENCIES: The application does not address the archaeological survey elements of the
EDC approved entitled "Guidelines f; or Cultural Resource Studies."

A review of the Project Frontier application suggests that a records search has been conducted; one
remark notes the presence of bedrock mortars. Beyond the vague reference to a records search without
a discussion of an onsite inspection, there are many questions about the project site:

¢ Did an archaeologist survey or re-survey the property relative to this proposed development on
the property?

¢ Did they re-record the site?

e Did they test to see if there was an associated cultural deposit (Insert: or to determine site
boundaries)?

e What measures are proposed to protect this resource from the thousands of workers gaining
access to the site?

More importantly, there is no presented evidence that inquiries were made to the Native American
Heritage Commission to check the Sacred Lands files. No consultation is reported with local Native
American groups on whether these sites or others on the property are tribal cultural resources. One
example of archeological markers is the presence of bedrock mortars. Again, this would be easy to
understand with the proper studies and appropriate environmental documents. But without that
requirement, the County could easily he challenged for the lack of an EIR.
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ADDITIONAL REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS: The rush to develop the land heading southward from
Project Frontier could readily impact the remaining cultural sites.

CONCLUSION: There is a need for consultation with concerned local Native American groups to

understand the effects of such resources and to determine any mitigation measures that may be
necessary for these resources. That will not happen unless a neutral firm prepares an EIR with proper
technical studies, and without apparent existing involvement with the project proponent or other
close relationships with local tribal entities.
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER BIOLOGICAL REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers; George Steed, Janet Kuenzi, Melinda Peak, Robert Williams

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF BIOLOGICAL FINDINGS

CEQA BASELINE: The Project Frontier application CUP22-0016 alleges no Environmental Impact Review
(EIR) is required for approval. As stated in the El Dorado County Planning Permit Procedures Code Title
130 Article 5 Section 130.52.021 B 1: "The approval of a Conditional Use Permit is a discretionary project
and is subject to the requirements and procedures of CEQA." EDH APAC examined the consistency of the
applicant’s assertion with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, "The County must
determine whether the proposed changes to the proposed project trigger the need for a subsequent
EIR." Specifically, "a new CECA EIR is required when new information of substantial importance, which
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the
previous EIR was certified as complete.”

BASIS OF BIOLOGICAL REVIEW: This review compares the Biclogical Resources Constraints Report (April
2022) authored by environmental consultant ESA for Project Frontier Application Packet for CUP22-0016
with the Carson Creek Preserve Long-term Management Plan written by HELIX Environmental (dated
June 15, 2021} relating to the adjacent federal and state-protected Carson Creek Preserve. Both
environmental consulting firms are highly respected and credible experts and appear to employ similar
methodologies and databases for special status species. Similar results would reasonably be assumed
given the proximity of the two sites within a radius of one mile.

In addition, the County appears to rely on old EIR negative declarations that must be re-examined based
on new and significant findings.

CONFLICTING EXPERT OPINION: Reviewing the two studies suggests a difference of opinion on verifiable
occurrences and their relative impact.

The ESA study starts that 13 special status species had a high to medium potential to occur in the project
site; none were affirmatively observed, except for tricolored blackbird nests found in the western
portion of the Project Frontier site near the Carson Creek Preserve. While the potential exists, ESA
generally concluded that less than significant impact exists. However, the conclusion of relative to high
to medium potential occurrence coupled with at least one affirmative observation is new and significant
when compared to the project parcel's previous EIR declarations. Specific mitigation actions were
suggested, especially during the construction phase, to limit the occurrence of migrating birds. Itis also
important to note that ESA fails to speak to the biological impacts of runoff from acres of impervious
building and parking lot surfaces.

By contrast, HELIX substantiated the field cbservation of special species within the Carson Creek
Preserve and nearby locations within a five-mile radius, including the Project Frontier site. HELIX
confirmed the presence of targeted species, including the burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, tricolored
blackbird, and western pond turtle; observed migratory birds, including the northern mockingbird,
mourning dove, turkey vulture, dliff swallow, morning harrier, red-winged blackbird, and western scrub-
jay as well as various plant species and dozens more within five miles. In short, the Carson Creek
Preserve is a rich environment that deserves all protection measures. The study concluded that there is
a significant impact should strict mitigation measures not be followed.


https://edhapac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/APAC-Biological-Review-April-19-2023.pdf
https://edhapac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/APAC-Biological-Review-April-19-2023.pdf
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER BIOLOGICAL REVIEW - April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: George Steed, Janet Kuenzi, Melinda Peak, Robert Williams

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF BIOLOGICAL FINDINGS

CEQA BASELINE: The Project Frontier application CUP22-0016 alleges no Environmental Impact Review
(EIR) is required for approval. As stated in the El Dorado County Planning Permit Procedures Code Title
130 Article 5 Section 130.52.021 B 1: "The approval of a Conditional Use Permit is a discretionary project
and is subject to the requirements and procedures of CEQA." EDH APAC examined the consistency of the
applicant's assertion with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. "The County must
determine whether the proposed changes to the proposed project trigger the need for a subsequent
EIR." Specifically, "a new CEQA EIR is required when new information of substantial importance, which
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the
previous EIR was certified as complete.”

BASIS OF BIOLOGICAL REVIEW: This review compares the Biological Resources Constraints Report (April
2022) authored by environmental consultant ESA for Project Frontier Application Packet for CUP22-0016
with the Carson Creek Preserve Long-term Management Plan written by HELIX Environmental {dated
June 15, 2021) relating to the adjacent federal and state-protected Carson Creek Preserve. Both
environmental consulting firms are highly respected and credible experts and appear to employ similar
methodologies and databases for special status species. Similar results would reasonably be assumed
given the proximity of the two sites within a radius of one mile.

In addition, there is an apparent reliance on old EIR negative declarations that must be re-examined
based on new and significant findings.
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CONFLICTING EXPERT OPINION: Reviewing the two studies suggests a difference of opinion on verifiable
occurrences and their relative impact.

The ESA study starts that 13 special status species had a high to medium potential to ocour in the project
site; none were affirmatively observed, except for tricolored blackbird nests found in the western
portion of the Project Frontier site near the Carson Creek Preserve. While the potential exists, ESA
generally concluded that less than significant impact exists. However, the conclusion of relative to high
to medium potential occurrence coupled with at least one affirmative observation is new and significant
when compared to the project parcel's previous EIR declarations. Specific mitigation actions were
suggested, especially during the construction phase, to limit the ococurrence of migrating birds. Itis also
important to note that ESA fails to speak to the biological impacts of runoff from acres of impervious
building and parking lot surfaces.

By contrast, HELIX substantiated the field observation of special species within the Carson Creek
Preserve and nearby locations within a five-mile radius, including the Project Frontier site. HELIX
confirmed the presence of targeted species, including the burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, tricolored
blackbird, and western pond turtle; observed migratory birds, including the northern mockingbird,
mourning dove, turkey vulture, cliff swallow, morning harrier, red-winged blackbird, and western scrub-
jay as well as various plant species and dozens more within five miles. In short, the Carson Creek
Preserve is a rich environment that deserves all protection measures. The study concluded that there is
a significant impact should strict mitigation measures not be followed.
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APAC COMMITTEE CONCLUSION: Based on the review and comparison of both studies and additional
information sources identified herein, these findings must be considered new and significant and
should trigger a new CEQA EIR for the Project Frontier project area. Accordingly, the EIR negative
declaration in previous Environmental Impact Reviews are deemed in error.
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ISSUE 1: ISSUE 2:
ADJACENT BIOLOGICAL SURVEY METHODOLOGY
SYSTEMS
ISSUE 3: ISSUE 4:
WATER RUNOFF FAILURE TO ACKNOWLEDGE

SIGNIFICANT PARTIES OF
INTEREST
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UNRESOLVED BIOLOGICAL SURVEY QUESTIONS

The following comments and questions appear relevant to CkP2B: and the appropriateness of
requiring a new CEQA EIR:

w {K2dZ R SAGKSNI 2NJ 020K &aiGdzRASa OGNRARIISNI 0KS
w |26 R2Sa GKS ILILX AOFYy(d | OO02dzyd F2NJ RAFFSN
w 2KFO YAOQGAIFIGAZ2Y YSI adaNka aKz2dzZ R GKS | LILIX A
species Ilg)efore and after construction, and what ongoing operational conditionals be applied to
approval”

w 2KFIi a8LISOATAO NBOYUASHG LINRPOS&aasSa gAft 9f 52
new CEQA EIR is triggered?

w 2KFdO FdasSyLiia KIF@S o6SS YFRS o0& (UKS | LJLJX A
Creek Preserve stakeholders (including the USACE, CDFW, Heritage HOA, Lennar Homes, and
California State Land Conservancy)?

w 126 R2Sa& 0KS LI AOFYd LINRLRAS G2 LINBYSYU

These types of questions could extend for pages. The fact they are relevant at this stage in the
proposal process underscores the clear need for asftdle Environment Impact Review.
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER NOISE AND ACOUSTICS REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: environmental committee member input

PREFACE OBSERVATION

Ostergaard Acoustical Associates (OAA) appear to rely on experience from past similar projects and the
CadnaA noise model to calculate Project Frontier projected noise levels at sensitive receptors. OAA also
interprets state and local regulations. \Written as a summary letter, the OAA letter report is a
comprehensive brush-based sound level analysis lacking details in the sound level analysis and noise
ordinances and regulations.

REPORT SUMMARY

The letter begins by describing the project location, surrounding land uses and sensitive receptors. The
distance from the Project Frontier site to US Route 50 was reported inaccurately as "about one mile”
instead of over three miles. This three-fold difference is an error that calls attention to the factual
accuracy and credibility of the OAA's letter report.

Another observation of importance is the lack of incorporating ambient noise level measurements with
their modeled projected noise levels. The concern is that their noise level assumptions do not consider
the ambient background noise levels that must be logarithmically added to the projected noise level
outputs.

The model focuses on the noise sensitivity on the impact on residences to the northeast and the closest
school based upon proximity. OAA appears to be referencing the protected population in the El Dorado
County (EDC) Heritage community to the northwest that is under construction, yet dismisses any
adverse noise impact on this protected population residing in adjacent housing. Maore specifically, the
0AA analysis fails to identify and quantify the project’s effect on the Heritage Carson Creek senior adult
community (Carson Creek Specific Plan Village 11) currently under construction to the west, nor does it
guantify the existing ambient background of this proposed protected population community. The
subdivision map for the community, approved by the County in August of 2021, shows this community
abutting the project parcel with home sites separated from the roadway and truck access to Building
Two by a narrow strip of open common area.

OAA INTERRUPTION OF COMPLIANCE WITH EDC NOISE ORDINANCE AND CODES

OAA interprets the El Dorado County (EDC) noise ordinances for transportation and non-transportation
sources. OAA states there is a qualitative statement prohibiting loud or raucous noise and the operation
of @ motor vehicle without a muffler with no quantitative limits. Transportation noise sources and
limitations are also discussed with day-night average sound level {Ldn) limits, which are penalized 10 dB
during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m_), 60 dB outdoors, and 45 dB indoaors for residential receptors.
They also mention that schools have a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise limit of 60,
similar to the Ldn but with an added 5 d8 penalty for 7—10 p.m. evening hours. Schools also have an
indoor one-hour average limit of 40 dB. OAA states that these limits only apply to onsite transportation
sources, not roadways. OAA also classifies the surrounding area of the proposed projecttobe a
community/rural center limited to hourly averages of 55 dBA during daytime hours, 50 dBA during
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER NOISE AND ACOUSTICS REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: environmental committee member input

PREFACE OBSERVATION

Ostergaard Acoustical Associates (OAA) appear to rely on experience from past similar projects and the
CadnaA noise model to calculate Project Frontier projected noise levels at sensitive receptors. OAA also
interprets state and local regulations. Written as a summary letter, the OAA letter report is a
comprehensive brush-based sound level analysis lacking details in the sound level analysis and noise
ordinances and regulations.

REPORT SUMMARY

The letter begins by describing the project location, surrounding land uses and sensitive receptors. The
distance from the Project Frontier site to US Route 50 was reported inaccurately as "about one mile"
instead of over three miles. This three-fold difference is an error that calls attention to the factual
accuracy and credibility of the OAA’s letter report.

Another observation of importance is the lack of incorporating ambient noise level measurements with
their modeled projected noise levels. The concern is that their noise level assumptions do not consider
the ambient background noise levels that must be logarithmically added to the projected noise level
outputs.

The model focuses on the noise sensitivity on the impact on residences to the northeast and the closest
school based upon proximity. OAA appears to be referencing the protected population in the El Dorado
County (EDC) Heritage community to the northwest that is under construction, yet dismisses any
adverse noise impact on this protected population residing in adjacent housing. Maore specifically, the
OAA analysis fails to identify and quantify the project’s effect on the Heritage Carson Creek senior adult
community (Carson Creek Specific Plan Village 11) currently under construction to the west, nor does it
quantify the existing ambient background of this proposed protected population community. The
subdivision map for the community, approved by the County in August of 2021, shows this community
abutting the project parcel with home sites separated from the roadway and truck access to Building
Two by a narrow strip of open common area.
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OAA INTERRUPTION OF COMPLIANCE WITH EDC NOISE ORDINANCE AND CODES

OAA interprets the El Dorado County (EDC) noise ordinances for transportation and non-transportation
sources. OAA states there is a qualitative statement prohibiting loud or raucous noise and the operation
of a motor vehicle without a muffler with no quantitative limits. Transportation noise sources and
limitations are also discussed with day-night average sound level (Ldn) limits, which are penalized 10 dB
during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.), 60 dB outdoors, and 45 dB indoors for residential receptors.
They also mention that schools have a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise limit of 60,
similar to the Ldn but with an added 5 dB penalty for 7-10 p.m. evening hours. Schools also have an
indoor one-hour average limit of 40 dB. OAA states that these limits only apply to onsite transportation
sources, not roadways. OAA also classifies the surrounding area of the proposed project to be a
community/rural center limited to hourly averages of 55 dBA during daytime hours, 50 dBA during

evening hours, and 45 dBA during nighttime hours. They discuss penalties for rural areas but don't think
they are applicable.

To elaborate on EDC noise limitations, the following table was taken directly from the EDC Ordinance
5090 since it deals with noise-sensitive land uses affected by non-transportation sources, such as
residences or schools. The table below displays both the one-hour average noise limits (Leq) for
daytime, evening and nighttime as well as maximum noise level limits for the same three periods.



El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee

PD220003 CUP2P016 Project Frontier Noise and Acoustics Review

Table 130.37.060.1- Noise Level Performance Standards for Noise-Sensitive Land
Uses Affected by Non-Transportation Sources

e T Daytime 7 a.m. -7 Evening 7 p.m. - 10 Nighttime
p.m. p.m. 10 p.m. -7 a.m.
Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50 45
Maximum level, dBA 70 60 55

The ordinance further states that the noise levels specified above shall be lowered by 5 dBA for
reoccurring impulsive noises and that the director can impose standards up to 5 dBA less based upon a
determination of existing low ambient noise levels. Considering either of these conditions results in the

revised property line exterior noise level standards for sensitive receptors such as schools or residences.

Tt e Daytime 7 a.m. -7 Evening 7 p.m. - 10 Nighttime
p.m. p.m. 10 p.m. - 7 a.m.
Hourly Leq, dBA 50 45 40
Maximum level, dBA 65 55 50

As shown in the table above, the exterior hourly Leq, applied to sensitive receptors, cannot exceed 50
dBA, 45 dBA, and 40 dBA during daytime, evening, and nighttime hours, respectively. The maximum
noise levels of 63, 55, and 50 dBA cannot be exceeded during the day, evening, and night, respectively.

Furthermore, in section 130.37.050 of EDH County Ordinance 5090, acoustical analysis requirements are
discussed:

"A. New noise-generating land uses likely to exceed the performance thresholds in the
Tables in Section 130.37.060 (Noise Standards) below in this Chapter when proposed in
areas adjacent to sensitive receptors. Noise sources may include industrial operations,
outdoor recreation facilities, outdoor concerts and events utilizing amplified sound
systems, commercial land uses, fixed sound sources, and other similar uses.”

As stated, acoustic analysis is required for new noise-generating land uses such as industrial operations
likely to exceed the performance thresholds in the tables in Section 130.37.060, where Table
130.37.060.1- Noise Level Performance Standards for Noise Sensitive Land Uses Affected by Non-
Transportation Sources is located.
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The OAA letter discusses the state regulations for maximum allowable sound levels for heavy trucks
manufactured after 87, 80 dBA at 50°, which they say is readily met for vehicles in good working order.
They state, "CEQA review guidelines evaluate noise impacts in relation to applicable limits provided by
local noise ordinances or standards by other agencies but provide no meaningful limits."”

Regarding heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC), OAA evaluated HVAC units 25 tons or more
significant, of which there will be approximately 122 of them in the 25-26 ton range with a sound power
level of 93 dBA per manufacturers data and five additional units at 55 tons with the sound power level
of 96 dBA. No frequency data was given for either type of unit as well as a reference energy sound level
distance for each type of unit. If HVAC units are low frequency, the only way to attenuate them is at the
source since low-frequency sound wraps around walls.

OAA also describes 18-wheel line-haul trucks that have the potential to produce 79 dBA at 50' due to the
occurrence of backup alarms, air brakes, coupling/decoupling, etc., and classifies them as short in
duration, generally under one second. These fall under the category of impulsive noise. OAA states
driving a truck produces a maximum sound level of 74 dBA but did not classify this as short-term in
duration, nor did they associate speed with it. Lastly, they said box trucks could cause excursions of 70
dBA at 50'.

OAA then modeled all the sources using the acoustical modeling software, CadnaA. They stated the
worst case (not sure what worst case refers to, maybe 100% load for all units) results of the HVAC
equipment at 900" to 3,250" away, screened by building parapets (a low protective wall) from residents
yielded maximum sound levels of 37-43 dBA. If this is the case, then the HVAC systems must not be low-
frequency since OAA insinuates attenuation by building parapets and distance. The frequency of this
type of noise should be given and considered as well as an identified reference energy distance for each
type of unit.

OAA also modeled worst-case conditions for trucks with the assumption of six trucks at various onsite
locations nearest receptors, again not Heritage Carson Creek, coupled with rooftop HVAC equipment. At
450" to 7,250" away, shielded by intervening topography and buildings, the resultant maximum sound
levels at the nearest residences would range from 43-53 dBA. 43-53 dBA is the worst-case noise level
range when operations are at 100% or maybe beyond 100% for a worst-case analysis; not sure since it
was not stated other than what exactly was operating with no load data or if the truck scenario is truly
maximum under worst-case conditions. The attenuation details due to topography and structures are
not discussed in detail.
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Based on the methodology OAA used, they stated that all noise levels will meet all applicable EDH noise
criteria, including Ldn, CNEL, etc. OAA also says that the 43-53 dBA range will equal or below existing
roadway sound with no comparisons to roadway measurements or modeling. They also state that since
there is no negative impact on the surrounding area, installing a sound wall is not required. It does not
appear that OAA took measurements of ambient sound levels at roadways or nearest sensitive
receptors. Ambient measurements should be taken, and then added the project's projected noise levels
to calculate resultant noise levels from both noise sources. The same goes for their comments on
additional truck traffic along Latrobe Road, though the sound wall in place should be adequate. Other
roadways, such as White Rock Road, are only addressed vaguely with no quantitative analysis, again
stating no adverse impacts are expected. Maybe the worst subjective statement in the report is, "Any
impact from the change in traffic flow from this site will lessen over time as receptors become
accustomed to new noise sources and the area continues to develop.” Certain sensitive receptors, such
as senior citizens with compromised health conditions, may or may not become acclimated to the
increased noise levels, especially those noises associated with large trucks. The area will continue to
develop, but if designed prudently considering its current ambiance and demographics truck traffic with
this project would not be added nor exist in an abundant basis.

The last paragraph in the report summarizes that the project is appropriately designed, considering
intervening topography, etc., and will meet project goals. They also state that short-term duration
maximum sound levels onsite will equal or less than current traffic flow noise. Again, it does not appear
that the protected population of Heritage Carson Creek was considered in this analysis. It may also be
prudent to ask current Heritage EDH Phase |l residents nearest to Broadridge operations if onsite truck
short term duration truck noise has affected them. Lastly, no mitigation measures were recommended
or warranted according to OAA, and they believe this is a suitable location for the project.
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In summary, this analysis on the surface lacks critical detail and actual ambient noise level
measurements that should be added to the proposed project’s projected noise levels to establish
resultant noise levels that could be compared to EDC noise level performance standards pertaining to
existing low ambient noise levels and impulsive noise. More importantly it appears that the protected
population of the proposed Heritage Carson Creek (CCSP Village 11) was not considered in the sound
level analysis and needs to be.
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER AIR QUALITY AND HEALTH REQUIREMENT REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: David Yin, plus anonymous contributors

PROJECT APPLICATION INCONSISTENCY WITH BASE-LEVEL CEQA REQUIREMENTS

Project Frontier will bring tremendous air pollution to El Dorado Hills, espedially to communities with
thousands of residential houses and schools nearby. According to the Project Frontier traffic analysis,
the facility entails 1250 truck trips daily, 24/7, year-round. Diesel trucks emit nitrogen oxides, which are
primary precursors to smog formation and a significant factor in developing respiratory problems like
asthma, bronchitis, and lung irritation, and toxic diesel particulate matter, which contributes to cancer,
heart disease, respiratory illnesses, and premature deaths. In addition, the project may potentially cause
violating the United States Clean Air Act, which puts the State of California and the County of El Dorado
at risk of significant financial losses.

In "March 14, 2023 Applicant Responses to EDH APAC Feb 16, 2023, TAC Meeting Comments Letter”

https://edhapac.org/documents/project-frontier-dr22-0003-cup2 2-0016), Project Frontier states, "The
project applicant is not seeking ministerial approval” (Answer to Question 1). If it is not a ministerial
project, it is a discretionary project. Therefore, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) fully applies
to this project. Project Frontier response letter (Questions 5.1 and 5_3) states, "An environmental
consultant is currently preparing a comprehensive California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA")
consistency analysis__to ensure there is no new information that was not known when the prior EIRs
were certified”. This type of "conformance” analysis can only be used for ministerial projects, according
to CEQA, and cannct be used for discretionary projects.

To comply with CEQA, the Project Frontier applicant must conduct studies to inform decision-makers
and the public whether the project results in significant environmental impacts. The project hasn't done
and doesn't plan to do (based on the above-guoted letter) proper environmental impact studies, which
viclates CEQA.

AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS DEFICIENCIES AND REQUIRED STEPS

Project Frontier must fully analyze all reasonably foresesable project impacts, including cumulative
ones. When analyzing cumulative impacts, the project should thoroughly consider its incremental
impact in combination with the past and current conditions (a US Clean Air Act requirement) and other
reasonably foreseeable future projects.

The steps to establish the past and current conditions include:

1. The past and current air quality measurement data for gaseous and particle pollutants, such as
nitrogen oxides, ozone, and speciated particulate matter (to show past and present pollution
levels) for at least five consecutive years. Ideally, these measurements should be done in the
adjacent communities with the US Environmental Protection Agency-certified instrumentation
and meet the measurement site requirements;

2. Asurvey of current and future air pollutants and their precursors’ emissions in the areas;

3. Multiple-year local meteorological data, observational and model generated, site-specific for the
project area.
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APAC ENVIRONMENT STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
PROJECT FRONTIER AIR QUALITY AND HEALTH REQUIREMENT REVIEW — April 19, 2023
Principal Reviewers: David Yin, plus anonymous contributors

PROJECT APPLICATION INCONSISTENCY WITH BASE-LEVEL CEQA REQUIREMENTS

Project Frontier will bring tremendous air pollution to El Dorado Hills, especially to communities with
thousands of residential houses and schools nearby. According to the Project Frontier traffic analysis,
the facility entails 1250 truck trips daily, 24/7, year-round. Diesel trucks emit nitrogen oxides, which are
primary precursors to smog formation and a significant factor in developing respiratory problems like
asthma, bronchitis, and lung irritation, and toxic diesel particulate matter, which contributes to cancer,
heart disease, respiratory illnesses, and premature deaths. In addition, the project may potentially cause
violating the United States Clean Air Act, which puts the State of California and the County of El Dorado
at risk of significant financial losses.

In "March 14, 2023 Applicant Responses to EDH APAC Feb 16, 2023, TAC Meeting Comments Letter"

/e . documents/project-frontier-dr22-0003-cup22-0016), Project Frontier states, "The
project applicant is not seeking ministerial approval” (Answer to Question 1). If it is not a ministerial
project, it is a discretionary project. Therefore, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) fully applies
to this project. Project Frontier response letter (Questions 5.1 and 5.3) states, "An environmental
consultant is currently preparing a comprehensive California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA")
consistency analysis...to ensure there is no new information that was not known when the prior EIRs
were certified”. This type of "conformance" analysis can only be used for ministerial projects, according
to CEQA, and cannot be used for discretionary projects.

To comply with CEQA, the Project Frontier applicant must conduct studies to inform decision-makers
and the public whether the project results in significant environmental impacts. The project hasn't done
and doesn't plan to do (based on the above-quoted letter) proper environmental impact studies, which
violates CEQA.
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AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS DEFICIENCIES AND REQUIRED STEPS

Project Frontier must fully analyze all reasonably foreseeable project impacts, including cumulative
ones. When analyzing cumulative impacts, the project should thoroughly consider its incremental

impact in combination with the past and current conditions (a US Clean Air Act requirement) and other
reasonably foreseeable future projects.

The steps to establish the past and current conditions include:

1. The past and current air quality measurement data for gaseous and particle pollutants, such as
nitrogen oxides, ozone, and speciated particulate matter (to show past and present pollution
levels) for at least five consecutive years. Ideally, these measurements should be done in the
adjacent communities with the US Environmental Protection Agency-certified instrumentation
and meet the measurement site requirements;

2. Asurvey of current and future air pollutants and their precursors' emissions in the areas;

3. Multiple-year local meteorological data, observational and model generated, site-specific for the
project area.
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The project needs to prepare quantitative air quality studies to demonstrate the pollution levels once
the facility is up and running. These studies should include, but not limit to:

1. State-of-the-art dispersion modeling of the diesel particulate matter and other pollutant
hotspots due to the project;

2. State-of-the-art chemical transport modeling to demonstrate National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for criteria pollutants won't be violated due to this project.

These modeling studies should cover at least a full-year period.

HEALTH RISK ANALYSIS BASELINE AND DIESEL DEATH ZONES

Project Frontier needs to prepare a quantitative health risk assessment in accordance with the California
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. It should include, but not be limited to:

1. Cancer risk due to the project in El Dorado Hills and nearby communities and schools;
2. Cardiopulmonary disease risk attributed to the project;
3. Asthma attacks and other hospitalizations attributed to the project;

The project needs to incorporate the public health costs based on the quantitative health risk
assessment into its economics analysis to give a full picture of the project's economic impacts.
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CITIZEN AND AGENCY ENGAGEMENT

The project should actively engage the community via meetings, posts, etc., and provide ample
opportunities for residents to provide suggestions and address concerns.

The California Attorney General's Bureau of Environmental Justice reviews proposed warehouse projects
specifically for compliance with CEQA. We encourage El Dorado County to work with the California
Attorney General's Office to avoid potential legal issues.

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS AND ADDITIONAL COMMENTARY

In Application-Packet CUP22-0016.pdf, page 3, second paragraph:

Because of the project's tremendous heavy-duty truck trips and their associated diesel exhausts, a
project of this scale is known to have significant environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated
(https://ww2.arb.ca.gcov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health). Based on the statements here,
an EIR is required.

In Application-Packet CUP22-0016.pdf, page 14:

Under "Air Quality", the applicant failed to disclose significant air pollution associated with the truck
traffic and distribution center’s operation.



APAC Environment Standing Committee Report:
Project Frontier Air Quality Review

AApplication Inconsistent with CEQA

A1250 daily truck trips translate to about 1
heavyduty diesel truck every minute, ’
24/7/365 and huge amount of diesel tailpipe = =
emissions. = -

ADiesel truck exhausts including diesel
particulate matter (DPM) contribute to cance "= &
neart disease, respiratory ilinesses and
premature deaths.

AThe project is not and should not be a
ministerial project.

AThe applicant should conduct studies to infors \,
the public its significant environmental e
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AAir Quality Analysis Deficiencies and
Required Steps

AApplicant should fully analyze all
reasonably foreseeable project |mpacts
Including cumulative ones.

AThe project needs to conduct quantltatn %
alr quality studies to demonstrate the P
pollution levels/DPM hotspots once the
facility is up and running.

AThe project needs to show whether it WI||
result in violating the US Clean Air Act.
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AHealth Risk Analysis

AThe applicant needs to prepare a
guantitative health risk assessment in
accordance with the California Office of
EﬂVIrOnmenta| I_ ealth Hazard B States: Health Impacts from Diesel Fine Particles (1999)

/ \SseSS I I l e nt n Cancer Heart Asthma Chronic Work Loss Restricted

ear ricte
Rank  State Deaths Deaths Attacks Attacks  Bronchitis Days  Activity Days

AW "]at |S the Cancer r|Sk’> 1 New York 2332 169 3,692 51,251 1,499 318,532 1,827,525
" 2 California 1,784 144 2263 49,499 1,356 292,622 1,683,642

. . . 3 Pennsylvania 1,170 103 1,660 19,021 575 110,404 643,926

What Is the carc |opu|monary disease @ oo S R

. 5  Texas 879 83 1,070 25348 664 148,394 854,045

rl S k? 6  Ilinois 878 76 1,193 19,162 539 112,205 649 445

" 7  Florda 805 77 980 13,926 438 81,462 474,601

- 8  Ohio 769 72 1,002 14,464 422 83,963 489,355

What will be Asthma attacks and othe @ .. & & & @& & &u =«

10 Massachusetts 475 43 727 9,925 289 61,842 355 473

hospitalizations attribute to the
project?

AWhat are the costs associated with
these?



APAC Environment Standing Committee Report: Project
Frontier Air Quality Review

ACitizen and Agency engagement

AThe project should release the results of the
alr quality impact studies to the public.

AThe project needs to provide ample
opportunities to get residents inputs and
address concerns.

AWe encourage the applicant and the countyit Ak
to work with the California Attorney _ E
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1.

PROJECT APPLICATION INCONSISTENCY WIENBASEQA REQUIREMENTS: Project Frontier will bring
trerr]ne?dous ablr pollution to El Dorado Hills, especially to communities with thousands of residential houses al
schools nearby.

Project Frontier states, "The project applicant is not seeking ministerial _apé)royal" (Answer to (_%uestion 1). Ifit
not'a ministerial project, it is a discretionary project. Therefore, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) f
applies to this project.

To comply with CEQA, the Project Frontier applicant must conduct studies to inform dexakers and the
Puth whether the project results in significant environmental impacts. The project hasn't done and doesn't p!
0 do (based on the abovguoted letter) proper environmental impact studies, which violates CEQA.

The project needs to prepare quantitative air quality studies to demonstrate the pollution levels once the facili
IS up and running. Modeling studies should cover at least gdalt period.

The project needs to incorporate the public health costs based on the quantitative health risk assessment intc
economics analysis to give a full picture of the project's economic impacts.

The rotject should actively engage the community via meetings, posts, etc., and provide ample opportunities
residents to provide suggeéstions and address concerns.

The California Attorney General's Bureau of Environmental Justice reviews proposed warehouse prc,)&'ects
specifically for compliance with CEQA. We encourage El Dorado County to work with the California Attorney
eneral's Office to avoid potential legal issues.

In ApplicationPacket CUP2Q016,.pdf, page 14: Under, "Air Quality", the applicant fajled to disclose significant ;
LJQFt)pf dzG A 2y~ | éézop)\ I-pUgSR g A UK Qu' Kg u NE&O‘[ UNF FFAO ? Y R
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APAC TRANSPORTATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

PROJECT FRONTIER CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW — April 19, 2023

Principal Contributors: Jeff Lewis, chair; Roger Bailey, Alastair Dunn, George Charos, Bill Jamaca, George Steed, Matt
Taliaferro

APAC Transportation Standing Committee offers the following preliminary analysis, comments, and guestions on the
Project Frontier Transportation impact Analysis Report (TIAR) dated November 11, 2022 and responses to APAC of
March 14, 2023, The 243-page TIAR report prepared by consultants Fehr & Peer contains extensive technical and
statistical reference material that requires further validation and access to appropriate modeling tools. The APAC
document was based on contributions from sixteen El Dorado Hills resident volunteers.

PREFACE: Consultant Fehr & Peer and El Dorado County

Fehr & Peer is a consulting firm specializing in transportation. The Walnut Creek, California, headquartered
firm states, “We are passionate about transforming transportation consulting through innovation and creativity.” Fehr
& Peer has a historical relationship and performed services for El Dorade County, its Transportation
Commission {EDCTC), and other related governmental and private traffic affiliations. The firm is involved in
many regional activities.

For example, EDC Director of Planning Raphael Martingz made available to APAC a series of drawings
generated by Fehr & Peer showing alternative traffic routes involving the El Dorado Hills area. One drawing
entitled Latrobe/Highway 50 Connection Alternative #1 shows the Empire Ranch/Carson Crossing Highway 50
proposed exchange to route traffic through Folsom to Carson Crossing and Latrobe Road. The Alternative #3
drawing shows a roadway through Folsom bypassing Carson Crossing and exiting onto Latrobe south of the
proposed Project Frontier site. Drawing Alternative #4 combines the two routes into a transportation routing
identified by EDC Transportation Director as the “preferrad traffic scenario.” It is important to note that these
Highway 50 Connector drawings were made public a year before the Project Frontier application filing.

Another example of work performed by Fehr & Peer was the El Dorado Hills Business Park Community
Transportation Study draft dated August 2021. The study was commissioned by the El Dorado County
Transportation Commission and, in partnership with the EDC Planning Department, funded by the California
Department of Transpartation. The map shows the proposad site of the Project Frontier site parcel as “de-
annexed in 2018." The study describes three alternative scenarios for the future development of the Businass
Park, none of which appear consistent with the propesad Project Frontier.

APAC Preliminary Analysis, Comments and Questions

Given the size and complexity of the Fehr & Peer TIAR, the APAC committee has mappad this documentation
by referencing to the specific pages and section titles as appropriate. This document then addresses TIAR
deficiencies, faulty assumptions, and items requiring further analysis and explanation.

1. Thereis noindication as to who at Fehr & Peers prepared the TIAR nor is there a certification of said report by a
registered Civil Engineer in the State of California.

2. Page 13 (PDF page 17) — Existing Conditions Peak Hour Traffic Volumes:
This section states that the AM Peak Period is from 6AM to 2AM and the PM Peak Period | from 4PM to 7PM

Page 18 —Table 4, “Roadway Segment Peak Hour Level of Service — Existing Conditions” shows the following:


https://edhapac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/APAC-Transportation-Review-April-19-2023.pdf
https://edhapac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/APAC-Transportation-Review-April-19-2023.pdf
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APAC Preliminary Analysis, Comments and Questions

Given the size and complexity of the Fehr & Peer TIAR, the APAC committee has mapped this documentation
by referencing to the specific pages and section titles as appropriate. This document then addresses TIAR
deficiencies, faulty assumptions, and items requiring further analysis and explanation.

1. There is no indication as to who at Fehr & Peers prepared the TIAR nor is there a certification of said report by a
registered Civil Engineer in the State of California.

2. Page 13 (PDF page 17) — Existing Conditions Peak Hour Traffic Volumes:
This section states that the AM Peak Period is from 6AM to 9AM and the PM Peak Period | from 4PM to 7PM

Page 18 — Table 4, “Roadway Segment Peak Hour Level of Service — Existing Conditions” shows the following:

TABLE 4: ROADWAY SEGMENT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS

Facili 'UB'I.I'I'II.\“ vC ,i' LOS
Roadway Segment T!'P:! o o
White Rock Rd. to Golden Foothill Pkwy. (N} 44D 3078/097/E 2428/076/D

In contrast, analysis performed by the El Dorado County Transportation Department starting November 1, 2017

shows peak traffic for the same area, or specially mile post 10.57 along Latrobe Road which is 100" North of
Golden Foothill Parkway to be as follows:

AM Peak (6AM — 9AM) volume = 3,317
PM Peak (2PM — 5PM) volume = 4,008
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In contrast, analysis performed by the El Dorado County Transportation Department starting November 1, 2017
shows peak traffic for the same area, or specially mile post 10.57 along Latrobe Road which is 100" North of
Golden Foothill Parkway to be as follows:

AM Peak (6AM — 9AM) volume = 3,317
PM Peak (2PM — 5PM) volume = 4,008

EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY
Count Summary Beginning: November 1, 2017 Count Summary Beginning: November 1, 2017
Count Station; 1480018 Counter 1D: o4 Count Station: 1480018 Countar D e
City/Town: El Dorado Hills Mile Post: 10.57 ity Town: El Dorado Hills Mile Post; 10.57
Road Mame: Latrobe Road Location: 100 Ft. N. of Golden Foothill Plowy. Road Mame: Latrobe Road Location: 100 Ft. M. of Golden Foothill Pkwy.
Lanes: 2 Direction: SOUTHBOUND Lanes: 2 Direction: NORTHBOUND
Dale 5 6 7 1 2 3 4] Weekh| Wk Day| [Date 5 6 7 1 _2 3 4] Weekhy] Wk Day
Day Sun Mon Tua Wed Thu Eri Zal Average Avg| |Pay Sun Man Tue Wed Thu Fri Sa\l Avarags Avg.
Time Time
100 27 12 19 22 16 26 42 23 18] 100 15 23 40 51 25 33 P | 32 26
200 13 13 20 18 12 12 29 17 15 200 13 10 17 22 17 18 12] 18 17
I | ] 21 20 17 18 13 14 16 18 300 18 31 45 45 44 47 24] 36 42
400] 11 37 40 32 a7 a4 17 3 30 400 26 B2 B0 82 53 49 3 50 57
500] 101 335 342 212 304 294 125 245 287 500, 56 179 168 148 163 150 5 132 162
0600 - 700 18] 1388|1372 B06| 1208|1282 247 913 1207 700 140 718 721 582 637 621 i | 528 £76
— 800 246 1425 1423 B0 1430 1386 776 999 1295 800 250 966 840 0 357 280 2754 =1 205
900 405 612 877 853 701 870 421 591 663
500 363 914 546 479 850 854 380 688 B15
500 e 51 o T o o 5 h o 1000 551 729 721 788 716 775 567 ER 746
1 1 | 1100 490 907 o1 B75 939 943 561 804 915
1200 545 883 oG8 1043 944 1049 601 876 997
1300 490 754 707 805 718 734 510] 674 744
1400 169 040 o7 914 1008 049 EN | 836
1400 1500 499 1220 1250 1257 1272 1270 5a6] 1052 1256
1500 - 1600 164 1467 1506 1458 1403 1378 564 1191 1461] | = 4,008
1600 1700 454 1363 1335 1272 1372 1113 581 1070 1201
1R ana RAS FAN 7R1 TTR AMNZ 491 A?R 7231
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3. Page 23 (PDF Page 27) — Trip Generation:

In this section it is stated that, “The project is projected to generate 561 AM peak hour, 455 PM peak hour, and
5,058 daily vehicle trips.” Foot note 2 of Table 6 states that the “trip generation based on client specific data

received from Dermody Properties”.

Using client-based trip generation data is fundamentally flawed. There needs to be an independent and
verifiable trip generation analysis performed. For example, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
provides weighted average rates for daily trips as follows:

Weighted Average for Daily Trips per 1,000 GSF"
Type of High-Cube Warchouse All Vehicles Cars Trucks 5+ Axle Trucks
Transload & Short-Term Storage (91) 1.432 1.000 0.454 0.233
Cold Storage (9) 2.115 1.282 0.836 0.749
Fulfillment Center (1) 8.178 7.461 0.717 0.242
Parcel Hub (1) 10.638 (631 4.007 0982
ITE Trip Generation Manual — o Edition 1.68 == == ==

4,818,210 5F *(8.178 All Vehicle Trips/1,000 5F) = 39,403 Total Vehicle Trips

Weighted Average for AM Peak Hour Tri

s per 100D GSF

Type of High-Cube Warchouse All Vehicles Cars Trucks 5+ Axle Trucks
Transload & Short-Term Storage (94) 0082 0.057 01.024 0015
Cold Storage (9) 0103 0.061 0.038 0.027
Fulfillment Center (1) 0841 0818 0.023 0.009
Parcel Hub (1) 0851 0.428 0.423 0.041
ITE Trip Generation Manual — 9" Edition 011 - - --

4,818,210 SF *(0.841 AM Peak Hour Trips/1,000 SF) = 4,052 AM Peak Hour Trips

Weighted Average for PM Peak Hour Trips per 1,000 GSF
Type of High-Cube Warchouse All Vehicles Cars Trucks 5+ Axle Trucks
Transload & Short-Term Storage (95) (108 (086 (0.023 0.010
Cold Storage (9) 0.129 0.087 0.042 0.031
Fulfillment Center (1) 1.979 1.944 0.035 0.013
Parcel Hub (1) 0.803 0,568 0,235 0.009
ITE Trip Generation Manual — 9™ Edition 0.12 - - --

4,818,210 SF *(1.979 PM Peak Hour Trips/1,000 SF) = 9,535 PM Peak Hour Trips

TRIF GENERATION COMPARISON

Method Daily | AM Peak | PM Peak
Dermody
Properties 5,058 561 455
Specified
ITE Standard 39,403 4,052 9,535
Difference
(under standard) (34,345) | (3,491) (9,080)
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4, Page 46-48 (PDF page 50-52) — General Plan Consistency for Cumulative Conditions:
This section states that a “cumulative” analysis has been performed, however it has not. The analysis assumes
that no other development will occur in the future which is certainly not the case given the undeveloped area in
and around the business park, therefore the analysis should assume development continues to occur and
provide a cumulative scenario or scenarios to account for future development.

The final conclusion of this section states that this project, “...would not change the finding of the General Plan
Traffic analysis and EIR conclusions.”

CONCLUSION: This statement is patently false as it is based on trip generation numbers provided by the
developer, Dermody Properties, as discussed above in item 3. Using the trip generation numbers from ITE (see
item 3. above), this project would exceed the General Plan (Year 2025 Scenario) by nearly 4 times the numbers
calculated under the traffic study and nearly double the General Plan (Buildout Scenario). It should be noted
that the numbers calculated by the traffic analysis for “General Plan Trips” have not been verified and are likely
inaccurate given the vagueness of the trip generation analysis. Calculations need to be provided to substantiate
the trip generation numbers.
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5. Page 5 (PDF Page 9) — Regulatory Setting:
The last paragraph on this page states, “In Addition, the project is subject to Measure E, which was adopted June
6, 2016 and became official on July 29, 2016."” however no analysis was performed under this measure. Based on

the project’s trip generation as determined by ITE standards (see item 3. above) there are numerous violations
under Measure E. |E: a 15% increase was allowed by EDC due to COVID which has no basis.

CONCLUSION: The applicant should provide an analysis under Measure E. To say that Measure E is applicable
and then fail to evaluate the traffic impacts under Measure E is negligent.

6. TIAR DEFICIENCY: The traffic analysis also fails to evaluate structural capacity of the existing roadway and what
type of structural section would be required to support the heavy truck traffic and extensive passenger vehicles
coming from this facility. There should be an analysis of the primary roadway servicing this parcel which is
Latrobe Road. The analysis should include the current pavement condition index (PCl), current traffic index (TI),
the required Tl under the types of vehicles and trips of those vehicles, pavement life, maintenance and all other
structural impacts to the roadway. Also, what are the roadways proposed cross-section and limits for both
Latrobe Road and Royal Oaks improvements?

7. TIAR DEFICIENCY: The traffic analysis also needs to include: pollution and emission impacts from vehicles inside
and outside the facilities, greenhouse gas emissions from inside and outside the facilities, sound impacts from
accelerating and decelerating vehicles and trucks. Sound impacts should include the topographic and sloped
nature of the site and how sound can funnel into neighboring residential communities. Light emissions from
vehicle headlights and their impacts on the residential communities and ecological environment. Also, with a
24/7/365 operation, what consideration was given to the impacts on the various HOAs and EDC noise
ordinances? IE: no noise between 10:00PM and 8:00AM?
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10.

TIAR DEFICIENCY: This project will worsen every segment of roadway traffic in peak AM/PM in their study.
Worsen is defined by County Policy TC-Xe as “2% increase in traffic during am peak hour, pm peak hour or daily.”
This can be seen in Table 8: Roadway Segment Peak Hour Level of Service-Existing Plus Project. In many cases
there is a level jump up to the next level of traffic congestion. Two sections make a jump to level F which is the
worst level of gridlock by county standards. The study presents that LOS E is an acceptable level to be tolerated
by residents as defined by the county. LOS D is defined as Noticeable congestion. At signalized intersections,
large portion of vehicles are stopped. LOS E is defined as Poor progression - High delays and frequent cycle
failure. Also, controlled access breaks from Latrobe Road are proposed with Stop signs south of Royal Oaks
into/out of the facility! These should be disallowed (just like no breaks either side, further north up on Latrobe
Road) as it will cause LOS on Latrobe Road to be further reduced and create more safety conflicts if the facility is
approved and/or future Latrobe Road traffic increases!

TIAR DEFICIENCY: Project Frontier only addresses truck and passenger car volume for this facility. Applicant
identifies 1250 truck trips but fails to identify the type and numbers of each type. For example, how many truck
with trailers? What is the length of these trucks? What impacts will trucks of different type have on the street
and on/off ramps? Will it effect the roadways LOS? Also, will this facility utilize delivery vans on a daily basis? If
50, how many and what geographical area would they cover.

TIAR DEFICIENCY: This project fails to meet county Goal #3 with respect to reducing emissions. This goal states,
"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.” The number of diesel polluting tractor trailers will increase significantly.
The Governor’s goal of full electric by 2035 is not mandated for tractor trailers and which will continue to
operate and pollute in this area and corridor affecting local residents” health.
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11.

12.

13.

CLARIFICATION REQUIRED: Trip Generation Data Table 6: In the introduction in Line 2 it states “trip generation
data provided by the applicant for similar client-specific sites in California.” If this is the case then the data from
all of these facilities should be provided so it can be reviewed and corroborated.

TIAR DEFICIENCY: In the TIAR, there is no mention of an alternative or additional route in and out of the project.
Why is that totally absent from the report, knowing that the sole in and out route of Hwy 50 to Latrobe will
create congestion/gridlock, increase vehicle (truck emissions) pollution, decrease access to Town Center and
retail areas, increase noise and air pollution in residential areas 24 hours/7 days per week. Also, applicants APAC
response references 518 million dollars in Traffic Impact Fees (TIF)? What is the basis for this fee? How much will
the actual improvements and long-term cost be in order to accommodate this project? What is the applicant
willing to pay forward for maintenance beyond those TIF fees? What agreements have been made or at least
drafted between the applicant and DOT?

TIAR DEFICIENCY: Applicant largely ignores the impact of a completed White Rock/Silva Parkway expansion. As
an alternate route for workers and trucks, ignoring the long-term impacts is negligent. Applicant response to
APAC estimates 9 trucks will use the White Rock/Silva Parkway interchange. What is the basis of that estimate?
Further, the impact on Carson Crossing, Golden Foothills, and other connecting roadways will be

significantly higher than the <1% increase stated by the applicant. NOTE: Figure 4 shows the major secondary
roadway. When we overlay the proximity to over 5000 residential properties, the impact is visually apparent.
The applicant fails to also mention the impact of local businesses, schools. etc. See Figure 4 with annotations.
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