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Draft Project Report
1. Introduction

This project will construct a new interchange on Route 50 in Folsom near the Sacramento/El Dorado
County line. The interchange will connect Empire Ranch Road, which is a City of Folsom arterial
roadway, linking new development in Folsom to Route 50. The project will also provide a
connection to Route 50 from Green Valley Road, a major arterial facility in El Dorado County, via
Empire Ranch Road/Sophia Parkway. The construction of the interchange will not provide a
connection to the undeveloped lands south of Route 50; access control will be maintained along the
south side of the interchange and Empire Ranch Road will be terminated in a cul-de-sac. The viable
interchange alternative. as presented herein is a Type L-2/Type L-7 configuration, which has been
designed to allow for the expansion of the interchange to a Type L-9 partial cloverleaf interchange if
future traffic volumes exceed the capacity of the initially constructed interchange. Construction of
the new interchange connection to Route 50 would require mainline improvements, including
auxiliary lanes in both directions between the Empire Ranch Road interchange and the El Dorado
Hills Blvd/Latrobe Road interchange, which are included in this project.

Related projects that will need to be coordinated with the construction of the interchange and
auxiliary lane include the extension of the HOV lanes on Route 50 from the El Dorado Hills
Blvd/Latrobe Road interchange to the Bass Lake Grade truck climbing lane. To accommodate the
extension of the HOV lanes, the undercrossing structures over El Dorado Hills Blvd (Latrobe Road
UC, Bridge No. 25-0071L/R) will need to be replaced. This structure replacement is already
planned as part of the Phase 3 improvements to the El Dorado Hills Blvd/Latrobe Road interchange.
The Clarksville Road Undercrossing (Bridge No. 25-0072L/R) on Route 50 would also need to be
widened to accommodate the extension of the HOV lanes. A new interchange is proposed on Route
50 at Silva Valley Parkway, 1.3 km (0.8 miles) east of El Dorado Hills Blvd. The previously
approved environmental document and project report are being updated for this interchange. Silva
Valley Parkway is proposed to cross over Route 50, which may allow for the removal of the existing
undercrossing structures at Clarksville Road, rather than widening the structures with the extension
of the HOV lanes.

The total estimated capital cost for the interchange varies from $26.3 to $28.8 million. The proposed
improvements to Route 50 are estimated to cost between $6.2 million and $8.5 million. These
estimates exclude project development costs. This project will be funded using a combination of
local and state (STIP) funds. This is a Category 3 project; the project will require a revised freeway
agreement for a new connection to Route 50.

2. Recommendations

It is recommended that the Draft Environmental Document be approved for public circulation. As
CEQA Lead Agency, the City of Folsom plans to coordinate circulation, plus hold a public hearing
on this project with assistance and input from Caltrans.

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 1 January 27, 2006
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3. Background

= Existing Facility

The existing facility is a divided freeway, constructed in 1965, and widened in 2000/02. The
facility is six through lanes (four mixed flow, and two HOV lanes) from Folsom Boulevard to El
Dorado Hills Boulevard. The HOV lanes on Route 50 were constructed in 2002, beginning at
Sunrise Boulevard and ending near El Dorado Hills Boulevard. From this point, Route 50 is
made up of two eastbound and two westbound lanes to the Bass Lake grade, approximately 1.2
km east of El Dorado Hills Blvd. Within the project area, there are two existing and two planned
interchanges. These consist of (1) a Type L-9 partial cloverleaf interchange at Scott Road/East
Bidwell Street, (2) this proposed interchange at Empire Ranch Road, (3) modified L-1/L-8
interchange at El Dorado Hills Boulevard, and (4) a future interchange at Silva Valley Parkway,
approximately 1.3 km east of El Dorado Hills Blvd.

Route 50 lane widths west of El Dorado Hills Blvd are 3.6 m, with inside and outside shoulder
widths of 3.0 m. The median width is 13.8 m west of El Dorado Hills Blvd. There is an
eastbound truck-climbing lane east of the Scott Road Interchange for slow trucks on the 7%
mainline grade. This truck lane terminates at the approximate location of the proposed Empire
Ranch Road interchange. East of El Dorado Hills Blvd, lane widths are 3.6 m, with an inside
shoulder width of 1.5 m and an outside shoulder width of 2.4 m. The median width from east of
El Dorado Hills Blvd to the Bass Lake grade is 21.3 m.

An additional eastbound truck climbing lane was constructed by widening within the median of
Route 50 in 2001 beginning just east of the Clarksville Rd undercrossing, approximately 1.2 km
east of El Dorado Hills Blvd, extending east to the Bass Lake Road interchange.

= Project History

The City of Folsom and western El Dorado County have been experiencing rapid growth.
Between 1993 and 2000, traffic volumes on Route 50 within the project limits have increased by
an average of 5.4% per year. This increased traffic growth has resulted in peak hour congestlon
on Route 50 and several local arterials in the area.

In the early 1990°s several land use proposals were developed for the Folsom “East Area”.
Projects in the “East Area” included Empire Ranch (then know as Russell Ranch), Broadstone
Master Plan, The Parkway, and The Promontory (in El Dorado County). ‘As part of the
preliminary planning process for these proposals, the City of Folsom prepared the Route 50
Corridor Plan (1993 by Fehr & Peers Associates), which identified the need for improvements to
Folsom Boulevard, Prairie City Road, and Scott/East Bidwell Interchanges, plus the construction
of two new interchanges at Oak Avenue and Empire Ranch Road (then known as Russell Ranch
Road). Also as part of the study, there were recommendations for major City arterial facilities
parallel to Route 50. Of these projects, the interchange improvements at Folsom Boulevard,

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 2 January 27, 2006
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Prairie City Road, and Scott/East Bidwell Street have been completed; additionally, Iron Point
Road, ultimately a six lane arterial, has been constructed from Folsom Boulevard to Empire
Ranch Road, with four lanes minimum, providing parallel capacity to Route 50 for local trips.

Empire Ranch (formerly known as Russell Ranch) is a 1738 acre community, primarily
residential use, located immediately west of the El Dorado county line, and north of Route 50;
this development was part of the overall East Area planning effort for the City of Folsom
referenced above. The Empire Ranch Specific plan was approved in 2000. The East Area
Facilities Plan, which identifies infrastructure necessary for buildout of the various developments
noted above, included this Empire Ranch Road interchange at Route 50. A Project Study Report
(Project Development Support) was prepared for the Empire Ranch Road interchange, and
approved by Caltrans on April 2, 2002.

= QOther Related Projects

As noted above, the 1993 Route 50 Corridor Plan identified the need for improving existing
interchanges in Folsom, in addition to new interchange access to Route 50. The City of Folsom
and Caltrans have worked cooperatively in major interchange modifications projects to Folsom
Boulevard interchange (completed in 2000), Prairie City Road interchange (completed in 1999),
and Scott Road/East Bidwell Street (completed in 2001).

Recognizing the planned development in Folsom and western El Dorado County, and associated
transportation demands, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), working
cooperatively with the City of Folsom and El Dorado County Transportation Commission
(EDTC), completed a Route 50 Major Investment Study (MIS) in 1997. The study recommended
construction of HOV lanes on Route 50, improved transit including light rail extension to
Folsom, and improvements to parallel facilities.

Route 50 HOV Lanes: Following the Route 50 MIS effort, the EDTC prepared a Project Study
Report and Subsequent Project Report/Environmental Document for construction of HOV lanes
on Route 50 from Sunrise Blvd in Sacramento County to El Dorado Hills Boulevard; these
planning documents included an assumed connection to Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road. These
improvements were constructed and open for traffic in 2002, as noted above in “existing
facilities™.

Light Rail Extension: Sacramento Regional Transit, in cooperation with the City of Folsom, is
currently constructing the light rail extension from the easterly system terminus near Sunrise
Boulevard to Folsom Boulevard and ultimately “old Folsom”. The track construction is
complete, with construction of stations, park-N-ride, and electrical systems underway; light rail
service is scheduled to begin in 2006.

Route 50 HOV Lane extension: Also as a follow-up to the Route 50 MIS effort, Caltrans has
begun planning for extension of Route 50 HOV lanes east of El Dorado Hills Boulevard. The
lanes would be accommodated within the median; the project planning is considering extending
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the lanes from El Dorado Hills Boulevard to South Shingle Road/Ponderosa Road, although the
lanes could be built in segments, from west to east. Construction is funding dependent
(combination of state and local funds), anticipated no earlier than 2006. A Project Report and
Environmental Document has been completed for this project.

El Dorado Hills Blvd Interchange Improvements: El Dorado County has been working with
Caltrans for improvements at this interchange, a Draft Project Report was approved in 2002, a
Notice of Determination (NOD) was posted on May 24, 2000 and a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) was approved on August 23, 2000. The baseline configuration for this
interchange is a Type L-1 compact diamond for westbound movements (north side), and a Type
L-8 partial cloverleaf for eastbound movements (south side). A series of phased improvements is
proposed to accommodate increased traffic generated by existing and planned development. The
phased improvements are briefly described as follows:

=  Phase “0”: Construct eastbound diagonal off-ramp (completed in 2001)

= Phase “1”: Realign Saratoga Way, including construction of sound walls. Replace
westbound diagonal ramps with loop off-ramp and relocated diagonal on-ramp, aligned
opposite the Raley’s Commercial Center. Relocate/widen eastbound diagonal on-ramp.
Include ramp metering on the improved on-ramps. Construction anticipated in 2004/2005.

= Phase “2”: Widen El Dorado Hills Blvd within interchange (requires replacement of the
Latrobe Road Undercrossings) and provide additional turn lane capacity. Replace eastbound
loop off-ramp. Construction anticipated after 2010.

Silva Valley Parkway Interchange: This is a proposed new interchange on Route 50 between El
Dorado Hills Boulevard and Bass Lake Road interchange, which is intended to accommodate
traffic generated from approved development in El Dorado Hills. The project would include a
partial cloverleaf interchange approximately 1.5 km east of El Dorado Hills Boulevard, plus
auxiliary lanes between the two interchanges. A Project Report for this interchange was
approved in 1991. Construction of this interchange is not anticipated to occur earlier than 2007.

=  Community Interaction

A public workshop/scoping meeting was held at City of Folsom City Hall on September 3, 2003.
The meeting was a map display/drop-in format. A total of fourteen members of the public
attended. These individuals represented property owners/residents in the northwest quadrant of
El Dorado Hill Blvd, and property owners south of Route 50. There were no objections raised to
the project or related improvements, although comments were made regarding need to study air
quality impacts, plus accident data (particularly for eastbound Route 50).
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- 4. Need and Purpose
A. Problems, Deficiencies, and Justification

A new interchange is needed at this location to accommodate approved growth, per the City of
Folsom's General Plan as adopted in 1993, within the east City Limits area of Folsom. Without
the proposed interchange, the current circulation system for commuting traffic will go through
residential neighborhood streets.

Included with the construction of the proposed interchange are operational improvements to
Route 50. These include the extension of the eastbound truck climbing lane from its current
terminus approximately 415 meters (1360 feet) to the east, where it merges into an auxiliary lane
added with the eastbound loop on-ramp. The auxiliary lane continues approximately 965 meters
(3165 feet) to the off-ramp to southbound Latrobe Road. The project will also include the
construction of an 1135 meter (3725 foot) long westbound auxiliary lane from the on-ramp from
El Dorado Hills Blvd to the Empire Ranch Road off-ramp. The extension of the truck climbing
lane, and the construction of the auxiliary lanes, are needed to accommodate merge/diverge
movements on Route 50.

Although not constructed with the Empire Ranch Road interchange, the HOV lanes on Route 50
will be extended from their current terminus from just west of El Dorado Hills Blvd to the base
of the Bass Lake grade, approximately 1.5 km (0.9 miles) east of El Dorado Hills Blvd. This
extension needs to occur prior to the construction of the Empire Ranch Road interchange. In
order to extend the HOV lanes, the existing Latrobe Road undercrossings on Route 50 will need
to be replaced; this replacement is planned with the reconstruction of the El Dorado Hills
Blvd/Latrobe Road interchange.

B. Regional and System Planning

Route 50 is listed as a high priority route in the 1992 District 3 System Management Plan. The
Route 50 Transportation Concept Report (approved April 1998) reflects the proposed Empire
Ranch interchange, and shows the mainline concept facility as follows:

= Hazel Avenue to Sacramento/El Dorado County Line: Concept of six lanes, including HOV
lanes, with ultimate of 8 lanes including HOV lanes. The Concept Level of Service is “E”,
although the Transportation Concept Report acknowledges that route concept as described
may not provide the desired level of service.

= Sacramento County Line to east of the project limits: six lane freeway with consideration of
HOV to Silva Valley IC. Ultimate facility is 8 lanes with HOV to west of Placerville, to be
implemented concurrent with demand. The Concept Level of Service is “E” within this
project area, although the Transportation Concept Report acknowledges that route concept as
described may not provide the desired level of service.

The Empire Ranch Road interchange project is included in the most recent 2025 Sacramento

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 5 January 27, 2006
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), and the 2003/05 Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program (MTIP). These plans were approved by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) board on July 18, 2002. :

As noted above, construction of the Empire Ranch Road Interchange is consistent with the 1993
City of Folsom General Plan, as well as the US 50 Corridor Major Investment Study (adopted in
1997), and the Empire Ranch Specific Plan (adopted in 2000).

C. Traffic

This interchange project is intended to improve accessibility to planned development in eastern
Folsom and western El Dorado Hills and to reduce congestion at other nearby Route 50
interchanges. Therefore, this project is expected to provide circulation benefits both regionally
and locally. One quantitative measure of the area—wide benefits of a new interchange is the
change in total travel distance and travel time. The table below summarizes the percent change in
Year 2026 vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle hours of travel (VHT) at a local-area, sub-
regional, and regional level. The boundaries for these areas are described below:

® Local-Area — includes the area bounded by Riley Street (in Folsom) and Serrano Parkway (in
El Dorado Hills) to the north, Route 50 to the south, Silva Valley Road to the east, and Oak
Avenue Parkway to the west.

e Sub-Regional — includes the area bounded by Natoma Street and Green Valley Road to the

» north, White Rock Road to the south, Silva Valley Road to the east, and Folsom Boulevard to

the west.

® Regional — includes portions of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba
counties (essentially the entire area covered in the 2002 version of the 2025 SACMET travel
demand forecasting model).

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 6 January 27, 2006
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TABLE 1
PERCENT CHANGE IN VMT AND VHT — DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS
No BUILD AND BUILD ALTERNATIVES
Performance Measure No Build Build Alternative Percent Difference
Local-Area
VMT 1,048,600 1,057,100 0.81%
VHT 28,860 28,770 -0.30%
Sub-Regional
VMT 2,457,200 2,466,500 0.38%
VHT 72,700 72,710 0%
Regional
VMT 65,666,100 65,715,300 0.07%
VHT 1,842,650 1,841,980 -0.04%
Notes:
VMT - Vehicle Miles of Travel
VHT - Vehicle Hours of Travel
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2004,

As shown, the proposed project will slightly increase the total VMT at the local-area level,
while the total VHT reduces. This indicates that the project may result in travel routes with a
slightly longer distance; however, the project will provide time savings as these routes will
have quicker travel times.

The proposed project will result in a smaller reduction in total VHT on a regional scale

compared to the local-area scale.

The slight change in regional VMT indicates that the

proposed project is only a small part of the regional network (i.e., the six-county area).
However, the reduction in VHT is measurable even on a regional scale, suggesting that this
relatively minor connection (compared to total regional lane miles) is being located in a
significantly congested location, and that this connection is providing regional benefits.

Existing Traffic

The traffic analysis was conducted based on traffic flow, geometric roadway, and accident data.
The following data was collected to complete the existing conditions analysis.

e The existing a.m. (7:00-9:00) and p.m. (4:00-6:00) peak period traffic volumes and lane
configurations were collected on Route 50 between East Bidwell Street and El Dorado
Hills Blvd by Fehr & Peers in June 2003.

e The am. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the East Bidwell Street on- and off-ramps
were collected by Fehr & Peers in June 2002.

e The am. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the El Dorado Hills Blvd on- and off-
ramps were collected by Prism Engineering in 2003.

e The most recent three year accident data available (July 2000 — June 2003) was provided
for Route 50 between East Bidwell Street and El Dorado Hills Blvd by Caltrans.

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange
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TABLE 2
FREEWAY MAINLINE LOS - EXISTING CONDITIONS
. 1 AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Mainline Segment V/C! LOS? V/Cl | LOSZ

Route 50 Eastbound: E. East Bidwell Street to 3

El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.51 C F

Route 50 Eastbound: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to )

Bass Lake Road 0.38 = 21.00 L

Route 50 Westbound: Bass Lake Road. To

El Dorado Hills Blvd. EJ 0.46 B

Route 50 Westbound: El Dorado Hills Blvd to P

E. East Bidwell Street = 0.47 B

Notes:

' V/C is the volume to capacity ratio. _

2 LOS based on the El Dorado County General Plan.

3 LOS F was identified at these locations based on the 2002 Congestion Report (Caltrans
District 3, December 2002).

Bold and underlined font indicates unacceptable operations.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

As shown in Table 2, the Route 50 mainline segments between East Bidwell Street/Scott
Road and Bass Lake Road operate unacceptably at LOS F in the peak directions (i.e. the
westbound direction during the a.m. peak hour and the eastbound direction during the p.m.
peak hour).

Forecasted Traffic Volumes (Year 2006 & Year 2026)

The traffic volume forecasts were generated using a modified version of the 2002
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) version of the 2025 SACMET model that is
maintained by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). This is the latest
approved version of the model. The modifications to the model included land use updates to
reflect approved projects and roadway network refinements to be consistent with Tier 1
roadway improvements contained in the 2025 MTP. A summary of key modifications is
provided below.

e  Split Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) - SACMET TAZs in the vicinity of the
proposed project were refined to provide more land use detail in the study area.

e  Adjust Base Year Land Uses — The SACMET Base Year land uses were modlﬁed
based on a review of detailed aerial photography and field visits.

e  Modify Roadway Networks - The SACMET roadway network was modified to
include the proposed project, to match the existing and planned roadway systems
and to maintain consistency with the Tier 1 roadway improvements contained in the
MTP.
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After making these modifications, Year 2025 a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volume
forecasts were generated and adjusted to account for model error. A technical memorandum
(see Appendix A) presenting the preliminary travel demand forecasts based on the roadway
network and land use modifications for Year 2025 was submitted to the PDT for review.
PDT comments are reflected in the final forecasts contained in this report and used in the
traffic operations analysis.

Because the design year for this project is 2026, the 2025 forecasts were factored up to
account for an extra year of growth. Ramp volumes were increased by four percent and the
mainline Route 50 volumes were increased by two percent. These growth factors are based
on the overall projected growth rates between 2002 and 2025 for the study area. A final
adjustment to the 2026 forecasts was made by Caltrans after reviewing the projected traffic
loadings between the El Dorado Hills Blvd, Empire Ranch Road, and East Bidwell Street
interchanges. -Some peak hour traffic was shifted from the adjacent interchanges to the
Empire Ranch Road interchange to reflect more balanced traffic loading among the
interchanges; presumably this adjustment was made as an assumption that this proposed new
interchange would offer an attractive alternative point of connection when compared to
adjacent heavily-used interchanges (i.€. El Dorado Hills and E. East Bidwell Street).

Construction year (2006) peak hour forecasts were developed by applying a linear growth
rate between existing and 2025 conditions. An average annual growth rate of two percent
was used for all locations except for the Route 50 westbound on-ramp at El Dorado Hills
Blvd during the a.m. peak hour. For this location, it was assumed that the existing bottleneck
on Route 50 at the on-ramp discourages some travelers from using the on-ramp during the
a.m. peak hour. The planned elimination of the bottleneck as part of the El Dorado Hills
Blvd interchange reconstruction (Phase 1 improvements are assumed to be completed by
2006) is likely to cause an increase in peak hour trips in addition to new trips from
population and employment growth. These induced trips would occur from travelers
adjusting their departure times, diverting from an altemative route, or shifting from another
mode. Therefore, 30 percent of the traffic growth anticipated between existing and 2025
conditions was assumed to occur by 2006 although only 15 percent of the time has passed.
For the planned facilities such as Empire Ranch Road and Iron Point Road, where the
interpolation methodology was not applicable, the 2006 traffic forecasts were developed by
factoring the 2026 forecasts after reviewing existing traffic counts and 2005 traffic forecasts
developed using the regional SACMET model. :

The construction year peak hour traffic forecasts were developed assuming that Iron Point
Road would extend to the county line but would not connect to Saratoga Way by 2006.
However, the construction year analysis includes traffic conditions both with and without a
connection between Iron Point Road and Saratoga Way to compare the distribution of traffic
between these two scenarios.
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Traffic Operations

A traffic operations analysis was completed for the freeway mainline and freeway ramp
junctions. Analysis methodologies and key assumptions are listed below.

Analysis Methodology

e  All operations analyses were conducted using procedures and methodologies
contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000), Transportation
Research Board, 2000.

e Freeway mainline segments and ramp junctions were analyzed using the
thresholds contained in the El Dorado County General Plan. These LOS
thresholds are based on the methodologies contained in the HCM 2000.

e Freeway ramp junctions were analyzed using the Highway Capacity Software

"~ (HCS), which applies the HCM 2000 procedures.

The construction year analysis presents the physical and operational characteristics of the
roadway system under 2006 conditions. The design year analysis presents the physical and
operational characteristics of the roadway system under 2026 conditions.

The construction year (2006) traffic operations analysis was conducted for the initial
transportation network. The design year (2026) traffic operations analysis was conducted for
the no project and proposed ultimate project improvements. Figures displaying the peak hour
traffic volumes, lane configurations, and traffic controls for both the interim and ultimate
design years can be seen in Attachment F.

Freeway Operations (Construction Year Analysis — 2006)

Traffic operations for the freeway mainline segments and ramp junctions are shown in Table 3.
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TABLE 3
FREEWAY MAINLINE AND RAMP JUNCTION LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006)
PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS

Freeway Sections AM Pesk EM Peak
v/C' | LOS® | v/IC' | LOS’
Freeway Mainline
Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell Street to Empire Ranch Road. 0.36 B 0.64 D
Eastbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Road to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.52 C 0.86 D
Eastbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Bivd to Bass Lake Road. 0.39 B 0.87 D
Westbound Route 50: Bass Lake Road to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 1. g 0.51 C
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd to Empire Ranch Road. 0.88 )y 0.47 B
Westbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Road to East Bidwell Street 099 | EF 0.52 C
Freeway Ramp Junctions - all interchange alternatives Density’ | LOS” Density’ | LOS”
Route 50 Eastbound off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road 19 B 30 D
Route 50 Eastbound on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road 13 B 23 C
Route 50 Westbound off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road >43 F 16 B
Route 50 Westbound on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road 37 E 21 C
Notes:

! V/C is the volume to capacity ratio.
2 LOS calculations for mainline operations based on the El Dorado County General Plan. LOS calculations
for ramp junctions based on the HCM 2000 procedures.
? Density in passenger cars per mile per lane.
Bold and underlined font indicates unacceptable operations.
ding denotes that the expected LOS would be worse than the calculated LOS shown in the table due to
downstream LOS F conditions propagating upstream.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

The improvements on the Route 50 mainline (i.e., auxiliary lanes in each direction between Empire
Ranch Road and El Dorado Hills Blvd and the extension of an eastbound lane on Route 50 to the
Bass Lake Truck Climbing Lane) result in improved traffic operations over the existing conditions
for most freeway facilities during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. However, the following facilities
would continue to operate unacceptably.

e Westbound Route 50 east of El Dorado Hills Blvd would operate at LOS F during the a.m.
peak hour.

e Westbound Route 50 west of Empire Ranch Road would operate at LOS E/F during the a.m.
peak hour.

e The westbound on- and off-ramp junctions with Route 50 will operate at LOS E and F,
respectively, during the a.m. peak hour for the proposed interchange at Empire Ranch Road.

Freeway Operations (Design Year Analysis — 2026)

Traffic operations for the freeway mainline segments and ramp junctions are shown in Table 6. As
shown, Route 50 would operate at LOS E or F in the peak directions (i.e. westbound during the a.m.
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peak hour and eastbound during the p.m. peak hour) within the study area.

TABLE 4
FREEWAY MAINLINE AND RAMP JUNCTION LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2026)
PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS

Freeway Sections AM Peak EM Peak
v/c' | Los’ | v/ic' | LoS®
Freeway Mainline
Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell Street to Empire Ranch Road. 0.52 B 0.79 D
Eastbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Road to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.67 C 0.91 E |
Eastbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd to Bass Lake Road. B 0.90 E |
Westbound Route 50: Bass Lake Road to El Dorado Hills Blvd. D 0.58 C
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd to Empire Ranch Road. g - 0.67 C
Westbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Road to East Bidwell Street F 0.86 D
Freeway Ramp Junctions - all interchange alternatives LOS” |Density’ | LOS?
Route 50 Eastbound off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road C 36 E |
Route 50 Eastbound on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road B 24 C
Route 50 Westbound off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road F 38 E |
Route 50 Westbound on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road F 33 D

Notes:
! V/C is the volume to capacity ratio.
2 LOS calculations for mainline operations based on the El Dorado County General Plan. LOS calculations
for ramp junctions based on the HCM 2000 procedures.
* Density in passenger cars per mile per lane.
Bold and underlined font indicates unacceptable operations.
m denotes that the expected LOS would be worse than the calculated LOS shown in the table due to
downstream LOS F conditions propagating upstream.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

The programmed improvements on the Route 50 mainline (as contained in the SACOG 2025 MTP)
result in improved traffic operations over the existing conditions for most freeway facilities during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The following comments regarding specific segments are noted:

e In general, the combination of an additional interchange to distribute ramp volumes among
interchanges, plus the auxiliary lanes between Empire Ranch Road and El Dorado Hills
Boulevard, improves operations on Route 50 between El Dorado Hills and Empire Ranch
Road.

e Because the new interchange will attract some fraffic that otherwise would use E. East
Bidwell Street, the volumes between Empire Ranch Road and E. East Bidwell Street are
increased, and traffic operations are not improved between these two interchanges.

e Eastbound Route 50 east of Empire Ranch Road would operate at LOS E during the p.m.
peak hour.
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e Westbound Route 50 west of Empire Ranch Road would operate at LOS F during the a.m.
peak hour. :

e The eastbound off-ramp would operate at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour.
The westbound off-ramp would operate unacceptably at LOS F during the a.m. peak hour
due to the capacity constraint on the westbound Route 50 mainline segment between El
Dorado Hills Blvd and Empire Ranch Road.

e The westbound on- and off-ramp junctions with Route 50 will operate at LOS F during the
a.m. peak hour for the proposed interchange at Empire Ranch Road.

e The westbound and eastbound off-ramps junctions with Route 50 will operate at LOS E
during the p.m. peak hour for the proposed interchange at Empire Ranch Road.

The traffic operations analysis results above show that the proposed interchange and
improvements to Route 50 will result in mainline levels of service generally consistent with the
Transportation Concept Report.

Accident Data

Accident data from the Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) for a three-year
period is shown below, encompassing Route 50 between East Bidwell Street and El Dorado Hills
Boulevard.

TABLE 5
! ROUTE 50 ACCIDENT HISTORY - 2001 THROUGH 2004
Actual Average
Total Total Accident Accident
Location Accidents Fatalities Rate ] Rate !

Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell Street
to El Dorado Hills Boulevard e 1 132 152
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills
Boulevard to East Bidwell Street 70 0 0.73 058

Notes: ! per million vehicles
Bold and underline indicates that the actual accident rate on this segment is greater than the average accident rate for similar facilities.
Source: Final Traffic Study; Caltrans District 3 TASAS Table B, April 2001 to March 2004.

The above table shows that the actual accident rate on eastbound Route 50 in the vicinity of the
proposed interchange is nearly three times the average accident rate for similar freeway facilities. In
the three-year data collection period, 145 accidents occurred on eastbound Route 50 with one
fatality. Seventy accidents occurred on westbound Route 50 with no fatalities, but with a higher-
than-average accident rate. The table below categorizes the recorded accidents by type.
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TABLE 6
ROUTE 50 ACCIDENT HISTORY - NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS BY TYPE
Accident Type
Rear Hit Side- Other !
Location End Object | swipe .l Total

Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell Street 110 11 16 8 145
to El Dorado Hills Boulevard (76%) (8%) (11%) (5%)
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills 32 19 7 12
Boulevard to East Bidwell Street (46%) Q@7%) (10%) (17%) 70

Notes: ' Other includes broadside, head-on, and over-turn collisions.
Source: Final Traffic Study and Caitrans District 3 TASAS Table B, April 2001 to March 2004.

As shown above, the most frequent type of accident on eastbound Route 50 in the project vicinity is
rear-end collisions (76 percent). A high frequency of rear-end accidents is consistent with the stop-
and-go peak direction traffic conditions that exist along this section of Route 50. Rear-end collisions
were also the most frequent type of accident on westbound Route 50 (46%), with hit objects being
the second most frequent type of accident (27%).

5. Alternatives

A. Viable Alternatives

The improvements considered in this report include a new interchange connection (Project
Element 1), auxiliary lanes between Empire Ranch Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard (Project
Element 2), and implementation of an approved extension of high occupancy vehicle lanes east
of El Dorado Hills Boulevard. For purposes of this Draft Project Report, an analysis of
alternatives was performed for project elements 1 and 2, and is summarized as follows:

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange (Project Element 1)

One viable alternative for Empire Ranch interchange is presented within this Draft Project

Report, as follows:

Alternative 1 represents a modified hybrid L-2/L-7 partial cloverleaf interchange. In
particular, following are anticipated elements of the interchange: '

= The overcrossing would be a two lane overcrossing with median and outside shoulders,
plus sidewalk/pedestrian access on the west side. Empire Ranch Road would terminate in
a dead-end on the south side of the freeway, without any break in access control. Should
a connection to the south be deemed desirable in the future, there would need to be a
separate project development process, leading to an environmental document, revised
freeway agreement, and break in access control, to be determined at that time.
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= A single lane westbound diagonal off-ramp would be provided widening to two lanes at
the ramp terminal.

= The westbound on-ramp would be a two lane diagonal ramp (one mixed flow plus one
HOV bypass), merging to one lane prior to the Route 50 merge; the on-ramp would
include ramp metering.

= A single lane eastbound diagonal off-ramp would be provided, remaining a single lane at
the ramp terminal.

= The eastbound on-ramp would be a two lane loop on-ramp (one mixed flow plus one
HOV bypass), merging to one lane prior to the Route 50 merge; the on-ramp would
include ramp metering. '

= The westbound ramp terminal intersection will be signalized; the eastbound ramp
terminal intersection will not be signalized.

Although the project is not anticipated to promote pedestrian/bicycle traffic in the foreseeable
future (until a future project extends the roadway south of Route 50), the project is being
planned for improved pedestrian/bicycle safety at the ramp crossings. The ramp entrances
have been modified from the standard design to slow vehicular traffic at the potential conflict
points, thus allowing for safer crossing by pedestrians and bicyclists. The proposed geometric
refinements are as follows:

* The entrance to the eastbound loop on-ramp is perpendicular to Empire Ranch Road.
Because there is no connection to the south of Route 50 proposed by this project, a
separate right turn/deceleration lane at the ramp entrance is not necessary. The single
southbound lane on Empire Ranch Road over Route 50 includes the appropriate curb
return radius at the eastbound loop on-ramp entrance to maintain Surface Transportation
Assistance Act (STAA) truck movements. -

= The entrance to the westbound diagonal on-ramp is located at the ramp intersection; one
southbound lane on Empire Ranch Road becomes a right turn only/deceleration lane at
the ramp entrance, with appropriate curb return radius to maintain STAA movements.

» Pedestrian crossing movements across the diagonal on-ramp would be signalized.

Future improvements at this interchange, should Empire Ranch Road be extended south of
Route 50, would include widening of the overcrossing structure, plus construction of a
westbound loop on-ramp and an eastbound diagonal on-ramp for a completed L-9
configuration. Provision has been included in this design to allow for structure widening and
construction of additional ramps as noted, but actual design of these features would need to
be evaluated by a subsequent Project Development Team, as noted above.

Alternative 1 would require that some excess material be exported, although this could be
minimized with slope flattening/widening and contour grading.

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 15 January 27, 2006
Draft Project Report



03-Sac-50 KP 35.5/37.2
DRAFT PROJECT REPORT 03-ED-50 KP 0.0/1.4
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA EA 03-1C9500

The estimated project capital costs (i.e. not including support costs) for Alternative 1 of
Project Element 1 are summarized as follows:

Roadway Items $17,130,000
Structure Items $4,851,000
Subtotal Construction $21,981,000
Right of Way Items : $6,800,000
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $28,781,000

Route 50 Mainline Improvements (Project Element 2)

As indicated elsewhere in this report, the existing eastbound Route 50 truck climbing lane begins
near the Scott Road/East Bidwell Street interchange, merging with the mixed-flow lanes within
the limits of the proposed Empire Ranch Road interchanges. Consequently, this project includes
the extension of the truck climbing lane easterly; the next logical terminus is near the vicinity of
El Dorado/Sacramento County line where it merges with the auxiliary lane added with the
eastbound loop on-ramp. Due to the high off-ramp volumes at El Dorado Hills Blvd, this
eastbound auxiliary lane is proposed to be continuous between the Empire Ranch Road loop on-
ramp interchange and the off-ramp to southbound Latrobe Road. Additionally, the El Dorado
County’s Department of Transportation, as part of other ongoing planning processes, has
identified a need for a westbound auxiliary lane between the El Dorado Hills Blvd on-ramp and
the off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road.

Two alternatives were identified for the extension of the truck climbing lane and the construction
of the auxiliary lanes. Alternative 1 would widen Route 50 within the median; Alternative 2
would widen Route 50 to the outside of the existing lanes. Due to concerns with the remaining
median width if Route 50 were widened within the median, Alternative 1 was rejected by
Caltrans and Alternative 2 was determined to be the viable alternative for the extension of the
truck climbing lane and the construction of the auxiliary lanes.

Project Element 2, Alternative 2, for the extension of the truck climbing lane and the auxiliary
lanes would be to widen to the outside of the existing lanes. The existing lane configuration
would remain, including the existing thrie beam median barrier rail. Because the widening to the
outside of the existing lanes, right of way would need to be acquired along both sides of Route
50 to accommodate the cuts and fills required with this widening.

The estimated project capital costs (i.e. not including support costs) for Alternative 2 of Project
Element 2 are summarized as follows:

Roadway Items $7,797,000
Structure Items $0
Subtotal Construction $7,797,000
Right of Way Items $703,000
TOTAL PROJECT ELEMENT COST $8,500,000
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B. Analysis of Proposal
Traffic Operations:

Detailed traffic operations analyses for the proposed project are included in the Traffic Report
located in Attachment F. In addition, mainline traffic volumes and operations, including
operations at ramp junctions, are discussed in Section 4(C) of this report. The following
summarizes ramp intersection operations:

The study intersections were analyzed under 2006 conditions with and without the construction
of the proposed Route 50/Empire Ranch Road interchange. The peak hour traffic operations are
summarized in Table 7.

TABLE 7
INTERSECTION LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006)
"~ NO PROJECT AND PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Control : 3 : 5

Delay | LOS Delay LOS

No Project Conditions

Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Uncontrolled 0 A 0 A

Interchange Alternative 1

Empire Ranch Road/ Route 50 .

Eastbound Ramps Side Street Stop 0 A 0 A

Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 .

Westbound Ramps Traffic Signal 27 C 20

Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 17 B 15

Notes:

! Delay in seconds per vehicle.
2 LOS calculations based on the 2000 HCM procedures.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

With the proposed Route 50/Empire Ranch Road interchange in place, the two ramp terminal
intersections would operate at LOS C or better during both peak hours. No queuing problems are
expected at the ramp terminal intersections during the peak hours under Year 2006 conditions; the
eastbound ramp intersection does not have conflicting movements, and the westbound ramp terminal
intersection operates well without excessive queuing.

Intersection Operations

The study intersections were analyzed under 2026 conditions with and without the construction of
the proposed Route 50/Empire Ranch Road interchange. The peak hour traffic operations are
summarized in Table 8.
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TABLE 8
INTERSECTION LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2026)
NO PROJECT AND PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Control : ;i . >

Delay' | LOS? | Delay' | LOS

No Project Conditions

Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 18 B 30 C

Interchange Alternative 1

Empire Ranch Road/ Route 50 .

Eastbound Ramps Side Street Stop 0 A 0 A

Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 s E

Westbound Ramps Traffic Signal 15 B 13 B

Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 43 D 57 E

Notes:

! Delay in seconds per vehicle.
2 LOS calculations based on the 2000 HCM procedures.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

With the proposed Route 50/Empire Ranch Road interchange in place, the two ramp terminal
intersections would operate at LOS D or better during both peak hours. No queuing problems
are expected at the ramp terminal intersections during the peak hours under Year 2026
conditions.

The intersection of Empire Ranch Road and Iron Point Road would operate unacceptably (LOS
D or E) during both peak hours for all four interchange alternatives. A third through lane in each
direction of Iron Point Road, on either side of Empire Ranch Road, along with providing a “free”
right tum on the northbound and westbound intersection approachies would provide an
expectable level of service (LOS C, based on the City of Folsom planning standards).

The traffic operations analysis shows that the proposed interchange and improvements to Route
50 will result in mainline levels of service generally consistent with the Transportation Concept
report. Ramp intersection levels of service are acceptable for the build and design year.

Ramp Metering:

Ramp metering is proposed for all of the interchange on-ramps. HOV bypass lanes are also
included on the on-ramps. An analysis was performed to assure adequate storage available on
the ramps for expected queues. The ramp metering analysis shows that all of the proposed
interchange on-ramps can accommodate the maximum number of projected peak hour trips with
allowable ramp metering rates.
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Effect of Special Funded Project on a State Highway:

The project, including associated mainline elements, has been designed to minimize mainline
impacts. As indicated elsewhere in this report, the new interchange will allow better traffic
distribution between adjacent interchanges. Additionally, the auxiliary lanes between the
proposed interchange and the El Dorado Hills Blvd/Latrobe Road interchange will improve
traffic operations because there is more room for vehicles to conduct merge and diverge
movements between the interchanges. The extension of a third eastbound lane to the Bass Lake
Grade Truck Climbing Lane would allows the HOV lane designation to end beyond the El
Dorado Hills Blvd interchange, eliminating a merging of the HOV lane with the adjacent mixed
flow lane in the vicinity of an already congested section of Route 50.

Even with the proposed mainline improvements, portions of Route 50 and some of the ramp
merge/diverge areas will operate at unacceptable levels of service during peak hours for the
Construction Year (2006) and Design Year (2026). The operational deficiencies at the ramp
junctions can be attributed to the mainline capacity limits (as acknowledged in the
Transportation Concept report) rather than with the interchange design itself.

In order to remedy the project-area mainline operational deficiencies in the Design Year,
additional capacity (over and above the Route 50 roadway programmed in the MTP) would need
to be added to Route 50 between East Bidwell Street and Bass Lake Road. This additional
capacity could include auxiliary lanes and/or additional traveled lanes on Route 50, which -are
beyond the scope of this study. However, the auxiliary lane design as proposed in this report will
reserve the median area for emergency use in the short term, and would allow for additional
capacity in the long term.

Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features:
The proposed project geometrics meet all design standards except as noted below:

Mandatory Design Exceptions

e Stopping Sight Distance at Grade Crests per Section 201.4 requires that the length of a .
crest vertical curve be designed as per Figure 201.4. The existing crest vertical curve on
Route 50 immediately west of the proposed overcrossing location does not provide
stopping sight distance required for the design speed on the highway due to steep grades
on either side of the vertical curve. The stopping sight distance provided on the existing
vertical curve exceeds 80 km/hr, but does not meet the design standard of 110 km/hr for a
freeway.

o Stopping Sight Distance at Grade Sags per Section 201.5 requires that the minimum
length of vertical curve provide headlight sight distance in grade sags for the appropriate
design speed. The proposed sag vertical curve at the bottom of the westbound loop on-
ramp does not provide headlight sight distance for an 80 km/hr design speed. Freeway
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lighting will be provided at the entrance of the loop on-ramp, where speeds are expected
to be less than 80 km/hr due to the horizontal geometrics of the loop.

e Superelevation Rate per Section 202.2 requires that superelevation rates meet the
standards shown on Table 202.2. The superelevation rates at the first curve (in the
direction of travel) on the westbound diagonal on-ramp does meet the requirements-of
Section 202.5(3), “Restrictive Situations”, which states that for certain types of roadways,
including ramps, where curve radius and length and tangents between curves are short,
standard superelevation rates and/or transition lengths may not be attainable. In this case,
less than standard superelevation rates are justified, with the superelevation on the curve
providing a comfortable rate for the driver consistent with Figure 202.2.

Advisory Design Exceptions

e Superelevation Transitions per Section 202.5(1) requires that superelevation transitions
meet the requirements of Figure 202.5. The proposed superelevation transitions do meet
the requirements of Section 202.5(3), “Restrictive Situations”, which states that for
certain types of roadways, including ramps, where curve radius and length and tangents
between curves are short, standard superelevation rates and/or transition lengths may not
be attainable. In this case, the non-standard transition length shall be used, with the
maximum rate of change for cross slope to be 4% per 20 m, which was the approach used
herein.

e Side Slopes per Section 304.1(a) and (b) requires approval for slopes steeper than 1:4 due
to safety and erosion control concerns. Due to the height of the cut and fill slopes,
required due to the existing terrain, the profile of Route 50, and approved development
adjacent to the north side of the freeway, slopes steeper than 1:4 will be necessary.
Slopes will be constructed as flat as possible, but will approach 1:2 for fill slopes and
1:1.5 for cut slopes. Appropriate safety features, such as metal beam guard rail, will be
provided along with dikes and downdrains to properly channelize runoff from erodible
slopes. *

e Single Lane Ramps per Section 504.3(5) requires that if a single lane ramp exceeds 300
meters in length, an additional lane should be provided on the ramp to permit passing
maneuvers. The eastbound off-ramp will be constructed as a single lane ramp
approximately 508 meters long. Design year p.m. peak hour volume on this ramp is 920
vehicles. On the Empire Ranch Road overcrossing, only one northbound lane will be
constructed. Depending on future land use south of Route 50, there may be a need in the
future for a second lane and auxiliary lane on the off-ramp, and nothing in the current
configuration precludes the construction of an additional lane. The proposed interchange
design will accommodate the design year traffic volumes with an acceptable level of
service.
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e Design Speed Considerations per Section 504.2(4)(a) requires that decision sight distance
shown in Table 201.7 should be provided at freeway exits. Due to the existing crest
vertical curve on Route 50 just west of the proposed interchange location, standard
decision sight distance at the exit nose cannot be provided. Overhead sign structures, in
advance of the exit, will be provided to mitigate for the inadequate decision sight
distance.

e Metered Multi-Lane Entrance Ramps per Section 504.3(2)(b) requires a taper of 50:1
when dropping a lane beyond the metering line. The proposed lane drops at the loop on-
ramps are 30:1 in order to maximize storage lengths on the ramps. The proposed lane
drop is acceptable because the radius of the loop ramp does not allow traffic to attain
speeds to warrant a 50:1 taper.

Park and Ride Facilities:

There are no Park and Ride facilities proposed with this project. The Empire Ranch (Russell
Ranch) Specific Plan includes provisions for a park and ride lot to be constructed within or
adjacent to the proposed commercial development in the northeast quadrant of the interchange.

Utility and Other Owner Involvement:

The construction of the interchange will require the relocation of a number of overhead utilities.
The utility companies have been notified of the project and the required relocations are being
verified.

Railroad Involvement:

The project will not encroach onto rail right of way. No railroad involvement is anticipated for
this project.

Highway Planting/Erosion Control:

During the design of the interchange, appropriate water pollution control measures will be
determined and a temporary water pollution control plan will be developed. Highway planting
plans will be developed and implemented for a separate construction contract that will follow the
construction of the interchange, consistent with Caltrans policy. Excavated and embankment -
slopes will be as flat as practical, but will exceed the 1:4 standard. Dikes and gutters will be
included as appropriate to channelize water to storm drain inlets. Appropriate outlet control
measures will be implemented to minimize erosion and sediment transport.

Noise Barriers:

No noise barriers will be constructed as part of this project, but a sound wall has been
constructed by others in the northwest quadrant of the interchange as part of the construction of a

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 21 January 27, 2006
Draft Project Report



03-Sac-50 KP 35.5/37.2
DRAFT PROJECT REPORT 03-ED-50 KP 0.0/1.4
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA EA 03-1C9500

single family residential subdivision (Empire Ranch Village No. 63). The construction of this
sound wall was coordinated with this interchange project, and its design meets recommendations
as outlined in the noise technical study of the accompanying Environmental Document regarding
location and height of sound walls.

C. Alternatives Considered but Rejected

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange (Project Element 1)

Three interchange alternatives that were evaluated have been rejected and are not presented for
further review/approval. These alternatives are described as follows:

Alternative 2 represents a modified hybrid Type L-2/L-8 partial cloverleaf interchange. In
particular, the following are elements of the interchange:

» The overcrossing would be a two lane overcrossing similar to Alternative 1, with median
and outside shoulders, plus sidewalk/pedestrian access on the west side. Empire Ranch
Road would terminate in a dead-end on the south side of the freeway, without any break
in access control.

= Westbound ramps would be the same as in Alternative 1.

= Eastbound ramps would consist of a single lane loop off-ramp and two lane diagonal on-
ramp (one mixed flow plus one HOV bypass) merging to one lane prior to the Route 50
merge; the on-ramp would include ramp metering.

" As in alternative 1, the westbound ramp terminal intersection will be signalized; the
eastbound ramp terminal intersection will not be signalized.

Alternative 2 would include similar bike/pedestrian friendly ramp intersections, as in
Alternative 1, by providing more controlled movements at ramp terminal intersections.

As noted above, this alternative includes an eastbound loop off-ramp; these types of off-
ramps tend to have a much higher accident rate than diagonal off-ramps. Also, this
interchange design at this location will require that material be imported for the necessary
embankments. Consequently because of safety and cost considerations, this alternative was
rejected from further consideration. .

The estimated project capital costs (i.e. not including support costs) for Alternative 2 of
Project Element 1 are summarized as follows:

Roadway Items $14,567,000
Structure Items $4,851,000
Subtotal Construction $19,418,000
Right of Way Items $6,944,000
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $26,362,000
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Alternative 3 represents a modified hybrid Type L-7/L-8 partial cloverleaf interchange. In
particular, the following are €lements of the interchange:

= The overcrossing would be a two lane overcrossing similar to Alternative 1, with median
and outside shoulders, plus sidewalk/pedestrian access on the west side. Empire Ranch
Road would terminate in a dead-end on the south side of the freeway, without any break
in access control.

* Westbound ramps would include a diagonal off-ramp and a loop on-ramp (Type L-7
configuration).

= Eastbound ramps would consist of a single lane loop off-ramp and two lane diagonal on-
ramp (one mixed flow plus one HOV bypass) merging to one lane prior to the Route 50
merge; the on-ramp would include ramp metering.

*= As in alternative 1, the westbound ramp terminal intersection will be signalized; the
eastbound ramp terminal intersection will not be signalized.

Alternative 3 would include similar bike/pedestrian friendly ramp intérsections, as in
Alternative 1, by providing more controlled movements at ramp terminal intersections.

As noted above, this alternative includes an eastbound loop off-ramp; these types of off-
ramps tend to have a much higher accident rate than diagonal off-ramps. Also, this
interchange design at this location will require that material be imported for the necessary
embankments. Consequently because of safety and cost considerations, this alternative was
rejected from further consideration.

The estimated project capital costs (i.e. not including support costs) for Alternative 3 of
Project Element 1 are summarized as follows:

Roadway Items $15,075,000
Structure Items $4,851,000
Subtotal Construction $19,926,000
Right of Way Items $6,944,000
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $26,870,000

Alternative 4 represents a Type L-7 partial cloverleaf interchange. In particular, the
following are elements of the interchange:

* The overcrossing would be a two lane overcrossing similar to Alternative 1, with median
and outside shoulders, plus sidewalk/pedestrian access on the west side. Empire Ranch
Road would terminate in a dead-end on the south side of the freeway, without any break
in access control.

®= Westbound ramps include a diagonal off-ramp, plus a loop on-ramp (Type L-7
configuration). :

= Eastbound ramps would consist of a single lane diagonal off-ramp and two lane loop on-
ramp (one mixed flow plus one HOV bypass) merging to one lane prior to the Route 50
merge; the on-ramp would include ramp metering.
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* As in alternative 1, the westbound ramp terminal intersection will be signalized; the
eastbound ramp terminal intersection will not be signalized.

With the westbound loop on-ramp, all southbound to westbound traffic must make a left turn
from Empire Ranch Road to the loop on-ramp; this movement represents the majority of the
traffic in the a.m. peak hour, and would result in a lower level of service at the intersection of
Empire Ranch Road and the westbound interchange ramps than with Alternative 1.
Consequently this alternative was rejected.

The estimated project capital costs (i.e. not including support costs) for Alternative 4 of
Project Element 1 are summarized as follows:

Roadway Items $16,161,000
Structure Items $4,851,000
Subtotal Construction $21,012,000
Right of Way Items $6,800,000
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $27,812,000

Rbute 50 Mainline Improvements (Project Element 2)

One mainline improvement alternative that was evaluated has been rejected and is not presented
for further review/approval. This alternative is described as follows:

Alternative 1 for the extension of the truck climbing lane and the auxiliary lanes would be to
widen within the existing median, with a concrete median barrier, and to restripe the mainline to
shift the mixed flow and HOV lanes over one lane to the left (in the direction of travel). The
existing number 3 lane in each direction would become the auxiliary lanes. The recent HOV
project constructed the median shoulder structural section to traveled way thickness, so the
shoulder does not need to be replaced, but the cross slope of the median shoulder would need to
be corrected so that the entire section is sloped to the outside of the highway. Because the
widening of the mainline occurs within the existing median, no right of way acquisition would be
required with this alternative for Project Element 2. It should be noted that the new median
width with this alternative will be 6.6 m, which is less than the advisory standard of 10.8 m.

Caltrans considered that this alternative for mainline improvements, but rejected the alternative,
indicating that insufficient justification was available for the less than standard median width; in
addition, the median area should be reserved at this time.

The estimated project capital costs (i.e. not including support costs) for Alternative 1 of Project
Element 2 are summarized as follows:

Roadway Items $6,240,000
Structure Items $0
Subtotal Construction $6,240,000
Right of Way Items $0
TOTAL PROJECT ELEMENT COST $6,240,000
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6. Considerations Requiring Discussion
A. Hazardous Waste

Based on the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for the project, the rock formations at the
proposed interchange and the area east of the interchange proposed for mainline improvements
are not mapped as ultramafic rocks. It is reasonable to assume that serpentinitic material (NOA)
is not present within the interchange location. The project corridor to the east of the Bear
Mountains Fault and the fault zone itself is mapped as containing ultramafic rocks and therefore
could have serpentinite material (NOA).

The possible presence of asbestos will be confirmed during the Materials Report investigation,
and appropriate materials handling measures implemented to reduce potential for releases of
airborne asbestos, including the preparation of a health and safety plan, obtaining appropriate
permits from the local agencies, and wetting down the work area during excavation activities.

B. Value Analysis

No value analysis is required for this project, as the total cost within Caltrans right of way is less
than $25 million. However, the development of alternatives and subsequent alternatives analysis
considered implementation costs. In addition, alternative construction methods and materials will
be considered during the design phase.

C. Resource Conservation

The project has been designed to consider appropriate and judicious use of resources, described
as follows:

e The project earthwork will be nearly balanced, minimizing need for off-haul.
e AC pavement in existing shoulders will need to be replaced with traveled way sections,
but AC surfacing can be recycled and processed for reuse as aggregate base

D. Right of Way Issues

Right of way acquisition will be required for construction of this project. Final right of way
certification will be required prior to advertisement of the project. A detailed summary of right of
way impacts is included in the appendices to this report.

E. Environmental Issues

The City of Folsom is the state Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is Federal lead agency under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for
this project by the City of Folsom, pursuant to CEQA and an Environmental Assessment was
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prepared pursuant to NEPA. The combined EIR/EA has been prepared in accordance with
Caltrans environmental procedures, as well as State environmental regulations. The attached
EIR/EA is the appropriate document for this proposal. Some of the environmental impacts and
associated mitigations are summarized below:

- Loss of 0.11 hectare (0.27 acres) of jurisdictional waters which meet the Corps of Engineers
criteria for wetlands: Obtain permits from associated agencies, and provide replacement
habitat and/or mitigation as agreed.

- Construction noise and air quality impacts: Implement appropriate requirements in special
provisions for noise and dust control.

- Water Quality (construction phase and permanent): Implement Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for construction phase, and include appropriate best management
practices for drainage systems to minimize long-term impacts.

F. Air Quality Conformity

The project is included in the most recent 2025 Sacramento Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP) and the 2003/05 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). These
plans, including findings of air quality conformity, were approved by the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) board on July 18, 2002. Due to recent decisions by the courts
system and the EPA, the air quality conformity finding for the SACOG area has lapsed. As
SACOG staff works with federal agencies in evaluating future MTP and associated air quality,
this project will be included in their analyses. Expected timing for the conforming air quality
plan, including this project, is by Spring 2006.

G. Title VI consideration

There are minimal Title VI considerations with this project. The interchange has been designed
with HOV bypass lanes for on-ramps, allowing enhanced use for transit vehicles should a route
be added to the area. The interchange has been designed for more “friendly” use by pedestrians
and bicycles, specifically at ramp intersections, with compliance to current ADA standards,
should areas south of Route 50 be developed to attract such uses. There are no recreation uses,
shopping, schools, or hospitals in the project area.

7.  Other Considerations as Appropriate

e Public Hearing Process

It is recommended that the draft environmental document be released for public review, and
that a Public Hearing be scheduled.
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e Route Matters

Concurrent with environmental approvals, the California Transportation Commission (CTC)
must approve the break in access control for the interchange. A revised freeway agreement
will be required between Caltrans and the City of Folsom to address the new connection to
Route 50.

e Permits

Work within the northeast quadrant will impact approximately 0.27 acre of seasonal wetland.
Consequently, a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section
1600 permit from the California Department of Fish & Game may be required. A waiver or
certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board also will required.

A Notice of Construction (NOC) will need to be filed with Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) for grading activities exceeding 2.02 hectares (5 acres). A Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will also be required.

e Cooperative Agreements

A cooperative agreement between Caltrans and the City of Folsom will be required for
design and project development, as well as construction and maintenance of the Empire
» Ranch Road interchange.

e Transportation Management Plans (TMP)

The alternatives considered in this study cannot be constructed without some impact to traffic
during construction, primarily due to driver curiosity, and temporary transitions between
existing and new improvements. However, traffic impacts can be reduced with a well-
planned stage construction/traffic handling plan and aggressive public awareness during
construction. Temporary railing (Type K) will be used to separate construction zones from
traffic. Some work-period lane closures will be required (i.e. for removing delineation,
setting K-rail, pavement conforms, etc.) and would be performed during non-peak traffic
hours. Following is a general description of construction sequencing for the various project
elements:

Empire Ranch Road Interchange: The ramps can be constructed without impacting traffic.
Work on ramps near the mainline will need to be done during off peak hours with closures of
the outside shoulder and outside lanes. Erection and removal of falsework for the new
overcrossing will require rerouting of mainline traffic; median crossovers are suggested.

Outside Paving (west of El Dorado Hills Boulevard): Outside paving for accommodation of
eastbound truck climbing lane extension and westbound auxiliary lane can be accomplished

Route 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange page 27 January 27, 2006
Draft Project Report



03-Sac-50 KP 35.5/37.2
DRAFT PROJECT REPORT 03-ED-50 KP 0.0/1.4
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA EA 03-1C9500

with shoulder closures and setﬁng of K-rail. No lane closures or shifting of mainline will be
required.

Consistent with District policy and procedures, it is expected that design of the project,

especially staging and traffic control systems, would be coordinated closely with District

TMP coordinator. It is also anticipated that there will be a Construction Zone Enhanced

Enforcement Program (COZEEP) in place as part of traffic management during construction,
_ including setting and removal of K-rails.

e Stage Construction

Stage Construction and Traffic Handling plans are typically included within construction
documents to assure smooth traffic flow and continuous access during construction.
However, because there are no existing connections to Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road,
stage construction requirements will be minimal. It is expected that the contractor will
sequence operations based on earthwork balance. The “Order of Work” in the project special
provisions will require Project Element 2 (Auxiliary lanes between Empire Ranch Road and
El Dorado Hills Boulevard) be complete prior to opening of the interchange ramps to traffic.

e Graffiti Control

Graffiti control measures will be considered during the design phase. There will be minimal
visible walls within Caltrans right of way within the project limits; consequently, any graffiti
control efforts would be focused on sign structures.

8. Programming
A. Proposed Funding and Capital Support Resources

The project will be funded through a number of sources, and will be the subject of a
cooperative agreement between the State, the City of Folsom, and El Dorado County. The
interchange element will be funded through a combination of development fees (City of
Folsom), supplemented by STIP (RIP) funds. The extension of the eastbound truck climbing
lane, plus the construction of the westbound auxiliary lane between Empire Ranch Road and
El Dorado Hills Blvd, will be funded through a combination of El Dorado County
development fees and STIP (RIP) funds as available. The extension of HOV lanes east of El
Dorado Hills Boulevard, a separate project but integral to the operations of Route 50, will be
funded by El Dorado County development fees. At this time, no STIP (RIP) fees are
programmed for this project.
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B. Schedule:

Following is the anticipated schedule for completion of the Empire Ranch Road interchange
project, pending availability of funding.
Proposed Project Milestones:

Begin Project Report/Environmental Study 03/03
Draft Environmental Document Circulation 02/06
Final Project Approval and ED 09/06
Bridge Site Plans* 12/06
Bridge PS&E* 12/07
Roadway PS&E* 12/07
Right of Way Certification* 01/08
Advertise for Bid* 01/08
Complete Construction® 11/09

* indicates funding dependent milestones

9. Project Reviews

This project has been reviewed by John Rocconova, Headquarters Project Development
Coordinator. All comments have been incorporated in this report or otherwise addressed.
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10. Project Contacts
Questions regarding this Project Report may be directed to:

Caltrans Representatives:

Clark Peri, Project Manager (916) 274-0538
Christine Zdunkiewicz, Traffic Reviewer  (916) 274-0531
Lupe Jimenez, Environmental Reviewer (916) 274-0597
Eric Fredrickson, Structures Reviewer (916) 227-8916

Others:

Tom Garcia, Senior Engineer (916) 355-7377

Gail Furness de Pardo (916) 355-7248
City of Folsom

Russ Nygaard, Senior Engineer (530) 621-5935
County of El Dorado

Rob Himes, Project Manager (916) 381-9100

David Melis, Project Engineer

Kim Erickson, Environmental Manager

Lisa Pereira McClintock, Outreach Manager
Mark Thomas & Company, Inc.

Ron Milam, Project Manager (916) 773-1900
Jason Isaac, Project Engineer

Fehr & Peers Associates

Traffic Consultants
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Location Map

Project Geometrics

Alternatives Considered but Rejected

Advanced Planning Studies

Project Cost Estimates

Traffic Operations Report

Right of Way Data Sheet/Utility Information Sheet

Draft Environmental Impact Report (under separate cover)
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DRAFT PR COST ESTIMATE 01-23-06

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 03-Sac/ED-50
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code:
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: On Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road in the City of Folsom (near the Sacramento/El Dorado
County Line)

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new interchange on Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road
(Scope)

Alternative: Project Element 1 - Interchange Alternative 1 (Type L-2/Type L-7)

$17,130,000

’ ROADWAY ITEMS
STRUCTURE ITEMS $4,851,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $21,981,000
RIGHT OF WAY $6,800,000

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $28,781,000

Reviewed by
Program Manager

Approved by :f z p W 4_;}/" (916)-381-9100 a/ / 2/ / o6

Project Manager (Signature) * (Phone) ) (Date)

(Signature) (Date)
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DIST-CO-RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
I. ROADWAY ITEMS
Section 1 - Earthwork
Roadway Excavation 141,085 m’ $35.00 $4,937,975
Imported Borrow m $15.00 $0
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Develop Water Supply _ 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Stormwater Treatment BMP's 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m® $0
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m’ $0
Asphalt Concrete 7,618 mt $70.00 $533,260
* OpenGraded Asphalt Concrete ~880 mt~ " 7 $75.00 $66,000
$0
Aggregate Base 9223 m’ $45.00 $415,013
Aggregate Subbase m° $20.00 $0
Asphalt Treated Permeable Base m° $50.00 $0
Blanket & Edge Drains m $15.00 30
Edge Drain Outlet m $40.00 $0
Extend Box Culvert LS $0
Storm Drains 1 LS $793,000 $793,000
Small Drainage Facilities LS $0 $0
Project Drainage .
(X-drains, overside, etc.) 1 LS $222,200 $222,200
$0
Total Drainage _ $1,015,200

* Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.
Include (if available) T.l., R-Value, and date when tests were performed
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Retaining Walls
Soundwalls
Equipment/Animal Passes
Relocate Private Irrigation
Facilities
Landscaping/lrrigation
Erosion Control
Slope Protection
Barriers and Guardrails
Hazardous Waste Work
Environmental Mitigation
Minor Concrete (Curb, Gutter & Sidewalk)

Section § - Traffic ltems
Lighting

Traffic Signals

Permanent Signing & Striping
Traffic Control Systems
Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

m* $550.00 $0
m* $0
EA $0
m $0
HA $0
1,238,000 m® $1.50 $1,857,000
m* $0
1 LS $190,000 $190,000
LS $0
1 LS $100,000 $100,000
m3 $0

.. %0

Total Specialty ltems _ $2,147,000
1 LS $100,000 $100,000
1  EA $150,000 $150,000
1 LS $240,000 $240,000
1 LS $750,000 $750,000
1 LS $75,000 $75,000
2 EA $150,000 $300,000

Total Traffic fems $1,615,000

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $11,124,448
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- -RT
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor ltems (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $11,124,448 X 10% $1,112,445
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $1,112,445
Section 7 - Road Mobilizati
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $11,124,448
Minor Items $1,112,445 (5-10%)
Sum $12,236,892 X 10% $1,223,689
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $1,223,689
Section 8 - Road Additi
Supplemental . -
Subtotal Sections 1 - 5 $11,124,448
Minor Items $1,112,445 (5-10%)
Sum $12,236,892 X 10% $1,223,689
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $11,124,448
Minor Items $1,112,445
Sum $12,236,892 X 20% * $2,447,378
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $3,671,068
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS  $17,130,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
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DIST-CO -RTE
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3:1

EA: 1C9500
] PP No. : 0
Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS #1 #2 #3 #4 #5
Empire Ranch Rd
Bridge Name Overcrossing
Bridge No. {New)
CIP P/S
Structure Type Box Girder
Width (m) - out to out 18.74
Span Lengths (m) 98.0
Total Area (m®) 1,836.5

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per m®. $2,641.60

Including:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Bridge

Removal

Approach Slabs

Total Cost For Structure $4,851,000

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $4,851,000
Railroad Related Costs
TOTAL STRUCTURES [TEMS: $4,851,000
COMMENTS: Bridge removal and approach slabs cost have
contingencies included.
Estimate Prepared By: David E. Melis 0 (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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Ill. RIGHT OF WAY

DIST-CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:3.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. " Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Value Escalation . Escalated
(Future Use) Rate (%/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders $6,766,800 5.00% __$7,460,400
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $29,000 5.00% $32,000
Clearance / Demolition 5.00% $0
Relocation Assistance Program 5.00% ===+ $0-~-
Title and Escrow Fees $4.000 N/A $4,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY **  $6,800,000 TOTAL ESCALATED $7,496,400
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising: 2008
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Estimate prepared by: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet 6 of 6



DRAFT PR COST ESTIMATE 01-23-06

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 03-Sac/ED-50
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code:
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C98500

Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: On Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road in the City of Folsom to El Dorado Hills Blvd in
El Dorado County

Proposed Improvement: Construct Auxiliary Lanes by widening to the outside of Route 50 between Empire Ranch
(Scope) Road IC and El Dorado Hills Blvd IC

Alternative: Project Element 2 (Alternative 2) - Construct Auxiliary Lanes by widening to the outside of
Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road IC and El Dorado Hills Blvd IC.

ROADWAY ITEMS $7,797,000

STRUCTURE ITEMS $0

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $7,797,000

RIGHT OF WAY $703,000

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $8,500,000

Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
LS [] 3

Approved by Dﬁﬂ/ 7. W,,OA/ (916)-381-9100 ] / 3/ / o6
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

IST - -
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork
Roadway Excavation 25204 m’ $35.00 $885,290
Imported Borrow m° $15.00 $0
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Stormwater Treatment BMP's 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
- I *
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m’ $0
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m’ $0
Asphalt Concrete 17,194  mt $70.00 $1,203,580
"~ Rubbesized Asphalt Concrete " 660 “mt $75.00 "~ $49,500
$0
Aggregate Base 11,800 m° $45.00 $531,000
Aggregate Subbase m° $20.00 $0
Asphalt Treated Permeable Base m’ $50.00 $0
Blanket & Edge Drains m $15.00 $0
Edge Drain OQutlet m $40.00 $0
i Total Structural Section $1,784,080
Section 3 - Drai
Extend Box Culvert LS $0
Storm Drains 1 LS $383,000 $383,000
Small Drainage Facilities LS $0 $0
Project Drainage
- (X-drains, overside, etc.) 1 LS $107,300 $107,300
$0
Total Drainage $490,300

* Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.
Include (if available) T.I., R-Value, and date when tests were performed

Sheet: 2 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Secti - Specialty |
Retaining Walls
Soundwalls
Equipment/Animal Passes
Relocate Private Irrigation
Facilities
Landscaping/Irrigation
Erosion Control
Siope Protection
Barriers and Guardrails
Hazardous Waste Work
Environmental Mitigation
Minor Concrete (Curb, Gutter & Sidewalk)

I = 1
Lighting
Traffic Signals
Permanent Signing & Striping
Traffic Control Systems
Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

m* $550.00 $0
m* $0
EA $0
m $0
HA $0
21,000 m° $1.50 $31,500
m< %0
1 LS $92,000 $92,000
LS $0
LS $0
m3 $0

; . $0. N

Total Specialty ltems $123,500
1 LS. $600,000 $600,000
EA $0
1 LS $445,000 $445,000
1 LS $300,000 $300,000
1 LS $40,000 $40,000
EA $0

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5:  $5,063,170

Sheet: 3 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST -CO-RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor Items (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $5,063,170 X ' 10% $506,317
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $506,317
Section 7 - Road Mobilizati
Subtotal Sections 1 - 5 $5,063,170
Minor tems $506,317 (5-10%) _
Sum $5,569,487 X 10% $556,949
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $556,949
- \' ifi
Supplemental : B Sl -
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 _ 85,083,170
Minor ltems $506,317 (5-10%)
Sum $5,569,487 X 10% $556,949
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $5,063,170
Minor ltems $506,317
Sum $5,569,487 X 20% * $1,113,897

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $1,670,846

TOTAL ROADWAY. ITEMS $7,797,000

(Total of Sections 1 - 8)

Estimate
Prepared By: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
Sheet: 4 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS #1 #2 #3 #4 #5

Bridge Name
Bridge No.

Structure Type

Width (m) - out to out

Span Lengths (m)

Total Area (m?)

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per m%.
cluding:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Bridge
Removal

Approach Slabs

Total Cost For Structure

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $0

Railroad Related Costs

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS: $0

COMMENTS: Bridge removal and approach slabs cost have
contingencies included.

Estimate Prepared By: David E. Melis 0 (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 5 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

lil. RIGHT OF WAY

IST - -RT
03-Sac/ED-50

KP:3.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Value Escalation Escalated
(Future Use) Rate (%/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders $549,600 5.00% $605,900
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $146,000 5.00% $161,000
Clearance / Demolition 5.00% $0
Relocation Assistance Program 5.00% $0
Title and Escrow Fees $7,000 N/A $7,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** $703,000 TOTAL ESCALATED $774,000
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising: 2008
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Estimate prepared by: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet 6 of 6



DRAFT PR COST ESTIMATE 01-23-06

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 03-Sac/ED-50
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code:
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500

Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: On Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road in the City of Folsom (near the Sacramento/El Dorado
County Line)

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new interchange on Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road
(Scope)

Alternative: Project Element 1 - Interchange Alternative 2 (Type L-2/Type L-8)

ROADWAY ITEMS $14,567,000

STRUCTURE ITEMS $4,851,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $19,418,000
RIGHT OF WAY $6,944,000

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $26,362,000

Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
« A |
Approved by mlj %- W (916)-381-9100 0l /3{/06
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : -0

1. ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork

" Roadway Excavation 221500 m* . $35.00 $775,250
Imported Borrow 185,360 m° $15.00 $2,780,400
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Stormwater Treatment BMP's 1 LS $300,000 $300,000

Total Earthwork  $3,950,650

PCC Pavement ( Depth) m $0
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m° $0
Asphalt Concrete 8,170 mt $70.00 $571,900

- Open Graded Asphalt Concrete TTTTOR3 T mt T $75.00° - $71,475

$0

Aggregate Base 9,680 m $45.00 $435,600
Aggregate Subbase m® $20.00 $0
Asphalt Treated Permeable Base m’ $50.00 $0

- Blanket & Edge Drains m $15.00 $0
Edge Drain Outlet m $40.00 $0

Total Structural Section  $1,078,975

Section 3 - Drai
Extend Box Culvert LS $0
Storm Drains ' 1 LS $629,000 $629,000
Small Drainage Facilities LS $0 30
Project Drainage
(X-drains, overside, eic.) _ 1 LS $377,222 $377,222

$0

Total Drainage  $1,006,222

* Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.
Include (if available) T.I., R-Value, and date when tests were performed
Sheet: 2 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Retaining Walls
Soundwalls
Equipment/Animal Passes
Relocate Private Irrigation
Facilities
Landscaping/Irrigation
Erosion Control
Slope Protection
Barriers and Guardrails
Hazardous Waste Work
Environmental Mitigation
Minor Concrete (Curb, Gutter & Sidewalk)

el

Section § - Traffic lfems -
Lighting

Traffic Signals

Permanent Signing & Striping
Traffic Control Systems
Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

-CO-RT
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA:
PP No. :

1C8500
0

$0

m* $550.00
m° $0
EA $0
m 30
HA $0
1,238,000 m° $1.50 $1,857,000
m* . $0
1 LS $151,000 $151,000
LS $0
1 LS $100,000 $100,000
m3 $0

$0.
Total Specialty ltems _ $2,108,000
1. LS $100,000 $100,000
1 EA $150,000 $150,000
1 LS $240,000 $240,000
1 LS $750,000 $750,000
1 LS $75,000 $75,000
EA $0
Total Traffic ltems — $1,315,000 _

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $9,458,847

Sheet: 3 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO-RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor Items (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $9,458,847 X 10% $945,885
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $945,885

Section 7 - Road Mobilizati
Subtotal Sections 1 - 5 $9,458,847
Minor ltems $945,885 (5-10%)

Sum $10,404,732 X 10% $1,040,473

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $1,040,473

Sesiion 8= Rrad Addii
Supplemental © s e
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $9,458,847
Minor ltems $945,885 (5-10%)
Sum $10,404,732 X 10% $1,040,473
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 - 5 $9,458,847
Minor ltems $945,885
Sum $10,404,732 X 20% * $2,080,946
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $3,121,420
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS  $14,567,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: David E. Melis {916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
Sheet: 4 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
- ' PP No. : 0
Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS #1 #2 #3 #4 #5
Empire Ranch Rd
Bridge Name Overcrossing
Bridge No. (New)
CIP P/S

Structure Type Box Girder
Width (m) - out to out 18.74
Span Lengths (m) 98.0
Total Area (m®) 1,836.5
Footing Type (pile/spread)
Cost per m°. $2,641.60

cluding:

Mobilization: 10%

Contifigency: 25%
Bridge
Removal
Approach Slabs
Total Cost For Structure $4,851,351

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $4,851,351
Railroad Related Costs
TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS: $4,851,000
COMMENTS: Bridge removal and approach slabs cost have
contingencies included.
Estimate Prepared By: David E. Melis 0 (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 5 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ill. RIGHT OF WAY

- -RT
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:3.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility refocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Value Escalation Escalated
(Future Use) Rate (%/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders $6,910,800 5.00% $7,619,200
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $29,000 5.00% $32,000
Clearance / Demolition 5.00% $0
- Relocation Assistance Program 5.00% == $0=
Title and Escrow Fees $4,000 N/A $4,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY **  $6,944,000 TOTAL ESCALATED  $7,655,200
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising: 2008
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Estimate prepared by: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet 6 of 6



DRAFT PR COST ESTIMATE 01-23-06

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 03-Sac/ED-50
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code:
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500

Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: On Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road in the City of Folsom (near the Sacramento/El Dorado
County Line)

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new interchange on Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road
(Scope)

Alternative: Project Element 1 - Interchange Alternative 3 (Type L-7/Type L-8)

ROADWAY ITEMS $15,075,000

STRUCTURE ITEMS $4,851,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $19,926,000
RIGHT OF WAY $6,944,000

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $26,870,000

Reviewed by

Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
a :
~ Approved by L(_)Anﬂ 7 71/(‘,(’@/— (916)-381-9100 o/ / 2 // oC
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) ) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

1. ROADWAY ITEMS
Quanfity ~ Unit ~ UnitCost  Section Cost

Section 1 - Earthwork ;
Roadway Excavation 12,860 m’ $35.00 $450,100
Imported Borrow 233,760 m° $15.00 $3,506,400
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Stormwater Treatment BMP's 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Total Earthwork  $4,351,500
- r *
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m’ $0
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m° $0
Asphalt Concrete 8,555 mt $70.00 $598,850
~—Open Graded Asphalt Concrete © 11,0100 mit” - $75.00 - §75,750
$0
Aggregate Base 10,000 m’ $45.00 $450,000
Aggregate Subbase m® $20.00 $0
Asphalt Treated Permeabie Base m° $50.00 $0
Blanket & Edge Drains m $15.00 $0
Edge Drain Outlet m $40.00 $0

Tofal Structural Secfion $1,124,600

Setion 3.« Drain
Extend Box Culvert LS $0
Storm Drains 1 LS  $685,000 $685,000
Small Drainage Facilities LS $0 $0
Project Drainage

(X-drains, overside, etc.) 1 LS $191,700 $191,700

$0

Total Drainage ___$676,700 _

* Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.
include (if available) T.l., R-Value, and date when tests were performed
Sheet: 2 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Retaining Walls
Soundwalls
Equipment/Animal Passes
Relocate Private Irrigation
Facilities
Landscaping/lrrigation
Erosion Control
Slope Protection’
Barriers and Guardrails
Hazardous Waste Work
Environmental Mitigation
Minor Concrete (Curb, Gutter & Sidewalk)

Section 5 - Traffic ltems
Lighting

Traffic Signals

Permanent Signing & Striping
Traffic Control Systems
Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

DIST-CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

m* $550.00 $0

m* $0

EA %0

m $0

HA $0
1,238,000 m* $1.50 $1,857,000
m* $0

1 LS $164,000 $164,000
LS $0

1 LS $100,000 $100,000
m3 $0

i a0 maae i
Total Specialty ltems  $2,121,000

1 LS $100,000 $100,000
1 EA $150,000 $150,000
1 LS $240,000 $240,000
1 LS $750,000 $750,000
1 LS $75,000 $75,000
EA $0

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5:  §9,788,800

Sheef: 3 6f 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST -ESTIMATE SUMMARY

IST - CO -
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No.: 0
Section 6 - Minor Items (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $9,788,800 X 10% $978,880
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $978,880
i - ili
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $9,788,800
Minor ltems $978,880 (5-10%)
Sum $10,767,680 X 10% $1,076,768

TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $1,076,768

Supplerental .
Sub:ial Sections 1 - 5 $9,788,800
Minor items $978,880 (5-10%)
Sum $10,767,680 X 10% $1,076,768
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $9,788,800
Minor ltems $978,880
Sum $10,767,680 X 20% * $2,153,536
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $3,230,304
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS  $15,075,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06

(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
Sheet: 4 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST -CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS #1 #2 #3 #4 #5
Empire Ranch Rd

Bridge Name Overcrossing
Bridge No. (New)

CIP P/S
Structure Type Box Girder
Width (m) - out to out 18.74
Span Lengths (m) 98.0
Total Area (m*) 1,836.5

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Cost per m>. $2,641.60

ncluding:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Bridge

Removal

Approach Slabs

Total Cost For Structure $4,851,351

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $4,851,351
Railroad Related Costs
TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS: $4,851,000
COMMENTS: Bridge removal and approach slabs cost have
contingencies included.
Estimate Prepared By: David E. Melis 0 (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
' (Print Name) (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 5 of 8



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - -
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:5.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

lil. RIGHT OF WAY

EA:  1C9500

PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Value Escalation Escalated
(Future Use) Rate (%!/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders $6,910,800 5.00% $7,619,200
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $29,000 5.00% $32,000
Clearance / Demolition 5.00% $0
Relocation Assistance Program 5:00% $0
Titie and Escrow Fees $4,000 N/A $4,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** . $6,944,000 TOTAL ESCALATED  $7,655,200
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising: 2008
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Estimate prepared by: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet 6 of 6



DRAFT PR COST ESTIMATE 01-23-06

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 03-Sac/ED-50
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): PR
Program Code:
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: On Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road in the City of Folsom (near the Sacramento/El Dorado
County Line)

Proposed Improvement: This project proposes to construct a new interchange on Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road
(Scope)

Alternative: Project Element 1 - Interchange Alternative 4 (Type L-7)

ROADWAY [TEMS $16,161,000

STRUCTURE ITEMS $4,851,000
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $21,012,000
RIGHT OF WAY $6,800,000
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $27,812,000
Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
Approved by &ﬂnﬂ é M./Q (916)-381-9100 0 [/ ?I/Dé
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO -RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

l. ROADWAY ITEMS
Quantity  Unit  Unit Cost Section Cost

Secfion 1 - Earthwork
Roadway Excavation 131,815 m° $35.00 $4,613,525
Imported Borrow m’ $15.00 $0
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Stormwater Treatment BMP's 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Total Earthwork ~ $5,008,525
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m’ - $0
PCC Pavement ( Depth) m° $0
Asphalt Concrete 8,005 mt $70.00 $560,350
Open Graded Asphalt Concrete 935 mt " $75.00 . $70,125
$0
Aggregate Base 9,545 m’ $45.00 $429,525
Aggregate Subbase m’ $20.00 $0
Asphalt Treated Permeable Base m° $50.00 $0
Blanket & Edge Drains m $15.00 $0
Edge Drain QOutlet m $40.00 $0

Section 3 - Drainage

Extend Box Culvert LS $0
Storm Drains 1 LS $759,000 $759,000
Small Drainage Facilities LS $0 $0
Project Drainage

(X-drains, overside, etc.) 1 LS $212,400 $212,400

$0

Total Drainage  $971,400

* Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.
Include (if available) T.I., R-Value, and date when tests were performed
Sheet: 2 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Retaining Walls
Soundwalls
Equipment/Animal Passes
Relocate Private Irrigation
Facilities
Landscaping/Irrigation
Erosion Control
Slope Protection
Barriers and Guardrails
Hazardous Waste Work
Environmental Mitigation
Minor Concrete (Curb, Gutter & Sidewalk)

- _Lrami
Lighting
Traffic Signals
Permanent Signing & Striping
Traffic Control Systems
Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500

PP No. : 0
m’ $550.00 $0
m* $0
EA $0
m $0
HA $0
1,238,000 m° $1.50 $1,857,000
m* $0
1 LS $182,000 $182,000
LS $0
1 LS $100,000 $100,000
m3 $0
e _ o T
Total Specialty ltems  $2,139,000
1 LS $100,000 $100,000
1 EA $150,000 $150,000
1 LS $240,000 $240,000
1 LS $750,000 $750,000
1 LS $75,000 $75,000
EA $0
Total Traffic Items  $1,315,000

. SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1 - 5: $10,493,925
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST-CO-RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No.: 0
Section 6 - Minor Items (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $10,493,925 X 10% $1,049,393
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $1,049,393
- ilization
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $10,493,925
Minor ltems $1,049,393 (5-10%)
Sum $11,543,318 X 10% $1,154,332
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $1,154,332
Section 8 - Road Additi
Supplemental .
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $10,493,925
Minor Items $1,049,393 (5-10%)
Sum $11,543,318 X 10% $1,154,332
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $10,493,925
Minor Items $1,049,393
Sum $11,543,318 X 20% * $2,308,664
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS = $3,462,995
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS  $16,161,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500

PP No. : 0
Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS #1 ' #2 #3 #4 #5
Empire Ranch Rd
Bridge Name Overcrossing
Bridge No. {(New)
CIP P/S

Structure Type ' Box Girder
Width (m) - out to out 18.74
Span Lengths (m) 98.0
Total Area (m?) 1,836.5
Footing Type (pile/spread)

_Cost per m>. $2,641.60

sluding:
Mobilization: 10%
" “Contingency: =5%
Bridge
Removal
Approach Slabs
Total Cost For Structure $4,851,000
SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $4,851,000
Railroad Related Costs
TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS: $4,851,000
COMMENTS: Bridge removal and approach slabs cost have
contingencies included.
Estimate Prepared By: David E. Melis 0 (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ill. RIGHT OF WAY

DIST -CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:3.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Value Escalation Escalated
(Future Use) Rate (%/yr) Value *
Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders $6,766,800 5.00% $7,460,400
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $29,000 5.00% $32,000
Clearance / Demolition 5.00% $0
- Relocation Assistance Program 5.00% $0
Title and Escrow Fees $4,000 N/A $4,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY **  $6,800,000 TOTAL ESCALATED  $7,496,400
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising: 2008
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Estimate prepared by: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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DRAFT PR COST ESTIMATE 01-23-06

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE 03-Sac/ED-50
Type of Estimate (Pre-PSR,
PSR, PR, etc.): . PR
Program Code:
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500

Project Description: PP No. :

Limits: On Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road in the City of Folsom to El Dorado Hills Blvd in
El Dorado County

Proposed Improvement: Construct Auxiliary Lanes by widening to the outside of Route 50 between Empire Ranch
(Scope) Road IC and El Dorado Hills Bivd IC

Alternative: Project Element 2 (Alternative 1) - Construct Auxiliary Lanes by widening to the inside of
Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road IC and El Dorado Hills Blvd IC.

ROADWAY ITEMS $6,240,000

STRUCTURE ITEMS $0
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $6,240,000
RIGHT OF WAY 30
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE COST $6,240,000
Reviewed by
Program Manager (Signature) (Date)
- L]
Approved by W T, Wuﬂ/’ (916)-381-9100 4 1/5/ / di
Project Manager (Signature) (Phone) (Date)

Sheet: 1 of 6



PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO-RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0

I ROADWAY ITEMS

Section 1 - Earthwork
Roadway Excavation 15855 m° $35.00 $554,925
Imported Borrow m° $15.00 $0
Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $75,000 $75,000
Develop Water Supply 1 LS $20,000 $20,000
Stormwater Treatment BMP's 1 LS $300,000 $300,000
Total Earthwork  $949,925
i = L
PCC Pavement (____ Depth) m’ $0
PCC Pavement (_____ Depth) m’ $0
Asphalt Concrete 9,775 mt $70.00 $684,250
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete 660" mt “$75.00 $49,500
$0
Aggregate Base 11,800 m° $45.00 $531,000
Aggregate Subbase m° $20.00 $0
Asphalt Treated Permeable Base m’ $50.00 $0
Blanket & Edge Drains m $15.00 $0
Edge Drain Outlet m $40.00 $0
Section 3 - Drainage
Extend Box Culvert LS $0
Storm Drains 1 LS $277,000 $277,000
Small Drainage Facilities LS $0 $0
Project Drainage
(X-drains, overside, etc.) 1 LS $77,500 $77,500

$0

Tofal Drainage___$354,500_

* Attach sketch showing typical structural section elements of the roadway.

include (if available) T.I., R-Value, and date when tests were performed
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Section 4 - Specialty It
Retaining Walls
Soundwalls
Equipment/Animal Passes
Relocate Private Irrigation
Facilities
Landscaping/Irrigation
Erosion Control
Slope Protection
Barriers and Guardrails
Hazardous Waste Work
Environmental Mitigation
Minor Concrete (Curb, Gutter & Sidewalk)

Section S - Traffic Items
Lighting

Traffic Signals

Permanent Signing & Striping
Traffic Control Systems
Traffic Management Plan
Ramp Metering

IST - -
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No.: 0
m* $550.00 $0
m* $0
EA $0
m $0
HA $0
21,000 m° $1.50 $31,500
m* $0
1 LS $66,000 $66,000
LS $0
LS $0
m3 - $0
o DO e e s
Total Specialty ltems $97,500
1 LS $600,000 $600,000
EA $0
1 LS $445,000 $445,000
1 LS $300,000 $300,000
1 LS $40,000 $40,000
EA $0
Total Traffic ltems _ $1,385,000

SUBTOTAL SECTIONS 1- 5: $4,051,675
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
Section 6 - Minor Iltems (5-10%)
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $4,051,675 X 10% $405,168
TOTAL MINOR ITEMS: $405,168
Section 7 - Roadway Mobilization
Subtotal Sections 1 - 5 $4,051,675
Minor ltems $405,168 (5-10%)
Sum $4,456,843 X 10% $445,684
TOTAL ROADWAY MOBILIZATION $445,684
Section 8 - Roadway Additions
__Supplemental , W
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $4,051,675
Minor ltems $405,168 (5-10%)
Sum $4,456,843 X 10% $445,684
Contingencies
Subtotal Sections 1 -5 $4,051,675
Minor items $405,168
Sum $4,456,843 X 20% * $891,369
TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS $1,337,053
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $6,240,000
(Total of Sections 1 - 8)
Estimate
Prepared By: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
- (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)

* Use 25% at the PSR stage or a higher or lower rate if justified.
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

DIST - -RTE
03-Sac/ED-50

KP: 36.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1

EA: 1C9500
PP No. : 0
Il. STRUCTURES ITEMS #1 #2 #3 #4 #5
Bridge Name
Bridge No.
Structure Type

Width (m) - out to out

Span Lengths (m)

Total Area (m“)

Footing Type (pile/spread)

~ost per m-.

cluding:
Mobilization: 10%
Contingency: 25%

Bridge

Removal

Approach Slabs

Total Cost For Structure

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $0
Railroad Related Costs
TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS: 30
COMMENTS: Bridge removal and approach slabs cost have
contingencies included.
Estimate Prepared By: David E. Melis 0 (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

lll. RIGHT OF WAY

DIST-CO - RTE
03-Sac/ED-50
KP:3.1/37.2, 0.0/3.1
EA:  1C9500
PP No. : 0

Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of
acquisition. Assume acquisition including utility relocation occurs at the right of way certification milestone as shown in the
Funding and Scheduling Section of the report. For further guidance see Chapter 1, Caltrans Right of Way Procedural Handbook.

Current Value

(Future Use)

Acquisition, including excess lands
and damages to remainders

Utility Relocation (Project Cost)

Clearance / Demolition

- - Relocatizn Assistance Program

Title and Escrow Fees

Escalation Escalated
Rate (%/yr) Value *
5.00% $0
5.00% $0
5.00% $0
5.00% -~ $0
N/A $0

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORK

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ** $0 TOTAL ESCALATED $0
(CURRENT VALUE) RIGHT OF WAY
* - Escalated to assumed year of advertising: 2008
** - Current total value for use on sheet 1 of 6
Estimate prepared by: David E. Melis (916)-381-9100 31-Jan-06
(Print Name) (Phone) (Date)
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TRAFFIC REPORT

FOR THE EMPIRE RANCH ROAD/ROUTE 50 INTERCHANGE
PROJECT REPORT

This report was prepared under my direction and responsible charge. I attest to the technical information
contained herein and have judged the qualification of any technical specialists providing engineering data
upon which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are based.

N/ u(/ Y tf/f'/
Alan Telford, P.E. MDate

Registered Professional Engmecr
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.
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Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to describe the traffic operations analysis for the proposed Route 50 /Empire
Ranch Road Interchange Project Report (PR). This project would construct a new interchange on Route
50 in the City of Folsom located between the East Bidwell Street/Scott Road interchange and the El
Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange near the border between Folsom and El Dorado County. The new
interchange would provide access to Empire Ranch Road, a new north-south arterial roadway that is
planned to serve the eastern portion of Folsom and connect to Sophia Parkway in El Dorado County. The
objective of this project is to improve accessibility to planned development in eastern Folsom and western

El Dorado Hills and to reduce congestion at existing Route 50 interchanges in both jurisdictions.

The traffic operations analyses contained in this report include components of the freeway system and local
arterial system that would be affected by the Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 interchange. The study area
shown in Figure 1 includes Route 50 from East Bidwell Street/Scott Road to the future Silva Valley

Parkway interchange. The remainder of this report contains the following chapters.

° Chapter 2 — Traffic Operations Analysis Methodology
J Chapter 3 — Existing Conditions

° Chapter 4 — Project Description

° Chapter 5 — 2006 Operations Analysis

° Chapter 6 — 2026 Operations Analysis

° Chapter 7 — Regional Circulation Issues

Chapter 2 describes the methodology used to develop traffic volume forecasts and analyze freeway and
local arterial traffic operations. Chapter 3 presents the existing traffic operations in the study area.
Chapter 4 describes the No Build alternative and the four proposed build alternatives. Chapters 5 and 6
present the results of the traffic operations analysis under construction year (2006) and design year (2026)

conditions, respectively. Chapter 7 describes the regional circulation issues within the study area.

April 28, 2004 Page 1
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Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report

2. TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Prior to analyzing traffic operations for the various arterial and freeway facilities, the scope of work and
methodologies for developing traffic volume forecasts and conducting traffic operations analysis were
reviewed by the Project Development Team (PDT), which consisted of representatives from Caltrans, El
Dorado County, the City of Folsom, Sacramento County, and Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. The methodology
used to forecast future travel demand is described below followed by the methodologies used for the traffic

operations analysis.

2.1 TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECASTS

The traffic volume forecasts were generated using a modified version of the 2002 version of the 2025
SACMET model that is maintained by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). This is
the latest approved version of the model. The modifications to the model included land use updates to
reflect recently approved projects and roadway network refinements to be consistent with Tier 1 roadway
improvements contained in the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). A summary of the key

modifications is provided below.

e Split Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) — SACMET TAZs in the vicinity of the project area were

split where necessary to increase the level of land use detail in the study area.

e Adijust Base Year Land Use — The SACMET Base Year land uses were modified based on a
review of a detailed aerial photograph and field visits.

e Modify Roadway Networks — The SACMET roadway network was modified to include the

proposed project, to match the existing and planned roadway alignments, and to maintain

consistency with Tier 1 roadway improvements contained in the MTP.

After making these modifications, 2025 a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volume forecasts were generated
and adjusted to account for model error. A technical memorandum (see Appendix A) presenting the
preliminary travel demand forecasts based on the roadway network and land use modifications for 2025
was submitted to the PDT for review. PDT comments are reflected in the final forecasts contained in this

report and used in the traffic operations analysis.

April 28, 2004 Page 3



Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report

Since the design year for this project is 2026, the 2025 forecasts were factored up to account for an extra
year of growth. Ramp volumes were increased by four percent and the mainline Route 50 volumes were
increased by two percent. These growth factors are based on the overall projected growth rates between
2002 and 2025 for the study area. A final adjustment to the 2026 forecasts was made by Caltrans after
reviewing the projected traffic loadings between the El Dorado Hills Boulevard, Empire Ranch Road, and
East Bidwell Street interchanges. At the request of Caltrans, somé peak hour traffic was shifted from the
adjacent interchanges to the Empire Ranch Road interchange to provide a more reasonable balance of
traffic loading among the interchanges. This type of refinement is often required when using a regional
travel demand model to develop local area traffic forecasts, and as a sensitivity analysis to “test” certain

movements.

Construction year (2006) peak hour forecasts were developed by applying a linear growth rate between
existing and 2025 conditions. An average annual growth rate of two percent was used for all locations
except for the Route 50 westbound on-ramp at El Dorado Hills Boulevard during the a.m. peak hour. For
this location, it was assumed that the existing bottleneck on Route 50 at the on-ramp discourages some
travelers from using the on-ramp during the a.m. peak hour. The planned elimination of this bottleneck as
part of the El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange reconstruction (Phase 1 improvements are assumed to
be completed by 2006) is likely to cause an increase in peak hour trips in addition to new trips from
population and employment growth. These induced trips would occur from travelers adjusting their
departure times, diverting from an altemative route, or shifting from another mode. Therefore, 30 percent
of the traffic growth anticipated between existing and 2025 conditions was assumed to occur by 2006
although only 15 percent of the time has passed. For the planned facilities such as Empire Ranch Road
and Iron Point Road, where the interpolation methodology was not applicable, the 2006 traffic forecasts
were developed by factoring the 2026 forecasts after reviewing existing traffic counts and 2005 traffic
forecasts developed using the regional SACMET model.

The construction year peak hour traffic forecasts were developed assuming that Iron Point Road would
extend to the county line but would not connect to Saratoga Way by 2006. However, the construction year
analysis includes traffic conditions both with and without a connection between Iron Point Road and

Saratoga Way to compare the distribution of traffic between these two scenarios.
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2.2 ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY AND KEY ASSUMPTIONS

A traffic operations analysis was completed for the freeway mainline, freeway ramp junctions, ramp

terminal intersections, and ramp metering. Analysis methodologies and key assumptions are listed below.

Analysis Methodology

All operations analyses were conducted using procedures and methodologies contained in
the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000), Transportation Research Board, 2000.
Freeway mainline segments were analyzed using the LOS thresholds contained in the El
Dorado County General Plan. These LOS thresholds are based on the methodologies
contained in the HCM 2000.

Freeway ramp junctions were analyzed using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS), which
applies the HCM 2000 procedures.

Signalized intersections were analyzed using Synchro 5.0. Synchro’s calculation of
intersection delay is consistent with the procedures described in the HCM 2000.
Unsignalized ramp terminal intersections were analyzed using Traffix 7.5 with the HCM
2000 methodology included.

Ramp metering was analyzed using the methodologies contained in Highway Design
Manual, Caltrans, 2001.

The operations analysis does not quantitatively consider the system-wide operational effects
on Route 50 and the connecting arterial system because a traffic simulation model was not
used. However, the report qualitatively describes the locations where potential operational

problems occur due to system-wide effects.

Key Assumptions

A Peak Hour Factor (PHF) of 0.90 was used for freeway mainline, ramps and local
roadways.

A peak hour truck percentage of 4 percent for freeway mainline and ramps and 2 percent for
local roadways were used for both peak hours.

A free flow speed of 70 mph was used for the freeway mainline and 35 mph for the ramps.
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The intersection saturation flow rate was assumed to be 1,900 passenger cars per hour per
lane.

The percentage of high occupancy vehicles (HOV’s) for the on-ramp traffic was assumed to
be 14 percent, a typical value for commuter traffic.

The HCM 2000 methodology for freeway operations analysis does not account for High
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. Therefore, this study reduced mainline volumes by the
projected utilization percentages described below and excluded the HOV lanes from the
ramp junction technical calculations. For eastbound Route 50 under 2026 conditions, HOV
traffic was assumed to be 16 percent.and 22 percent in the am. and p:m. peak hours,
respectively, per direction from Caltrans. For westbound Route 50, HOV traffic was
assumed to be 23 percent and 16 percent in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. The
HOV percentages for 2006 conditions were developed by interpolating between the existing
HOV traffic counts and 2026 HOV traffic forecasts.

The ramp metering queuing calculations were based on 15-minute interval traffic counts
collected during the two-hour peak periods (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.).

A vehicle length of 9 meters (29.5 feet, the distance from the front of one vehicle to the
front of the next vehicle) was used to determine the ramp metering queue lengths.

Ramp metering rates were set to the practical lower and upper limits of 240 and 1,000
vehicles per hour per lane, respectively.

Ramp meters were assumed to operate during the entire two-hour a.m. and p.m. peak hour

analysis periods.

The analysis methodology described above was used to measure a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic operations

for the study intersections and Route 50. The analysis results include a descriptive term known as level of

service (LOS). LOS is a measure of traffic operating conditions, which varies from LOS A (the best) to
LOS F (the worst). Tables 1 through 3 describe the LOS criteria from the HCM 2000 for signalized

intersections, unsignalized intersections, and freeway ramp junctions, respectively.
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TABLE 1
S1GNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA

a major traffic stream.

Average Control Delay
LOS Description (seconds/vehicle)
A Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression and/or <10
short cycle length. -
B Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or short cycle 510 to0 20
lengths.
Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or longer
Cc . . . >20t035
cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear.
Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable progression,
D long cycle lengths, or high volume-to-capacity ratios. Many vehicles stop and >35t055
individual cycle failures are noticeable.
Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long cycle
E lengths, and high volume-to-capacity ratios. Individual cycle failures are >551t080
frequent occurrences. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.
F Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to over > 80
saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000)
TABLE 2
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA
Average Control Delay
LOS Description (seconds/vehicle)
A Little or no conflicting traffic. <10
B The approach begins to notice absence of available gaps. >10to 15
c The approach begins experiencing delay for available gaps. >151025
D The approach experiences queuing due to a reduction in available gaps. >25t035
E Extensive queuing due to insufficient gaps. >351050
F Insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow traffic demand to cross safely through 50

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000)
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TABLE 3
FREEWAY RAMP MERGE AND RAMP DIVERGE LOS CRITERIA
LOS Description Density’
A Free-flow speeds prevail. Vehicles are almost completely unimpeded in their ability <10
to maneuver within the traffic stream. -
B Free-flow speeds are maintained. The ability to maneuver with the traffic stream is >10to 20

only slightly restricted.

Flow with speeds at or near free-flow speeds. Freedom to maneuver within the
C traffic stream is noticeably restricted, and lane changes require more care and >201t0 28
vigilance on the part of the driver.

Speeds decline slightly with increasing flows. Freedom to maneuver with the traffic
D stream is imore noticeably limited, and the driver experiences reduced physical and >281t035
psychological comfort.

Operation at capacity. There are virtually no usable gaps within the traffic stream,
E leaving little room to maneuver. Any disruption can be expected to produce a >35t043
breakdown with queuing.

F >43

Represents a breakdown in flow.

Notes:
(1) Density in passenger cars per mile per lane.
Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).

Although ramp junctions will govern freeway operations through the study area, the traffic operations
analvsis included a check of mainline Route 50 capacity using the LOS threshold capacities contained in
Table 4.

TABLE 4
FREEWAY MAINLINE PEAK HOUR LOS THRESHOLDS'
Facility Type A B C D E
2 Lanes 1,110/0.28 2,010/0.50 2,880/0.72 3,570/ 0.89 4,010/1.00
2 La"es + 1,410/70.28 2,550/0.51 3,640/0.72 4,490/ 0.89 5,035/1.00
Auxiliary lane
3 Lanes 1,700/ 0.28 3,080/0.51 4,400/ 0.73 5.410/0.89 6,060/ 1.00
ch 2,010/ 0.28 3,640/ 0.51 5,180/0.73 6,350/ 0.89 7,100/ 1.00
Auxiliary lane
4 Lanes 2,320/0.29 4,200/0.52 5,950/0.73 7,280/0.89 8,140/1.00
Note:
(1) Numbers in each cell indicate traffic volume / volume-capacity ratio.
Source:  E! Dorado County General Plan.

April 28, 2004 Page §




Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report

2.3 ANALYSIS EVALUATION CRITERIA

The analysis evaluation criteria are used to determine acceptable traffic operating conditions. According to
the State Route 50 Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, District 3, April 1998), Caltrans has adopted
LOS F as the route concept LOS for Route 50 within the project vicinity. The Sacramento County
General Plan (1993) establishes LOS E as the LOS standard for Route 50 within the study area. However,
for the purpose of this interchange design study, LOS D or better conditions are considered desirable for
freeway facilities including freeway mainline, ramp junctions, and ramp terminal intersections in the study

area.

The City of Folsom General Plan (1995) identifies LOS C for local roadways. Therefore, LOS C is used
for the local study intersection.
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3. EXISTING TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS

The existing conditions analysis presents the physical and operational characteristics of the roadway
system in the vicinity of the proposed project. This information provides part of the context for the

purpose and need to construct improvements.

3.1 STUDY AREA

Route 50 and the existing key roadways in the study area are described below.

Route 50

Route 50 is a major east-west regional highway connecting Sacramento and the Central Valley with Lake
Tahoe and the Sierra Nevada mountains. Beginning at the Interstate 80 separation, Route 50 travels
through Yolo County, Sacramento County, El Dorado County, and ends at the California/Nevada State
Line. Within the study area, Route 50 is four-lane divided freeway and runs east-west through the City of
Folsom. As the transportation backbone facility in the City of Folsom and El Dorado County, Route 50

carries a significant amount of commuter traffic and recreational travel to ski resorts and Nevada casinos.

East Bidwell Street

East Bidwell Street is a four- to six-lane north-south arterial in the City of Folsom that extends from Route
50 to Coloma Street in the Folsom Historic District. East Bidwell Street becomes Scott Road south of
Route 50. The East Bidwell Street/Scott Road interchange is located west of the proposed Empire Ranch

Road interchange.

Iron Point Road

Iron Point Road is a four- to six-lane east-west arterial roadway in the City of Folsom that parallels Route
50 to the north from Folsom Boulevard to east of East Bidwell Street. This roadway is planned to extend

east to Empire Ranch Road and eventually connect to Saratoga Way in El Dorado County.
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El Dorado Hills Boulevard

El Dorado Hills Boulevard is a four- to six-lane north-south arterial roadway in El Dorado County that
extends from Route 50 to Green Valley Road. El Dorado Hills Boulevard becomes Latrobe Road south of
Route 50 and Salmon Falls Road north of Green Valley Road. The El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe

Road interchange is located east of the proposed Empire Ranch Road interchange.

3.2 STUDY LOCATIONS

The operations analysis under existing conditions includes the following freeway facilities.
Freeway Mainline Segments

e Route 50 eastbound: East Bidwell Street/Scott Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road
o Route 50 eastbound: El Dorado Hills Boulevard/IL.atrobe Road to Bass Lake Road
e Route 50 westbound: Bass Lake Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road
e Route 50 westbound: El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road to East Bidwell Street/Scott Road

No existing conditions analysis was performed for the study intersections since none exist under current

conditions.

3.3 DATA SOURCES

The traffic analysis was conducted based on traffic flow, geometric roadway, and accident data. The

following data was collected to complete the existing conditions analysis.

e The existing freeway mainline a.m. (6:00-8:30) and p.m. (4:00-6:00) peak period traffic volumes
and lane configurations on Route 50 between East Bidwell Street and El Dorado Hills Boulevard
were collected by Fehr & Peers in June 2003.

e The a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the East Bidwell Street on- and off-ramps were
collected by Fehr & Peers in June 2002.

e The a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes at the El Dorado Hills Boulevard on- and off-ramps
were collected by Prism Engineering in 2003.

Figure 2 displays the existing freeway mainline peak hour traffic volumes and lane configurations.
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3.5 EXISTING FREEWAY MAINLINE LEVEL OF SERVICE

Table 5 summarizes the AM and PM peak hour LOS on Route 50 between East Bidwell Street/Scott Road
and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road. For locations with constrained traffic vblumes, Caltrans

travel time analysis from the 2002 Congestion Report (Caltrans District 3, December 2002) was used to

estimate LOS.
TABLE 5
FREEWAY MAINLINE LOS - EXISTING CONDITIONS
AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Mainline vic! LOS 2 v/iC! LOS?
Route 50 Eastbound: E. Bidwell St. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.51 C P
Route 50 Eastbound: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Bass Lake Rd. 0.38 B >1.00 F
Route 50 Westbound: Bass Lake Rd. To El Dorado Hills Blvd _If 0.46 B
Route 50 Westbound: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to E. Bidwell St. _11_'3 047 B
Notes:
(1) V/Cis the volume to capacity ratio.
(2) LOS based on the El Dorado County General Plan.
(3) LOS F was identified at these locations based on the 2002 Congestion Report (Caltrans District 3, December 2002).
Bold font with underscore indicates unacceptable operations.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

Table 5 shows that the Route 50 mainline segments between East Bidwell Street/Scott Road and Bass
Lake Road operate unacceptably at LOS F in the peak directions (i.e., westbound during the a.m. peak
hour and eastbound during the p.m. peak hour). The Caltrans 2002 Congestion Report defines congestion
delay as a condition lasting for 15 minutes or longer where travel demand exceeds freeway design
capacity, as evidenced by vehicular speeds of 35 mph or less during peak commute periods on a typical

incident-free weekday (see Appendix B for Caltrans 2002 Congestion Map).

3.6 TRAFFIC SAFETY

Table 6 shows a summary of a three-year traffic accident history on Route 50 between East Bidwell
Street/Scott Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road in the project vicinity. The TASAS
database maintained by Caltrans is the source for this information. The data shown is for the three-year

period between July 1999 and June 2002.
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TABLE 6
ROUTE 50 AccIDENT HISTORY - JULY 1999 THROUGH JUNE 2002
Actual Average
Total Total Accident Accident
Location Accidents | Fatalities Rate’ Rate!
Route 50: between E. Bidwell St. and El Dorado Hills Blvd.
(Post Mile SAC 21.500 to ED 0.859) 136 0 0.72 0.68
Notes:
(1) Per million vehicles.
Bold type indicates that the actual accident rate on this segment is greater than the average accident rate for similar facilities.
Source:  Caltrans District 3 TASAS Table B, July 1999 to June 2002.

The above table shows that the actual accident rate on mainline Route 50 in the vicinity of the proposed

Empire Ranch Road interchange is slightly higher than the average accident rate for similar freeway

facilities. In the three-year data collection period, 136 accidents occurred with no fatalities. Table 7

categorizes the recorded accidents by type.

%

[ \}

e

b
o

/i '
TABLE 7 \}/
ROUTE 50 AccIDENT HISTORY — NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS BY TYPE
Accident Type
Rear Hit Side-
Location End Object swipe Other’ Total
Route 50: between E. Bidwell St. and El Dorado Hills Blvd. 87 16 15 18
(Post Mile SAC 21.500 to ED 0.859) (64%) (12%) (11%) 13%) 136
Notes:

(1) Other includes broadside, head-on, over-turn collisions.

Source: Caltrans District 3 TASAS Table B, July 1999 to June 2002.

As shown in Table 7, the most frequent type of accident on Route 50 is rear-end collisions (64 percent).

A high frequency of rear-end accidents is consistent with the stop-and-go peak direction traffic conditions

that exist along this section of Route 50.
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4. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The construction of the Empire Ranch Road interchange is an integral component of the City of Folsom
transportation network to accommodate approved growth since the development of its General Plan in the
early 1990s. El Dorado County has also incorporated the interchange as part of its growth plans by
cooperatively working with the City to provide connections between Saratoga Way and Iron Point Road
and between Sophia Parkway and Empire Ranch Road. The proposed interchange would be located on
Route 50 between the East Bidwell Street/Scott Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road
interchanges near the border between Sacramento and El Dorado Counties. Detailed descriptions of the

project alternatives are provided below.

4.1 NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

For comparison purposes, a “do-nothing” or No Build alternative is analyzed in this study and includes the

following roadway improvements within the study area.

e The proposed Empire Ranch Road interchange is not constructed on Route 50.

e Tier 1 roadway improvements (i.e., these improvements have reasonably expected revenues)

» contained in the 2025 Sacramento Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) are assumed to be in
place depending on their completion dates (see Table 8).

e  Other future roadway improvements committed to by the City of Folsom and El Dorado County
that could affect traffic circulation in the study area.

Table 8 lists the Tier 1 roadway improvements within the study area and the expected completion year.

Chapter 7 discusses the coordination and timing of these improvements in more detail.
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TABLE 8
RoutE 50 RoaApwAY IMPROVEMENTS IN MTP

Location Roadway Improvements Year
Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to S. Shingle AddHOV1
Springs/Ponderosa Rd. anes 2010
Route 50: Silva Valley Parkway Interchange Add a new interchange 2008

Reconstruct interchange (phase 1) and
Route 50: El Dorado Hills Boulevard Interchange construct new two-lane extension of 2006

Saratoga Way to Arrowhead Drive

Empire Ranch Rd.: El Dorado County line to Iron Point Rd. Construct four-lane section 2006
Iron Point Rd.: East of East Bidwell St. Extendiiiitiour-ianc Sectomto,El

Dorado County 2005
Saratoga Way: County line Point Road) to Arrowhead

a1.' ga Way: County line (fron Point Road) to Aowhea Construct a new four-lane undivided road
Drive 2018
Sophia Parkway: Green Valley Road to Empire Ranch Road Construct a new four-lane divided road
2006

Source: 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, SACOG 2002.

According to Table 8, no major improvements would be made to the Route 50 freeway mainline before
2006. However, the following improvements would be in place on Route 50 within the project vicinity by

2010.

e A new interchange would be constructed on Route 50 at Silva Valley Parkway, which is located
halfway between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and Bass Lake Road. This interchange
would consist of one off-ramp and two on-ramps serving each direction of Route 50. These on-
and off-ramps would be connected with the ramps at adjacent interchanges (i.€., El Dorado Hills
Boulevard interchange to the west and Bass Lake Road interchange to the east) using auxiliary
lanes.

e HOV lanes would be added to Route 50 between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and
South Shingle Springs Road/Ponderosa Road. Therefore, the Route 50 freeway mainline between
El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and Bass Lake Road would be widened from two
mixed-flow lanes to a total of four lanes (i.e., two mixed-flow lanes plus a HOV lane and an

auxiliary lane) in both directions.
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4.2 BUILD ALTERNATIVES

The build alternatives propose to construct a new interchange on Route 50 between East Bidwell
Street/Scott Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road at Empire Ranch Road. Four project
design alternatives have been selected for evaluation. These design alternatives have been identified as
Build Alternatives 1 to 4 (see Figure 3). Each alternative includes the following elements, which may be

constructed as one entire project or in phases.

e Element1: Constructanew interchange on Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road
o Element2: Extend the eastbound truck-climbing lane and construct westbound auxiliary lane ‘
from Empire Ranch Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road by widening <. <15 ! d <
« -~ within the median-ef Route-50— '
e Element3: Modify the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/ iaUObe Road interchange undercrossing and
construct an additional eastbound la;le in the median to the Bass Lake grade truck-
climbing lane. The HOV lane"E[eSi gnation on this additional eastbound lane will be
extended from its current tefr\iﬁ_pus (west of the El Dorado Hills Boulevard
interchange) to approximately 4 n{il{a west of the start of existing Bass Lake grade

truck-climbing lane  ,
/

The Empire Ranch Road interchange configurations (Element 1) vary between alternatives while Elements
2 and 3 would be same for all four alternatives. Figure 4 shows the location of the interchange and its

spacing with adjacent interchanges for Alternatives 1 through 4.

The proposed interchange has an expected opening date of 2006. Therefore, 2006 was used for the
construction year and 2026 was used for the design year analysis. Each of the altematives is described

below and depicted in Conceptual Geometric Drawings.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 proposes to construct a combination of Type L-2 and Type L-7 pattial cloverleaf interchange
with a two-lane overcrossing (see Figure 3 for design plan). Although the 2025 MTP identifies the Empire
Ranch Road interchange as a four-lane overcrossing, a two-lane overcrossing was proposed for this
interchange based on the projected design year (2026) traffic demand on Empire Ranch Road. However,
the right of way (ROW) for a four-lane overcrossing was reserved on Empire Ranch Road for the future

widening as needed.
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The major roadway improvements proposed in Alternative 1 are listed below.

e Eastbound Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard would be
widened to a four-lane section including an HOV lane, two mixed-flow travel lanes, and an
auxiliary lane (extension of the truck climbing lane exiting at Latrobe Road).

e  Westbound Route 50 between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and Empire Ranch Road
would be widened to a four-lane section including an HOV lane, two mixed-flow travel lanes, and
an auxiliary lane. No improvements would be made on westbound Route 50 between Empire
Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street.

e The Empire Ranch Road overcrossing would be constructed as a two-lane roadway with a four-
lane ROW reserved for future need. North of this interchange, Empire Ranch Road would be
constructed as a four-lane roadwé.y and form a four-way signalized intersection with Iron Point
Road approximately 700 feet north of the Empire Ranch Road/Westbound Route 50 Ramps
intersection. Empire Ranch Road would terminate at a cul-de-sac south of Route 50. Traffic
signal control at the westbound ramps and stop-control at the eastbound ramps would be installed

at the two ramp terminal intersections.

For Alternative 1, the single lane eastbound diagonal off-ramp would include a deceleration length of 45
meters. The two-lane eastbound loop-on-ramp would include ramp metering (one metered lane plus one
HOV bypass) and an auxiliary lane length of 1,190 meters, while the single lane westbound diagonal off-
ramp would include an auxiliary lane length of 980 meters. The two-lane westbound diagonal on-ramp
would include ramp metering (one metered lane plus one HOV bypass) and an acceleration lane length of

180 meters.

The interchange configuration analyzed would accommodate future extension of Empire Ranch Road
south of Route 50, which would require a future project development and approval process, including
CTC approval for break in access. The extension, if needed, would trigger widening the overcrossing
structure, and construction of a westbound loop on-ramp and an eastbound diagonal on-ramp for a Type L-
9 configuration. If an extension south of Route 50 occurs, special attention should be paid to the spacing
between the eastbound ramp terminal intersection and the next signalized intersection to the south. A

minimum spacing of 1,200 feet is desired.
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 proposes to construct a combination of Type L-2 and Type L-8 partial cloverleaf interchange
with a two-lane overcrossing (refer to Figure 3 for design plan). Under this altemative, all interchange

configurations would be the same as in Alternative 1 (as shown in Table 9) with the following exceptions.

e The eastbound ramps would consist of a single lane loop off-ramp and a two-lane (one mixed-
flow one HOV bypass) diagonal on-ramp with an approximately 950-meter auxiliary lane
connected with the Latrobe Road off-ramp.

® The ramp terminal intersection of Empire Ranch Road and Eastbound Route 50 Ramps would

also be reconfigured.
Alternative 3

Alternative 3 proposes to construct a combination of Type L-7 and Type L-8 partial cloverleaf interchange
with a two-lane overcrossing (refer to Figure 3 for design plan). Under this alternative, all interchange

configurations would be the same as in Alternative 1 (as shown in Table 9) with the following exceptions.

e The eastbound ramps would be the same as Alternative 2.
e The westbound on-ramp would consist of a two-lane loop on-ramp (one mixed-flow and one HOV
bypass) that merges to one lane prior to the Route 50 merge.

e The two ramp terminal intersections would be reconfigured.
Alternative 4

Alternative 4 proposes to construct a standard Type L-7 partial cloverleaf interchange with a two-lane
over-crossing (refer to Figure 3 for design plan). Under this alternative, all interchange configurations

would be the same as in Altemnative 1 (as shown in Table 9) with the following exceptions.

e The westbound ramps would be the same as Alternative 3.

¢ The westbound ramp terminal intersections would be reconfigured.
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5. CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) OPERATIONS ANALYSIS

The 2006 operations analysis presents the physical and operational characteristics of the roadway system

under construction year conditions.

5.1 PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the following improvements as identified in the 2025 MTP were assumed in

place under 2006 conditions.

Phase 1 reconstruction of the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange is scheduled

for completion by 2006. These improvements would include re-construction of the eastbound

loop off-ramp, constructing a new two-lane westbound loop off-ramp, widening of El Dorado

Hills Boulevard from five to six lanes from the Park Drive/Saratoga Way intersection to the Route

50 westbound ramps, and constructing a new two-lane extension of Saratoga Way from Park

Drive to Arrowhead Drive (refer to Chapter 7 for further discussion of these improvements).

Iron Point Road would be extended east of East Bidwell Street to the El Dorado County line.

Empire Ranch Road would be constructed as a four-lane roadway from the El Dorado County line

(connecting to Sophia Parkway) south to Iron Point Road.

No freeway mainline or ramp terminal intersection improvements were assumed under 2006 analysis

conditions beyond completion of the Empire Ranch Road interchange project. As previously mentioned,

the connection between Iron Point Road and Saratoga Way is not assumed to be in place by 2006.

5.2 ALTERNATIVES

The 2006 traffic operations analysis was conducted for the freeway mainline, freeway ramp junctions,

ramp terminal intersections, and ramp metering under the following alternatives.

No Build

Altemative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3

Altemnative 4

Figures 5 through 7 display the peak-hour traffic volumes, lane configurations, and traffic controls under

construction year conditions for these analysis altenatives.
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5.3 STUDY LOCATIONS

The same freeway facilities analyzed under existing conditions were analyzed under the No Build
Alternative. A complete list of the freeway and arterial facilities analyzed under 2006 conditions for the

four Build Alternatives is presented below.

Freeway Mainline Sections

» Eastbound Route 50 — East Bidwell Street/Scott Road to Empire Ranch Road

» Eastbound Route 50 — Empire Ranch Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road
«  Westbound Route 50 — El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road to Empire Ranch Road
e Westbound Route 50 — Empire Ranch Road to East Bidwell Street/Scott Road

Ramp Junctions

» Eastbound Route 50 off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road

» Eastbound Route 50 on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road

e Westbound Route 50 off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road (functions as part of a 980-meter
long weaving section with the westbound on-ramp from El Dorado Hills Boulevard but
was analyzed as ramp junction')

e Westbound Route 50 on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road
Intersections

» Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Eastbound Ramps
» Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Westbound Ramps
» Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road

Ramp Meters

e Westbound Route 50 on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road

o Eastbound Route 50 on-ramp from Empire Ranch Road

! HCM 2000 states that weaving section longer than 750 meters are freated as isolated merge and diverge areas using the
procedures of Chapter 25, “Ramps and Ramp Junctions”.
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5.4 TRAFFIC GROWTH AND TRAVEL PATTERNS COMPARISON

To evaluate the impact of the Empire Ranch Road interchange project on traffic growth and travel patterns
within the study area, the total volumes on the Route 50 ramps at the East Bidwell Street/Scott Road,
Empire Ranch Road, and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchanges were compared between

the 2006 No Build and Build Altemnatives. The results are summarized in Table 9.

TABLE 9
RaMP VOLUME COMPARISON — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) CONDITIONS
No BuiLD AND BUILD ALTERNATIVES
No Build Build
Alternative Alternatives
Ramps AM PM AM PM
East Bidwell Street 630 440 630 420
Bastbound Off-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 0 920 280
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 1,670 2,090 1600 2070
Total 2,300 2,530 2,320 2,770
East Bidwell Street 1,280 1,570 940 1000
Eastbound On-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 0 610 790
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 400 1,110 380 1070
Total 1,680 2,680 1,930 2,860
East Bidwell Street 1,310 1,240 720 810
Westbound Off-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 0 970 640
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 1,040 510 1030 480
Total 2,350 1,750 2,720 1,930
East Bidwell Street 510 430 470 430
Westbound On-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 0 430 250
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 1,990 1,730 2010 1680
Total 2,400 2,110 2,910 2,360
East Bidwell Street 3,630 3,630 2,760 2,660
All Ramps Empire Ranch Road 0 0 2,100 1,960
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 5,100 5,440 5,020 5,300
Total 8,730 9,070 9,880 9,920
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

According to Table 9, approximately 25 percent of the ramp volume using the East Bidwell Street/Scott
Road interchange would divert to the Empire Ranch Road interchange, and approximately two percent

would divert from the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange. Overall, the Empire Ranch
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Road interchange ramps are expected to carry approximately 21 percent of the total ramp volumes across

the three interchanges under 2006 conditions.

In addition, the total volume of traffic at all three interchanges would increase by 1,150 vehicles during the
a.m. peak hour and 850 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour under 2006 Build conditions when compared
to 2006 No Build conditions. Therefore, construction of the Empire Ranch Road interchange project is

expected to attract more traffic to Route 50 within the project area.

5.5 FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

Freeway mainline analysis was conducted for the No Build and Build Alternatives under 2006 conditions.
Traffic operations results for the study freeway segments are contained in Table 10 (see Appendix C for

technical calculations).

TABLE 10
FREEWAY MAINLINE LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) CONDITIONS
No BulLD AND BUILD ALTERNATIVES
AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Mainline - = - 2

vi/C LOS v/C LOS
No Build
Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell St. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.62 C §
Eastbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Bass Lake Road 0.42 B g
Westbound Route 50: Bass Lake Rd. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. B C
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to East Bidwell St. 1.10 E C
Build (for all four alternatives)
Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell St. to Empire Ranch Rd. 0.36 B 0.64 D
Eastbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Rd. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.52 C 0.86 D
Eastbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Bass Lake Rd. B 0.87 D
Westbound Route 50: Bass Lake Rd. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.51 C
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Empire Ranch Rd. 0.47 B
Westbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Rd. to East Bidwell St. 0.52 C
Notes:
(1) V/Cis the volume to capacity ratio.
(2) LOS based on the El Dorado County General Plan.
Bold font with underscore indicates unacceptable operations.
Shading denotes that the expected LOS would be worse than the calculated LOS shown in the table due to downstream LOS F conditions
propagating upstream.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.
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Table 10 shows that under the 2006 No Build Alternative, Route 50 would continue to operate
unacceptably at LOS F in the peak directions (i.e., westbound during the a.m. peak hour and eastbound
during the p.m. peak hour) within the study area. The peak hour LOS F conditions would likely spread to
additional hours and could adversely affect traffic operations on the major arterial roadways connecting to

Route 50 such as El Dorado Hills Boulevard.

For the Build Alternatives, the results for the freeway mainline analysis are the same under all four
alternatives. Unacceptable operations under build conditions would occur on westbound Route 50 from
Bass Lake Road to East Bidwell Street. Insufficient mainline capacity would create bottlenecks at the

segments listed below.

e  Westbound Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street
¢ Westbound Route 50 between Bass Lake Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard

Congestion between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street (during the a.m. peak period) would
cause mainline queuing that would extend upstream. The queuing may be severe enough to affect
operations in the vicinity of the El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange. Given that another bottleneck is
projected to occur between Bass Lake Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard, LOS F conditions on
westbound Route 50 would likely extend at least from Bass Lake Road to Empire Ranch Road. It should
be noted that this congestion and resultant queuing are improved compared to the “No Build” alternative
due to a more balanced distribution of trips across three interchanges versus two interchanges under No
Build conditions. For purposes of this study, a range of options was considered to evaluate potential
operations improvements. Providing better a.m. peak hour LOS in the westbound direction would require

one of the following improvements.

Option 1. Greater utilization of the westbound HOV lane (only applies to the segment between
Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street for 2006 conditions)

Option 2. Construction of continuous westbound auxiliary lanes between Bass Lake Road and East
Bidwell Street

Option 3. Construction of a third westbound mixed-flow lane between Bass Lake Road and East
Bidwell Street.
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The westbound Route 50 a.m. peak hour HOV utilization would need to increase from 15 to 20 percent to
provide LOS D conditions for the segment between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street under
Option 1 described above. Under Options 2 and 3, the a.m. peak hour LOS would improve as listed

below.

¢ Westbound Route 50 between Bass Lake Road and El Dorado Hills Boulevard (Option 2 - LOS
D, Option 3—-LOS C)

e  Westbound Route 50 between El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Empire Ranch Road (Option 2 - LOS
D, Option 3 -LOS D)

e Westbound Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street (Option 2 -LOS D,
Option 3 —LOS C)

Option 3 is consistent with the ultimate eight-lane mainline section recommended in the Caltrans
Transportation Concept Report. Figures 8 and 9 display improvement Options 2 and 3, respectively, and

the LOS comparison between “before” and “after” conditions.

5.6 FREEWAY RAMP JUNCTION OPERATIONS

Traffic operations for the ramp junctions were analyzed under 2006 conditions for the four Build
Alternatives, and the results are summarized in Table 11 (see Appendix C for technical calculations). The

results of ramp junction analyses are the same for all Build Alternatives.

TasBLE 11
FREEWAY RAMP JUNCTION LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) CONDITIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Ramp Junction Density! | LOS? | Density! |[LOS?
Build (for all four alternatives)
Route 50 Eastbound Off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road 19 B 30 D
Route 50 Eastbound On-ramp from Empire Ranch Road 13 B 23 C
Route 50 Westbound Off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road >43 F 16 B
Route 50 Westbound On-ramp from Empire Ranch Road 37 E 21 C
Notes:
(1) Density in passenger cars per mile per lane.
(2) LOS calculations based on the HCM 2000 procedures.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.
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The LOS F/E conditions for the Empire Ranch Road westbound ramps during the a.m. peak hour are due
to the mainline capacity limits described above and are not associated with the interchange design itself.
The ramp junction LOS would improve as listed below with any of the three options described above for

the mainline (see Appendix D for technical calculations).

e  Westbound off-ramp during the a.m. peak hour (Option 1 — LOS F, Option 2 - LOS F, Option 3 —
LOS D)

e Westbound on-ramp during the a.m. peak hour (Option 1 —-LOS E, Option 2 —LOS D, Option 3 —
LOS C)

The LOS comparison between “before” and “after”” conditions for ramp junctions under Options 2 and 3

are also shown in Figures 8 and 9.
5.7 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

The study intersections were analyzed under 2006 conditions for both No Build and Build Alternatives.
Under 2006 conditions, Iron Point Road east of Empire Ranch Road would not be connected with Saratoga
Way and other local roadways, so no traffic was assumed to be carried on Iron Point Road between Empire
Ranch Road and the county line. Therefore, the Iron Point Road/Empire Ranch Road intersection was
analyzed as a “L” (two-way) unsignalized intersection under the No Build Alternative and a “T” (three-
way) signalized intersection under the Build Alternatives. The results of the intersection operations
analysis for the No Build and Build Altematives are summarized in Table 12 (see Appendix C for
technical calculations).

As shown in Table 12, the Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road intersection would operate acceptably at
LOS C or better under both peak hours for the 2006 No Build Altemative. For the four Build Alternatives,
all study intersections on Empire Ranch Road would operate acceptably at LOS C or better conditions

during both peak hours.

Alternatives 3 and 4 include a Type L-7 configuration at the westbound ramps. In contrast to Alternatives
1 and 2, this configuration requires an additional signal timing phase for the loop on-ramp to serve
southbound left-turning traffic heading westbound on Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road. Therefore, the
westbound ramps would have higher delay under Alternatives 3 and 4 than Alternatives 1 and 2, although

this intersection would still operate acceptably.
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TABLE 12
INTERSECTION LOS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) CONDITIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
Intersection Control AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay' | LOS? | Delay' | LOS?
No Build
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Uncontrolled 0 A 0 A
Build - Alternative 1
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side Street Stop 0 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Traffic Signal 27 20
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 17 15 B
Build - Alternative 2
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side Street Stop 0 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Traffic Signal 27 C 20 B
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 17 15 B
Build - Alternative 3
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side Street Stop 0 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Traffic Signal 32 22
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 17 15 B
Build - Alternative 4
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side Street Stop 0 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Traffic Signal 32 C 22
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Traffic Signal 17 15
Notes:
(1) Control delay in seconds per vehicle.
(2) LOS calciilations based on the 2000 HCM procedures.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

Maximum queue lengths and available vehicle storage for critical movements at the study intersections are
shown in Table 13 (see Appendix C for technical calculations). As shown, adequate vehicle storage would

be provided under all Build Alternatives for the critical movements at each study intersection.
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TABLE 13
INTERSECTION QUEUE SUMMARY — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) CONDITIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
Available Maximum Queue' (ft)
Intersection Movement Storage (ft) AM PM
Build - Alternative 1 & 2
. Westbound Right 750 375 275
Empire Ranch Road/ 2
Northbound Through 945 50 100
Westbound Route 50 Ramps
Southbound 700 300 500
. Northbound Left 200 125 25
Empire Ranch Road/ v
. Northbound Through 700 25 150
Iron Point Road
Eastbound Left 300 50 100
Build - Alternative 3 & 4
Westbound Right 500 325 225
Empire Ranch Road/ Northbound Through 1,020° 100 175
Westbound Route 50 Ramps Southbound Left 350 200 100
Southbound Through 650 275 450
. Northbound Left 200 175 50
Empire Ranch Road/
. Northbound Through 650 25 150
Iron Point Road
Eastbound Left 300 50 100

Notes:

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

! The reported queue is the 95” percentile quene, which is typically used to size storage bays.
? The available storage between the eastbound and westbound Route 50 ramp terminal intersections.

5.8 RaAMP METER ANALYSIS

A ramp metering analysis was conducted for the Build Alternatives under 2006 conditions to determine the

most restrictive metering rate for the eastbound and westbound Route 50 on-ramps that could be applied

before vehicle queues exceed the available storage capacity at Empire Ranch Road. The ramp meter type

for the Empire Ranch Road on-ramps was assumed to be one metered lane plus an HOV bypass.
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Table 14 summarizes the results of the ramp metering analysis under 2006 conditions (see Appendix C for
technical calculations). The metered on-ramps would operate within the minimum and maximum metering

rates (240 and 1,000 vehicles per hour per lane, respectively) with the available storage.

TABLE 14
RaMP METERING OPERATIONS — CONSTRUCTION YEAR (2006) CONDITIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
On-Ramp Number of Lanes Peak-Hour Minimum Peak-Hour I
Volume (vph) Metering Rate Volume (vph) Metering Rate
PV (vphph) PP (vphph)

Empire Ranch Road 1 Metered Lane

, 610 2 790 640
Eastbound On-ramp 1 HOV Bypass Lane pa0
Empire Ranch Road 1 Metered Lane

0 250 240
Westbound On-ramp 1 HOV Bypass Lane . 2 :
|{Note:
vphpl = vehicles per hour per lane
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.
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6. DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS ANALYSIS

The design year analysis presents the physical and operational characteristics of the roadway system under

2026 conditions.

6.1 PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the following improvements as identified in the 2025 MTP were included in

the 2026 analysis (refer to Chapter 7 for further discussion of these improvements):

e All roadway improvements assumed to be built by 2006 as described in Chapter 5.

s A new interchange on Route 50 at Silva Valley Parkway is scheduled for completion by Year
2008. This interchange would consist of one off-ramp and two on-ramps serving each direction of
Route 50. These on- and off-ramps would be connected with the ramps at adjacent interchanges
using auxiliary lanes (i.e., El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange to the west and
Bass Lake Road interchange to the east).

e HOV lanes on Route 50 between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and South Shingle
Springs Road/Ponderosa Road are scheduled for completion by Year 2010.

e A four-lane roadway connection between Saratoga Way and Iron Point Road will be in place by

2018 per the 2025 MTP.

No other freeway mainline or ramp terminal intersection improvements were assumed under 2026

conditions beyond completion of the Empire Ranch Road interchange project.

6.2 ALTERNATIVES

The 2026 traffic operations analysis was conducted for the study freeway mainline, ramp junctions, and

intersections under the following alternatives.

e No Build

e Altemative 1
e Alternative 2
o Alternative 3
e Alternative 4

Figures 10 through 13 display the peak-hour traffic volumes, lane configurations, and traffic controls under
2026 conditions for these alternatives.
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Study Locations

The study segment of Route 50 changes slightly for the 2026 conditions analysis since the Silva Valley
Parkway interchange is assumed to be in place by this time. The freeway mainline sections analyzed under
No Build and Build Alternatives for 2026 conditions are listed below. All other freeway facilities (ramp
junctions, ramp terminal intersections, and ramp meter) analyzed under 2006 conditions were also

analyzed under 2026 conditions.

Freeway Mainline Sections — 2026 No Build Conditions

« Eastbound Route 50 — East Bidwell Street to El Dorado Hills Boulevard

o Eastbound Route 50 — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway
»  Westbound Route 50 — Silva Valley Parkway to El Dorado Hills Boulevard
¢ Westbound Route 50 — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to East Bidwell Street

Freeway Mainline Sections — 2026 Build Alternatives 1 through 4

o Eastbound Route 50 — East Bidwell Street to Empire Ranch Road

+ Eastbound Route 50 — Empire Ranch Road to El Dorado Hills Boulevard

« Eastbound Route 50 — El Dorado Hills Boulevard to Silva Valley Parkway
» Westbound Route 50 — Silva Valley Parkway to El Dorado Hills Boulevard
»  Westbound Route 50 — E]l Dorado Hills Boulevard to Empire Ranch Road
e  Westbound Route 50 — Empire Ranch Road to East Bidwell Street

6.3 TRAFFIC GROWTH AND TRAVEL PATTERNS COMPARISON

To evaluate the impact of the Empire Ranch Road interchange project on traffic growth and travel patterns
within the study area, the total volumes on the Route 50 ramps at the East Bidwell Street/Scott Road,
Empire Ranch Road, and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchanges were compared between
the 2026 No Build and Build Alternatives. The results are summarized in Table 15.
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TABLE 15
RAMP VOLUME COMPARISON — DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS
No BUILD AND BUILD ALTERNATIVES
No Build Build
Ramps Alternative Alternatives
AM PM AM PM
East Bidwell Street 860 900 840 740
Eastbound Off-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 0 280 920
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 2,000 2,030 1,850 1,510
Total 2,860 2,930 2,970 3,170
East Bidwell Street 1,470 1,580 1,270 1,180
i d 0 0 650
Eastbound On-ramp Empire Ranch Roa 0 58 65
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 830 1,690 690 1,430
Total 2,300 3,270 2,540 3,260
East Bidwell Street 1,310 1,410 990 1,260
i 0 2
Westbound Off-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 630 520
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 1,490 1,050 1,370 830
Total 2,800 2,460 2,990 2,610
East Bidwell Street 910 640 750 620
Westbound On-ramp Empire Ranch Road 0 0 950 590
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 1,860 1,860 1,330 1,410
Total 2,770 2,500 3,030 2,620
East Bidwell Street 4,550 4,530 3,850 3,800
i 0
All Ramps Empire Ranch Road 0 2,440 2,680
El Dorado Hills Boulevard 6,180 6,630 5,240 5,180
Total 10,730 11,160 11,530 11,660
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

Table 15 indicates that approximately 10 percent of the ramp volume using the East Bidwell Street would
divert to the Empire Ranch Road interchange, and approximately 12 percent would divert from El Dorado
Hills Boulevard to Empire Ranch Road interchange. Overall, the Empire Ranch Road interchange ramps
are expected to carry approximately 22 percent of the total ramp volumes across the three interchanges.
The addition of the Empire Ranch Road interchange would help to spread the distribution of trips among

the interchanges so as not to overburden East Bidwell Street and El Dorado Hills Boulevard.

In addition, as shown in Table 15, the total volume of traffic at all three interchanges would increase by
800 vehicles during the a.m. peak hour and 500 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour under 2026 Build
conditions when compared to 2026 No Build conditions. Therefore, construction of the Empire Ranch

Road/Route 50 interchange project is expected to attract more traffic to Route 50 within the project area.
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Table 15 also shows the 2026 traffic demand at the Empire Ranch Road eastbound on-ramp and
westbound off-ramp would decrease compared to Year 2006 conditions. Drivers would use the connection
between Saratoga Way and Iron Point Road (assumed to be in place by 2026) since it would provide a
more direct connection between residential and commercial land uses in this area. Drivers would also use

this connection as a bypass to avoid traffic congestion on Route 50 between El Dorado Hills and Folsom.

6.4 FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATIONS

Freeway mainline analysis was conducted for the No Build and Build Alternatives under 2026 conditions.

Traffic operations results for the study freeway sections are contained in Table 16 (see Appendix D for

technical calculations).
TABLE 16
FREEWAY MAINLINE LOS - DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS
No BUILD AND BUILD ALTERNATIVES
AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Mainline 1 5 ; =

v/C 10S vic LOS
No Build
Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell St. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. 0.83 D 1.17 F
Eastbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Silva Valley Pkwy. B 0.88 D
Westbound Route 50: Silva Valley Pkwy. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. B | o057 C
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to East Bidwell St. F 0.89 D
Build (for all four alternatives)
Eastbound Route 50: East Bidwell St. to Empire Ranch Rd. C 0.79 D
Eastbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Rd. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. C 0.91 E
Eastbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Silva Valley Pkwy. B 0.90 E
Westbound Route 50: Silva Valley Pkwy. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. E 0.58 C
Westbound Route 50: El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Empire Ranch Rd. H 0.67 C
‘Westbound Route 50: Empire Ranch Rd. to East Bidwell St. F 0.86 D
Notes:
(1) V/Cis the volume to capacity ratio.
(2) LOS based on the El Dorado County General Plan.
Shading denotes that the expected LOS would be worse than the calculated LOS shown in the table due to downstream LOS F conditions
propagating upstream. Bold font with underscore indicates unacceptable operations.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

Table 16 shows that under the 2026 No Build Alternative, Route 50 would continue to operate
unaccéptably at LOS F in the peak directions (i.e., westbound during the a.m. peak hour and eastbound
during the p.m. peak hour) between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and East Bidwell
Street/Scott Road. The peak hour LOS F conditions would likely spread to additional hours and could
adversely affect traffic operations on the major arterial roadways connecting to Route 50 such as El

Dorado Hills Boulevard.
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For the Build Alternatives, the results for the freeway mainline analysis are the same under all four
alternatives. Unacceptable operations would continue under build conditions in the peak directions.

Specifically, insufficient mainline capacity would create bottlenecks at the segments listed below.

* Westbound Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street — AM peak
e Eastbound Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road and Silva Valley Parkway — PM peak

Congestion between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street would cause mainline queuing that
would extend upstream (with or without the Empire Ranch Road interchange constructed). The queuing
may be severe enough to affect operations in the vicinity of the El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchange.
Given that another bottleneck is projected to occur between El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Bass Lake
Road, LOS F conditions on westbound Route 50 would likely extend from Bass Lake Road to Empire
Ranch Road. A range of alternatives was considered to evaluate potential operational improvements
Providing better peak hour LOS in the westbound direction would require one or more of the following

improvements:

Option 1 — Greater utilization of the westbound HOV lane (only applies to the segment between
Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street for 2026 conditions)

Option 2 — Construction of a westbound auxiliary lane between the Empire Ranch Road on-ramp
and the East Bidwell Street off-ramp

Option 3 — Construction of a westbound mixed-flow lane between the Empire Ranch Road off-ramp

and the East Bidwell Street off-ramp

Under Option 1, the westbound Route 50 a.m. peak hour HOV utilization would need to increase from 23
to 34 percent to provide acceptable LOS D operations for the segment between Empire Ranch Road and
East Bidwell Street under design year conditions. Under Options 2 and 3 above, the a.m. peak hour LOS

would improve as listed below.

e  Westbound Route 50 between Empire Ranch Road and East Bidwell Street (Option 2 - LOS D/E,
Option 3 — LOS D/E)

Improving the peak hour LOS in the eastbound direction during the p.m. peak hour under 2026 conditions

would require one of the following improvements.
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Option 4 - Greater utilization of the eastbound HOV lane between Empire Ranch Road and Silva
Valley Parkway
Option 5 — Extension of the eastbound auxiliary lane to become a mixed-flow lane between Empire

Ranch Road and Silva Valley Parkway

Under Option 4, the eastbound Route 50 p.m. peak hour HOV utilization would need to increase from 22
to 23 percent to provide LOS D conditions for the segment between Empire Ranch Road and Silva Valley
Parkway under design year conditions. Under Option 5 above, the p.m. peak hour LOS would improve as

listed below.

* Eastbound Route 50 between East Bidwell Street and Empire Ranch Road (Option 5 - LOS D)
e Eastbound Route 50 between El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Silva Valley Parkway (Option 5 -
LOS D)

Figures 14 and 15 illustrate mitigation Options 2 and 3, respectively, and indicate the “before” and “after”
LOS for each mitigation under Design Build conditions.

6.5 FREEWAY RAMP JUNCTION OPERATIONS

Traffic operations for the ramp junctions were analyzed under Year 2026 conditions for the four Build
Alternatives, and the results are summarized in Table 17 (see Appendix D for technical calculations). The

results of ramp junction analyses are the same under all four Build Alternatives.

Table 17 shows that all ramp junctions at Empire Ranch Road would operate at LOS D or better under
2026 Build conditions during both peak hours except for the following locations:

» The eastbound off-ramp would operate at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour due to the high
volume on the ramp.

¢ The westbound off-ramp would operate unacceptably at LOS F during the a.m. peak hour due to
the capacity constraint on the westbound Route 50 mainline segment between El Dorado Hills
Boulevard and Empire Ranch Road.

¢  The westbound on-ramp would operate unacceptably at LOS F during the a.m. peak hour due to
the capacity constraint on the westbound Route 50 mainline segment at the Empire Ranch Road

interchange.
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TABLE 17
FREEWAY RaMP JUNCTION LOS — DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Ramp Junction Density ' [ LOS? Density ! | LOS?

Build (for all four alternatives)

Route 50 Eastbound Off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road 25 C 36 E

Route 50 Eastbound On-ramp from Empire Ranch Road 17 B 24 C

Route 50 Westbound Off-ramp to Empire Ranch Road >43 F 38 E

Route 50 Westbound On-ramp from Empire Ranch Road >43 F 33 D
Notes:
(1) Density in passenger cars per mile per lane,
(2) LOS calculations based on the HCM 2000 procedures.
Bold font with underscore indicates unacceptable operations.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

The LOS F conditions for the Empire Ranch Road westbound ramps during the a.m. peak hour are due to
the mainline capacity limits described above and are not associated with the interchange design itself.
Under Option 3 described above for the mainline segment (see Appendix E for technical calculations),
operations at the westbound off-ramp would improve from LOS F to D during the a.m. peak hour and from
LOS E to C during the p.m: peak hour. The westbound on-ramp would improve from LOS F to D during
the a.m. peak hour under Option 3.

The eastbound off-ramp would improve to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour by extending the deceleration
lane from 140 feet to 300 feet. Refer to Figures 14 and 15 for an illustration of the various mitigation

options and the “before” and “after’” LOS for each mitigation under Design Build conditions.

6.6 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

The study intersections were analyzed under 2026 conditions for the four Build Alternatives. The results
of the intersection operations analysis for each project alternative are summarized in Table 18 (see

Appendix D for technical calculations).
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TABLE 18
INTERSECTION LOS - DESIGN YEAR (2026) ConpiTIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
. AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Control Delay’ | LOS? | Delay' | LOS?

No Build
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Signal 18 B 30 C
Build - Alternative 1
‘Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side- Street Stop A 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Signal B 13 B
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Signal 44 D 57 E
Build - Alternative 2

Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side- Street Stop 0 A 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Signal 15 B 13 B
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Signal 44 D 57 E
Build - Alternative 3

Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side- Street St0p 0 A 0 A
Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Signal 22 C 53 D
Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Signal 43 D 54 D
Build - Alternative 4

Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Eastbound Ramps Side- Street Stop 0 A 0 A

Empire Ranch Rd./Route 50 Westbound Ramps Signal 22 C 53 D

Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Signal 43 D 54 D

Notes: — =

(1) Delay in seconds per vehicle.

(2) LOS calculations based on the 2000 HCM procedures.

Bold font with underscore indicates unacceptable operations.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

As shown in Table 18, the Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road intersection would operate acceptably

during both the am. and p.m. peak hours under No Build Alternative.

For the Build Altematives, the two ramp terminal intersections would operate acceptably at LOS D or
better during both peak hours for all four alternatives. Alternatives 3 and 4 include a Type L-7
configuration at the westbound ramps. In contrast to Alternatives 1 and 2, this configuration requires an
additional signal timing phase for the loop on-ramp to serve southbound left tuming traffic hea ding
westbound on Route 50 from Empire Ranch Road. Therefore, the westbound ramps would have higher
delay under Alternatives 3 and 4 than Alternatives 1 and 2, although this intersection would still operate

acceptably.

April 28, 2004
Page 50



Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report

Unacceptable operations for the Build Alternatives would occur at the Iron Point Road/Empire Ranch
Road intersection during both peak hours for all four alternatives. Although traffic volumes are the same
among all four altematives, the LOS differs as a result of the signal phasing at the westbound Route 50

ramps as mentioned previously.

e For Alternatives 1 and 2, LOS D and E conditions would occur during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively.
» For Alternatives 3 and 4, LOS D conditions would occur during both the a.m. and p.m. peak

hours.

The following improvements are needed to provide acceptable LOS C at the Iron Point Road/Empire

Ranch Road intersection during both peak hours.

e Provide a third through lane on Iron Point Road that extends a minimum of 1,000 feet in each
direction (east and west) of Empire Ranch Road.
e Provide a “free” right-turn movement for the northbound and westbound approaches to the Iron

Point Road/Empire Ranch Road intersection.

Refer to Figure 16 for an illustration of these improvements and the “before” and “after” LOS for each

mitigation under 2026 Build conditions.
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Maximum queue lengths and available vehicle storage for critical movements at the study intersections are

shown in Table 19 (see Appendix D for technical calculations).

TABLE 19
INTERSECTION QUEUE SUMMARY — DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS
BUILD ALTERNATIVES
Available Maximum Queue' (ft)
Intersection Movement Storage (ft) AM | PM
No Build
. Southbound Left 300 225 250
Empire Ranch Road/ ]
_ . Southbound Right 300 150 75
Iron Point Road
Eastbound Left 300 50 275
Build - Alternative 1 & 2
Westbound Right 750 300 125
Empire Ranch Road/ ©8 B :
Northbound Through 945 125 575
Westbound Route 50 Ramps
Southbound 700 75 75
Northbound Left 200 125 25
Northbound Through 700 225 600
Empire Ranch Road/ Northbound Right 250 100 250
Iron Point Road Southbound Left 300 225 225
Eastbound Left 300 50 150
Westbound Left 300 175 225
Build - Alternative 3 & 4
‘Westbound Right 500 300 300
Empire Ranch Road/ Northbound Through 1,020° 275 1,010
Westbound Route 50 Ramps Southbound Left 375 150 375
Southbound Through 650 50 300
Northbound Left 200 150 25
Northbound Through 650 175 500
Empire Ranch Road/ Northbound Right 250 50 150
Iron Point Road Southbound Left 300 225 250
Eastbound Left 300 50 150
Westbound Left 300 175 225
Notes:
(1) The reported queue is the 95" percentile queue, which is typically used to size storage bays.
(2) The available storage between the eastbound off-ramp exit point and the intersection stop line.
(3) The available storage between the eastbound and westbound Route 50 ramp terminal intersections.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.

As shown in Table 19, adequate vehicle storage would be provided for the critical movements at the Iron
Point Road/Empire Ranch Road intersection under 2026 No Build conditions. For Build Alternatives 1

and 2, adequate vehicle storage would be provided for the critical movements at each study intersection.
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Build Alternatives 3 and 4 include a Type L-7 configuration at the westbound ramps, which has high
traffic volumes for the northbound through movement that would conflict with southbound left-tuming
traffic. Therefore, the maximum queue length for the northbound through and westbound right-turn
movements would be longer for Alternatives 3 and 4 than for Alternatives 1 and 2. Table 19 shows that
the 95" percentile queue for the northbound through movement during the p.m. peak hour is within the
available storage under Build Alternatives 3 and 4 but the queue may extend up to the eastbound off-ramp
intersection. However, these expected queues would not further extend from the eastbound off-ramp onto

freeway mainline.

6.7 RAMP METER ANALYSIS

A ramp metering analysis was conducted for the Build Alternatives under 2026 conditions to determine the
most restrictive metering rate that the eastbound and westbound Route 50 on-ramps from Empire Ranch
Road could accommodate before the vehicle queue exceeds available storage capacity. The ramp meter

type for Empire Ranch Road on-ramps was assumed to be one metered lane plus an HOV bypass.

Table 20 summarizes the results of the ramp metering analysis under 2026 conditions (see Appendix D for
technical calculations). The metered on-ramps would operate within the minimum (240 vphpl) and
maximum (1,000 vphpl) metering rates with the available storage assuming that Route 50 operates below
capacity. Ramp queuning would be more extensive and may exceed available storage if Route 50 operates

atLOSF.

TABLE 20
RAMP METERING OPERATIONS — DESIGN YEAR (2026) CONDITIONS
No BUILD AND BUILD ALTERNATIVES

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Minimum Minimum
Peak-Hour | Metering Rate | Peak-Hour | Metering Rate
On-Ramp Number of Lanes  (Volume (vph)|  (vphpl)  |Volume (vph) (vphpl)

Empire Ranch Road 1 Metered Lane

0 0 50 530
Eastbound On-ramp 1 HOV Bypass Lane 58 50 6
Empire Ranch Road 1 Metered Lane

950 820 590 470
Westbound On-ramp 1 HOV Bypass Lane
|Notes:

vphpl = vehicles per hour per lane.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2003.
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As shown, the proposed project will slightly increase the total VMT at the local-area level, while the total
VHT reduces. This indicates that the project may result in travel routes with a slightly longer distance;

however, the project will provide some timesaving since these routes will have quicker travel times.

The proposed project will result in a smaller reduction in total VHT on a regional scale compared to the
local-area scale. The slight change in regional VMT indicates that the proposed project is only a small part
of the regional network (i.e., the six-county area). However, the reduction in VHT is measurable even on a
regional scale, suggesting that the relatively minor connection (compared to total regional 1ane miles) is

being located in a significantly congested location.
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7. ROUTE 50 CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT ISSUES

According to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025 (Sacramento Area Council of
Goverﬂments’, 2002), the population and employment of the Sacramento region is projected to increase
substantially by 2025. Folsom and western El Dorado County will share in this growth. Figure 17
summarizes the projected population and employment growth for Folsom and the El Dorado Hills area of
El Dorado County. As shown in the figure, Folsom will add 26,880 new residents and 17,100 new jobs
between 2000 and 2025. This amount of growth represents a 53 percent increase in population and an 80
percent increase in employment. A similar level of growth is projected for the El Dorado Hills area, which
will add 26,450 new people and 24,830 new jobs between 2000 and 2025. This amount of growth

represents 193 percent and 449 percent increases in population and employment, respectively.

Accompanying this growth are planned improvements to Route 50 including the Empire Ranch Road
interchange. The proposed Empire Ranch Road Interchange is one of four major projects along U.S. 50
near the Sacramento/El Dorado County line currently programmed to be constructed by 2010. These

projects are listed below.

=  Construct new Route 50 interchange at Empire Ranch Road

= Reconstruct the El Dorado Hills Boulevard Interchange

=  Construct new Route 50 interchange at Silva Valley Parkway

= Extend HOV lanes from their current terminus at El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road to

Shingle Springs/Ponderosa Road interchange

Figure 18 shows the relative timing of these projects based on SACOG’s 2025 MTP as it relates to
improvements to Route 50 mainﬁne. The phasing shown is not consistent with the proposed phasing of
the Empire Ranch Road interchange project. Rather, the intent of Figure 18 is to call attention to the
potential difficulty in phasing of these projects during the long construction period from 2006 to 2010.
Each interchange project includes auxiliary lanes that may extend the full length of Route 50 in both
directions between East Bidwell Street and Bass Lake Road. The timing of these improvements is
intended to match with the planned population and employment growth but may introduce implementation
and construction challenges for Caltrans, the City of Folsom, and El Dorado County. Without a
coordinated construction schedule, mainline Route 50 could be disrupted almost continually between about
2005 and 2010.
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As previously specified, the proposed interchange project includes three elements: Element 1 includes the
Empire Ranch Road interchange, Element 2 includes the auxiliary lanes between Empire Ranch Road and
El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road, and Element 3 includes median widening to the Bass Lake
Grade Truck Climbing Lane. The intent of Elements 2 and 3 are to mitigate impacts to the trafﬁc
operations on Route 50-due to the construction of the interchange. The likely order of construction based
on current funding is Element 3, then 2, then 1. Interchange construction should also consider the need for
alternative routes into El Dorado Hills when reconstruction of the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe
Road interchange begins. At a minimum, the planned improvement projects listed above should not be
advanced through the final steps of the project development process as independent projects. Instead, the
segment of Route 50 between Bass Lake Road and East Bidwell Street should be considered an integrated

system when devel‘o’_pin’g.ﬁnal construction phasing plans.

Even with a closely coordinated construction schedule, the high traffic demand in the study corridor and
lack of alternative routes could cause potential congestion and safety issues on Route 50 in the near term.
The steep and rolling terrain severely limits visibility in this area and construction activity would
exacerbate these conditions. In addition, congestion on Route 50 would likely prohibit traffic merging
onto the mainline from ramps and cause queues back onto arterials such as East Bidwell Street and El
Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road. To address these potential congestion and safety issues, other

mitigation measures besides alternative routes need to be considered.

Caltrans should consider Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) improvements that would provide
effective options to relieve congestion and improve safety by providing appropriate and timely information
to drivers. In general, ITS improvements are expected to improve the mobility of Route 50 in tﬁe study
area in the following aspects. An illustrative example of the ITS improvements is shown in Figure 19 and

described below.

e ITS field elements will monitor traffic and provide real-time information to transportation
officials. This inforrﬁation will enable them to effectively manage traffic, clear incidents, and
inform drivers of potential delays.

o Real-time traffic information and video images of ramps and arterials in the project area can be
posted on websites such as the Highway 50 Corridor site. This will enable drivers to assess traffic

conditions and determine the best course of action before leaving their home or offices.
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e Traffic delay information can be posted on permanent or temporary changeable message signs
located in advanced of key alternate routes (e.g., Iron Point Road) or Route 50 ramps. This is
designed to provide adequate advanced notice in the event that traffic diversion is necessary.

e - Traffic infonmation can also be broadcast on local Highway ‘Advisory Radio to provide in-vehicle
information throughout the subject area. By 2006, infofmation may also be brc.iadé'ast using
images to vehicles equipped with navigation systems.

e ITS improvement in the future may also take advantage of E911 capability to be available on
cellular telephone network. This GPS-based service is expected to improve incident detection and

response time.
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Appendix A
Travel Demand Forecasts Technical Memorandum




= FEHR & PEERS ASSOCIATES. INC
Trauspurtution Consultants

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 3, 2003
TO: Tim Fleming, Mark Thomas & Co., Inc:
FROM: Jason Isaac and Billy Park, Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

RE: Travel Demand Forecasts for the U.S. 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange

Fehr & Peers has completed the draft travel demand forecasts for the U.S. 50/Empite Ranch Road
Interchange Project Report (PR). This memorandum contains the forecasts and a bief description
of how the forecasts were developed.

Travel Demand Model Modifications

The travel demand forecasts were developed by Fehr & Peers using 2 modified version of the
regional SACMET travel demand model. We obtained the latest version of the SACMET model
used to prepare the 2002 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Specific modifications made to
the model are highlighted below.

* Refined the roadway network within study area to better match exisdng and planned
roadway alignments.

*  Changes the 2025 roadway netwotk to be consistent with Tier 1 roadway improvements
contained in the MTP. These improvements are likely to be funded with expected revenues.

= Split traffic analysis zones (TAZs) within the study area and correct land use estimates to
improve trip distribution and assignment.

Exhibit 1 shows the original 2025 SACMET MTP network. Exhibit 2 shows the modified network.
Specific changes are listed below in Table 1.



*JUT 'S9)BID0SSY S199d | Ay .B £asuaa . ﬂ%@.
L LIGIHXT
HHOMIIN G202 YVIA TYNIDINO - SINVT




'2UT 59322055y S1994 g JUS4 ©) DIsUII . ?4335.

¢ 1lgIHX3
HHOMLIN S20Z YVIA GIIHIOW - SANY'T




: . FEHR & PEERS ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Table 1

2025 SACMET Roadway Network Changes

Number of Lanes in Both Directions

MTP or Original Modified
Roadway Segment City of Folsom SACMET SACMET
U.S. 50 — Sunrise Avenue to El Dorado 6 Mixed-Flow 4 Mixed-Flow
Hills Boulevard None 2HOV 2HOV
White Rock Road — Hazel Avenue to
Sacramento/El Dorado Co. Line None 4 Lanes 2 Lanes
Whiite Rock Road — Latrobe Road to U,S: -
50 : 4 Lanes 2 Lanes | 6Lanes ®
White Rock Road - U.S. 50 Over-crossing | 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 6 Laneés O
Hazel Avenue Extension — Folsom
Boulevard to White Rock Road None 4 Lanes None
Lattobe Road — White Rock Road to
Golden Foothill Parkway 6 Lanes 4 Lanes 6 Lanes
El Dorado Hills Boulevard — Park Drive to
Sertano Patkway 6 Lanes 2 Lanes 6 Lanes
Folsom Dam Road — Folsom-Auburn
Road to East Natoma Street Closure 4 Lanes None
New Bridge — Folsom-Auburn Road to 4 Lanes in different
East Natoma Street 4 Lanes location 4 Lanes
Folsom Boulevard — Sutter Street to
Natoma Street 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes
Oak Avenue Parkway Extension ~ East
Natoma Street to Willow Creek Drive None 4 Lanes None
Riley Street — Coloma Street to Blue Ravine
Road 4 Lanes None 4 Lanes
Riley Street — Blue Ravine Road to Oak
Avenue Parkway 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes
Prairie City Road — Glenn Drive to Blue
Ravine Road 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes
Prairie City Road — Blue Ravine Road to
U.S50 6 Lanes 2 or4 Lanes 6 Lanes
Glenn Drive — Folsom Boulevard to Riley
Street 4 Lanes None 4 Lanes
Blue Ravine Road — Folsom Boulevard to
Riley Sereet 6 Lanes 4 Lanes 6 Lanes
Natoma Station Drive — Folsom Boulevard
to Blue Ravine Road 4 Lanes None 4 Lanes
Orange Blossom — Natoma Station Drive
to Iron Point Road 2 Lanes None 2 Lanes
E. Bidwell Street — Blue Ravine Road to
Oak Avenue Parkway 4 Lanes 6 Lanes 4 Lanes
E. Bidwell Street — Clarksville Road to U.S
50 6 Lanes 2 or 4 Lanes 6 Lanes
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Table 1 (continued)

2025 SACMET Roadway Network Changes

Number of Lanes in Both Directions
MTP or Original Modified

Roadway Segment City of Folsom SACMET SACMET
Oak Avenue Parkway — E. Bidwell Street
to Iron Point Road 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes
Broadstone Parkway — E. Bidwell Street to
Golf Links Drive : 6 Lanes 4 Lanes 6 Lanes
Broadstone Patkway — E. Bidwell Street to
Iron Point Road ; 6 Lanes None 6 Lanes
Clarksville Road (notth of E. Bidwell St.) —
E. Bidwell Sttéet to Broadstone Patkway 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes
C_ia.rksville Road (south of E. Bidwell St.) ~ |
E. Bidwell Street to Broadstone Parkway 4 Lanes None 4 Lanes
Silberhorn Drive ~ Clarksville Road to
Empire Ranch Road 2 Lanes None 2 Lanes
S. Lexington Drive — Oak Avenue Parkway
to Silberhorn Drive 2 Lanes None 2 Lanes
Iron Point Road — E. Bidwell Street to
Empire Ranch Road 6 Lanes 4 Lanes 6 Lanes
Francisco Drive — El Dorado Hills
Boulevard to Green Valley Road 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes
El Dorado Hills Boulevard — Francisco
Drive to Green Valley Road 2 Lanes 4 Lanes 2 Lanes
Silva Valley Patkway ~ Harvard Way to
U.S. 50 4 Lanes 2 Lanes 4 Lanes

Note: M El Dorado County General Plan

The TAZ splits are shown in Exhibit 3 while the corresponding land use allocations are summarized
in Tables 2 and 3 below. The base year land use estimates were verified based on a review of detailed
aerial photography and field visits. Adjustments were made to the base year estimates to better
match existing conditions from these reviews. After adjustment, the base year SACMET household
estimates were increased from 10,063 to 16,221 for the affected TAZs while retail and non-retail
employment did not change substantially.

Draft 2025 Travel Demand Forecasts

For 2025 conditions, we developed preliminary unadjusted travel demand forecasts for selected
roadways in the study area. The resulting a.m. and p.m. peak hour roadway segment volumes are
shown in Exhibit 4 and 5, respectively. Exhibits 6 and 7 focus on the a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic
forecasts at the proposed Empire Ranch Road Interchange. The travel demand model changes and
preliminary traffic volume forecasts need to be reviewed and approved by the PDT prior to
developing the detailed interchange forecasts and conducting the traffic operations analysis.



SACMET TDF MODEL

TAZ SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

0%

_ I#Hﬂ;@i:
UG,
D
g}r-:‘\l’@
JEInE:

[ original SACMET TAZ Boundary it
3 Proposed sACMET TAZ Spiit

EP

EXHIBIT 3



el
D
EC3
wmeD piold|
9vs
2 . o A e e : S s R R
) 0 ] o T 6. 0 D 00t 001 0 B 613 o o BE)
el 5¥ 05 85 [} L] o a a0} ‘vﬂ 0E9 i 91 0 vER 5v5
€909 50 05 _mml B 0 0 g 0 0 0E9 o £0z9 o =] _ wned plo
=3 ﬁ ﬁmm' T |T g 5 o T =] 0 Tz5 0 Mmm ' £
o 0 0 0 0 [l 0] o 0oL 004 0 0 0 ] Z51L
o [] o & 0] 0 o _wﬂ 001 0 0 0 u 0 vrs
O o 0 D o 0 o 0 0 0] g mm D 0 10D protd
._n.. ] _m [y i o o oot T 0 B D B o s
1 i _
= T e T CEG = 7o ..I‘...l.m. AP
g o o 0 i 0 o 0 [ [ 0 0 0 0 0 istl
g 0 o 0 [ O g 0 ook 0or 0 B ] o o [E
o o 0 o v ¥ D 0 [ 0ot o B |_|e 3 200 Bri
0 o 0 o v O 0 0 001 0% o B 0 0 oS =3
o o 0 o o g 0 Tor 29 wned pot|
7 D 0 o v 7 ] 0 1_..|9 008 i o 0 o o 1] -
= 3 oy =" = e, SO, G S q. ..u.u,..;.. = o
1 o Q 0 i L 1] 0 00k DO 0 o (] (] (444 Brll
00k E5Z g3 8§ L td 0 (] 001 001 t] 0BEE 144 (-] 0 Lrii
jo o {4 o 3 U [l o Q01 D0} a (] o riy 256 9PLL
o 0 ﬂ_. 0 v T o o [T Dot o o o D 5L ovs
ot €5z 9l 55 3 ~ [oeeE EQ I [ wno) pror]
T G13 at |m 3 g D G DOt ﬂ_ O 0BT E 243 I ez ovs
| _ |
= = ; ~ ? 3 R A I ; i
0 0 0 0 1 8 o 0 Dot ED o g B D 506
o e 3 3 v B 0 g [0 001 51 o 0 B50'% 80z
el 0 B 0 T & [ 0 oot [oor ] ] B 73 DI
S0L B 0 _m v \_w 0 G [ 001 0 0 0 o 3 =3
=] &3 23 08z Ent g %51 vl 1oe N0 POt
=] = (33 062 i3 _M o D DOb oci = 3 r 985 DEY'L 2¥9'L LES
YIKLOr4NNYW |  NOILYINO3 vaiaan 391440 JETTET 43d UOLYDIGN 1502 SNOLLOVALLY | SNOILINQON [15] 3931103 JIVLI¥-NON VLI STIOHISAOR zvi vl
INSWAOIANT T | awsodwod SIAVa BNV IAIL IVNIWESL OLNY INGWTIONNT INIWAOTAWI PPN TR0

ZvL Aq si|ids es( pue] Jea), eseg 'z oqe)




R s L O
992 I
o o &g oLt
IS o 1602 Siit
s o 0 5207 1unog plord
s o T: Dot 5v9 o ] ? Iﬂ«q» Si TR
a3 T B ey = Ve i LYY =
£4 a [ (] b 2 o 0oL 0oL o 0 BE 08z (o pell
g o 0 [ . [ D oot 0% 0 o 0 B [£3 esti
o 5 0 [ T B 0 ot oor 53 o 3 0 8L [
£z 3 0 0 : Tose o B9 09z Toeo W03 Bl
ez v o 0 T _m |_m o1 Tﬂ_ 53 2] |_-Iw £ N v
o = A Yo > o7 e r =las : M o =
o o o 0 T % b o0 001 o o 0 o o2t Teant
o ] 0 o T 0 o 00+ o1 D 0 0 B zis Elit
o 0 B ] 0 0 o o Ze8 e Pt
o Iﬂm ] o T " g oot Aw.m 0] _|= 0 _W a o
g
o o
o i
ke 133 ;] i 0682 ] 3 73 vea [
= e ] T T 0 o “ﬂ bor 0562 0 ﬂw E T | vsol

g Vel

0 3541
E| 0 =0
v 3 El — (oo or £} B2T 3 T6861 Whog Pl
T 3 & oAt ] T _m o1 oot ﬁﬂ.« i 3 v =X €601
|
5 g Ty | s T P 3 E Sy
EEC a 5 ssi 21 ] 0 001 ooy 0 0 [{3] 3 Gzl
BhE 0 ] Z1 ] 00} oot 522\ 0 T4 (3 zaz’'
W [m I 51 = 0 o8 _...In Y3 o pio|
[ 57 =1 2L - g 00} T, =33 0 a9 58 191971 Lzl
WIHLOrANNWH | NoLvanaa RIZEET 301430 LOMLSI £ad OLYIONI 1800 SNOLLIVHLLY _uzo_._.u_._noE 5] 3931103 YLIY-NON Tvean SQIOHASNOH VL vlL
LNIWACTdWT ALIFOINOD BIAV ONDvVa SWIL TWNINEAL O1NY INGWTI0NNT INGWAGTAWS PeUIPon L)

Zv1 Aq syj|ds osn pueT Jeap eseg ‘(penujuog) z aqel




_ﬂ_

R A % T SR
B8 0 ) o [ Bl
5Tt % 05 @ ] 001 004
501°0% oy 05 58p01 ver U IRELORG! » e |
Vol [sv 3 0 g _aa DOV _a _mz svs
i T TR ; R T e |
0 0] o 00% 001 ] 282 _o Z51L
00z 0 g o o0r o0t o 009 Ex 3 .
£33 o v T 0 v Bd {WaID MISWARY| + WGT PRt
00z o r 0 a0k _ﬂl wre 5 s
Siales BT S R D
o ol 0 0 00k oai 058 IC3 1514
m ] g ] 0 0 00) 001 058 0z ﬁ_
7] 0 0 13 0 0 00} Dot 1z 5% (8
n B o e 0] ] o0k 561 1802 s
W W_ 0 \—w _ Tm,n WIS JERSWEE] + 10ne0 PRt |
£ T.m o 3 0 ED |_S,||||||I| vave 1
— e (e T ; T o] T i
o o o 0 G0+ 001 o 0 EQ 0
261 £5e l_ﬂv o i 06+ 001 B ) e vy
o il o ] 00k 0ot 0 o 258 ovtl
ﬂ i o ] ] [h o0¢ n_ﬁ i 552 ovs
261 b5z 4 089 5ir2 PRI [SYDWARU] + UK PO
_m._ o5 _m. 0 oo o ] T ors
; ._. ; e E R e
o D 0 5 0 00t 00} o vee Sril
3 W2E B g 00} ot I 0z (]
Vel b ) 6 g 00} ot 3 Imﬂ B
0L 0 B |_m o _ﬂE [ (3 e =
L] 13 Tvze ) o9 50T UM (VWS - UnaD) PR
R G5 vz _m 0 BEE L Eol't ) LES
YIHIOF4NNYW | NOWYDNOT REET 33d YOLY2ION! SNOILOYELIY _ SNONINOOY WY LINON r._l_ﬂmz STIOHISNOH vl
INIWACTANT 3LSOGWOD SIAva WL TYNIEEL 0dnY ]

Zv1 Aq 51|08 05N PUET GZ0Z JESA € OIqEL




Pt ]

T

i P PR

511
by o
— — - TEErET
o g 0 0 ; _w 0 o ED oot 0 o o o _Ms 011
8 051 (] t4 ] L . 0 ] 00t 004 006 (] 1:13 oy BE6 ELLL
o5t ] 3 006 ] o ov 0 GED D005 + 10000 PR
9 oSt 0] z T 0 _n! o 001 Tﬂ_ 006 ) 8t o7 v ELit
- : >z
o o 0 o 2 0 o o 01 nor 0 o o B [ EstL
7 o 0 m z 7 5 5 ot D 0 3 63 B3 0 Wit
€ vZz 0 4 Zi (] 0 L] 004 D0} ol T ] ['14 0 Se0°L yEOL
cu L | e ——
EQ 73 0 T _ v 5 B E3 et TRLID IS 1 [UR03 PO
i 3 o 7] ._N— N g o Joee 01 CI T i =3 S¥T) psoL T
iz 5 e 5 e S g e = T3 i L
i el 5 A L o]
L) o 0 [ 001 0 0 051 5 IEv 2501
W o o B0t 01 0T g Tr [T
-] o 0 0oL a0l 0 (] 0 €601
0001 0 B85 Yl mMISWORY| + 1UNCD PFES
7 o o o1 oot |_|§.. 0 73 £s01
= DY H T 0 i e 5 5
& D s e e
Z5E 6L 4 S8L 3 il 0 0 oot 00l 5.8 {3 602 06 SraZ G514
0z 31 0 8 e () o g 00} [ =3 0 ve 0z 252k Zz0t
ZIC 051 P 081 —”l—rﬁ (] LEY ol [1=44 Yag) |MIRWBRU| « [UN0D PRY|
ZLE oar (14 054 _ﬂ— Ll &l o 00} 0oL [OOLT () 462 031 SELT zzol
UIHIOFANNYW | NOLLYonas RELE 391240 FEIT 2d HOAYIIGNI Ts0o SNOILOVULLY _ BNOLONgOYd TiN 393100 | VIIFNON SVi3s | SCIOHISNOH V1 Zv1
INGAAGTaWE TECaN0D BT BNDIEVd FALL TVHIWNIL 01NV INSWTIONNT INTWAGTaWE POUION o
ZvL Aq S1)idS 95N PUE SZ0Z 1B (panuURUOD) £ ojqeL




\a‘

AM Volumes - YEAR 2025 SACMET MODEL

EXHIBIT 4

Licensec to Fehr 8 Peers Associates, Inc,
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EXHIBIT 5

Licensea to Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

PM Volumes - YEAR 2025 SA-CME T MODEL
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AM Volumes - YEAR 2025 SACMET MODEL

EXHIBIT 6

Licensed to Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.
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Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report (April 28, 2004)

Appendix B
Existing Conditions
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Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report (April 28, 2004)

Appendix C
Construction Year (2006) Conditions
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COMPARE Tue Nov 11 14:37:05 2003

Page 2-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Base Volume Alternative)
2006 No Project AM - Without Saratoga

Intersection #1: Empire Ranch Road/iron Point Road

Signal=Stop/Rights=Ignore
0

inltial Vol 550 0
Lanes: 10 0 0o 0
Signak=Uncontrol Signal=Unconirol
Initial Vol:  Lanes: Rights=include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=inciude Lanes:
_} Cycle Time (sec): 100
120 1 [}
Loss Time (sec): 0
0 0
0 [ . Critical V/C: 0.000 ‘ o]
0 «;} Avg Ciit Del (seciveh): 0.0 <v7- 0
0 0 i Avg Delay (sec/veh): 0.0 f (]
LOS: A
Lanes: 9 0 0 0 0
Inltial Vol: 0 1] 0
Signal=Slop/Rights=Include
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
----- Il 1 el 1
Volume Module:
Base Vol: o 0 ] ° 0 s50 120 0 0 [ [} [
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: [] 0 [ [ 0 550 120 a [} [ 0 o
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: [} [ 0 o o 0 120 [} o o o 0
Heduct Vol: [} 0 [} ] [ 0 0 o ¢ o 0 L]
Final Vol.: 0 o 4] o [ o 120 o 0 0 o o
t e 11 e -
Critical Gap Module: .
Critical GP:ju000C JOOMK XXRXX XXKOX J0DDK XXOUXK 4.1 200X X000 X0 JONX VOO
FollowUpTim: 30000 20X 30000 J0000L XXXX 300000 2.2 000K JOLOK XK KK XXKHK
il - -1
Capacity Module:
Coflick Vol: XxOXX XXX YOOMKK 00K JOKX XIOOO 0 20000 00X XXX KKRXX JO0OK
Potent Cap.: JOOOC XHXX XXXXX 30000 XKHK HKHKXK 0 X300X JOOIKX  JOOE KXHK HOTHX
Move Cap.: 3OO 000 XHXXX  HRXX D 20000 XXAXX XXX KXXX HKKHXK
———————————— e | —meeme] |- -1 -
Level of Service Module:
Stopped Del:iowxot JoOX XXXXX XXO0C XHKK XXHXK 0.0 XX XXXCX J000OC KHKK RHKKK
LOS by Move . . . « ) A . . A . .
Movemant : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR -~ RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: XXXX JOOLX OO0 XXX XXXX JO0OX XXX XXX XI0OK  KKKX XK 30000C
shrdstpmlmmmmmmmmmmmm
Shared LOS - = - N . . .
ApproachDel: RKOOAK 200000¢ 2000000 Pt il
ApproachLOs: . » . ' H
| 1= - | !
Hevvgh: LiLd o0 0% o
Grade: 03 % o (43
Pads/Hour : 0 [ e [
Pedestrian Walk Spaad: 4.00 faet/sec
LaneWidth: 12 feet 12 faat 12 feat 12 feet

Time Poriod: 0.25 hour

Initial Vol:

0

Traffix 7.5,0715 Copyright (¢) 2002 Dowling Associatas, Inc.

Licensed to FEHR & PEERS, ROSEVILLE



COMPARE Tue Nov 11 14:34:24 2003 Page 2-1

Lavel Of Sarvice Compulation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Basa Volume Alternalive)
2006 AM - All 184 Withou! Saratoga

Intersection #1: Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Eastbound Ramps

Signal=Stop/Rights=Ignore

Initial Vol: 610 0 0
Lanes: o 1 o] [V
Signal=Uncontrol Signal=Unconirof
Inltlal Vol:  Lanes: Rights=include Vol Cnt Date: nfa Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:
_} Cycle Time (sec): 100
90 0 0 ]
Loss Timse {sec): [4]
0 0
[} Al '_P' Critical V/C: 0.000 4_ 0 o]
0 ? Avg Crlt Del (sec/veh): 0.0 ? 0
0 0 i Avg Delay {(seciveh): 0.0 F 0 o
LOS: A
Lanes: o 0 1 o 0
Initial Vol: [ 0 o
Signal=Slop/Rights=Include
Approach: North Boung South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R - T - R
: I i T -
Voluma Module:
Base Vol: (] [} o [} o @10 50 0 o 0 (]
Growth Adi: 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bao: ] 0 o 0 6 610 90 a [ ] ] o
User Aj: 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 3.00 0,00 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1L.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ©.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FHF Velume: L} L) o o o 90 L] o o (] o
Reduct Vol: L] o o o o o ) o a o Q
o L] o o 50 [ 0 [} 9 0
et e | B e Hemmmmmmmmniee -
Critical Gap Modula:
Critical Gp:XooX 00X J000X JOKK XIOOC XXKXHK 4.1 2000 XRHHH 20D KKK HOOK
Pnl]amf&n-:;xmmxxmwxxmxm 2.2 20000 KRREE XHXKK JOX KIOKK
-1 0 I -1
' capacity Hodule:
Cnflict Vol: JOOOC XXX XMXMR  XXXK JORXK X000 0 00X XHKXX  KXXX 3OO0t KKK
Potent Cap.: 000X MIOUK XAAXH OOKX HXXX IO0OOL 0 J000¢ HXRKNC KK XAXR FOOUKA
Hove Cap.:  000( MK MOEKE  O0X XXX X000KX 0 XXXX XNMKX  XOO( XXX KRHKX
P - I 1= -l
Level of Snr\:'!cﬂ Hodules
Stopped Del :20000¢ X000 XIOO0X XOUX JOKK XRXKK 0.0 000X KX XXKHX XKKK  RIOXK
. . - - W A .

LOS by Move: * .

Hovement : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared Cap.: X0t X XOMK 100U J0OX XKRXX  HOK KKK XXX K0 KKK KXHXK

Shrd stpbel:mmmmmmmmmmmm
. . - « . .

Shared LOS: . - . . * =
ApproachDel : 2000XKX 200000 XKHHAXK OXNAK
ApproachLos: . * . .

! [ [ r— Jreme e [
Hevveh: o% 0% 0% 13
Grada: 13 ot 0% os
Pads /Hour; [ 0 9 0
Pedestrian Walk Spaed: 4.00 feat/sec
LaneWidth: 12 feet 12 feet 12 feat 12 feet

Time Period: 0.25 hour

Traffix 7.5.0715 Copyright (c) 2002 Dowllng Associates, Inc. Licensed to FEHR & PEERS, ROSEVILLE



COMPARE Tue Nov 11 14:47:57 2003

Page 2-1

Level Of Sarvice Computalion Repon
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Base Volume Allemaliva)
2006 PM - Alt 1&4 Without Saraloga

Intersection #1: Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Eastbound Ramps

Signal=Stop/Rights=Ignore

Initial Vol: 790 0 0
Lanes: 0 1 4] 0 o0
Signal=Uncontrol Signal=Unconirol
Initial Vol:  Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnl Date: nfa Righis=Include Lanes:
Cycie Time (sec): 100
280 o} [4]

Loss Time (sec): o

Critical V/C: 0.000

-+—
Avg Crlt Del {sec/veh): 0.0 t— 0

e

0 [o] Avg Delay (sec/veh): 0.0 o}
LOS: A
Lanes: o 0 1 o o
1nitial Vol: o] Q 0
Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - & L - T - R

[=mmmmmmme e I -1l -
Volume Modulae: .
Base Vol: 0 o 0 0 6 790 280 0 ) 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 ] 0 0 o 730 280 [ 0 [} ] 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 0 o 0 [ 0 280 0 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 [ 0 [ 0 [ ] 0 0 [ 0
Final Vol.: [ 0 0 0 [} o 280 [} 0 [ 0 0

I H It !
Critical Gap Module:
Critica]l Gp:xsxxst d0000 500K XANAXK KIOXK KN JOLRKK XHOOK KIOCK HEHIHK

FollowlpTim: joount X000 30000 XXX XXX
1

:
I
i

;

;

O
0K
'
Capaclty Hodule:
Cnflict VOl: 000K J0LIX XXX X0 JHKX XXXKX
Patent Cap.: 000X X000 JOOOKX  XHXK AMHE X0
A
300X
- RT

i
i
i
i
H

Yove Cap.: HKIOK XXXX J00000 XXX 000
1

|

Level Of Ser\'lll:e Module: I

Stopped Del 1300000 XX XK IOEXKK 20000

LOS by Move: g H * . - A

Movement : LT - LTR — RT LT - LTR LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared Cap.: XXXX JOXX JOODUI JOO0K XXXX JOOKK XXX JE0C MOHOC 3000 30008 MUK

Shrd StpDel:xx00X J0000 XAXKX XX XAXX JOOKK XXKKK KKXK KIXKX 000K J0OX KOLKX
. N

§
:
I
:
;

0.0 500X 300D JOOEK J0VCX XX
.

. . - .

Shared LOS: . . . . . - . . - B
Approachbel : X000 00K ALK R KX
ApproachLOS: - L o -

I [ I- |
HavVah; 0% (0] 0% o%
Grade: o % 0% o8
Peds /Hour : o . 0 0 Q
Pedestrian Walk Speed: 4.00 feet/soc
LaneWidth: 12 feet 12 faet 12 feet 12 feet

Time Period: 0.25 hour

inltial Vol:

Traffix 7.5.07 15 Copytight (c) 2002 Dowling Assoclates, Inc.

Licensed to FEHR & PEEAS, ROSEVILLE
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RAMP METERING ANALYSIS
I

Location: |US 50/Empire Ranch Road Projected Peak Hour Volume: 3%
Ramp: Empire Ranch Road to EB US 50 Projected Peak Period Volume:
Scenario: |2006 With Project Without Saratoga Way Connection - AM PEAK
HOV Bypass (%): R Y Storage Length (m): St e Lol _
Metered Volume (veh/hr): | 525 Storage Length (ft): _ I
Metering Rate (veh/hr): | __|Storage Lanes: EEOIE
Discharge Rate (veh/15 min): 130 Maximum Storage (veh): 20
Estimated | Projected | Metered Accum- Total Total Metered
Time Arrival _[-15-Minute | 15-Minute | Excess ulated Delay | Vehicles Hourly Hourly
Period _|Distribution| Volumes | min flows | Demand | Vehicles | (veh-hr) | Delayed | Volume | Volume
7:00-7:15 FEEHABGTT 142 122 0 0 0.00 0
7:15-7:30 143 123 0 0 0.00 0
7:30-7:45 ° 147 126 0 0 0.00 0
7:45-8:00 . WL 165 142 12 12 2,98 142 597 513
8:00-8:15 [z, {143 123 0 -5 1.22 123 598 514
8:15-8:30 4 '; o 142 122 0 0 0.00 0 597 513
8:30-8:45 - 153 132 2 ‘2 0.40 132 603 519
8:45-9:00 | 156 134 4 6 1.44 134 594 511
Total Delay (veh-hr): 6
Total Vehicles Delayed {veh): 531 Maximum Queue (veh): 12
Average Delay (hr): 0.01 Maximum Queue (m): 107
Average Delay (min): 0.68 Maximum Queue (ft): 351
Location: |US 50/Empire Ranch Road Projected Peak Hour Volume: L N0
Ramp: Empire Ranch Road to EB US 50 Projected Peak Period Volume: 1460
Scenario:  [2006 With Project Without Saratogr;a Way Connection - PM PEAK
HOV Bypass (%): EieeEin Storage Length (m): :
Metered Volume (veh/hr): 679| Storage Length (ft):
Metering Rate (veh/hr): | : Storage Lanes:
Discharge Rate (veh/15 min): 160 Maximum Storage (veh):
Estimated | Projected | Metered Accum- Total Total Metered
Time Arival | 15-Minute | 15-Minute | Excess ulated Delay Vehicles Hourly Hourly
Period | Distribution| Volumes | min flows | Demand | Vehicles (veh-hr) | Delayed | Volume | Volume.
4:00-4:15 SEEF4SEPT. 108 170 10 10 2.57 170,
4:15-4:30 | =12 169 145 0 0 0.00 0
4:30-4:45 | 188 162 2 2 0.42 162
4:45-5:00 =49 194 167 7 9 2.13 167 749 644
5:00-5:15 |- =41 194 167 7 15 3.84 167 745 641
5:15-5:30 [ 176 151 0 7 1.68 151 752 647
5:30-5:45 |« 174 . 150 0 0 0.00 0 738 635
5:45-6:00 [°42% 168 144 0 0 0.00 0 712 612
Total Delay (veh-hr): 11
Total Vehicles Delayed (veh): 817 Maximum Queue (veh): 15
Average Delay (hr): 0.01 Maximum Queue (m): 138
Average Delay (min): 0.78 Maximum Queue (ft): 454




Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report (April 28, 2004)

Appendix D
Construction Year (2006) With Improvements Conditions




z

ydw 1'ss = § ‘ESTOTYaA TT® A0z paeds uesuw aoeds
ydw ¥/N = n.m ‘seuel Ie3no ut pesds ueaw soeds
ydu GG = mm ‘esIe sdusNTIul durex uj pesds uesw soeds
TES'O = mn ‘arqeTIea paads sjeTpawWI2IUT
UOLIVWIIET

paads
d ®dusnjuy yo seaxe uofiounf Aemssaz-duwexr o3 BITAY2S JO ToAdT
ut/yw/od 0'LE = nq 600°0 -n._”> 9B00°0 + ZSZ'¥ umn ‘&atsusq

{4 30U 37) uoTzBUTUIAIEQ SOTAIES JO ADT

a
ON 0002 TYIT -
b J [eXs
ON 008V ovzy A~ A= A
21
ssx [s]s)-24 Z8ES A
. d T
sex 008y t8ES A= A
éd 501 UMWTXeR Tenasy
sY28YD
KLatoedey
aa q 4 ¥ T
y/od ZBES = d (A -A) + A= A
a3
0 uoTaenbz bSurisn 000°'T = 4
[oicd
{6~57 10 B-§5z uoT3ENbI) 00°0 = 1
sesxy
sbixaATa ZTA 3O UOTARWIEH
ydod (4244 ZBES da 'ajex mord

E00Z/L/TT X3 " geroIdUI WY JJ0TEM0S

00°T 00°T 43 ‘zo3de3 uoj3windod Iastag
£V6°0 £76°0 AH3 ‘Jueunsn{pe 2TOTY=A Kavey
0"z 0"z ¥3 ‘8Dd 9TS5THaa [rUOTIESISDY
[ [543 I8 ‘Edd sasng pue syonil
T W 00'0 TW 00°0 y3Suer
% % 00°0 % 00°0 apeIn
TaAdT Butttroy ButrTToy ‘adk3 uyearag
% 0 i} SBTDIYaA TRUOFIwBIDRY
% 2 1 S9SNg pue SYONIY
A 632 6921 STA ’‘BUMTCA UTW-GT Yead
06°0 06°0 dHg ‘X030e3 Inoy-iyesd
yda oLs oLsY {yda) A ‘sumioa
durey
Jusoelpy durey Aemsazl s3juguodurc) uof3ouUNp
z FUSTITPUOD
aseg Ispuf Y/od 03 UDFSIBAUOY
A3 durex jusdoefpw 03 eoUW]SIQ
durex jusoefpe o adAij
duez jusoelpe Jo uoy3ised
yda duez qUBORLpPE UD BUMTOA
oN ZI8Txa duwexr juedelpe =aoQ
(s35Tx2 suoc 3I) ®vieq duey Juadefpy
a3 eue [a08p/I900® puodas o yjbueq
3 Q05T sue] T209p/[9d0® 3ISITF JO yY3Sue
yda oLe durex uo SUMTOA
dur 0°¢f durexr uo pands MOTI-99IF
I duex Uy SOUVI JO Iaqumy
yusTyY KemsoIg 3O 2pIS
eyeg
durey 330
yda oLsY Aemoa33 uo aumyop
ydu 0oL Aemanzz uo paeds moT3I-eaxd
z Kfempexy UT SsUeT JOo IJaqumy
ebxsatg s¥sAteue zo adAg
v3ug
Aempozy
ueyoIsjul peoy yowey extdug/gs sn  ‘uotadiaosed
T4 JusweAoIdUT YITM ®H0IRIRS O/M 3defOoXd URTM $00Z iTwaX sysdTeuy
IUOEIDIPETINL
durex-330 "pY youwy axtdumm TuoTIDUNL
punogq3saM / 0§ SO T3ARI3 I0 ITp/Aemeazg
InoH Jeed WY :potIed BwWT] EFEATRUY
£E00Z/2T/8 ipewzogIad ajeq
‘ouyl 'Se3eTO0SEY £3I899d ¥ Tyag i -0/ Kouaby
v 13sAreuy
eTsiTeuy
ab3antd
TTRR-3F
1xeg iauoyg
OT'p 8sel[sd suotiounpy dwey pue sdwey :Qp0ZSoH
£002/L/TT %3 " gaA0IdIITHY J40° EMOS




ydod

€002/L/TT

Ydw P'€ES = S 'SITOTY2A TTe Io3 peads uesw soeds
0
ydu ¥/N = § 'sgueT I93ne uy peads uesw soedg
k-4
ydu V'ES = S ‘eaxe sousn[jur duwex ut pasds uesw aseds
s
T165°0 = W ‘alqeTrIesn pesds ajeTpsuxajuyl
UOTIRWTIET
paeds
SOUSBNTIUT JO seare uotjoun{ KLemaarz-durer I07 8OTAISS JO T3Ad]
Y zT 4 k!
ut/Tu/od
= T L2300°0 - A BLOOTO + A PELOO'O + GL¥P'S = g ‘A3Tsuaq
(4 3ou 3T} uvoTleuUTWIS®ISQ BDTAISS FO TDADT
Ty
ON 0097 L9SY s
od
ON ooey L9sY A
éd so1 WO TXRR Ten3yoy
e a4
A3Toedey
na d [43
y/od 080y = ( &) s = A
Rna
0 uor3enby Butsn 000" T = a
o=
(e~-52 I0 z-5z uor3enba) 00°0 = 1
seaIy
@bxsK ZTA FO UOJIRWTILT
L8Y 080% dn ‘e3ex moTd

3%3 * gaa0xduT THYTANO TEM0S

T

00°T 00°T 43 ‘zo3om3 uorjeTnded IBATIQ
086°0 0860 AH3 ‘3Iueusnfpe 21oTy=sA Kawey
z°T T°T ¥3 'EDd oTOTYSA TRUOTIESIODW
ST ST 13 ‘@Dd SeSng pue SYONIL

b Fur 0T'0 TW 0T"0 yasue

E % 00'P- & 00°9- spwIn
Tsaa7 epRIH opeId tadAy ureIIsy
% 0 [} E8TOTHaA TRUOTIEIIDeY
% 4 v SBSNYg puR SHONIL
A 6TT 000T STA ‘BUMTOA UTW-GT Ywod
06°0 06°0 JHd ‘3Io3oe3y Inoy-yeed
yda 0EV 009¢€ (yda} A ‘eumyoa

durey
Juade{py durey Aemoaay sausuodwo) ueyisunp
: S5UCTITRUOD
aseg I=puf Y/od o3 UOTSIBAUCY

a3 durey jusowfpe o3 3DUeL3ISIA
durey jusowfpe jao 8adAl
durey jusoelpe Jo wUOTITHOL
yda duey juedelpew uo sSumToa

ON {asTxs durer juedefpe seoq

(sasTxerauo 3f) e3eq durey Juede(py

a3 J stre IBOSpP/T@o0® puodas o yzbua
33 00ST ®UET TAdep/T8dde IEITI JO yYjbueg
yda 0EY duex uc SmMToOA
ydu 0°S¢E durexr uo paeds molI-203d
T dwex up sePURT FO ISqumy
IusTY femp3d1y 3o SPTS
e3eq

durey uQ
yda 009¢ Aemsexy wo sumyoA
dug 0°0L Aenesiry uo peads MoTJ-8214
z Aemssly Ul SIUBRT JO Iaqumpy
ebIsN syeATewe jo adiy

e3eq

KRemasad

weydaajul pwoy youey axrdug/pg Sn  uoTidrIosag

Z# Jususasozdur y3TM eSojwres o/M IDOLOIZ YITM 5002 txeex STSATRUY
PHOFIDFPSTINL.

(g) durex-up peoN youey sxtdurg iuofIounp

puUnNog3IsaM/0§ S IeAeI] Io ITp/Aemeaxg

INOH Yead WY ipotIad awry sysATeuy

€002/ TE/LOD :pawzozzed e3eq
‘DUl ‘SPIRTOOESY EXFed ¥ IYd 1 fop/Rousby
w t3shreuay
SISATRUY
abIayl
FTTRl-T
ixeg : sauoyg

oT'p SsesTsy suofiouny durey pue sdwey :000ZSOH

€002/L/TT %3 geAoxqUI WY ANGTEMOS




ydw z'08 = § ‘saToTyan [TE Io3 poads ueaw adeds
ydw 8°EL = cw 'ssueT I93n0 uy peads uesw aoeds
ydw g5 = ,mm ‘eaxe assuenijur dwex ut pesds uesw aoeds
TES'Q = mn ‘aTqetIes pseds ajefjpawIsiul
R TUOTIRWLIET
poads
a 3dUsNIIUT JO SeaI? uofldunf Aemosrz-duex 03] aoFAIBS JO TIAIT
ut/Tu/od L'EE = n_q 600°0 |NH> 9800'0 + ZST'¥® umn *Ka18UBQ

(4 30U 3T} uoTIBRUTWISI®Q S2TAIBS JO TOADT

¥
OoN 0002 ZYIT ~
¥ 4 o4
oN 0024 [}24 1 A - A= 4
Tt
oN 00%¥ TLSE o
d T4
ON 002l ZBES A=A
éd so1 UmuITXeR Tenaoy
SYO8YD
A3toeden
ai ¥ d i 71
y/od  TLSE = 4 (A - A) + A= A
ag
S uofjenby Bursn L0 = 4
03
{6-52 10 g-gz uoTIENbE) 000 = n
SEaIyY
BOIDATA ZTA 3O USTITWTIST
ydod THIT 4:134 da '83ex MOTd

£00Z/L/TT %7 peaoaduTTHY J40TEMOS

1
0T 00°T d3 ‘xo3oey uwotjerndod satxg
EV6°0 EVET0 AHZ ‘quaumsni{pe alotyeor Kaeay
02 o'z Y@ ‘EDd 2T°TUY=A TPUOTIBIIOEY
(4 [ 4 I ‘o4 F9Sng pur EYINIL
™ T 000 Tw 000 yabuen
% £ 00°0 % 00°0 apeIn
T=24A07 ButTToy ButTToy :9dXy uteaIsy
% 0 4] g3T2TeA TRUOTIWSIDEY
% 12 }4 £36Nq pUe -EXONIL
N 692 6921 STA ‘PumIoA UTW-GT dwed
06°0 0670 dHd ‘Io3De3 INoY-Ywad
yda oLé OLSY (qda) A ‘BumyoA
durey
quasefpy durey Kemeaxg sjusucdwo) uoFIDUNL
- SUOTITPUSD
@seg I9pun Y/od 03 UOTEIBAUOY
3z durex juanef(pw o3 soURYSTA
durex jusowfpw o BdAL
durez jusoefpe JO WOTITSOd
yda durex juedelpe UC SUMTOA
OoN 4IASTxe duez Jusdelpe sSaog
(8318 %2 3uo JFT) ‘eleq duey juadelpy
33 auel T=203p/1900® puodes 3jo yjbusg
33 orT sue] T908p/Tad0e 3SITF Jo Yabueq
yda 0L6 ) durez wo SUMTOA
ydur 0°SE duex uo pesds mold-seld
T duwex ut ssuRT FO Jaqumy
IybTy Aemswaz 3o 3pTs
TIRq
durey 330
yda oLSY Kemosiz uo sumypop
ydw 0'0L Aemeaxy U0 pesds MOTI-e0Id
€ Awmsazy ut ssuel 70 Iequmy
ebxaata sfsATeue yo ediy
wied
Aemsaxy
uRyYSIAJUI peoy yYouwy bxTdu™/0S SN uUorsdixoseq
€4 JuPwesozdw y3TM wbojexes o/s Ioefoxd YITM 9002 ixeax etsireuy
IUOTIDTPSTINL
durex-330 Py youey axyjdug juofIaUNnp
puncqiseM / 0S S0 {2eI] I0 IFp/Aemsexd
InoH Awed HY :potaed awyy ETEATROY
€00zZ/CT/8 ipewurogaad ajeq
*OuI ‘EB9IVTOOEEY BISVd ¥ .IYSJI i on/Aousby
™ sqgheuy
- sTsATRUY
abzantd :
iTTew-3
1wed s suoyg
o1'y @sealsy suotiounpy dwey pue sdwey :000ZSOH
€002/L/TT %] * peroIAUT MY 2J0” 9M0S




ydu 1°29 = 8 'S9TOFYaA T® 103 paads uesu soeds
0
ydur '3 = § ‘ssuel I93no ur peeds uesw aoeds
aq
ydw Z'09 = § 'esIe 2DULNTIUT duer ut peads ueaw soeds
s
TSE'D = W 'atqeTIea pasds sjerpoutrsjul
UOTIPWTAST
poads
2 ®DUSNTIUT 3O Seate uotidunl Aemsazj-dweI Ioy S0TAISE JO ToAdT
Y ZT d o
uf/Tw/od
|3 44 = 1 LZsoo'0 - A BLOO'O + A VELOO'O + SLV'S = @ ‘A3TSUsg
(4 3Jou 3T) uoTjeUTWIIIEQ SITAIBS JO TaART
ZTe
ON 008y 1162 A
od
ON oozL L9SY N
&d S0 unmurre Tenjoy
SYo3Yy
A3Foedey
na a ZT
9/2d  vz¥z = ( d) A= A
na
T uoTjenbz butsp 76570 = 4
[oc
(¢-52 30 z-gz uwoj3enba) 00°0 = 1
Sualy
2B12R ZTA FO UOTIEWFIST
ydod L8Y 080¥ dA ‘sjex mold

£002/L/1T %3 " paAcIdWI Y ANO EMOS

T
00'T 00°'T d3 'I035ey uotjyerndod Ieafag
0B6°0 0B6'0 AHF 'Jueunsunfpe e1oTYsA AsweH
z'T Z'T ¥ ‘DA STOTUSA TRuoTIesInay
ST S'T I3 ‘804 Sesnq puw syonIL
& U 010 TW 0T 0 yabuag
% . %5 00'v- % 009~ spexd
Tea=] epeIn apean sedfy ugerzal
$ 0 0 E2TDOTYBA TeUuoTIRaIOBY
% 4 v 898Nq pue SYoNIL
A 61T Q00T STA ‘BsumyoA upm-gI. yeeqd
06°0 06°0 dHd ‘I030®3] Inoy-yeed
yda 1134 009¢€ (yda) A ‘sumyop
durey .

Jqusdelpy durey Kemeoag sjuauodwioy uUoT3ouUny
. EUDTITPUDD

sseg xepun ysod 03 uOT 100
EF durey Jusswfpw o3 eduvistd
durey juassufpe jo sdiy
durey quesufpv 3o uUOTITsOd
yda durey Jussefpe uo SUMTOA
oN 438Txa durex Juspefpe saog

(s3sTX® Bu0 3T) ejeqg durey Jus0Bipy
33 auel TsDep/TeoD® puones jo yabueg
a3 065 sUe] T206p/T200® I8ITI jJo yibusg
yda (o134 . durex Uo IWNTOA
ydur 0'SE durex uo peads MOTI-@213
T durexr Uy SSUET JO IsqUNnN
WS Aemsax3y jo apys
RIET
durey ugy
yda 009¢ Aema213 uo SAMTOA
ydu 0" 0L Aemaox3 uo padds morz-eexg
€ KXemaal3 Ut SvUR| JO Taquny
abzaR syeATeue jo adfy
wng
Avmsszy

URYOIBJUT PBOY youeyw extdum/pg Sn  suotadiIosed
€4 JusSWBAOCIAWT YITM vBOjeIRS O/M IDIF0Id YIATM 5002 tIeax STsAreuy
{UOTIDTPSTIAND
(a) duex~up peod youey sxjdurg iuofyounpy

PUNOgIEeM/0S SN :TBARIY Io ITp/Awmselg
INOH Yead WY ipoyxad ewyy sysATRUY

£00Z/TE/LO ipsuzograd ejeq
‘DUI ‘S83WFOOSSY 5I994 I .aYsd : *0p/Asusby
™ sgATRuy
aTsATeUy
abxsy
:{Teu~-3
ey tauoyq

97"y @sea[sy EuUOTIOUND dwey pue sduey :QDOZSOH

£002/L/TT %3 poAcIdUI WY ANOTEMOS




Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report (April 28, 2004)

Appendix E
Design Year (2026) Conditions
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COMPARE Thu Oct 30 11:56:56 2003 Page 2-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignallzed (Fulure Volume Allernative)
2026 AM - Alt 184

Intersection #1: Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Eastbound Ramps

Signal=Stop/Righls=Ignore

Initial Vol: 580 0 0
Lanes: o 1 4] 0 0
Signal=Uncantrol Slgnal=Unconlrol
Initial Vol:  Lanes: Rights=include Vol Cnt Date: nfa Rights=Include Lanes: inltial Vol
'} Cycle Time (sec): 100
280 0 o} 0
Loss Time {sec): 4]
0 0
0 1 ’ Critical V/C: 0.000 ‘ 0 0
o) ? Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 0.0 t— 0
0 V] i Avg Delay (sec/veh): 0.0 F 4] 0
LOsS: A
Lanes: 0 0o 1 0 o
Initial Vol: 4] 0 Q
Signal=Slop/Rights=include
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
| T i I |
Volume Modulae:
Base Vol: o o 0 [ ] 11 280 o ] ] 0 aQ
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bsa: o L] 0 ] 0 5BO 280 [ [} o [] o
Added Vol: 0 [ [} ] o [ [ 0 0 ] 0 o
PasserByVol : [ 0 0 [ 0 0 0 [ 0 0 ° a
Ioitial Fut: [ o [ a 0 580 280 0 L] o aQ o
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ©0.00 1.D00 1.0¢ 1.00 31.00 1.00 1,00
PHP Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ©0.00 1,00 1.¢0 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
PHF Voluma: 0 [ o o ] 0 280 o 0 o 0 o
Reduct Vol: o L [ o [ 0 L] o o ] 0 o
Fipal Vol.: [ 0 a ] [ 0 280 0 0 0 ] o

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:X0000 XXXX JODOOK XIOOOE XK HKXXX d.
FollowlUpTim: X000t J00K XO0MKK X000 XXX XXXXK 2
)

}
Copacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: 00t XXX XXHXXX JOLXX X006 IOOLX 0 3000t XI00VOL  XRXK AKX KIOVK
Potent Cap.: 35000 J000f XKXMX JOMXXK 000X XOCKXX 0 XXX HOOOK  XIOH RXXK KHKHH
Move Cap.: X00(X Y0000 JOOLKX  JOOOK JOOXK XOXXXK 0 000 KO XXX FIXX XX

----- I I I | |

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:XO0X XKXX XDOOC Y0000 XX XXMKX 0.0 300X 300K 000K KXIOC JKKK
LOS by Move: * > N . 0 g A * - -

Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT -~ LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared LOS: - . - - - - - - - : . - -

ApproachDel : MO0 2000000 300000 JOOOOK

ApproachL0S : - s * . .
1 ]
L) 1 . | ' |

HevVah: bt ] 0% o’ ok

Grada: 0% [ 13 [\l 0%

Peds/Hour: [} 0 o D

Pedestrian Walk Speed:” 4.00 feet/sec

Lanewidth: 12 feat 12 feet 12 feat 12 feet

Time Period: 0.25 hour

Traffix 7.5.0715 Copyright {c) 2002 Dowling Assoclates, Inc. Licensed to FEHR & PEERS, ROSEVILLE
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COMPARE Thu Oct 30 11:58:02 2003

Page 2-1

Level Of Service Computation Reporl
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Future Volume Allemnative)
2026 AM - All 283

Intersection #1: Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Eastﬁound Ramps

Signal=Yield/Rights=Include

Inltial Vol: 0 [ 580
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0
Signal=Uncontro! Signal=Uncontro!
Initlal Vol:  Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=inciude Lanes:
’ Cycle Time {sec): 100
1] 4}
Loss Time (sec): 0
¢}
] [¢] ' Crilical V/C: 0.000 ‘
1} ? Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 0.0 tv
0 o} i Avg Delay (sec/veh): 0.0 F
LOS: A
Lanes: 0 0 0 1 0
Initial Vol: 0 0 0
Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Approach: North Hound South Bound East Bound West Hound
Movement: L -T-R L -7 -R L -T-=-=R L -T-R
| =11 1 il |
Voluma Module:
Base Vol: [ [} o 580 0 0 [ ] o 280
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 31.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: o [ o 580 [ 0 o 0 0 [ 0 260
Added Vol: [ ] ) [} ) [} e 0 [ 0 [ o
PasserByVol: [ 0 0 0 0 [} o o [ [ [ [
Initial Fut: 0 0 0 s8o o 0 ] [ [} o 280
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
PHF AQj: 1.00 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: [ 0 0 SBO o ° o 0 0 [ o 280
Reduct Vol: [\ 0 ] ° o 0 [} 0 ) [} o
Final Vol.: 0 [} o 580 [ 0 0o o ° 0 o 280
critical Gap Modulg:
L‘tlticalcp:)omxx:odcxxx;cx 6.4 XK 00X XX KOO J0000K SOOLXKX XKHX KKK
FollowUpTim: 300000 XXXX XXHXXX J.5 000X JODXKX 2OKAK KKK H000GC 00O XKHX KK

=== 1 i1 |
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: >000X X100k XX0MKK 1
Potent Cap.: XO0K XAXX 000X 020G JOXNX JO0X XI0OK KIOOMK  JOKKX J0ODK XKXHX
Move Cap.: J000( X 0

I
Level Of Service Module:
Stopped Del:X000¢ XXXK JHOOMKX 0.0 >000¢, X000 JOUOMX JOKX HOKK ITOBC JOEK KHOCKX
LOS by Mova: . - <L R e . « . . . - .
Movement : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared Cap.: 00X X000 0 JOKX XXXX 00000 X000 XAXX 000K 3000L YO0CK 10000C
mdstpbel:mmmmmmmmmmmm
Shared LOS: « . . . - . - . . o . »
ApproachDel : 200000 0.0 30000 IDOVOK
ApproachLos: . A . -

: [----- |- I- |
Hevveh: 01 [ ds 3
Grada: ot os 0y [23
Peds/Hour: o 0 1] o
Padestrian Walk Speed: 4.00 feet/sac H
LaneWidth: 12 feet 12 feet 12 feet 12 faet

Time Pericd: 0.35 hour

Inhial Vol:

280

Traffix 7.5.0715 Copyright (c) 2002 Dowling Associales, Inc,

Licensed lo FEHR & PEERS, ROSEVILLE
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RAMP METERING ANALYSIS
|
Location: |US 50/Empire Ranch Road Projected Peak Hour Volume: 580
Ramp: Empire Ranch Road to EB US 50 Projected Peak Period Volume: 1130
Scenario: 12026 With Project - AM PEAK
HOV Bypass (%): g 14 Storage Length (m): ALaso:
Metered Volume (veh/hr): | 499 Storage Length (ft): | 600
Metering Rate (veh/hr): | Storage Lanes: 3 o]
Discharge Rate (veh/15 min): 125 Maximum Storage (veh): 20
Estimated | Projected | Metered Accum- Total Total Metered
Time Arrival | 15-Minute | 15-Minute | Excess ulated Delay Vehicles Houry Hourly
Period |[Distribution| Volumes | min flows | Demand | Vehicles (veh-hr) | Delayed | Volume Volume
7:00-7:15 DEHBORET 134 115 0 0 0.00 0
| 7:15-7:30 % 135 116 0 0 0.00 0
7:30-7:45 §% 140 120 0 0 0.00 0
7:45-8:00 &5 - 157 135 10 10 2.51 135 566 487
8:00-8:15 :}, 135 116 0 1 0.28 116 567 488
8:15-8:30 I 135 116 0 0 0.00 0 567 488
8:30-8:45 : i '_ a7 - 145 125 0 0 0.00 0 572 492
8:45-9:.00 | " 13% . 148 127 2 2 0.57 127 563 484
Total Delay (veh-hn): 3
Total Vehicles Delayed (veh): 378 Maximum Queue (veh): 10
Average Delay (hr): 0.01 Maximum Queue (m): 90
Average Delay (min): 0.53 Maximum Queue (ft): 296
Location: |US 50/Empire Ranch Road Projected Peak Hour Volume: "~ B50,
Ramp: Empire Ranch Road to EB US 50 Projected Peak Period Volume: 1200
Scenario:  |2026 With Project - PM PEAK
HOV Bypass (%): syl Storage Length (m): {80!
Metered Volume (veh/hr): ] 559 Storage Length (f): ] 600
Metering Rate (veh/hr): | Storage Lanes: N _:_‘aj“
Discharge Rate (veh/15 min): 133 Maximum Storage (veh): 20
Estimated | Projected | Metered Accum- Total Total Metered
Time Arival | 15-Minute | 15-Minute | Excess ulated Delay | Vehicles Hourly Hourly
Period |Distribution| Volumes | min flows | Demand | Vehicles (veh-hr) | Delayed | Volume Volume
4:00-4:15 @ e 162 139 7 7 1.71 139
4:15-4:30 [ 48% % 139 120 0 0 0.00 . 0
4:30-4:45 i1, s 155 133 1 1 0.20 133
4:45-5:00 F. . ¥ 160 138 5 6 1.48 138 616 530
5:00-5:15 | af 160 138 5 11 2.75 138 614 528
5:15-5:30 {5 {*ﬁ; 145 125 0 3 0.80 125 620 533
5:30-5:45 [k gg 143 123 0 0 0.00 0 608 523
5:45-6:00 [ w138 119 0 0 0.00 0 586 504
Total Delay (veh-hr): 7
Total Vehicles Delayed (veh): 673 Maximum Queue (veh): 11
Average Delay (hr): 0.01 Maximum Queue (m): 99
Average Delay (min): 0.62 Maximum Queue (ft): 325




Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Project Report
Traffic Operations Report (April 28, 2004)

Appendix F
Design Year (2026) With Improvements Conditions




ydu P'0Y = 5 ‘SaToTYsA TT® Z03 pesds uesw aowds
ydur ¥/N = om 'saue] I83ne urt peads wwaw soedg
ydur v'0V = mm ‘esxe adusnTul duex uf peeds ueew soeds

9S0°T = wz ‘aTqeTIeA ‘peeds sjvTpSwIajuy

UOFITUTISG

poads

4 @J2USNTIUT JO SeSIB UOTIOUNL AeMdaIj-dwel 303 20TAISE JO ToAaT

A 4 (41 b4 q
utr/tu/od
STLE = T LZTY00'0 - A BLOO'O + A PELOO’O0 + SLP'S = O ‘A31Sueg
{d 30u JT) uoTIRUTWISISQ BOFAIBS JO TSAST
ZTd
saz 005¥ ZTLES o
oa
sax 008% ZTLES A
éd son UNWIXeR Tenaov
SHIBYD
Ayjouden
Wi I ozt
y/od  G6Z% = ( d) A= A
Rd
0 uotjenbz Huisn 000'T = d
i foic4
(E-SZ I0 g-5z uofjenba) 00'0 =1
swaIy
8615 ZTA 70 UOTIRWTIST
ydag LLOT 114 da ‘s3ex MoTJ

£00Z/LT/2T %] " g¢eanIdUITHY ANOTEMOS

00T 00'T d3 ‘zojoey uoriyerndod TeAlaq
086°0 086°0 AHF ‘Jusunenfpe aTojgaa Kaeay
T T°T ¥3 'Fod ITOTY2A TrRUOTITSIOSY
§'T S T I3 ‘dE0d S9SNq puw syoniy
Tw T 07T°'0 Tuw 0T 0 yabusq
% % 00 9~ % 009~ ape1d
T2A37 opeIn apeay t2dA3 utexzsy
% [+} 0 S9TOTYsA TeRUOTIwaIDeY
% v v S35NQ pue SYONIY
A | £14 £S0T STA ‘sumioa utu-GT Yuwsa
06°0 06°0 dHd ‘Tojoe3l anoy-desd
yda 056 06LE (yda) A ‘sumtop
durey
Jquaselpy durey Kemaazg g3jusuodwo) uoy3oUNy,
- SUoTITRUCD
esed Iopun Y/od 03 UOTSIBAUOY
a3 durey 3usoefpe 03 eouwIsIg
duwyd jussufpe jo adiy
durey JusDE[pe JO HOTITEOZ
yda durey JusdRfpR UC SUMTOA
oN 436Txa duex juasefpe seoq
(E35TX® auo 37) e3eq duey Juaselpy
a3z atreT 18D8p/T1905% pusYas Jo yIBueT
33 00ST dUeT TS09p/1e00% 3E8ITI JO Yabua]
yda 056 . duer wo sumToA
ydwu 0°SE dues uo peeds mory-=203g
T durey U} esuUe] FO Iaquny
ELthe Aemsazy jo apys
elRa
durey g
yda 06LE AwmsaIz uoc sumTop
ydw o'oL . Aumaaxy uo peeds MoT3I-aeIg
z AemasIj Ul SBUR] JO Iequmy
ab6xap sysiteunw Jo 8dAl
W3R
Aumasazg
ueyoIsjul peoy youey exydu™/og sn  iuoridraoseqg
z uoT3do juswsAcIAWT YIFM 3ID9foag YITM 9202 :Tesx sSTRATRUY
IUOTITTRETIN,
(g) dwez-uQ peod yosuwy IITduy iua3oung

PUNOGIEBM/0S SO :T@ARI] I0 ITp/AvMaaly
INOH ¥Y®ad HY ipotxed ewil} STEATRUY

€00Z/TE/ LD ‘peuroyxed s3wQ
*OUI ‘S93BRTOOESY EIsad ¥ Iysg : “op/Kousby
20 S iqsATeuy
s1eiTeuy
abzay
t1Tew-g
ixeg sauoyd

o1°y esearey suoTiduny duey pue sduey :0Q0ZSDH

£00Z/LT/TT 3%3." g42A0TAUT THY ANOTEM0S




ydu Z°'19 = 8 ‘S3TOTYSA IT® 107 peads uesuw aoeds
yduw L'EL = om ‘ssuey] I33no ur peads uesw aoedg
yduo 9g = Mm ‘esTe adusnyzul dumx ut peads uwsw soeds
S6Y'0 = mn ‘arqerIes peeds ajeTpauIIajuUI
___uoTjewigsy
paads’

d 3JUSATIUT Jo seaie uoljdunl Aemsazy-duwer Ioj =20fAISE JO 12087

a T -4

ul/Tw/od t'Ze = T 600°0 - 4 9800°0 + ¢SZ'V =4 ‘&yTsUBg

(4 30U 3IT) WOTIBUTWISIRG 20TAISS 3O [9ADT

¥
ON oooz (423 R
¥ 4 [oX ¢
ON oozl pavey A~ b= A
(43
ON [sle) 44 Tove o
ERN o {
ON oozL 202s A=A
44 501 UMWTXeR Ten3oy
s)oayD
Aagoudey
adg -] J S T
yysod T0PE = & (A - A) # A= A
a4
S uotienby Bursa 96S°0 = 4
folcd
(6-5¢ I0 g-gz uworienbm) 00°'0 T ¢
SREIY
26I3ATA ZTA JO UOTIRWIST
ydod TyL 902§ da ‘a3ex MoOTg

€002/ LT/2T X3 " y#2A0IANI Y JI0T EMOS

T
00°'T 00°T d3 'x03o®3 uotawindod zmaTIqQ
EVE'0 £Y6°0 AHI ‘JuUaNSNfpE 270TYaA ALaweH
0'2 0T ¥3 ‘ED3 ITOTYRA TRUOTIESIDBY
4 34 13 ‘304 s=§ng pue SYONIY
Tw T 00°0 Tu 00°‘0 yabueg
% % 00'0 % 00°0 . ©epexy
13aaT bButtroy BuyTTow tedXy uwjexzsg
% 0 0 SBTOTYSA TRUOTIVSIORY
% 1 ¥ S28Nq pue S3oanal
A SLT 8ZZT STA ‘BumToA UTW-ST Yesad
06°0 06°0 JHd 'I03DW3 Inoy-yesd
yda 0£9 ozyy (yda) A ‘suntop
durey o
Juase(py durey Kemsaxy sjusucdwo) uoTIOUND
FUCTYTPUOD
aseg za2pun Yy/od 0] UOISISAULY
a3 dures jusoefpe o3 soue3sTa
durez jusovfpw jo adAyL
durex jusoe[pe Jo UOTAITEOL
yda durex JusSDEfpE UO SumMTOA
oN ¢35 durex juede(pe seoqg
Amum..ﬂunﬂ Suo u.ﬂv ej3ra duey UﬁUﬂﬁE
33 BSUE] [®02p/1820% pucows 3o yibua]
33 ovT eueT T1edap/Iaddw ASITF 3O SUUGW.H
yda 0ES . durer to sumToA
yduw 0°G¢ durex wo peade MOTJ~99I3
b durexr wy sauURT Jo Iaqumy
bty Aemaazy Jo epys
F]-led
durey 330
yda ozee AemsdI3 uo BUMTOA
ydaw 0°0L Aumpox3l uo paads moTlF-owzd
[ fesMpe13l UT ERUT] JO JOQUNK
abxsatg sisATeue jo 8di}
wIvg
Aemaazg
ueysIajuUI pPEOY Youey aItdwg/ps Sn  :uofidizossq
€ uoy3ldp Fusumaocxdwul Y3TM 3IOELOII YITM 9Z0T :Iesx sTsATRUY
{uoT3o¥PSTINL
dwex-330 ‘pY youwy axfduy fuoFIOUNL
puneqiseM / 0S SN {[2ARI] I0 ITp/Aemeazg
INOH 3®ed WY ipoTTad auTy sTsATeuy
£002/21/9 ipauzogred ejeq
‘DUl ’'F83eYD0SSY BI99d F. IS4 :rop/Aoueby
™ :3shpeuny
STFATRUY
abizentd
PTTeW-§
ixeg rauoyq
OT'Pp ISesTady suotisune durey pue sdwey :000ZSoH
£00Z/LT/2T 3X3" p#EACIAWT THY 40 TEMOS




ydur E'09 = § ‘S3TOTYSA TR o3 peasde uesw aoudg
0
ydur §°68 = § ‘Eauel I83n0 ur pesds uesw adeds
k-
ydur 1'85 = & 'esIe eouanjutl dwex uy peoeds uesw aoeds
s
9Z%°0 = W ‘sTqetIea pasds a3RTpaWIRIUT
UOTIRWTIET
pasds’
0 SouSnTIUT JO SEII® UCTIdSUN( Lemesiy-dwes Joj IOTAIOS JO AT
¥ T q ¥
. ut/Tw/od
9'62 = T LZ900°0 - A BLOO'O + & PELDO'O + SLV'S = @ ‘A3jsueq
(d 30U 3IT) UOTIEUTWIDIDQ IDFAISBS JO T@AaT
(A8}
ON 009v 8z9¢€ A
04
ON oozL CLES o
éd SO1 UMWITXep] Tenaoy
=¥IBYD
Aatoeden
Ha d 2T
Y/2d 1552 = ( d4) o= 4
Ha
T uotjenbz BUTsSn 650 = d
ol
(E-gz I0 g-gz uotaenba) 00'0 = 1
seBIy
9b6xdW ZTA 3° UOTIBWISH
ydod LLOT (1344 da ‘B3I MOTJI

E0DZ/TT/TT AXY " pgeAOIAUI Y ANO EMOS

T
00°'1T 00°T d3 'Io3de3y uotierndod zaatig
0B6'0 086°0 AH3 ‘JueuEnfpe BIOTYSA AARSH
1 T ¥ ‘H4Dd STOTYSA TRuUOTIIWaIdaY
&1 8T 19 ‘@dd 835Ng pue SHONIIL
i ™ oT* T 0T‘0 y3buag
% % 00" p- 5 00 9- epvIp
Taaa7 apexn speas 1adA3 urerzay
% 0 0 S3TOTYaA TERUOTIVaIDBY
% 4 v sesng pue ExonIL
£ 1234 €50T STA ’2uUMToA UTW-ET Ywed
06°0 06°0 dHd ‘I030RF anoy-ywed
yda 0g6 06LE (ydA) A ‘eumTtop
durey
Jusselpy durey Aemaszg s3uauodwes uot3oungy
. EUOTITPUCD
Bseg I2pun Y/od o3 uUCTEIBAULY
33 durey Jueoef{pw 03 6sUWIETA
durey juesefpu 3o adAy
durey juadefpe jo uwet3fsod
yda duey JULOVFpE WO BUMTOA
OoN 238Txs durex juacelpe geocg
(F39TX8 suo 37T} ejeqg duey juovlpy
33 auel 1ad2p/[8s0e puosas o Yibus
F 065 aue 809p/T320% 3ISITI JO Y3buaq
yda 056 . dumz wo eumtToA
ydur 0'GE duex uo pasds MoTI-B3I3
1 dwex U} SPURT 3JO JAQUMN
aybty Kemea1y 3o 8PTS
RIwd
durey ug
yda 06LE Aem@azz uo sunyoa
ydu 0°0L Aemsszy uc poeds MOTI-28ad
[ Aemeniy UT EBUE] FO TeqUNN
868K gTsAteur jo 9dAy
1-=1-Ta
Kemsezy
ueynzajul peoN yduwy °xtdud/05 Sn  ‘uotidransed
€ uotado JuswenozdwT YITM IO8FOId UITM 9202 1IRRX STFATRUY
'UOTIOTPETINL
(g) durer-ug peoy youey arxrvduyg fuogzouUny
PUNOQISBM/0S SO [BARI3 Jo IIp/Aevmeaid
INoy Wred WY iporaed auily gFsATeuy
£00T/TE/LO ipsurojzed e3eq
"DUI 'S83BTOOSEY €a58d I, IUSJL : ‘o0p/Kousby
™ :3sATeuy
sTsATRUy
ebxsK
ITew-g
ixeg iauoyg
9Ty @searey suoplduny durey pue sdurey :QQ0ZSOH
EQOZT/TT/TT X3 p#eACIAWT WY QNO™ EMOS




ydur 128 = 8§ 'SSTOTYSA [T® o3 peads uesw soeds
yduw &§°6L = om ‘ssue] I33no utr peads uesuw sdedg
ydu LS = Mm ‘esze souanyyutr dwex uy posds uwauw aoedg
LSy 0 = mn ‘arqeTIeA .mwmnm 83eTRIWIAUT
UOTIWWTI ST
paads’
O BOUSNTIUT JOo sedre uoridunf Aemwarj-durel I0J a0TAISS JO Taas]
ut/Tu/od 8'gz = nq 6§00°0 -N~> 9800°0 + ZSZ'¥ umn ‘Ayrsusg

{4 J0u 3T} uoTjTUTUIS}Ed IDTAIBF JA TIAST

k:d
oN 000z LTE a
4 4 o4
oN 00zL E6VE A==
zT
on 0097, T652 A
d Ta
oN 00ZL ST8E a=oa
¢d SOT UMuITXe] Ten3yoavy
. HIBYD
' Agpoedey
ada ¥ 3 ¥ z1
Ysed  TESZ = d (A =-a) + A= 4
ad
§ uotr3yenbz bHutsn  059°0 = d
oz
(6-57 10 g-gz uotjenby) 00°0 = 1
sesIyY
abranTd ZTA JO UOTIRWIIST
ydod LTE 9T8E da ‘s3I MOTJA

€00Z/TIT/1T 3%y " p#ss0xduI Y 0T 9E0S

T

00°1T 00°T 43 ‘Tojomy worjerndod IeAaTaqg
0BE'0 8926°0 AHF ‘Juawisnipe s1oTHSA AAwaH
z°T 0'9 ¥d ‘IDd SIOTUYSA TRuOFIwaIOSY
S'7 0°€ IE ‘EDg Fa6Ng pue SHONIL

Tw Tu 01'0 TW 0E"0 yabuag

% % 00"y % 00°'3 epeIpn
Tl spe1n apexn :adA3 uyezzag
% 0 0 S9TOTHRA TRUCTIweXSey
% 14 v Sesng puw s)onIL
A 8L £88 ST4 'sunfoA UTW-GT esd
06°0 06°0 dHd ‘Xo3oey Inoy-)wag
gda 114 08TE (yda) A ‘eumyop

durey
uaoelpy durey Kfemsazy sjusuodwo) uoFyoungy
' BUOTITRUDD
agedg Iapun Y/od 03 UOTEIDAULD
33 durex JuadEfpw 03 IDUEISFA
durexr juasefpe jo adiL
dumex Jusoe[p¥ Jo uUOTITBOL
yda durezr JueDRlpe UO PUMTOA
ON 438Txe duex jusdefpe saog
(s35Tx® auo 3T} ®leg durey Jueow(py
13 BURT TI303P/T900® pPUODBS JO 3buay
33 00E suR] [®0ep/[802® IEIFI IO YyISUB]
yda 082 dueI UC SUMTOA
ydu 0'S¢E ‘dures uo pas’ds MoTJ-eaxd
T durex uy geuel 3o Jaqumn
ayBry Aempazy 30 Sp§s
:21-Ted
durey 330
yda 08TE ' Aemoelj UG BUMTOA
ydu 0°0L Aemaazl uo paeds MOTI-@9ld
€ Aemsaly ujp ssueyl Jo Iequmy
Bbasata steATeue 3Jo adAyl
23vg
Aumpaxd

ueysIe3UI proy youwy SIFdug/0§ SN uoyadiIoseq

JuawsAoxdul YITH I08L0Id YITM 9Z0T iTepX BSATRUY
‘Uof3OFPSTINS
durex-330 Py youey a3tdug juoF3dUnL

punoqases / 0

INoH yee

€002/

‘DU ‘SBIRTDOESY BIWAZ 3

§ SN 18sABIY X0 ITR/ARMBaIg
d WY tpoyaad sury BSTERATRUY
zZ1/8 ipeuwxogzad @3wa
Iyad 1 "0p/Kouaby

) g 13sATeuy

STeATRUy

abxaarq

Xe3

o'y oSesTey suUOTloUN, dumey puw sdurey

€00Z/TT/TT

S TTRW-5
1auoyq

f0002ZSOH

AX3 " THIACIAUI WY 4407 §F0S




¢ abey
yoday § oiyoukg

1S44-27¥S3dHHa Y

y002/L21y

R AEE

o]

Wy - uopeBiyn 231 seagewayy - 920z JeaA ubjseg
abueyoseiu| youey endwz

peoy Youey exdw3 % peoy juiod uol) g
sisieuy Aioedes uopoesielu pezieubls INOH

1S43-21vS3deHIS
| ebed

vodsy 5 oujouls v00z/Lely

e

BN N S

WY - UoBBIYN 2R | SeApewR)Y - 9202 JesA ubijsag peoy Youey E_%Lw ¥ PeOY julod uoif g
abueyoieiu| youey esdws senenp




1644-2TWS3dyHIS
2 ebeq

| ebeyq
Hodey g auyoukg $002/L2Y Hodey § oiyoukg

1S33-L1vS3dHHIS
voo2/Leh

P N B N R w*».\«(JJ\.ffﬂ

Wd - uojieBiy 29| seARewaly - 9202 JBs ) ublsaq PEOY youey axdiu3 » peoY Jujod Uol) ig Wd - UoREBIIW 294 SeARBLIBYY - 9203 JB9A UBjseg PEOH youey m.__nEm ? PEOY W|od uol| i
ebueyoieu youey esdwz sisAreuy Ayjoeden uonossieiu) pazieubls NOH abueyoielu) ysuey esdwig senenp




¢ abey
Voday § oiysuks

}544-2vS3dYHId

vooz/Ley

T

g0 001 001

¥
s) 8L} 1507 [B10L
g

WY - uoneGIN 98 seAReWRllY - 9202 JB3A Ubisag
eBueyaiaiu Youey esdwiy

peoy youeY eJjdw3z g peoY jujod Uol| g
sisfjeuy Aoedes uopossielu| pez|eubis WOH

1S43-2vS3dHHId
{ 8beg

uodey § 0iysuig vooz/Ley

Zoc  Sizh Ou 00l lgi#wo 0SS 18ié 09

L

95, 005 €51 008 #ve 85 00Sh Zov  Obb

RN AR IR T TRl 2

_>_<.E=&=_s:a83.2556«8;25_30 nmom:o:mmm...__nsmwumomac_omce_“m
ebueyoleiu) youry eldwg . senenp




Z ebeg 1533-1vS3dHH34
e el YO0Z/L2Y

Wd - uoRebuw v2e seAnBwaNY - 9202 J8aA ubiseq pEOY Youey eJjdwz 3 peoy julod uol| :g
sBueuoiau| Youey aidwa sisAleuy Ayoedes uonoasieiu| pazieubis INOH

| ebed
yodey § 0JYoUuAg

1544-LTvS3dUHIL
$00Z/Lely

i

.no_u_acuE.E:w.E.Eeﬁ. £| umoys enenp

Wd - uopebiiw v3¢ seagewsiy - 9202 1864 ubjseq
ebueydla| youey andwz

peoY Uouey eJjdws ¥ peoY JUjod UO)| g
’ sensnd




Right of Wa'y Data Sheet/
Utility Information Sheet

Attachment G



RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET

To: Mr. Clark Peri Date: January 27, 2006
Project Manager, Special Funded Projects 03-Sac/ED-50
Department of Transportation, District 3 EA 1C9500
Proj. Desc.: Route S0/Empire
Ranch Road Interchange

Subject: Right of Way Data Sheet — Project Element 1 (Interchange), Alternative 1

Limiting Conditions and Assumptions: Partial acquisition from four parcels will be
required to construct this project. Two parcels on the north side of Route 50 are owned by
a development interest that is cooperating with the City for construction of this
interchange. A portion of these parcels are subject to an irrevocable offer of dedication.
The necessary right of way on these parcels outside of the IOD’s will be dedicated by the
development interest. The right of way on the south side of Route 50, which consists of
grazing land, will need to be acquired for the interchange.

Property owners were contracted for the purposes of obtaining a right of entry for
environmental field studies. The estimator determined the use of the subject parcels solely
by observation of the subject parcels.

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate:

Contingency at 25%
Current Value Escalation  Escalated
(Future Use) Rate/Year Values
Acquisition (including excess lands, $ 6,766,800 5% $ 7,460,400
damages, goodwill and easement '
acquisition)
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $ 29,000 5% $ 32,000
Clearance and/or Demolition 0 N/A 0
Relocation Assistance (RAP) 0 N/A 0
Environmental Mitigation 0 N/A 0
Title & Escrow Fees $ 4,000 N/A $ 4,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up 0 N/A 0
Total R/W Costs (Current Value) $ 6,799,800 SAY $ 6,800,000
Total R/W Costs (Escalated to 2008) $ 7,496,400

Say $ 7,496,000
Construction Contract Work (unescalated) $ 0

2. Anticipated Year of Right of Way Certification: January 2008
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Parcel

Areas:

10.

Data:
Type Dual Appr. Utilities RR Involvement
X None None X
A_2 U4-1 C&M Agrmt
B 2 B U4-2 Svc Contract
C C U4-3 2 Lic/RE/Clauses
D D U4-4
Us-7__ Misc R/W Work
Total 4 Us-8 None X
Us9 2 RAP Displ
Const. Perm.
Condemnation

R/W 9.48 HA (23.4 Ac) No. Excess Pcls. 0 Excess_ 0 Easements 0 .

Are there any items of construction contract work?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Provide a general description of the right of way and excess land required (zoning,
use major improvements, critical or sensitive parcels, etc.).

The right of way acquisition from the south side of Route 50 is vacant land zoned
Jor grazing purposes and would accommodate the interchange eastbound on and
off ramps. The right of way acquisition on the north side of Route 50 was planned
Jor as part of the master plan for the Empire Ranch development.

Is there an effect on assessed valuation?
Yes  Not Significant No  (If yes, explain)

Are utility facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (If yes, attach Utility Information Sheet)

Are railroad facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (If yes, attach Railroad Information Sheet)

Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material
found?

Yes  None Evident

(If yes, attach memorandum per Procedural Handbook Volume 1, Section 101.011)

Are RAP displacements required?  Yes No

(If yes, provide the following information)
No. of single family No. of business/nonprofit
No. of multi-family No. of farms
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Are there material sites (imported borrow) and/or disposal sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there potential relinquishments and/or vacations (abandonments)?
Yes No (If yes, explain)

Are there any existing and/or potential Airspace sites?
Yes No (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site environmental mitigation sites required?

Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site park & ride sites required?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements.
(Discuss if District proposes less time than PMCS lead time and/or if significant
pressures for project advancement are anticipated.)

Right of Way lead time is calculated at 16 months after environmental clearance to
Right of Way Certification. All utility relocations are expected to be performed
prior to or during construction.

Is it anticipated that any Right of Way work would be performed by Caltrans staff?
Yes MNo (If no, discuss)

The City of Folsom will be the lead agency for right of way acquisition, with
Caltrans providing oversight.

Evaluation prepared by:

Signed &/‘tﬂ Z. MJ:@/— 0/-2(- 06

Name: David E. Melis, Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. Date

I have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet. It is my opinion that the
probable Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation rates, and assumptions are
reasonable and proper, subject to the limiting conditions set forth, and find this Data Sheet

to be complete.

LINDY K. LEE Date
Chief, North Region Right of Way
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RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET

To: Mr. Clark Peri Date: January 27, 2006
Project Manager, Special Funded Projects 03-Sac/ED-50
Department of Transportation, District 3 EA 1C9500
Proj. Desc.: Route 50/Empire
Ranch Road Interchange

Subject: Right of Way Data Sheet — Project Element 2 (Auxiliary Lanes), Alternative 2

Limiting Conditions and Assumptions: Partial acquisition from seven parcels will be
required to construct the auxiliary lanes by widening to the outside of the existing lanes of
Route 50 between the proposed Empire Ranch Road interchange in the City of Folsom and
the existing interchange at El Dorado Hills Blvd/Latrobe Road in El Dorado County.

Right of way acquisition will consist of sliver takes adjacent to the existing right of way on
either side of Route 50.

Property owners were contracted for the purposes of obtaining a right of entry for
environmental field studies. The estimator determined the use of the subject parcels solely
by observation of the subject parcels.

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate:

Contingency at 25%
- Current Value Escalation ~ Escalated
(Future Use) Rate/Year Values

Acquisition (including excess lands, $ 549,600 5% $ 606,000
damages, goodwill and easement
acquisition)
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $ 146,000 5% $ 161,000
Clearance and/or Demolition 0 N/A 0
Relocation Assistance (RAP) 0 N/A 0
Environmental Mitigation 0 N/A 0
Title & Escrow Fees $ 7,000 N/A $ 7,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up 0 N/A 0
Total R/W Costs (Current Value) $ 702,600 SAY $ 703,000
Total R/W Costs (Escalated to 2008) $ 774,000

Say  $ 774,000
Construction Contract Work (unescalated) $ 0

2. Anticipated Year of Right of Way Certification: January 2008
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Parcel Data:

Type Dual Appr. Utilities RR Involvement
X None None X .
A U4-1 C&M Agrmt
B 7 B U4-2 Sve Contract
C C U4-3 2 Lic/RE/Clauses
D D U4-4
Us-7 Misc R/W Work
Total 7 US5-8 None X .
Us9 2 RAP Displ
Const. Perm.
Condemnation
Areas: R/W 3.40 HA (8.4 Ac) No. ExcessPcls _0 Excess 0 Easements 0 .
3. Are there any items of construction contract work?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)
4. Provide a general description of the right of way and excess land required (zoning,
use major improvements, critical or sensitive parcels, etc.).
The right of way acquisition from either side of Route 50 is vacant land adjacent to
the existing highway right of way.
5. Is there an effect on assessed valuation?
Yes  Not Significant No (If yes, explain)
6. Are utility facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (If yes, attach Utility Information Sheet)
7. Are railroad facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (If yes, attach Railroad Information Sheet)
8. Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material
found?
Yes None Evident
(If yes, attach memorandum per Procedural Handbook Volume 1, Section 101.011)
10.  Are RAP displacements required?  Yes | No
(If yes, provide the following information)
No. of single family No. of business/nonprofit
No. of multi-family No. of farms
11.  Are there material sites (imported borrow) and/or disposal sites required?

Yes No  (If yes, explain)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Are there potential relinquishments and/or vacations (abandonments)?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there any existing and/or potential Airspace sites?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site environmental mitigation sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site park & ride sites required?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements.
(Discuss if District proposes less time than PMCS lead time and/or if significant
pressures for project advancement are anticipated.)

Right of Way lead time is calculated at 16 months after environmental clearance to
Right of Way Certification. All utility relocations are expected to be performed
prior to or during construction.

Is it anticipated that any Right of Way work would be performed by Caltrans staff?
Yes No (If no, discuss)

The City of Folsom will be the lead agency for right of way acquisition, with
Caltrans providing oversight. The City will need to enter into a memorandum of
understanding with El Dorado County for the acquisition of right of way within El
Dorado County.

Evaluation prepared by:

Signed [Oﬂt’:f 7 ’MJV,\/‘ 01-3(- 0

Name: David E. Melis, Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. Date

I have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet. It is my opinion that the
probable Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation rates, and assumptions are
reasonable and proper, subject to the limiting conditions set forth, and find this Data Sheet
‘to be complete.

LINDY K. LEE Date
Chief, North Region Right of Way
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Utility Information

Date: January 30, 2006
03-Sac-50 KP 36.1/37.2
03-ED-50 KP 0/3.1
EA 1C9500
Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange Draft Project Report
' Viable Alternatives for Project Element 1 (Empire Ranch Road Interchange) and Project
Element 2 (Auxiliary Lanes between Empire Ranch Road and El Dorado Hills Blvd).

Introduction

The project proposes to construct a new interchange on Route 50 between East
Bidwell/Scott Road in Folsom and El Dorado Hills Blvd/Latrobe Road in El Dorado
County. The project will also construct auxiliary lanes between the new interchange and
the existing interchange at El Dorado Hills Blvd by widening to the outside of the
existing lanes of Route 50.

Utilities within the project area

In general, the existing overhead poles along the south side of Route 50 will be impacted
by the widening of eastbound Route 50 for the construction of the auxiliary lane. The
construction of the interchange on Route 50 at Empire Ranch Road will also impact a
number of overhead utility poles.

Impacts to existing utilities

Based on preliminary research, it appears the only utilities impacted by the proposed
improvements are the existing utility poles within the state right of way on the south side
of the freeway between the truck climbing lane and El Dorado Hills Blvd. It is estimated
that 23 poles will be relocated as part of the proposed project (the interchange and the
eastbound auxiliary lane). Attached is the Utility Information Sheet for the proposed
project.

Costs for relocation
Costs were determined based on other similar projects and conversations with Tadj

Ratajczak of Caltrans District 3. The project cost for utility relocations within the state
right of way will be 50% of the relocation costs, based on the Master Agreement.
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Unit costs for utility relocations are as follows:

e $9,000 each for telephone or electrical only pole relocations.

$13,500 each for telephone and electrical pole relocations.

Estimated Costs = 8 x $9,000 = $72,000
Estimated Costs = 15 x $13,500 = $202,500

Project Costs = 50% x ($72,000 + $202,500) = $137,250
Contingency (25%) = $34,312

Grand Total = $171,562

SAY $175,000

A 5% escalation rate has been assumed.
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UTILITY INFORMATION SHEET

Date: January 30, 2006

03-Sac-50 KP 36.1/37.2

03-ED-50 KP 0.0/3.1

EA 1C9500

Empire Ranch Road/Route 50 Interchange —
Draft Project Report

Viable Alternatives for Project Element 1
(Empire Ranch Road Interchange) and Project
Element 2 (Auxiliary Lanes btwn Empire Ranch
Road and El Dorado Hills Blvd)

1. Utility Relocation (Project Cost): | $175,000
Escalation Rate: 5%

2. Utility involvement:

U4-1 U 5-7
2 8
32 9 2
4

Involvement = PG&E electric
SBC telephone

3. Name of utility companies involved in project:

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)
SBC (Formerly Pacific Bell Telephone)

4. Type of facilities and agreements required:

Electric: Notice & Agreement possible
Telephone: Notice & Agreement possible

Pole relocations due to improvement conflicts are as follows:
e 5 poles at proposed Empire Ranch Road interchange (PG&E)
e 3 poles at proposed eastbound auxiliary lane.
(SBC)
e 15 joint poles at proposed eastbound auxiliary lane. (PG&E, SBC)
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5. Additional information concerning utility involvements on this project:

Assume that poles are within state right of way and that the project share for
relocation costs will be 50%.

PREPARED BY: ZD%;/ % WJ;ZI/ ol -50-0¢

(Signature)

Name: David E. Melis : Date: 01/30/06
Organization: Mark Thomas & Company, Inc.
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RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET

To: Mpr. Clark Peri Date: January 27, 2006
Project Manager, Special Funded Projects 03-Sac/ED-50
Department of Transportation, District 3 EA 1C9500
Proj. Desc.: Route 50/Empire
Ranch Road Interchange

Subject: Right of Way Data Sheet — Project Element 1 (Interchange), Alternative 2

Limiting Conditions and Assumptions: Partial acquisition from four parcels will be
required to construct this project. Two parcels on the north side of Route 50 are owned by
a development interest that is cooperating with the City for construction of this
interchange. A portion of these parcels are subject to an irrevocable offer of dedication.
The necessary right of way on these parcels outside of the IOD’s will be dedicated by the
development interest. The right of way on the south side of Route 50, which consists of
grazing land, will need to be acquired for the interchange.

Property owners were contracted for the purposes of obtaining a right of entry for
environmental field studies. The estimator determined the use of the subject parcels solely
by observation of the subject parcels.

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate:

Contingency at 25%
Current Value Escalation ~ Escalated
(Future Use) Rate/Year Values
Acquisition (including excess lands, $6,910,800 5% $ 7,619,200
damages, goodwill and easement
acquisition)
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $ 29,000 5% $ 32,000
Clearance and/or Demolition 0 N/A 0
Relocation Assistance (RAP) 0 N/A 0
Environmental Mitigation 0 N/A 0
Title & Escrow Fees $ 4,000 N/A $ 4,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up 0 N/A 0
Total R/W Costs (Current Value) $ 6,943,800 SAY $ 6,944,000
Total R/W Costs (Escalated to 2008) $ 7,655,200

Say  $ 7,655,000
Construction Contract Work (unescalated) $0

2. Anticipated Year of Right of Way Certification: January 2008
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Parcel Data:

Type Dual Appr. Utilities RR Involvement
X - None None X
A_2 U4-1 C&M Agrmt
B 2 B U4-2_ Svc Contract
C C U4-3 2 Lic/RE/Clauses
D D U4-4
Us-7___ Misc R/'W Work
Total 4 Uus-8 None X
Us-9 2 RAP Displ
Const. Perm.
Condemnation

Areas: R/W_10.64 HA (26.3 Ac) No. ExcessPcls _ 0 Excess 0  Easements 0 .

3. Are there any items of construction contract work?
Yes No (If yes, explain)

4. Provide a general description of the right of way and excess land required (zoning,
use major improvements, critical or sensitive parcels, etc.).

The right of way acquisition from the south side of Route 50 is vacant land zoned
Jor grazing purposes and would accommodate the interchange eastbound on and
off ramps. The right of way acquisition on the north side of Route 50 was planned
Jor as part of the master plan for the Empire Ranch development.

5t Is there an effect on assessed valuation?
Yes  Not Significant No  (Ifyes, explain)

6. Are utility facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No (If yes, attach Utility Information Sheet)

7. Are railroad facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No (If yes, attach Railroad Information Sheet)

8. Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material
found?
Yes None Evident
(If yes, attach memorandum per Procedural Handbook Volume 1, Section 101.011)

10.  Are RAP displacements required? Yes No
(If yes, provide the following information)
No. of single family No. of business/nonprofit
No. of multi-family No. of farms
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11.

12.

13.

14.

5L

16.

17.

Are there material sites (imported borrow) and/or disposal sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there potential relinquishments and/or vacations (abandonments)?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Are there any existing and/or potential Airspace sites?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site environmental mitigation sites required?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Are there off-site park & ride sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements.
(Discuss if District proposes less time than PMCS lead time and/or if significant
pressures for project advancement are anticipated.)

Right of Way lead time is calculated at 16 months after environmental clearance to
Right of Way Certification. All utility relocations are expected to be performed
prior to or during construction.

Is it anticipated that any Right of Way work would be performed by Caltrans staff?
Yes No  (Ifno, discuss)

The City of Folsom will be the lead agency for right of way acquisition, with
Caltrans providing oversight.

Evaluation prepared by:

Signed Dm”:/ ?—W«A‘/' 0('3/’06

Name: David E. Melis, Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. Date

I have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet. It is my opinion that the
probable Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation rates, and assumptions are
reasonable and proper, subject to the limiting conditions set forth, and find this Data Sheet
to be complete.

LINDY K. LEE Date
Chief, North Region Right of Way
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RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET

To: Mvr. Clark Peri Date: January 27, 2006
Project Manager, Special Funded Projects 03-Sac/ED-50
Department of Transportation, District 3 EA 1C9500
Proj. Desc.: Route S0/Empire
Ranch Road Interchange

Subject: Right of Way Data Sheet — Project Element 1 (Interchange), Alternative 3

Limiting Conditions and Assumptions: Partial acquisition from four parcels will be
required to construct this project. Two parcels on the north side of Route 50 are owned by
a development interest that is cooperating with the City for construction of this
interchange. A portion of these parcels are subject to an irrevocable offer of dedication.
The necessary right of way on these parcels outside of the IOD’s will be dedicated by the
development interest. The right of way on the south side of Route 50, which consists of
grazing land, will need to be acquired for the interchange.

Property owners were contracted for the purposes of obtaining a right of entry for
environmental field studies. The estimator determined the use of the subject parcels solely
by observation of the subject parcels.

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate:

Contingency at 25%
Current Value Escalation  Escalated
(Future Use) Rate/Year Values
Acquisition (including excess lands, $6,910,800 5% $ 7,619,200
damages, goodwill and easement
acquisition)
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $ 29,000 5% $ 32,000
Clearance and/or Demolition 0 N/A 0
Relocation Assistance (RAP) 0 N/A 0
Environmental Mitigation 0 N/A 0
Title & Escrow Fees $ 4,000 N/A $ 4,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up 0 N/A 0
Total R/W Costs (Current Value) $ 6,943,800 SAY $ 6,944,000
Total R/W Costs (Escalated to 2008) $ 7,655,200

Say $ 7,655,000
Construction Contract Work (unescalated) $ 0

2. Anticipated Year of Right of Way Certification: January 2008
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Parcel Data:

Type Dual Appr. Utilities RR Involvement
X None None X .
A_2 U4-1 C&M Agrmt
B 2 B U4-2_ Svc Contract
C C U4-3 2 Lic/RE/Clauses
D D U4-4
Us-7___ Misc R/'W Work
Total 4 Us-8 None X .
us9 2 RAP Displ
Const. Perm.
Condemnation

Areas: R/W_10.64 HA (26.3 Ac) No. Excess Pcls _ 0 Excess_0_ Easements 0 .

3. Are there any items of construction contract work?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

4. Provide a general description of the right of way and excess land required (zoning,
use major improvements, critical or sensitive parcels, etc.).

The right of way acquisition from the south side of Route 50 is vacant land zoned
Jfor grazing purposes and would accommodate the interchange eastbound on and
off ramps. The right of way acquisition on the north side of Route 50 was planned
Jor as part of the master plan for the Empire Ranch development.

5. Is there an effect on assessed valuation?
Yes  Not Significant No  (If yes, explain)

6. Are utility facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (If yes, attach Utility Information Sheet)

7. Are railroad facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (If yes, attach Railroad Information Sheet)

8. Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material
found?
Yes  None Evident
(If yes, attach memorandum per Procedural Handbook Volume 1, Section 101.011)

10.  Are RAP displacements required? Yes No
(If yes, provide the following information)
No. of single family No. of business/nonprofit
No. of multi-family No. of farms
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Are there material sites (imported borrow) and/or disposal sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there potential relinquishments and/or vacations (abandonments)?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there any existing and/or potential Airspace sites?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site environmental mitigation sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site park & ride sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements.
(Discuss if District proposes less time than PMCS lead time and/or if significant
pressures for project advancement are anticipated.)

Right of Way lead time is calculated at 16 months after environmental clearance to
Right of Way Certification. All utility relocations are expected to be performed
prior to or during construction.

Is it anticipated that any Right of Way work would be performed by Caltrans staff?
Yes No  (Ifno, discuss)

The City of Folsom will be the lead agency for right of way acquisition, with
Caltrans providing oversight.

Evaluation prepared by:

Signed »@Wy z. W;;J/” ol -3/-06

Name: David E. Melis, Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. Date

I have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet. It is my opinion that the
probable Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation rates, and assumptions are
reasonable and proper, subject to the limiting conditions set forth, and find this Data Sheet
to be complete.

LINDY K. LEE Date
Chief, North Region Right of Way
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RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET

To: Mr. Clark Peri Date: January 27, 2006
Project Manager, Special Funded Projects 03-Sac/ED-50
Department of Transportation, District 3 EA 1C9500
Proj. Desc.: Route 50/Empire
Ranch Road Interchange

Subject: Right of Way Data Sheet — Project Element 1 (Interchange), Alternative 4

Limiting Conditions and Assumptions: Partial acquisition from four parcels will be
required to construct this project. Two parcels on the north side of Route 50 are owned by
a development interest that is cooperating with the City for construction of this
interchange. A portion of these parcels are subject to an irrevocable offer of dedication.
The necessary right of way on these parcels outside of the IOD’s will be dedicated by the
development interest. The right of way on the south side of Route 50, which consists of
grazing land, will need to be acquired for the interchange.

Property owners were contracted for the purposes of obtaining a right of entry for
environmental field studies. The estimator determined the use of the subject parcels solely
by observation of the subject parcels.

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate:

Contingency at 25%
Current Value Escalation  Escalated
(Future Use) Rate/Year Values
Acquisition (including excess lands, $6,766,800 5% . $ 7,460,400
damages, goodwill and easement
acquisition)
Utility Relocation (Project Cost) $ 29,000 5% $ 32,000
Clearance and/or Demolition 0 N/A 0
Relocation Assistance (RAP) 0 N/A 0
Environmental Mitigation 0 N/A 0
Title & Escrow Fees $ 4,000 " N/A $ 4,000
Hazardous Waste Clean-up 0 N/A 0
Total R/W Costs (Current Value) $ 6,799,800 SAY $ 6,800,000
Total R/W Costs (Escalated to 2008) $ 7,496,400

Say $ 7,496,000
Construction Contract Work (unescalated) $0

22} Anticipated Year of Right of Way Certification: January 2008

Attachment G
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Parcel Data: ‘

Areas:

10.

Type Dual Appr. Utilities RR Involvement

X None None X.

A_2 U4-1 C&M Agrmt

B 2 B U4-2 Svec Contract

C C U4-3 2 Lic/RE/Clauses

D D U4-4

- Us-7____ Misc R/W Work
Total 4 Us-8_ None X .
Uus9 2 RAP Displ

Const. Perm.
Condemnation

R/W 9.48 HA (23.4 Ac) No. ExcessPcls _ 0  Excess_ 0 Easements 0 .

Are there any items of construction contract work?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Provide a general description of the right of way and excess land required (zoning,
use major improvements, critical or sensitive parcels, etc.).

The right of way acquisition from the south side of Route 50 is vacant land zoned
Jor grazing purposes and would accommodate the interchange eastbound on and
off ramps. The right of way acquisition on the north side of Route 50 was planned
Jor as part of the master plan for the Empire Ranch development.

Is there an effect on assessed valuation?
Yes  Not Significant No  (Ifyes, explain)

Are utility facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (Ifyes, attach Utility Information Sheet)

Are railroad facilities or rights of way affected?
Yes No  (Ifyes, attach Railroad Information Sheet)

Were any previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material
found?

Yes  None Evident

(If yes, attach memorandum per Procedural Handbook Volume 1, Section 101.011)

Are RAP displacements required? Yes No

(If yes, provide the following information)
No. of single family No. of business/nonprofit
No. of multi-family No. of farms
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Are there material sites (imported borrow) and/or disposal sites required?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Are there potential relinquishments and/or vacations (abandonments)?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there any existing and/or potential Airspace sites?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site environmental mitigation sites required?
Yes No  (If yes, explain)

Are there off-site park & ride sites required?
Yes No  (Ifyes, explain)

Indicate the anticipated Right of Way schedule and lead time requirements.
(Discuss if District proposes less time than PMCS lead time and/or if significant
pressures for project advancement are anticipated.)

Right of Way lead time is calculated at 16 months after environmental clearance to
Right of Way Certification. All utility relocations are expected to be performed
prior to or during construction.

Is it anticipated that any Right of Way work would be performed by Caltrans staff?
Yes No  (Ifno, discuss)

The City of Folsom will be the lead agency for right of way acquisition, with
Caltrans providing oversight.

Evaluation prepared by:

Signed l(Bdm:/ 2%1:4/ 0|-%]-06

Name: David E. Melis, Mark Thomas & Co. Inc. Date

I have personally reviewed this Right of Way Data Sheet. It is my opinion that the
probable Highest and Best Use, estimated values, escalation rates, and assumptions are
reasonable and proper, subject to the limiting conditions set forth, and find this Data Sheet
to be complete.

LINDY K. LEE Date
Chief, North Region Right of Way
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