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LETTER 156:  SUSAN V. McIVER 

Response to Comment 156-1 (EIR):  The EIR finds that the projected level of service for 
the four-lane Saratoga Way in 2025, connected to Iron Point Road is LOS D, which is 
consistent with proposed level of service policies for each alternative.  As noted by the 
commenter, the EIR identifies the LOS D operations as a significant impact and discusses 
a range of measures to mitigate those impacts. The EIR explains that a mitigation measure 
to increase the Countywide LOS standard from E to C was considered but rejected 
primarily due to the potential physical environmental impacts and feasibility of constructing 
new roadways and widening existing roadways that would be required to provide LOS C 
countywide. The commenter’s view that the projected level of service is unacceptable is 
noted and will be considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on the General Plan. 

The comment references the EIR’s discussion of the fact that poor levels of service 
projected on Latrobe Road and White Rock Road could worsen traffic conditions.  The EIR 
notes this possibility to advise the public and decisionmakers that, depending upon the 
General Plan alternative and mitigation measures selected by the Board, high levels of 
congestion on Latrobe and White Rock roads could cause backups on to adjacent 
roadways, or changes in driver selected routes that would add traffic to roadways that 
would not otherwise experience that traffic. Although the traffic model used for the General 
Plan seeks to account for such “cross-over effects” between roadways, it was the EIR 
traffic consultant’s opinion that nuances in driver behavior, the range of options available, 
and the high levels of congestion projected on the two roads referenced could lead to 
outcomes that varied from the model’s projections. While peak hour congestion levels on 
Saratoga Way could exceed the projected volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.63 projected for 
2025 under the 1996 General Plan Alternative, p.m. peak hour traffic would need to 
increase by an additional 52 percent before it would be inconsistent with General Plan LOS 
policies. 

The comment also states that Saratoga Way would bring unacceptable levels of traffic into 
a residential area.  An extended Saratoga Way would provide access to residential areas, 
but Saratoga Way itself would not be classified nor operate as a local residential street.  
The definition of acceptable levels of traffic in El Dorado County is based on the LOS 
policies contained in the General Plan.  The EIR analysis confirms that acceptable LOS 
conditions would be provided on Saratoga Way. Further, the local residential street system 
that would access Saratoga Way is not designed in such a way that it would encourage or 
allow nonlocal traffic to cut-through residential neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment 156-2 (EIR):  The type of traffic modeling associated with a 
General Plan is a segment analysis.  Under this approach, roadway segments are modeled 
to determine the number of lanes necessary on the various roadways that make up the 
County’s regional circulation system to accommodate the increased traffic projected to 
occur based upon General Plan allowed growth (please refer to page 5.4-18 of Volume 1 
of the EIR for a discussion on analysis methodology). Intersection analysis is
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not an appropriate component of General Plan traffic modeling as it is presumed that as 
road improvements occur, intersection improvements will be constructed consistent with 
those road improvements to achieve consistent levels of service through those 
intersections.  Therefore, no intersection analysis was performed on El Dorado Hills 
Boulevard and Saratoga Way as part of the General Plan traffic modeling and the 
requested information is not available.  This intersection will be analyzed as part of 
subsequent environmental impact analysis when improvements to Saratoga Way are 
advanced to that stage of development. 

Mammouth Way, Arrowhead Drive, and Finders Way are local roads within built-out 
residential subdivisions, and are not projected to carry regional traffic. The General Plan 
traffic analysis modeled only the County’s regional road system.  Because the listed local 
roads are not regionally significant roadways, projected levels of service were not 
computed as part of the General Plan Traffic analysis and the requested data is not 
available.  Because the subdivisions served by the roadways are largely built out and 
because the roadways do not connect with other roads serving undeveloped areas there is 
little potential for increased levels of traffic on the listed roadways in connection with the 
extension of Saratoga Way.  Some redistribution of local traffic may occur, however, if 
existing residents use those roads to access Saratoga Way to drive to Folsom instead of 
using El Dorado Hills Blvd to access U.S. Highway 50 to drive to Folsom.  Any such 
increase in local traffic on those three roadways is not anticipated to exceed General Plan 
LOS policies or the significance thresholds in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 156-3 (EIR):  The Circulation Diagram for each of the General 
Plan alternatives was developed by evaluating the effects of projected land uses potentially 
allowed by the alternative on the County’s existing regional roadway system and identifying 
improvements to that system necessary to accommodate the projected development levels 
consistent with the applicable level of service policies in that alternative. This process 
revealed that even under the No Project Alternative (allowing no further subdivisions other 
than for projects with vested rights), projected traffic levels would exceed the capacity of an 
eight-lane U.S. Highway 50 (i.e., three mixed-flow lanes and one HOV lane in each 
direction) if parallel capacity was not provided. This finding necessitated development of 
additional arterial capacity parallel to U.S. Highway 50 for each of the alternatives.  
Because the City of Folsom has identified a connection of its Iron Point Road with Saratoga 
Way and because the area between the existing terminus of Saratoga Way and the City of 
Folsom is undeveloped, the Saratoga Way extension presents a logical and cost-effective 
means of providing additional capacity. The General Plan alternatives also propose 
developing parallel capacity through improvements to Green Valley Road and the 
extension of Sophia Parkway into Empire Ranch in Folsom. 

The traffic analysis performed for the EIR explored the potential benefits of a new “south 
side” road extending westerly from the El Dorado Hills Business Park into Sacramento 
County to connect with U.S. Highway 50 at the proposed Empire Ranch interchange, or the 
Scott Road/ East Bidwell interchange (see Appendix D-3E of Volume 3 of the EIR for 
model results), and concluded that with this new roadway, the problem areas of Latrobe
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Road and White Rock Road were alleviated, and these road segments would operate at 
acceptable levels of service.  However, this analysis also found that even with a road south 
of U.S. Highway 50, the extension of Saratoga Way to Folsom is necessary for U.S. 
Highway 50 to meet applicable level of service standards under the 2025 planning horizon. 
 Even with the new roadway, p.m. peak hour trips on Saratoga Way would be in the range 
of 2,200 to 2,250.  If Saratoga Way was not extended, many of these trips would be 
diverted to U.S. Highway 50 and likely create LOS F conditions.  The construction of this 
new roadway on the south side of U.S. Highway 50 is proposed as Mitigation Measure 5.4-
1 (a), but because it would require improvements within another jurisdiction (Sacramento 
County) that has not planned for such a roadway, the ability to construct these 
improvements cannot be assured.  Therefore the impact is deemed to be significant and 
unavoidable with this proposed mitigation. 
 
While it might be possible to avoid the need to extend Saratoga Way to the City of Folsom 
by expanding U.S. Highway 50 to 10 lanes or widening White Rock Road, these 
improvements are not consistent with current plans by Caltrans or Sacramento County and 
cannot reasonably be expected to occur during the lifetime of the proposed General Plan.  
Because there is no physical solution to the U.S. Highway 50 capacity problem other than 
the extension of Saratoga Way and other parallel roadways, the only other alternative 
would be to revise the level of service policies in the General Plan alternatives to allow U.S. 
Highway 50 to operate at level of service F during peak hour conditions. This would also 
likely require allowing Green Valley Road to operate at level of service F. This mitigation 
measure is identified as 5.4-1(c) in the EIR. 
 
The potential impacts on safety, noise, air quality, traffic circulation, land use planning, and 
housing associated with the implementation of the General Plan, and the resulting 
mitigation measures are detailed in Sections 5.8, 5.10, 5.11, 5.4, and 5.1 respectively.  Any 
projects brought forward as part of the implementation of the adopted General Plan will be 
required to comply with applicable General Plan policies including mitigation measures 
proposed in the EIR that are adopted as part of the General Plan.  “Quality of life” is not a 
specific category requiring analysis under CEQA, however, by identifying potential impacts, 
and implementing feasible mitigation measures, the “quality of life” for all residents of El 
Dorado County is considered.     
 
Response to Comment 156-4 (EIR):  The relocation of a two-lane Saratoga Way was a 
component of the U.S. Highway 50/ El Dorado Hills Blvd interchange project.  Realignment 
of Saratoga Way is necessary to accommodate reconfiguration of the Interchange project.  
The EIR on the Interchange project examined alternatives for realigning Saratoga Way as 
part of the Interchange project.  The Board of Supervisors approved the tangent alignment 
alternative for realignment of Saratoga Way and made the determination that a two-lane 
Saratoga Way would be allowed to have a lower level of service through 2015.  Saratoga 
Way is currently two lanes, and as stated on page 4-9 of the U.S. Highway 50/ El Dorado 
Hills Boulevard-Latrobe Road Interchange Project Final EIR/EA: 
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• LOS E for Saratoga Way; the County’s roadway plan assumed four lanes on 
Saratoga Way based upon the County’s General Plan which would result in LOS C 
on Saratoga Way in 2015. However, because this project assumes two lanes on 
Saratoga Way in 2015, based on the County Board of Supervisors’ direction, LOS 
E is assumed as the level of service threshold on Saratoga Way.  If and when the 
County Board of Supervisors decides to widen Saratoga Way to four lanes in the 
future, it would occur as a separate action, unrelated to this project. 

The approved Interchange project included realigning Saratoga Way but did not change it 
from its two-lane configuration, and acknowledged that the level of service would drop to 
LOS E by 2015 as a result of that decision, which would still meet the level of service 
criteria under Policy 3.5.1.1 of the original 1996 General Plan.     

The planning horizon for the re-adoption of the General Plan is the year 2025.  Under that 
horizon, the traffic analysis for all of the alternatives indicates that to meet Level Of Service 
policy requirements, Saratoga Way must connect to Iron Point Road in Folsom, and that it 
will operate at LOS F in 2025 unless it is widened to four lanes, in which case it will 
operate at LOS D.   

As indicated in Response to Comment 156-1, Saratoga Way is not a neighborhood street; 
it is a frontage road to U.S. Highway 50, which abuts commercially zoned property.  The 
extension of Saratoga Way is not expected to have any significant effect on traffic in 
existing residential areas in the vicinity of Saratoga Way.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment 156-3, the traffic analysis performed for the General Plan EIR demonstrates that 
to mitigate the traffic impacts of the growth contemplated by 2025 under each of the 
analyzed alternatives it is necessary to connect Saratoga Way to Iron Point Road in 
Folsom, and to widen it to a four-lane divided roadway.  The potential impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with the General Plan’s circulation diagram (including the 
Saratoga Way extension) are addressed in the EIR. 

The current level of service of Saratoga Way was not determined as part of the EIR traffic 
analysis because it is not currently a major street due to the lack of connection with Iron 
Point Road.  The projected level of service in 2025 with improvements is LOS D, which is 
consistent with the proposed General Plan policies of all four of the equal-weight General 
Plan alternatives. 

Response to Comment 156-5 (EIR):  Please see Responses to Comments 156-1, 156-2 
156-3 and 156-4 for detailed responses to the issues and concerns expressed by the 
commenter in this comment. 

The traffic anticipated under all proposed General Plan alternatives is considered to be 
significant and unavoidable.  This volume of anticipated traffic can be accommodated if the 
recommended improvements and other mitigation measures are put in place.  The General 
Plan traffic modeling for 2025 shows that under each alternative, with Saratoga Way 
connected to Iron Point Road, it carries approximately 2,220 to 2,360 peak hour
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trips, and operates at LOS D as a four-lane roadway.  If it were restricted to only two lanes, 
this much traffic would cause the road to operate at LOS F, which is inconsistent with 
General Plan LOS policies.  If the roadway were to not connect to Iron Point Road, most of 
those 2220-2360 peak hour trips would be diverted to U.S. Highway 50, which would cause 
it to operate at LOS F, which is inconsistent with General Plan LOS policy.  The General 
Plan EIR analyzed a new roadway extending from the El Dorado Hills Business Park into 
Sacramento County, as additional parallel capacity to U.S. Highway 50, and included this 
new roadway in proposed Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a).  However, this new roadway would 
alleviate the projected traffic congestion on White Rock Road, and Latrobe Road resulting 
from residential and nonresidential growth south of U.S. Highway 50, and does not obviate 
the need for the Saratoga Way/Iron Point Road connection for the reasons discussed 
above. 
 


