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INTRODUCTION TO THE PARTIALLY
RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

INTRODUCTION

This Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is prepared to provide
further environmental impact review for the proposed Newman Ridge Project (proposed project).
As discussed in the “Background” section below, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was
previously circulated for this project, and was certified by the Amador County Board of
Supervisors. A lawsuit was filed challenging that EIR on a number of legal grounds. Following
a court hearing on that lawsuit, the Amador County Superior Court determined that some of the
CEQA claims had merit, and the EIR was deficient in certain respects. The Superior Court also
rejected a number of the CEQA challenges to the EIR.

Based on that decision, the Court ordered the County to vacate its 2012 certification of the EIR
for the proposed project (see Appendix A), and also to set aside the County’s Findings and
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and approval of the proposed project. In addition, the
Order required the County to revise and recirculate Chapter 4.12 of the Draft EIR, pertaining to
Transportation and Circulation. This Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
— Transportation and Circulation (Partially Recirculated DEIR) has been prepared in compliance
with the Superior Court’s Order.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project description for the proposed project is unchanged from 2012 Draft EIR (see Draft
EIR Chapter 3 — Project Description).

BACKGROUND

The County’s Evaluation and 2012 Approval of the Project

On May 31, 2011, Amador County staff received an application for the proposed project, and
deemed the application complete on June 28, 2011. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft
EIR was released for a 30-day review period from July 18, 2011 to August 16, 2011. The County
held a public scoping meeting on August 9, 2011 to receive public comments regarding the scope of
the Draft EIR. During the course of the scoping process, a member of the public proposed, and the
County agreed to fully analyze, relocation of a portion of the proposed project, known as the
“Edwin Center” to an dternative location farther from surrounding residences (known as the
“Edwin Center North Alternative’).

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR
was distributed on April 24, 2012 to the applicable public agencies and interested individuals, and
the Draft EIR was made available for public review. Copies of the document were made available at
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the Amador County Planning Department located at 810 Court Street in Jackson, California, the
Amador County Library located at 530 Sutter Street in Jackson, and on the County’s website at
http://www.co.amador.caus. In addition, the County held a public meeting on May 22, 2012 to
allow County staff to present the proposed project to the public and County Planning Commission,
answer questions about the proposed project, and to receive public comments on the Draft EIR. The
County subsequently extended the public review period to June 12, 2012.

The Draft EIR contained the following technical chapters:

Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics;

Chapter 4.2, Air Quality;

Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources,

Chapter 4.4, Cultural Resources;

Chapter 4.5, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity;
Chapter 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Chapter 4.7, Hazardous Materias and Hazards;
Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality;
Chapter 4.9, Land Usg;

Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration;

Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities; and
Chapter 4.12, Transportation and Circulation.

The Draft EIR also addressed aternatives to the proposed project and the proposed project’s
growth-inducing effects.

The County received both oral and written comments on the Draft EIR. The County
subsequently prepared a Final EIR, which included detailed, written responses to every
comment, oral and written, received on the Draft EIR. The Final EIR also included revisions to
the Draft EIR made in response to comments, as well as County staff-initiated revisions, and a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

On August 28, 2012, the County Planning Commission certified the Newman Ridge Project EIR
and voted to approve al components of the proposed project requiring Planning Commission
approval. Other components, including a proposed zone change and General Plan amendment,
required subsequent approval by the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Commission’s
certification of the EIR and approvals were appealed to the Board of Supervisors. Accordingly,
on October 9, 2012, the Board of Supervisors held a public hearing to review the appealed
Planning Commission actions and to consider the proposed General Plan amendment and zone
change. The Board of Supervisors voted to certify the EIR subject to certain findings, approve
the requested use permits and reclamation plan for the proposed project; and approve the General
Plan amendment and zone change for the Edwin Center North Alternative, al in connection with
Findings of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. The CEQA Notice of Determination reflecting the County Board of
Supervisors decision was filed on October 10, 2012.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION TO THE PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
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The Lawsuit Challenging the Project and the 2014 Superior Court Order

On November 7, 2012, a petition for writ of mandate was filed in the Superior Court challenging
the Board of Supervisors certification of the EIR and approval of the proposed project.
Following briefing and oral argument, on February 6, 2012, the Superior Court issued an order
granting the petition, and finding a deficiency in the certified EIR, in two respects. The Superior
Court ordered the County to revise the Draft EIR Transportation and Circulation chapter
(Chapter 4.12) in two respects.

(2) First, the Superior Court ordered the County to revise the intersection level of service
(LOS) traffic tables presented in the Draft EIR chapter 4.12 to show the changes that were
presented to those same tables in the Final EIR. While these revisions were made and clearly
identified in the Fina EIR, the Superior Court held that these revisions should have been
recirculated for public review.

(2) Second, the Superior Court ordered the County to revise Chapter 4.12 to include the
amount of rail traffic the proposed project would generate at maximum production and to discuss
the associated safety impacts, if any. Some of this information was included in Appendix N to
the Draft EIR and in responses to comments prepared by Abrams Associates, the traffic
engineers that prepared the Draft EIR Transportation and Circulation chapter, and which were
submitted into the public record in August 2012.

The Superior Court rejected the other challenges to the certified EIR. The Superior Court
ordered the County to recirculate the revised Draft EIR Transportation and Circulation chapter
(Chapter 4.12) for public review and comment. The Superior Court also ordered the County to
vacate its certification of the EIR and its approval of the Project. Pursuant to this order, on April
8, 2014, the County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 14-024 vacating the project
approvals and the certification of the EIR, as required by the Superior Court Order. A copy of the
Court’s Order and the writ of mandate are attached to this Partialy Recirculated DEIR as
Appendix “A”.

Purpose of this Partially Recirculated EIR
This Partially Recirculated DEIR was prepared to comply with the Superior Court’s Order.*

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, the County is recirculating the Transportation
and Circulation chapter only, and is not recirculating the rest of the origina 2012 Draft EIR.

! Although not required by the Superior Court’s Order, the traffic consultant evaluated the Draft EIR Transportation
and Circulation Chapter (Chapter 4.12) to determine whether any significant new information or changed
circumstances required further changes or analysis beyond those changes ordered by the Superior Court. Abrams
Associates determined, however, that “the Newman Ridge Project TIS traffic data continues to be an accurate and
valid basis for assessing the impacts of traffic from the Newman Ridge Project.” (Abrams Associates,
Memorandum to S. Grijalva, Planning Director, Amador County, Newman Ridge Project Recirculated Traffic
Chapter: Evaluation of Traffic Impact Study Data, August 12, 2014; copy attached to this Partially Recirculated
DEIR as Appendix C.) In reaching this conclusion, Abrams Associates reviewed the Mule Creek State Prison
Expansion Project Traffic Impact Study (Mule Creek TI1S), which was prepared in January and February 2013. The
Mule Creek TIS references and relies on data devel oped for the Newman Ridge Project Traffic Impact Study, and so
verifies the continuing validity of that data.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION TO THE PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
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This Partially Recirculated DEIR is being circulated for a 45-day review period, consistent with
the time periods set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. The 2012 Draft EIR/Final EIR is available
online at the County’ s website (www.co.amador.ca.us) and in hard copy at the County Planning
Department and the County Library for background reference.

Upon completion of the 45-day public review period, the County will consider al comments
received on the Partially Recirculated DEIR, respond to those comments, and identify any
associated text changes that should be made in response to those comments. A Final Partially
Recirculated EIR, including responses to comments, will then be prepared.

A Board of Supervisors hearing will then be held to decide anew whether to re-certify the entire
EIR (including the recirculated portion), Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations,
and whether to re-approve the proposed project. The EIR for the Board's consideration of the
proposed project will consist of the previoudly certified EIR plus the Partially Recirculated DEIR
and the Final Partially Recirculated EIR.

SCOPE OF THE PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED EIR AND SCOPE OF COMMENTS

CEQA permits a lead agency to recirculate all or a portion of an EIR: “If the revision is limited
to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only recirculate the chapters or
portions that have been modified” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c)). Based on the scope of
the Court Order, which related to two aspects of the Transportation and Circulation Chapter of
the EIR, Amador County has exercised its discretion as lead agency to recirculate only the
Transportation and Circulation chapter for public review and comments.

Recirculation of an EIR, or a portion of an EIR as is the case here, requires public notice and a
public review period pursuant to CEQA Guideines Section 15087, and consultation with other
agencies pursuant to Section 15086 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(d)).

The CEQA Guidelines specify that, when a portion of an EIR is being recirculated, the lead
agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised parts of the EIR that have
been recirculated. Also, the CEQA Guidelines specify that the lead agency is not required to
respond to comments on the recirculated EIR that do not relate to the portions of the EIR that
have been revised and recirculated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), provides:

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

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION TO THE PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
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Pursuant to this provision, Amador County requests that public comments be limited to
the newly-circulated infor mation contained in this document related to Transportation and
Circulation.

CEQA does not require the County to respond to any new comments that are directed to the
portions of the Draft EIR that were not revised and are not being recirculated in this document.
The Final Partially Recirculated EIR for the proposed project will contain detailed responses to
all comments made on this Partially Recirculated Draft EIR that are properly limited to the
appropriate subjects within the Recirculated Transportation and Circulation chapter.

ORGANIZATION OF THE PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

This Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 —Introduction to the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR
Provides an introduction, background, and describes the layout and intended use of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR and the review process.

Chapter 4.12 — Recirculated Transportation and Circulation Chapter

Contains a revised project-level and cumulative analysis of Transportation and Circulation issue
areas associated with the proposed project. The chapter contains Introduction, Environmental
Setting, Regulatory Context, and Impacts and Mitigation Measures sections. Revisions are
presented as new text double underlined and shaded and deleted text as

shaded. Where an entire Figure or Table has been revised, the Figure or Tabletitle will be shown
as double underlined and shaded. Where only portions of a Figure or Table have been revised,
new text will be shown as double underlined and shaded and deleted text as struek-—through-and
shaded.

Appendices

Appendix A includes the Superior Court Order granting the petition for writ of mandate
in part, and denying it in part, and the Superior Court writ of mandate.

Appendix B includes the August 27, 2012 memo addressing rail traffic, which was
submitted to the public record at the August 2012 Planning Commission Hearing.

Appendix C includes the August 12, 2014 memo addressing potential traffic impacts.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION TO THE PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
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4.12 RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND
: CIRCULATION CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION

The Transportation and Circulation chapter of the Draft EIR analyzes transportation impacts that
would result from the implementation of the Newman Ridge Project (proposed project) in
Amador County, California. This chapter describes the existing and future conditions for
transportation and circulation both with and without the proposed project, and provides
information on local roadway networks, levels of service, and potential effects on transportation
facilities and the local transportation system associated with traffic generated by the project. In
addition, this chapter provides an assessment of the site access and internal site circulation. The
mitigation measures within this chapter are required to reduce or eliminate the potentially
significant impacts of the project. Information for this chapter is drawn from the Traffic Impact
Sudy, Newman Ridge Quarry® and the Analysis of Alternative “Heavy Industrial” Trip
Generation for the Newman Ridge Quarry Project,? both prepared by Abrams Associates (See

Appendix O of the Draft EIR), the Response to Comments from Caltrans on the Potential for

Rail Crossing Impacts from the Newman Ridge Project Memo= prepared by Abrams Associates
see Appendix B of the Partially Recirculated DEIR), and the Amador County General Plan,

Circulation Element.*

The impacts aready identified in the Initial Study that was prepared for the proposed project
(See Appendix A of the Draft EIR) as being less-than-significant (would the project result in a
change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks) are not further addressed. The impacts identified as
potentially significant in the Initial Study are addressed within this chapter.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Implementation of the project would increase vehicular traffic in the area, which could adversely
affect traffic operations, particularly at critical intersections in the area. Figure 4.12-1 shows the
location of the study intersections that were included in the analysis and Figure 4.12-2 shows the
site location and access point. As shown in Figure 4.12-2, access to the proposed project site
would occur at an existing driveway on State Route (SR) 104. The existing driveway is currently
utilized by the adjacent ISP plant. A discussion of the existing traffic and transportation
conditions in the project study areais provided below.

CHAPTER 4.12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER
4.12-1
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Figure 4.12-1
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Figure4.12-2
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Study I ntersections

The following intersections were studied for the proposed project: Jackson Road (SR 16) and
lone Road; Michigan Bar Road and Twin Cities Road/Michigan Bar Road (SR 104); Michigan
Bar Road (SR 104) and the Project Access Driveway; East Plymouth Highway and Preston
Avenue; West Main Street and Preston Avenue; West Main Street and Church Street; and East
Main Street and South lone Street. The lane configurations of each intersection, including traffic
controls, are shown on Figure 4.12-3.

Roadways

An extensive analysis of the existing roadways in the vicinity of the project site was conducted.
The existing lane configurations for the project study intersections are shown on Figure 4.12-3
and the existing peak hour traffic volumes for the studied intersections are shown on Figure 4.12-
4. Each project study intersection was analyzed according to the methodology and standards set
forth in the “Impacts and Mitigation Measures’ section of this chapter. Following are
descriptions of the primary roadways studied.

Sate Route (SR) 104 — SR 104 is one of the main access roadways to the City of lone, being an
east-west roadway that runs from the City of Galt through the City of lone, and ends at the City
of Sutter Creek. SR 104 is functionally classified as a Mgjor Collector, according to the City of
lone General Plan Update,” and is a two-lane expressway in the vicinity of the proposed project.
At the proposed project’s access point, SR 104 is aso caled lone Michigan Bar Road but soon
becomes Twin Cities Road just west of Dutschke Road when lone Michigan Bar Road veers
north. Within the City limits, SR 104 is referred to as Preston Avenue, Main Street, and South
lone Street.

R 124 — SR 124 is a north-south minor arteria that runs through lone. SR 124 is a two-lane
expressway between SR 16 and SR 104 and becomes a two-lane conventional highway between
SR 104 and SR 88. SR 124 follows the same alignment as SR 104 when it runs through lone and
isalso referred to as South Church Street, Plymouth Highway, Main Street, and Preston Avenue.

SR 16 — SR 16 is also called “Jackson Road” within the study area. SR 16 is an east-west two-
lane highway that provides access between Sacramento and Plymouth.

Michigan Bar Road (SR 104) — Michigan Bar Road is a north-south, two-lane roadway that
connects SR 16 with SR 104. This major collector (Class I1) is called “Michigan Bar Road” on
the southern end and is called “lone Road” on the northern end.

Preston Avenue — Preston Avenue is a short segment of SR 104 that runs between Main Street
and north of lone where it becomes Michigan Bar Road.

Main Street — Main Street is a short segment of both SR 104 and SR 124 within the City limits of
lone. Main Street is a two-lane roadway that runs east-west and serves as the main street in the
City of lone.

CHAPTER 4.12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER
4.12-4
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Figure 4.12-4
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lone Street — lone Street is two-lane north-south residential street within the City limits of lone,
but also serves as a segment of SR 104.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The Amador County Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation Plan was adopted in August 2006
by the County for the purpose of developing a safe, functional, and convenient non-motorized
transportation network throughout the County that addresses the mobility needs of pedestrians
and bicyclists in a manner that enhances community identity and livability. According to the
Plan, pedestrian facilities are pervasive in the downtown areas of County communities, but
bicycling facilities that meet the design criteria of Caltrans do not exist, other than a few
bikeways in the City of lone. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities do not currently exist in the
vicinity of the proposed project site.

Transit Service

The public transit service that stops in lone is the Amador Regional Transit System, which is
operated by the Amador County Transportation Commission (ACTC). The Amador Regional
Transit System operates seven fixed-route lines and provides demand-responsive bus service
within one-half mile of the designated route. Currently, one route serves the City of lone. Route |
connects lone to Sutter Hill and Buena Vista/lComanche six times per day, Monday through
Friday. lone also has one park-n-ride lot that is used for commuters to park their single occupant
cars and take public transit. The park-n-ride lot is located on the northwest corner of the West
Main Street (SR 104) / South Sacramento Street intersection.

Rail/Highway Freight

The City of lone is served by the Union Pacific Railway (UPRR) and several smaller spur lines
accessing the industrial area south of town. The UPRR aso runs through the proposed project
site. Freight movement between the City of lone and Galt occur approximately three times per
week. Truck freight transport, which is more common than rail transport, uses the local highway
system. SR 124 and SR 104 are both classified as part of California Legal Truck Network with a
Kingpin to Rear Axle (KPRA) Advisory of 30 feet in downtown lone. This advisory suggests
that trucks up to 40 feet are allowed to use SR 104 and SR 124, but trucks over 30 feet are not
advised in downtown lone because of roadway constraints and safety. Trucks were assumed to
have a passenger car equivalent (PCE) of 4.0. For the Synchro intersection level of service
analysis, the detailed truck percentages for roadways in the area provided in the City of lone
Genera Plan Update EIR were used.

Existing Traffic Conditions
The following discussion summarizes the methods used to analyze the existing operating

conditions of the study intersections and roadway segments, and presents the results of the
anaysis.
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Existing Traffic Volumes

As described previoudly, current traffic volume data was collected for al project study
intersections. Traffic counts were conducted at the mgjority of the project study intersections in
September 2011 (while area schools were in session) with the remaining intersections counted in
November 2011. The peak hour factor recorded a most of the intersections studied was
approximately 0.95. The existing peak hour traffic volumes for the studied intersections were
presented previously in Figure 4.12-4.

Existing Intersection Operations

Existing peak hour intersection levels of service are shown in Table 4.12-1. As shown in this
table, al of the project study intersections currently operate at level of service (LOS) C or better
with the exception of the Preston Avenue/East Plymouth Highway intersection, which operates
at LOSE in the peak hour.

Table4.12-1
Existing Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Existing
Peak | Measure
| nter section Control Hour | (sec/veh) | LOS

Side-Street | AM 15.7 C
1| lone Road and Jackson Road (SR 16) Stop PN 119 B
> Twin Cities Road (SR 104) and Side-Street | AM 9.6 A
Michigan Bar Road Stop PM 9.8 A
: Side-Street | AM 9.8 A
3 SR 104 and Project Entrance Stop PN 98 A
4 Preston Avenue and East Plymouth Side-Street | AM 15.1 C
Hwy Stop PM 37.0 E
. All-Way AM 9.7 A
5| Preston Avenue and E. Main Street Stop PM 119 A
- Side-Street | AM 12.4 B
6| E.Main Street and S. Church Street Stop PM 158 C
. Side-Street | AM 9.7 A
7 E. Main Street and S. lone Street Stop =V 110 B

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

Exi sting Segment Operations

The existing segment capacities are shown in Table 4.12-2 and the existing volume-to-capacity
(V/C) ratio on each segment are shown in Table 4.12-3. None of the segments currently exceed
County standards (LOS D).
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REGULATORY CONTEXT

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

Table4.12-2
Existing Segment LOS Analysis
Functional Existing
Segment From To Classification ADT LOS
7786”3“”.“0 Magjor Collector
Michigan Bar Road lone Road County Line Class Il ' 3,060 B
Carbondale Road
lone Road Michigan Bar . : .
(SR 104) Road 5 Mile Drive Arteria, Classl| 4,600 B
Preston Avenue Sutter Lane E. F_’Iymouth Arteriad, ClasslI 6,990 C
Highway
E. Plymouth Hwy Raymond S .
(SR 124) Drive City Limits Arterid, Classl| 4,140 B
S. Church Street . Washington .
(SR 124) E. Main Street Street Arterid, Classl| 4,890 B
S. lone Street . Foothills Arteria, Class
(SR 104) E-ManSteet | g jevard I 490 | C
Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
Table4.12-3
Existing Segment v/c Ratio Analysis
Existing
Segment Time Volume v/c Ratio
. AM 130 0.04
Michigan Bar Road PM 175 0.05
lone Road AM 252 0.08
(SR 104) PM 291 0.09
Preston Avenue AM 245 0.08
(SR-104) PM 401 0.13
E. Plymouth Hwy AM 217 0.07
(SR 124) PM 238 0.07
S. Church Street AM 227 0.07
(SR 124) PM 280 0.09
S. lone Street AM 227 0.07
(SR 104) PM 284 0.09
Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012,
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State

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has jurisdiction over State highways.
Therefore, Caltrans controls al construction, modification, and maintenance of State highways,
such as SR 104 and SR 124. Any improvements or modifications to these roadways would
require the approval of Caltrans.

L ocal

Amador County Regional Transportation Plan Update (2004)

The transportation policies that are currently applicable within Amador County are based on the
Amador County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This document identifies the criteria for
analyzing transportation impacts and sets forth plans for future roadway improvements in the
County.

Amador County Transportation Commission

The Amador County Transportation Commission (ACTC) was designated as the Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Amador County by the California Business and
Transportation Agency in 1972. The Commission's roles and responsibilities fall generally into
two overlapping categories: (1) administration of Transportation Development Act (TDA) and
other funds that are allocated to the Commission, and (2) to serve as the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA) for Amador County. It should be noted that the project would be
required to pay all applicable ACTC development impact fees.

Amador County Genera Plan

The following applicable goals and policies related to transportation and circulation are taken
from the Circulation Element of the Amador County General Plan.

Overarching Goal:  Provide a transportation and circulation system that is safe, efficient,
convenient, comfortable, and that meets the transportation needs of people
and goods, and that is compatible with other scenic, historic, economic,
environmental and recreational resource values.

Roadway System
Goal 1A

Policy 2 It is Amador County’s goal to maintain alevel of service (LOS) of
C or better for average daily conditions on al State highways and
local streets and roads outside of incorporated cities and other
developed communities. It is the County’s goal to maintain LOS D
or better for average daily conditions within incorporated cities and
other developed communities. As documented in previous chapters
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of the RTP / Circulation Element Update, LOS C and D may not
be achievable on certain sections of the State highway and local
road system because of prohibitive costs and / or environmental
impacts and the lower LOS levels shall not require denia of any
development project provided the County or city finds that a
project’ s benefits are sufficient to override the project contributing
toaLOS level other that C or D.

Accomplish the aims and purposes of Caltrans System Planning
and the General Plans of each city and the County to the greatest
extent feasible.

Include “context sensitive solutions’ in al phases of project
development to insure State highway projects are compatible with
community values.

Maintain the safety and operational integrity of the road system
resulting from the cumulative traffic increases from both large and
small development projects by properly mitigating impacts.

Secure adequate road right-of-way dedications in order that future
improvements to street and highways can be constructed. These
dedications would be required where it can be found that thereis a
connection between the project traffic impacts, individually or
cumulatively, and the existing or eventual overtaxing of the
affected road circulation network (either on-site or off-site of the
projects). Dedications should be consistent with planned projects
and the Long Range Planning Options show in Figures 9 and 10 of
this document (i.e., Amador County GP).

Enhance opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian travel by
improving the safety of existing pedestrian / bicycle / vehicle
conflict areas and providing more pedestrian and bicycle facilities
as ameans to encourage non-automobile trips.

Amador County supports the maintenance of a regional traffic
mitigation fee for improvements to State highways and other
components of the regional system adversely impacted by new
development.

In addition to the countywide regional traffic mitigation fee
program, Amador County supports a policy requiring new
development projects to determine and mitigate any impacts they
might have on the system beyond the limits of the mitigation fee
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program. It is Amador County’s policy that new development
projects that may have a significant impact upon road and highway
systems should be analyzed with a traffic study. The traffic study
should use the countywide traffic model to determine and mitigate
the impacts they will have on the system. Land use development
projects that were anticipated within the countywide traffic model
for purposes of the RTP / Circulation Element Update may not be
required to prepare such traffic studies. Traffic studies shall
include recommended mitigation measures intended to help
maintain the County’s adopted LOS goa consistent with
reguirement concerning “nexus’ and “rough proportionality.”

Development approved on highway frontage should provide
additional right-of-way to meet projected needs. This policy should
not necessarily apply to minor expansions or alterations of existing
businesses and / or where bypasses or feasible aternative routes
are planned.

All new development projects shall pay for the full cost of all site-
specific improvements associated with that new development that
are necessary to maintain public safety and to achieve the level of
service objectives set forth in Goal 1A.2.

The lead agency may require that a development construct
improvements needed to address traffic congestion or safety
concerns prior to or coincidental with project occupancy. In these
cases, the lead agency may determine that, based on Policies 1B
16-23, the developer may be dligible for reimbursement if the cost
of implementing the improvements exceeds the project’s fair share
contribution.

If a new development would create an impact that would not
otherwise occur, the project should pay the full cost of the
improvement needed to mitigate that impact and achieve the level
of service objectives set forth in Goal 1A.2.

If a new development project would contribute to the need for
previously identified improvements that are included in the Tier 1
funding plan of the RTP / Circulation Element Update, their
impacts shall be mitigated through payment of the regional traffic
mitigation fee.

If a new development would contribute to the need for previously
identified improvements that are included in the Tier 2 funding
plan of the RTP / Circulation Element Update, their impacts shall
be mitigated through a fair-share contribution toward those
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improvements needed to achieve the level of service objectives set
forth in Goal 1A.2 The project’s fair-share contribution shall be
computed in accordance with the most recent version of Caltrans
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.

Policy 23 If a new development would contribute to the need for
improvements that are not included in either the Tier 1 or Tier 2
funding plans of the RTP / Circulation Element Update, their
impacts shall be mitigated through a fair-share contribution toward
those new improvements needed to achieve the level of service
objectives set forth in Goa 1A.2. The project's fair-share
contribution shall be computed in accordance with the most recent
versions of Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.

Policy 26 On dll State highways, arterias, and maor collector roads in the
County, a minimum of 300 feet should be maintained between
driveways and between driveways and State highways, arterias, or
major collector roads. New public road connections should be
spaced at least 1,000 feet apart.

City of lone Genera Plan

The Transportation and Circulation Element included in the City of lone General Plan was
prepared pursuant to Section 65302(b) of the California Government Code. The Transportation
and Circulation Element addresses the location and extent of existing and planned transportation
routes, terminals, and other local public utilities and facilities. The General Plan identifies
roadway and transit goals and policies that have been adopted to ensure that the transportation
system of the City will have adequate capacity to serve planned growth. These goals and policies
are intended to provide a plan and implementation measures for an integrated, multi-modal
transportation system that will safely and efficiently meet the transportation needs of all
economic and social segments of the City and provide for the transport of goods and services
within the City.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Impacts and Mitigation Measures section describes the standards of significance, method of
analysis, and project-specific and cumulative traffic impacts and mitigation measures for the
proposed project.

Standards of Significance

Based on the adopted policies of ACTC, the City of lone, and Amador County a level of service
impact would be considered significant according to the following discussions.

The Regional Transportation Plan policy isto maintain LOS C or better for all roadways outside
incorporated cities and developed communities and to maintain LOS D or better for al roadways

CHAPTER 4.12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER
4.12-13



PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
NEWMAN RIDGE PROJECT
AUGUST 2014

within incorporated cities and other developed communities. In addition, the updated 2009
ACTC Traffic Impact Study Guidelines specify that a significant impact would occur if the
proposed project:

e Degrades operations from an acceptable LOS (based on RTP policy or General Plan
policies) to an unacceptable level;

e Increases delay at an unsignalized intersection operating at an unacceptable level by five
or more seconds and the intersection satisfies the MUTCD peak hour volume warrant for
traffic signal installation;

e Increases delay at a signalized intersection operating at an unacceptable level by five or
more seconds;

e Increases the volume-to-capacity ratio on a roadway segment operating at an
unacceptable level by 0.05 or more; or

e The project isinconsistent with planned bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities within the
study area.

Caltrans policy isto maintain LOS C for the Inter-Regional Route System (IRRS) in rural areas
(i.e,, SR 49 and 88) and to maintain LOS D for non-IRRS routes (i.e., SR 104 and 124) and
routes in developed areas. In addition a significant impact would occur if any of the following
conditions, or potential thereof, would result from implementation of the proposed project:

e Failure of any street or portion of a street to meet accepted safety and design standards or
guidelines;

e Failureto meet adopted alternative transportation policies, plans, or programs; or

e |nadequate access for emergency vehicles.

Method of Analysis

This anaysis is intended to quantify the traffic impacts of the project and to address the
circulation and roadway improvements needed to mitigate these impacts. The analysis,
summarized herein, addresses traffic conditions occurring during the morning and evening peak
hours, and the area studied encompasses all of the major intersections that would be affected by
the proposed project. The analysis considers the project's impacts on the baseline traffic
conditions as well as conditions occurring in the future under the City of lone and Amador
County General Plans.

Level of Service Evaluations

Levels of service at each of the intersections studied were evaluated to demonstrate how the
proposed project would impact the transportation and circulation system in the project area.
Three near-term and two long-term cumulative scenarios were considered and AM and PM peak
hours were both analyzed for each of the scenarios listed below:

Existing Conditions — The scenario evaluates the LOS at the studied intersections for the existing
conditions based on traffic counts taken in September and November of 2011 May-ef 20084t
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Existing-Plus-Project Conditions — This scenario evaluates existing conditions with the addition
of traffic that would be generated by the proposed project.

Existing-Plus-Approved-Projects (Baseline) Conditions — This scenario evaluates conditions for
the Year 2015 that would result when adding traffic generated by already approved projects that
might affect the study intersections to existing traffic conditions.

Baseline-Plus-Project Conditions — This scenario begins with the conditions determined for the
Baseline scenario and adds traffic that would be generated by the proposed project.

Year 2030 Conditions — Future traffic conditions at the study intersections were projected based
on the “Amador County Travel Demand Model” developed by the Amador County
Transportation Commission (ACTC).

Year 2030 Plus Project Conditions — This scenario begins with the conditions determined for the
year 2030 conditions above and adds traffic that would be generated by the proposed project.

Traffic Counts
Current traffic volume information was collected for al project study intersections. Traffic
counts were conducted for seven of the new study intersections in September 2011 (while area

schools were in session) and the remaining intersections were counted in November 2011.

| ntersection Operations

Existing operational conditions at the seven study intersections were evaluated using Synchro
Software to implement the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Level of Service (LOS)
methodology. LOS is an expression, in the form of a scale, of the relationship between the
capacity of an intersection (or roadway segment) to accommodate the volume of traffic moving
through it at any given time. The LOS scale describes traffic flow with six ratings ranging from
A to F, with “A” indicating relatively free flow of traffic and “F” indicating stop-and-go traffic
characterized by traffic jams. As the amount of traffic moving through a given intersection or
roadway segment increases, the traffic flow conditions that motorists experience rapidly
deteriorate as the capacity of the intersection or roadway segment is reached. Under such
conditions, there is genera instability in the traffic flow, which means that relatively small
incidents (e.g., momentary engine stall) can cause considerable fluctuations in speeds and delays
that lead to traffic congestion. This near-capacity situation is labeled LOS E. Beyond LOS E, the
intersection or roadway segment capacity has been exceeded and arriving traffic will exceed the
ability of the intersection to accommodate it.

For signalized intersections, the HCM methodology determines the capacity of each lane group
approaching the intersection. The LOS is then based on average control delay (in seconds per
vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average
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control delay and LOS are presented for the intersection. Table 4.12-4 summarizes the
relationship between LOS and average control delay at signalized intersections. Table 4.12-5
summarizes the relationship between LOS and average control delay at unsignalized
intersections.

Table4.12-4
Signalized Inter section L OS Definitions
Average Delay
LOS Description of Operations (sec/veh)
Insignificant Delays: No approach phaseis fully used and no vehicle
A . S 2. <10
waits longer that one red indication.
Minimal Delays: An occasional roach phaseisfully used. Drivers
B ¥ begin to f%%lp restri cr'zed. ! > 101020
C Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. > 201035
Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.
Tolerable Delays: Drivers may wait through no more than one red
D indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without >35t055
excessive delays.
Significant Delays: V olumes approaching capacity. Vehicles may
E wait through several signal cycles and long vehicle queues form >55t080
upstream.
= Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely >80
long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.
Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
Table4.12-5
Unsignalized Intersection L OS Definitions
Average Delay
LOS Description of Oper ations (sec/veh)
A No delay for stop-controlled approaches 0to10
B Operations with minor delays >10to 15
C Operations with moderate delays > 151025
D Operations with some delays >25t035
E Operations with high delays and long queues >35t050
= Operations with extreme congestion, very high delays, and long > 50
gueues unacceptable to most drivers

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.

As part of the HCM methodol ogy, adjustments are typically made for various factors that reduce
the ability of the streets to accommodate vehicles (such as the downtown nature of the area,
number of pedestrians, vehicle types, lane widths, grades, on-street parking and queues). These
adjustments are performed to ensure that the LOS analysis results reflect the operating conditions
that are observed in thefield.

For unsignalized (all-way stop controlled and two-way stop controlled) intersections, the average
control delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and
movement (e.g., northbound left-turn) for those movements that are subject to delay. In general,
the operating conditions for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach.
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Trip Generation

Trip generation is defined as the number of one-way vehicle trips produced by a particular land
use or study site. The trips generated by the proposed project were estimated based on data from
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and also using information provided by
Enviromine, which is included as an appendix to the traffic study (See Appendix O of this Draft
EIR).

Trip Distribution and Assignment

Trip distribution is the process of determining in what proportion vehicle trips will travel
between different locations within a traffic study area. Trip assignment is the allocation of
vehicle trips to available routes (local streets) between locations in the traffic study area. Traffic
was distributed to the roadway system manually based on existing travel patterns. Future traffic
generated by approved and buildout developments was distributed and assigned to the local
street system using information from the City of lone and Amador County General Plans, the
Amador County Travel Demand Model, as well as market information provided by Enviromine,
which isincluded as an appendix to the traffic study (See Appendix O of this Draft EIR).

Construction Traffic

Construction activities would occur on the Edwin Center site only. The principal construction
activities associated with the project that are expected to generate traffic are evaluated as follows
and assumptions underlying the evaluation are also briefly noted:

e Employee trips are based on the number of employees estimated to be on site during
different points throughout the project. Each employee is assumed to drive to and from
the site alone each day, and it is assumed that 20 percent of the workers leave and return
to the site for various purposes during the day.

e Heavy equipment is based on the number of large construction vehicles expected to be
used on-site over the course of the project’s site preparation and construction. Some of
this equipment would be delivered to the site on large flatbed trucks because the
equipment is not “road authorized.”

The construction activities listed above would generate different volumes of traffic at different
points in the construction period. For example, the delivery and removal of heavy equipment to
the project site would happen only afew times during the project duration.

Railroad Operations

At _maximum production, approximately 4.75 million tons of aggregate per year would be
shipped by rail using the existing Union Pacific freight rail siding. It is estimated that an average
of 1.88 trainloads of aggregate would be shipped per day. Each train would have approximately
80 cars and be approximately 4,800 feet long. The adjacent ISP plant currently operates an
average of one train per week. Each ISP plant train is approximately 20 cars and approximately
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1,200 feet long. The ISP plant trains operate during the daytime hours, as would the Project

trains.

The Federal Railroad Administration Office of Safety is the federal agency with oversight on
safety issues at railroad crossings. Federally-required traffic controls are intended to maintain
safe operation at railroad crossings despite fluctuations in the amount of traffic. The analysis
regarding railroad operations in the Traffic Impact Study focuses on existing rail facilities and
the potential for increased gqueues at the adjacent rail crossing to cause safety or operational
problems in the study area.

According to the memo prepared by Abrams Associates (see Appendix B of the Partially

Recirculated DEIR), based on the longest trains that are expected for the project (a 4,800 foot
train) moving at an average of ten miles per hour, traffic on SR 104 could be stopped for up to
approximately six and a half minutes. Using the Cumulative Plus Project forecasts for SR 104,
the gueues from a closure during the highest peak hours of traffic would not exceed 20 cars, or
approximately 400 to 500 feet. The Michigan Bar Road/SR 104 intersection is approximately
900 feet from the rail crossing. Therefore, Abrams Associates determined that such a delay and
queue length presented no significant impacts to traffic safety, study intersections, and SR 104.
Therefore, significant safety or operational problems were not identified and, as a result,
additional analysis was not performed. The proposed project’s use of the adjacent rail crossing is
not expected to result in any impacts to public safety.

Abrams Associates also confirmed that the proposed project’s use of two additional existing rail
crossings, at Michigan Bar Road approximately one mile northwest of the Michigan Bar
Road/SR 104 intersection and at Carbondale Road approximately 2.25 miles northwest of the
Michigan Bar Road/SR 104 intersection, is similarly not expected to result in any impacts to
public safety. As at the Michigan Bar Road/SR 104 rail crossing, traffic at these two
intersections could be stopped for up to approximately six and a half minutes. However, no
intersections exist near these two crossings, unlike the Michigan Bar Road/SR 104 crossing, and
thus traffic queues caused by a project train pose no risk of interfering with intersection
operations. Therefore, significant safety or operational problems were not identified and, the
proposed project’s use of the Michigan Bar Road and Carbondale Road rail crossings is not
expected to result in any impacts to public safety.

Rezone of Edwin Center Site

A memorandum was prepared by the traffic consultant for the project in order to review the
difference in trip generation if the Edwin Center portion of the proposed project is assumed to be
developed with other uses (i.e., uses unrelated to Newman Ridge Quarry operations) and discuss
the potential impacts for impacts from the proposed zoning change if the mining components of
the project are removed.

Project Trip Generation

Trip generation is defined as the number of one-way vehicle trips produced by a particular land
use or study site. The trips generated by the Newman Ridge Project were estimated using
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information on the maximum daily project traffic provided by Enviromine. The peak hour
volumes and the directional distribution were developed from data on industrial uses contained
in the 8" Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual.

Based on this data, the estimation was made that the project would generate approximately 495
trips per day with 95 trips in the AM peak hour and 106 trips during the PM peak hour. Figure
4.12-5 shows the trip distribution percentages that were used in the analysis. The project trips
forecast to be added to each of the study intersections are shown on Figure 4.12-6. As seen in
Figure 4.12-6, beyond these intersections the project traffic would be further dispersed and
would not be expected to result in any measureabl e changes to traffic conditions.

Existing Plus Project Conditions

Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations

The capacity calculations for the Existing Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-6 and
the volumes are shown on Figure 4.12-7. As seen in this table, with the addition of project traffic
al of the study intersections are forecast to continue to operate at LOS C or better with the

exception of the Preston Avenue/East Plymouth Highway intersection, which would continue to
operate at LOS E in the PM peak hour.

Table4.12-6
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Existing Plus Proj ect
Peak M easure Project | Warrant
I ntersection Control Hour (sec/veh) LOS | Change | Met?

1 lone Road and Jackson Side-Street AM 15.9 C 0.2 NoO
Road (SR 16) Stop PM 12.1 B 0.2

2 Twin CitiesRoad (SR 104) | Side-Street AM 9.9 A 0.3 No
and Michigan Bar Road Stop PM 10.1 B 0.3

3 SR 104 and Project Side-Street AM 10.3 B 0.5 NoO
Entrance Stop PM 10.6 B 0.8

4 Preston Avenue and East Side-Street AM 15.8 C 0.7 Yes
Plymouth Hwy Stop PM 46.3 E 9.3

5 Preston Avenue and E. All-Way AM 10.0 A 0.3 NoO
Main Street Stop PM 13.0 A 1.1

6 E. Main Street and S. Side-Street AM 13.0 B 0.6 NoO
Church Street Stop PM 16.9 C 11

7 E. Main Street and S. lone | Side-Street AM 9.9 A 0.2 No
Street Stop PM 11.2 B 0.2

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
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Figure 4.12-5
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Figure 4.12-6
AM (PM) Peak Hour Project Trips
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Figure 4.12-7
Existing Plus Project AM (PM) Peak Hour Volumes
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Existing Plus Project Segment Operations

The segment capacity calculations for the Existing Plus Project scenario are shown in Table
4.12-7 and the calculations of the project increase to the V/C ratio on each segment are shown in
Table 4.12-8. None of the segments would exceed County standards (LOS D), and as seen in
Table 4.12-8, the maximum increase in the V/C ratio on any study roadway segments was 0.02.

Table4.12-7
Existing Plus Project Segment LOS Analysis
Existing Plus
Functional Proj ect
Segment From To Classification ADT LOS
Sacramento
_— County Line | Major Collector,
Michigan Bar Road lone Road Car! ol Class Il 3,290 B
Read
lone Road Michigan . : .
(SR 104) Bar Road 5 MileDrive | Arterid, Class|| 5,200 B
Preston Avenue Sutter Lane E.|_|F_>Iymouth Arterid, Classl| 7,900 C
ighway
E. Plymouth Hwy Raymond S .
(SR 124) Drive City Limits | Arterid, Class|I 4,460 B
S. Church Street E. Main Washington :
(SR 124) Street Street Arterid, Classl| 5,040 B
S. lone Street E. Main Foothills Arterid, Class 5 400 C
(SR 104) Street Boulevard I '
Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

Table4.12-8
Existing Plus Project Segment v/c Ratio Analysis
Existing Plus
Existing Project Proj ect
Segment Time | Volume | v/c Ratio | Volume | v/c Ratio | Change
Michigan Bar Road AM 130 0.04 144 0.05 <0.01
PM 175 0.05 191 0.06 0.01
lone Road AM 252 0.08 309 0.10 0.02
(SR 104) PM 291 0.09 355 0.11 0.02
Preston Avenue AM 245 0.08 302 0.09 0.02
(SR-104) PM 401 0.13 465 0.15 0.02
E. Plymouth Hwy AM 217 0.07 236 0.07 0.01
(SR 124) PM 238 0.07 260 0.08 0.01
S. Church Street AM 227 0.07 236 0.07 <0.01
(SR 124) PM 280 0.09 291 0.09 <0.01
S. lone Street AM 227 0.07 256 0.08 0.01
(SR 104) PM 284 0.09 315 0.10 0.01
Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012,
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Basdline Traffic Conditions

Basdline Traffic Volumes

In order to provide a more accurate forecast of the impact of the proposed project on traffic in the
area, an analysis was conducted to determine the traffic that would be added from approved
projects that could affect the study area. The adjusted data is based on a complete list of all
approved and reasonably foreseeabl e projects based on information provided by Amador County
and the City of lone. The data was used to analyze the baseline (or “background”) traffic
conditions from which the effects of the proposed project can be measured.

The baseline represents the traffic conditions that are forecast to exist once aready approved
projects (and other reasonably foreseeable projects) are completed and occupied. Table 4.12-9
presents the approved and reasonably foreseeable projects that may affect the traffic patterns in
the study area under baseline conditions. An analysis and or review of available information on
trip generation and trip distribution for each project was completed to determine the net increase
in traffic at the project study intersections. Based on this analysis a 22 percent increase was
applied to the existing traffic volumes at the project study intersections and roadway segments to
account for traffic from approved projects. The resulting baseline traffic volumes are presented
in Figure 4.12-8.

Table4.12-9
Approved Projects Assumed in the Baseline Analysis
Project Name L ocation Size/Description
Amador Central 'Bus ness Park (Martell Martell 4776 acres/53 ots
Business Park)
Castle Oaks Hotel* lone 80 rooms
Castle Oaks Subdivision lone 647 single-family units
Castle Oaks Retail? lone 100,000 square feet (s.f.) of uses
on 10 acres
Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort® Sutter Creek 1,775 resdential units, 57,000 sf.
of commercial, and 60-room hotel
Increase of approximately 6,000
Jackson Valley Quarry Expansion Project’ BuenaVista tons per day and 273 new truck
loads per day
Lake Caemanche Village Unit 3B Caemanche Village 250 single-family units
Wildflower® lone 277 single-family units
24,000 sguare feet of gambling,
Buena Vista Casino® BuenaVista with 950 ot machines and 20
game tables.

12 City of lone, City of lone General Plan Update: Draft EIR, June 2009.

¥ Amador County, Interim Draft Traffic Impact Analysis for the Gold Rush and Golf Resort Specific Plan,
November 30, 2007.

5 ESA, Jackson Valley Quarry Expansion Project Draft EIR, November 2010.

& Jones and Stokes, Administrative Draft TEIR for the Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians Gaming and

Entertainment Facility, Sacramento, CA, January, 2007.

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012,

CHAPTER 4.12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER
4.12-24




PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

NEWMAN RIDGE PROJECT

Carbondale

af)%r ///-' /'“\-a./--
S @ Ry X s:l/ll-_./crﬁ-n [
— 142 (154) ;
411 (165)
180 e
woksonAoi sa 18 | MICHIGAN BAR ROAD (59 104)
b o YO
wan—2 s= —mnasi—.g ss PROJECT
RN~ & == BEn — =~ 5 == LOCATION »
! . 2k : ! * ' N
=== [~anm 8 | supm p___ ) e %100
N [+ S8 Ele=np S== 11618 S== ()
JIN 3 am J\E 2 VW e 1t] JI\ oLl
E. PLYMOUTH HWY 'WEST MAIN STREET EAST MAIN STREET EASTMAIN STREET
an-22 Y10 || woy H sggrgl NP H wpr B NI
ey — 2| S8 28(28) — 1830180 — 2| S== ne—s| g2
B~z S== N0~ 5| ST []s003m~ : ===

AUGUST 2014
Figure 4.12-8
Baseline AM (PM) Peak Hour Volumes
ERN /] | PFrmbie L L P 2> B o7 il TNl
A lam TNy ZZaNSS .f S/
RS P11 \ ¢ Q /N ' -
| A | | | — / —
g a_l_.n_\,!r.lll.n-l |— — \\ [, r..-’f’

1 ™ ;‘ — S

1 AN |' - v /

[ \ ¢ (
- ) _ I}i \/ s

AR \

/ | 2.1 / Coyoteville
| .-_I. \. 1 ( ,// ‘
ST R | 1 ; o~ b s
T |\ nedeteme || f )

\ ( / g

CHAPTER 4. 12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER

4.12-25



PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
NEWMAN RIDGE PROJECT
AUGUST 2014

Baseline Roadway |mprovements

According to the Amador County Regional Transportation Plan, the only planned near-term
roadway improvement relevant to the project study area is one that involves further
improvements to the turning radius at the northeast corner of SR 104 and Main Street. This
improvement israted a“Minor 1" priority.

Basdline Intersection Operations

The capacity calculations for the Baseline Phas-Prejeet scenario are shown in Table 4.12-10. As
seen in this table, with the addition of traffic from approved projects all study intersections
would continue to operate at LOS D or better with the exception of the Preston Avenue/East

Plymouth Highway intersection, which would operate at LOS F in the PM peak hour.

Table4.12-10
Basdline Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Baseline
Peak | Measure
I ntersection Control Hour | (sec/veh) | LOS

Side-Street | AM 234 C
1| lone Road and Jackson Road (SR 16) Stop PM 131 B
> Twin Cities Road (SR 104) and Side-Street | AM 9.9 A
Michigan Bar Road Stop PM 10.2 B
: Side-Street | AM 10.1 B
3 SR 104 and Project Entrance Stop PM 100 B
4 Preston Avenue and East Plymouth | Side-Street | AM 194 C
Hwy Stop PM 130.1 F
: All-Way AM 110 B
5| Preston Avenue and E. Main Street Stop PM 16.1 C
: Side-Street | AM 14.2 B
6| E.Main Street and S. Church Street Stop PM 0.9 C
. Side-Street | AM 10.0 B
7 E. Main Street and S. lone Street Stop PM 119 B

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

Baseline Plus Project Conditions

Basaline Plus Project Intersection Operations

The capacity calculations for the Baseline Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-11 and
the volumes are shown on Figure 4.12-9. As seen in this table, with the addition of project
traffic, all of the study intersections are forecast to continue to operate at LOS C or better with

the exception of the Preston Avenue/East Plymouth Highway intersection, which would continue
to operate at LOS F in the PM peak hour.
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Figure 4.12-9
Baseline Plus Project AM (PM) Peak Hour VVolumes
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Table4.12-11
Basdline Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Baseline Plus Project
Peak M easure Project | Warrant
| nter section Controal Hour (sec/veh) LOS | Change | Met?

1 lone Road and Jackson Side-Street AM 24.0 C 0.6 NoO
Road (SR 16) Stop PM 23.4 B 0.3

2 Twin CitiesRoad (SR 104) | Side-Street AM 10.2 B 0.3 No
and Michigan Bar Road Stop PM 10.5 B 0.3

3 SR 104 and Project Side-Street AM 10.7 B 0.6 NoO
Entrance Stop PM 111 B 0.9

4 Preston Avenue and East Side-Street AM 20.8 C 14 Yes
Plymouth Hwy Stop PM 194.6 F 64.5

5 Preston Avenue and E. All-Way AM 114 B 04 NoO
Main Street Stop PM 18.2 C 2.1

6 E. Main Street and S. Side-Street AM 15.1 C 0.9 No
Church Street Stop PM 23.1 C 2.2

7 E. Main Street and S. lone | Side-Street AM 10.2 B 0.2 NoO
Street Stop PM 12.3 B 0.4

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Sudy, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

Baseline Plus Project Segment Operations

The capacity calculations for the Baseline Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-12 and
the calculations of the project increase to the volume- to capacity (\VV/C) ratio on each segment
are shown in Table 4.12-13. None of the segments would exceed County standards (LOS D) and,
as seen in Table 4.12-13, the maximum increase in the V/C ratio on any study roadway segments
was 0.02.

Cumulative (2030) No Project Conditions

Cumulative (2030) Traffic Volumes

Cumulative traffic forecasts for this study were based on information obtained from the Amador
County Travel Demand Model and the City of lone General Plan. The raw model volumes from
the Countywide model were then compared to the existing traffic counts in a spreadsheet format.
The raw model volumes were adjusted based on the existing turning movements to improve the
forecasts for more accurate and consistent level of service calculations. It should be cautioned
that some inconsistencies may still be present due to the macroscopic nature of the Countywide
Model. The resulting Cumulative (No Project) traffic volumes at each of the project study
intersections are shown on Figure 4.12-10.
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Table4.12-12
Baseline Conditions Segment L OS Analysis
Baseline Plus
Functional Baseline Proj ect
Segment From To Classification ADT LOS ADT LOS
_— lone County Major Collector,
Michigan Bar Road Road Limits Class 1] 3,060 B 3,290 B
lone Road Michigan 5Mile .
(SR 104) Bar Road Drive Arterial, Class|l | 4,600 B 5,200 B
Sutter E.
Preston Avenue Plymouth | Arterial, Classll | 6,990 C 7,900 C
Lane ’
Highway
E. Plymouth Hwy Raymond | ~.. . . :
(SR 124) Drive City Limits | Arterial, ClasslIl | 4,140 B 4,460 B
S. Church Street E. Main | Washington .
(SR 124) Street Street Arterid, Classll | 4,890 B 5,040 B
S. lone Street E. Main Foothills Arterial, Class
(SR 104) Street Boulevard I 4,960 ¢ 5,400 ¢
Source; Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
Table4.12-13
Baseline Conditions Segment v/c Ratio Analysis
Baseline BaselinePlusProject |  pygject
Segment Time | Volume |v/cRatio| Volume | v/icRatio| Change
Michican Bar Road AM 159 0.05 173 0.05 <0.01
9 PM 214 0.07 230 0.07 <0.01
lone Road AM 308 0.10 365 0.11 0.02
(SR 104) PM 356 0.11 420 0.13 0.02
Preston Avenue AM 299 0.09 356 0.11 0.02
(SR-104) PM 489 0.15 553 0.17 0.02
E. Plymouth Hwy AM 264 0.08 283 0.09 0.01
(SR 124) PM 290 0.09 312 0.10 0.01
S. Church Street AM 277 0.09 286 0.09 <0.01
(SR 124) PM 342 0.11 353 0.11 <0.01
S. lone Street AM 277 0.09 306 0.10 0.01
(SR 104) PM 347 0.11 378 0.12 0.01
Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
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Figure 4.12-10

Cumulative AM (PM) Peak Hour Volumes
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Cumulative (2030) Planned Roadway |mprovements

West |one Roadway Improvement Strategy — The City of lone General Plan Update identifies the
need for an aternative route for large trucks using SR 124 and SR 104. Currently, trucks heading
northbound or southbound on SR 124 and SR 104 must go through the City of lone, which can
cause a variety of problems. The West lone Roadway Improvement Strategy (WIRIS) includes
the “West lone Roadway-"_(“lone Valley Parkway’). This roadway is proposed to be fad
constructed on the western side of Ione to connect to SR 104 south of downtown |one, then cross
west through SR 124, and run north to SR 104, just west of Irish Hill Road. It would connect to
SR 104, south of downtown lone, cross west through SR 124, and run north to SR 104, jusi-west
efitrish-Hil-Read south of lone-Michigan Bar Road. With this setup, all trucks and passenger
vehicles may bypass downtown lone. This proposed West lone Roadway would alleviate
congestion, improve safety, |mprove quallty of life, and enhance economic development by
improving current operations.

be—noted-that—the—appreva—of The Clt¥ of Ione, in Qartnershlg Wlth the Amador Countg
Transportation Commission, has completed a route selection process and, as part of the City of
lone 2009 General Plan, identified the preferred alignment described above. Segment |,
connecting SR 104 with Old Stockton Road, would bisect the Edwin Center (see Figure 4.12-
11); therefore, this project, if funded and implemented, would affect the circulation patterns of
the Newman Ridge Quarry Project. The West lone Roadway is currently identified as a Tier 2
project in the RTP and is not included in the RTP Tier 1 funding plan.

Cumul ative Intersection Operations

The capacity calculations for the Cumulative Phas-Prejeet scenario are shown in Table 4.12-14.
As seen in this table, with the addition of traffic from approved projects al but four three of the
study intersections would continue to operate at LOS C or better. Fharee Two intersections in
downtown lone are forecast to operate at LOS F in the PM peak hour and the intersection of

Jackson Road (SR 16) and lone Road is forecast to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour. One
intersection, the intersection of Preston Avenue and East Plymouth Highway, is forecast to

operate at LOS F in both the AM and PM peak hours.
Cumulative Segment Operations and V/C Ratio

The capacity calculations for the Cumulative Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-15 and

the calculations of the project increase to the V/C ratio on each segment are shown in Table 4.12-
16. None of the segments would exceed County standards (LOS D).
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Figure4.12-11
Proposed West 1one Roadway | mprovement

Legend
@ Intersection Improvement
=—=—= Roadway Improvement

Circulation

Y ol R - 04
e State Route N
W Parkway / N

— [ rterial

Colleczor

= = = Collector Extension

Local Reads

Railroad
[_" ] city Limit
L : Sphere of Influence

I
NOTE: The roadways are subject to

change. This map does not precluds &’r A
the addition of new roads nat shown rd e ™ e [ &
on this map.

Source: City of lone, 2009; PMC, 2009 ™~ \

Source: City of lone General Plan, August 2009.

CHAPTER 4.12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER
4.12-32



PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
NEWMAN RIDGE PROJECT

AUGUST 2014
Table4.12-14
Cumulative Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Cumulative Plus
Cumulative Proj ect
Peak | Measure M easure Project | Warrant
I ntersection Control Hour | (sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS Change Met?

Side-Street | AM 37.8 E 39.5 E 17 No

1 | lone Road and Jackson Road (SR 16) Stop PM 145 B 148 B 03
5 Twin Cities Road (SR 104) and Side-Street | AM 10.2 B 10.5 B 0.3 No

Michigan Bar Road Stop PM 10.6 B 110 B 0.4
. Side-Street | AM 104 B 111 B 0.7 No

3 SR 104 and Project Entrance Stop PM 106 B 116 B 10
4 | Preston Avenueand East Plymouth | Side-Street | AM 269.3 F 342.6 F 73.3 Yes

Hwy Stop PM 206.3 F 230.8 F 24.5
_ All-Way AM 35.0 E 40.7 E 5.7 Yes

5 Preston Avenue and E. Main Street Stop PM 1353 = 1503 = 15.0
. Side-Street | AM 41.2 E 50.5 F 9.3 Yes

6 | E.Main Street and S. Church Street Stop PM 296.3 = 3485 = 59 2
_ Side-Street | AM 11.9 B 12.3 B 0.4 No

7 E. Main Street and S. lone Street Stop BM 212 c 299 C 17

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
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Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Cumulative Plus Project |ntersection Operations

The capacity calculations for the Cumulative Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-14
and the traffic volumes under this condition are shown on Figure 4.12-33112. As seen in this
table, with the addition of traffic from approved projects al but four three of the study
intersections would continue to operate at LOS C or better. The forecast LOS at these four

intersections remains the same as under the Cumulative No Project scenario, except for the

intersection of E. Main Street and S. Church Street! for which the LOS for the AM peak hou
changes from LOS E to LOS F. 0 : x
LOSFThree intersections, Preston Avenue and E Plxmouth ng, Preston Avenue and E Ma|
Street, and E. Main Street and S. Church Street, would experience an increase in peak hour delay
as aresult of the project that would exceed five seconds, and would also satisfy the Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) peak hour volume warrant for traffic signalization,
and therefore be considered a significant impact according to ACTC traffic impact study
quidelines.

Cumulative Plus Project Segment Operations and V/C Ratio

The capacity calculations for the Cumulative Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-15
and the calculations of the project increase to the V/C ratio on each segment are shown in Table
4.12-16. None of the segments would exceed County standards (LOS D) and, as seen in Table
4.12-16, the maximum increase in the V/C ratio on any study roadway segments was 0.02.

Table4.2-15
Cumulative Conditions Segment L OS Analysis

Cumulative Plus
Functional Cumulative Pr oj ect
Segment From To Classification ADT LOS ADT LOS
_— County Major Collector,
Michigan Bar Road lone Rd Limits Class Il 3,570 B 3,800 B
lone Road Michigan . .
(SR 104) Bar Rd 5MileDr | Arterid, Classll | 5,360 B 5,960 C
Preston Avenue Sutter | EPlymouth | iovioy Classil | 11,860 | D | 12770 | D
Lane Hwy
E. Plymouth Hwy Raymond | ~., . . :
(SR 124) Dr City Limits | Arteria, ClasslIl | 7,040 C 7,360 C
S. Church Street E Main | Washington .
(SR 124) S S Arterid, Class|l | 8,300 C 8,460 C
S. lone Street E Main Foothills Arterial, Class
(SR 104) S Blvd I 8400 | C 8,840 D

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
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Figure 4.12-3312
Cumulative Plus Project AM (PM) Peak Hour VVolumes
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Table4.2-16
Cumulative Conditions Segment v/c Ratio Analysis
Cumulative Plus
Cumulative Proj ect Project
Segment Time | Volume |v/cRatio| Volume |v/cRatio| Change
o AM 185 0.06 199 0.06 <0.01
Michigan Bar Road | 250 0.08 266 0.08 0.01
lone Road AM 358 0.11 415 0.13 0.02
(SR 104) PM 414 0.13 478 0.15 0.02
Preston Avenue AM 507 0.16 564 0.18 0.02
(SR-104) PM 830 0.26 894 0.28 0.02
E. Plymouth Hwy AM 448 0.14 467 0.15 0.01
(SR 124) PM 493 0.15 515 0.16 0.01
S. Church Street AM 469 0.15 478 0.15 <0.01
(SR 124) PM 581 0.18 592 0.19 <0.01
S. lone Street AM 471 0.15 500 0.16 0.01
(SR 104) PM 588 0.18 619 0.19 0.01
Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

Proj ect-Specific Impacts and Mitigation M easures

4.12-1 Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in an
increase in traffic to and from the site and could lead to unsafe conditions near the
project site.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

The increase in traffic as a result of construction activities for the Edwin Center portion
of the proposed project has been quantified assuming a worst-case single phase
construction period of 24 months.

Heavy Equipment

Approximately eight pieces of heavy equipment are estimated to be used throughout the
demolition and construction of the proposed project. Heavy equipment transport to and
from the site could cause traffic impacts in the vicinity of the project site during
construction. However, each load would be required to obtain all necessary permits,
which would include conditions. For example, prior to issuance of grading and building
permits, the project applicant would be required to submit a Traffic Control Plan.

The requirements within the Traffic Control Plan would include, but would not be limited
to, the following: truck drivers would be notified of and required to use designated truck
routes, as determined by the County Engineering Department; all site ingress and egress
would occur only at the main driveway to the project site on SR 104; warning signs
indicating frequent truck entry and exit would be posted on SR 104; and debris and mud
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on SR 104 and other nearby streets caused by trucks would be monitored daily. In
addition, the impacts of eight loads of heavy equipment being hauled to and from the site
would be short-term and temporary. It should be noted that operation of the proposed
project would include a greater amount of heavy truck traffic than the construction of the
Edwin Center site.

Employees

The weekday work is expected to begin around 7:00 am. and end at 4:00 p.m. The
construction worker arrival peak would occur between 6:30 am. and 7:30 am., and the
departure peak would occur between 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. The construction peak
traffic hours are generally before the commute peaks of 8:00 am. and 9:00 am. and 5:00
p.m. and 6:00 p.m.

Based on past construction of similar projects, construction workers could require
parking for up to 100 vehicles during the peak construction period. Additionaly,
deliveries, visits, and other activities may generate peak non-worker parking demand of
10 to 15 trucks and autos per day. Therefore, up to 115 vehicle parking spaces may be
required during the peak construction period for the construction employees. The impacts
of construction-related employee traffic and parking are considered |ess-than-significant.

Construction Material Import

The project would require the importation of construction material, including raw
materials for the building pads, the buildings, the parking area, and landscaping. Under
the provisions of the Traffic Control Plan, if importation and exportation of material
becomes a traffic nuisance, then the County Engineer could limit the hours the activities
may take place.

Conclusion

Prior to issuance of grading and building permits, the project applicant would be required
to submit a Traffic Control Plan for the County Engineer approval. The County has
indicated that a road maintenance agreement to cover the maintenance of Michigan Bar
Road from SR 104 to the Sacramento County Line would be required. The Traffic
Control Plan would specificaly designate travel routes for large vehicles and aso
gtipulate the site access points be monitored and controlled by flaggers for large
construction vehicle ingress and egress. Furthermore, the Traffic Control Plan would
include provisions for regular street sweeping near the site and require that construction
employee parking be provided on the project site. In addition, it should be noted that the
traffic during construction would not be expected to exceed the operational project traffic
that has been analyzed in the traffic study. Therefore, construction activities associated
with the proposed project would not be expected to lead to noticeable congestion in the
vicinity of the project site or the perception of decreased traffic safety. Because the
Edwin Center North Alternative consists of the same on-site development, the Edwin
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Center North Alternative would result in a similar impact regarding construction traffic.
Overal, the impact would be less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

4.12-2 Impactsto study intersections.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

All of the project study intersections are unsignalized and one of the primary aspects of
the analysis relates to the need for traffic signals. Traffic signals are used to provide for
an orderly flow of traffic through an intersection. Many times signals are needed to
provide side street traffic an opportunity to access a major road where high volumes
and/or_high vehicle speeds block crossing or turn movements. The signals do not,
however, necessarily increase the capacity of an intersection (i.e., increase the
intersection’s ability to accommodate additional vehicles) and, in fact, often dlightly
reduce the number of total vehicles that can pass through an intersection in a given period
of time. Signals can also cause an increase in traffic accidents if installed at improper
locations.

Eleven possible tests exist (called “warrants’) set forth by Caltrans (and the MUTCD) for
determining whether a traffic signal should be considered for installation. The tests
consider criteria such as traffic volumes and delay, pedestrian volumes, presence of
school children, and accident history. Usually, two or more warrants must be met before
a signal is installed. If the Peak Hour Volume Warrant (Warrant #11) is met at an
intersection, this is a strong indication that a more detailed signal warrant analysis
covering all possible warrants is appropriate.

As discussed above, the standards of significance applicable to the proposed project
impacts to study intersections are as follows:

e Degrades operations from an acceptable LOS (based on RTP policy or General
Plan palicies) to an unacceptable level;

e Increases delay at an unsignalized intersection operating at an unacceptable level
by five or more seconds and the intersection satisfies the MUTCD peak hour
volume warrant for traffic signal installation; or

e Increases delay at a signalized intersection operating at an unacceptable level by
five or more seconds.

It should be noted that all of the study intersections are unsignalized, and only one,
Intersection 4 (Preston Ave. and E. Plymouth Hwy.) satisfies the MUTCD peak hour

volume warrant for traffic signal installation.

CHAPTER 4.12 — RECIRCULATED TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION CHAPTER
4.12-38



PARTIALLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
NEWMAN RIDGE PROJECT
AUGUST 201714

Table 4.12-17 below summarizes the intersection capacity calculations for the Existing
Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project scenarios, and identifies the impact significance
conclusion resulting from application of the above standards to the below calculations.

Table 4.12-17
Summary of Impacts to Study Intersections
Existing | Existing Baseline
MUTCD + Project Baseline + Project
Warrant Peak | Existing | Project | Change | Baseline Project Change Sig.
Intersection Met? | Signal? | Control | Hour | LOS LOS | (sec/veh)| LOS LOS (sec/veh) | Impact?

lone Rd. and Side- AM C C 0.2 C C 0.6

1 | Jackson Rd. No No Street No
(SR16) Stop | PM B B 0.2 B B 0.3
(TSVVRTOT)tfﬁde- Side- | AM A 03 A B 03

2 Michioan Bar No No Street No
Rq. = Stop | PM | A B 0.3 B B 03
Side- AM A B 0.5 B B 0.6

3 Sglgft aEnr?trance No No Street No
) Stop | PM A B 0.8 B B 0.9
Preston Ave. and Side- AM C C 0.7 C C 1.4

4 | E. Plymouth Yes No Street No
Hwy. Stop PM E E 9.3 F F 64.5
Preston Ave. and All-Way AM A A 03 B B 04

5 E. Main St No No Sto| No
: : Pl pm A A 11 c c 2.1
. Side- AM B B 0.6 B C 0.9

6 E gllhe::?cﬁt;nd No No Street No
' ' Stop PM Cc C 1.1 C C 2.2
. Side- AM A A 0.2 B B 0.2

7 g :\: r‘?énsft' and No No Street No
' ' Stop PM B B 0.2 B B 0.4

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

The intersection capacity calculations for the Existing Plus Project scenario are shown
separately in Table 4.12-6 and the volumes are shown on Figure 4.12-7, and the
intersection capacity calculations for the Baseline Plus Project scenario are shown

separately in Table 4.12-11 and the volumes are shown on Figure 4.12-9. Impacts to the
individual intersections are summarized as follows:

e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 1, lone Rd. and Jackson Rd. (SR16), are
less-than-significant under the EXxisting Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project
scenarios, because LOS is not degraded to an unacceptable level, and vehicle
delays are not increased by five or more seconds.

e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 2, Twin Cities Rd. (SR104) and
Michigan Bar Rd., are less-than-significant under the Existing Plus Project and
Baseline Plus Project scenarios, because LOS is not degraded to an unacceptable
level, and vehicle delays are not increased by five or more seconds.
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e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 3, SR104 and Project Entrance, are less-
than-significant under the Existing Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project
scenarios, because LOS is not degraded to an unacceptable level, and vehicle
delays are not increased by five or more seconds.

e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 4, Preston Ave. and E. Plymouth Hwy.,
are potentially significant under the Existing Plus Project scenario because vehicle
delays are increased by 9.3 seconds, and the intersection satisfies the MUTCD
peak hour volume warrant for traffic signalization. Although this intersection is
forecast to operate at LOS E in the PM peak hour, this is not a significant impact
because the intersection was already operating at LOS E in the PM peak hour
under Existing conditions (see Table 4.12-1). Proposed project impacts to
Intersection 4 are also potentially significant under the Baseline Plus Project
scenario, because vehicle delays are increased by 64.5 seconds, and the
intersection satisfies the MUTCD peak hour volume warrant for traffic
signalization. Although this intersection is forecast to operate at LOS F in the PM
peak hour, this is not a significant impact because the intersection was aready
operating at LOS F in the PM peak hour under Baseline conditions (see Table
4.12-10).

While the proposed project’s impacts to Intersection 4 under the Existing Plus
Project and Baseline Plus Project scenarios could be considered significant under
the applicable standards of significance identified above, the County has
determined that the proposed project’s impacts to Intersection 4 are less-than-

significant because the City of lone has determined that the existing levels of
service at this intersection (‘E’ under Existing conditions and ‘F_under Baseline
conditions) are acceptable and the City has chosen not to construct improvements
to the intersection that would result in acceptable levels of service (see, e.g., City
of lone General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, pp. 4.4-7, 4.4-
35). The City of lone has determined, in relevant part that:

“[T]he implementation of these improvements to achieve LOS D is not feasible
because specific improvements may reguire significant acquisition of additional
right-of-way that may impact adjacent development, may financialy preclude
expanding the roadways, and/or are undesirable and inconsistent with the City’'s
desire to keep SR 104 and SR 124 as two lane roads through downtown.”

(City of 1one General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, p. 4.4-35)

As it currently stands, if the intersection were an all-way stop, the proposed

project would not have a significant impact, but the City has chosen not to install
the improvement.

As discussed previously, the City of lone General Plan Update identifies the need
for an alternative route for large trucks using SR 124 and SR 104 — the West lone
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Roadway (see, e.q., City of lone General Plan Update Draft Environmental
Impact Report, pp. 4.4-26, 4.4-37). The roadway is proposed to be constructed on
the western side of lone to connect to SR 104 south of downtown lone, then cross

west through SR 124, and run north to SR 104, just west of Irish Hill Road. With
this setup, all trucks and passenger vehicles are able to bypass downtown lone.
The proposed West lone Roadway would improve current operations. The City of
lone has determined that operations at the Preston Avenue/East Plymouth
Highway intersection are acceptable and would be |ater rectified via construction
of the West lone Roadway. As noted, however, construction of the West 1one
Roadway is not necessary to reduce proposed project impacts to Intersection 4 to

a lessthan-significant level; this can be achieved through improvement of
Intersection 4 to an all-way stop.

It should also be noted that the proposed project would be required to pay all
applicable development impact fees, as well as fair share contributions for future
improvements including the West 1one Roadway, pursuant to ACTC guidelines
and County policies.

e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 5, Preston Ave. and E. Main St., are less-
than-significant under the Existing Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project
scenarios, because LOS is not degraded to an unacceptable level, and vehicle
delays are not increased by five or more seconds.

e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 6, E. Main St. and S. Church St., areless-
than-significant under the Existing Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project
scenarios, because LOS is not degraded to an unacceptable level, and vehicle
delays are not increased by five or more seconds.

e Proposed project impacts to Intersection 7, E. Main St. and S. lone $t., are less-
than-significant under the Existing Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project
scenarios, because LOS is not degraded to an unacceptable level, and vehicle
delays are not increased by five or more seconds.

Edwin Center North Alternative

It should be noted that because the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of
development of the proposed project, but with the Edwin Center |ocated on an alternative
site, the same project trips would be generated. Thus, impacts related to increases of
traffic and LOS on surrounding intersections would be similar under the Alternative as
the proposed project.

Conclusion
Overdl, with implementation of the proposed project or the Edwin Center North

Alternative, impacts to study intersections would be less-than-significant under fer both
Existing Plus Project and Baseline Plus Project conditions. H-sheuld-be-neted-that-the
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Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

4.12-3 Impactsto study roadway segments.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

The segment capacity calculations for the Existing Plus Project scenario are shown in
Table 4.12-7 and the calculations of the project increase to the V/C ratio on each segment
are shown in Table 4.12-8. With project implementation, LOS on all of the roadway
segments would remain below LOS D, which would not exceed County standards and the
maximum increase in the V/C ratio on any study roadway segments would be 0.02, which
does not exceed the threshold of increasing the V/C ratio on aroadway segment operating
at an unacceptable level by 0.05 or more.

The capacity calculations for the Baseline Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 4.12-
12 and the calculations of the project increase to the V/C ratio on each segment are
shown in Table 4.12-13. With project implementation, LOS on al of the roadway
segments would remain below LOS D, which would not exceed County standards and the
maximum increase in the V/C ratio on any study roadway segments would be 0.02, which
does not exceed the threshold of increasing the V/C ratio on aroadway segment operating
at an unacceptable level by 0.05 or more.

It should be noted that because the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of
development of the proposed project, but with the Edwin Center located on an alternative
site, the same project trips would be generated. Thus, impacts related to increases of
traffic and LOS on surrounding roadways would be similar under the Alternative as the
proposed project.

Overal, under both Existing Plus Project conditions and Baseline Plus Project conditions,
implementation of the proposed project or the Alternative would result in less-than-
significant impacts to roadway segments. It should be noted that the proposed project
would be required to pay al applicable ACTC development impact fees, such as
Regional Traffic Mitigation Fees (RTMF) and fair share contributions for future
improvements, pursuant to ACTC guidelines and County policies.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

! This text was not deleted from the EIR, but was moved to page 4.12-41.
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4.12-4 Impactsto bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

The project’'s current design would not be inconsistent with planned
bicycle/pedestrian/transit facilities within the study area, nor would the project conflict
with the County’s adopted alternative transportation policies and plans. Based on the
proposed uses at the site, people are not expected to approach the site on foot or via
bicycle. In addition, transit services do not currently service the site and alternative
transportation facilities are not expected to be necessary based on the proposed uses at the
site. It should be noted that because the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of
development of the proposed project, but with the Edwin Center located on an alternative
site, the same impact to bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities. Thus, impacts would be
similar under the Alternative as the proposed project. Because the design of the proposed
project or the Alternative would not be inconsistent with planned
bicycle/pedestrian/transit facilities within the study area, the impact would be less-than-
significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

4.12-5 Impactsto site access and circulation.

Proposed Project

The proposed project’s entrance on SR 104 and is not currently controlled by a stop sign
on the side street approach. The project access is currently utilized by the adjacent 1SP
plant. The access currently operates at LOS A under existing conditions. With the
addition of the proposed project trip generation, the project access would operate at LOS
B. Therefore, the project access would operate at an acceptable level with operation of
the proposed project.

On-site circulation of the proposed project consists of a haul road (most of which is an
existing haul road owned and utilized by ISP) from the Quarry site to the Edwin Center
site and access to the various components of the Edwin Center (e.g., the Asphalt Plant,
Ready Mix Plant, Recycle Plant, etc.). It should be noted that the majority of the material
processed at the plant would be removed by rail. Based on a review of the proposed
project site design, all necessary on-site truck movements can be accommodated by the
project site.

Edwin Center North Alternative

As shown in Figure 4.12-12, the Edwin Center North Alternative would utilize an
alternative project access point on an existing easement onto SR 104 and would require
construction of anew rail siding that would connect to the existing rail line. The access to
the Alternative provides adequate sight distance for safe operation. In addition, because
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the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of development of the proposed project, but
with the Edwin Center located on an dternative site, the same level of service (LOS B)
would occur at the aternative access point. In addition, a review of the proposed
aternative site plan shows that al necessary on-site truck movements can be
accommodated, similar to the proposed project.

Conclusion

The proposed project and Edwin Center North Alternative site design would be required
to conform to County design standards and is not expected to create any significant
impacts related to site access or circulation. In addition, all necessary truck turning
movements can also be accommodated. Therefore, impacts related to site access and
circulation with implementation of the proposed project or the Edwin Center North
Alternative would be less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

4.12-6 Impacts regarding emergency vehicle access on and surrounding the proposed
project site.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

Sufficient emergency access is determined by factors such as number of access points,
roadway width, and proximity to fire stations. The land use plan for the proposed project
would have an unsignalized primary entrance on SR 104 and secondary access via
several other unimproved access roads. All lane widths within the project would be
required to meet the minimum width that can accommodate an emergency vehicle and
therefore, the width of the interna roadways would be adequate. It should be noted that
given the nature of the proposed project all on-site roadways would be sufficient to
accommodate large equipment/trucks, and therefore, emergency vehicles as well. It
should also be noted that because the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of
development of the proposed project, but with the Edwin Center |ocated on an alternative
site, the Alternative would result in a similar impact, as compared to the project. Overall,
both the proposed project and the Alternative are expected to have less-than-significant
impacts regarding emergency vehicle access.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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4.12-7 Potential transportation impacts resulting from the proposed rezone of the Edwin
Center siteto Manufacturing.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

The proposed project includes a zone change of the Edwin Center from Residentia
Single-Family (R1-A) to Manufacturing (M), which, according to the County Zoning
Code, allows for the manufacture, assembly, repair, processing, storage, and shipping of
mineral products and other industrial-manufacturing uses. If the proposed project is
approved (including the zone change) but mining does not occur on the site, then the
rezoned area could theoretically result in uses other than what is currently being
proposed, athough the potential future land uses would need to be permissible and
consistent with the M zone. Based on a review of the potential land uses under this
zoning, the determination was made that other land uses could generate vehicle trips in
excess of the proposed project.

Trip Generation for Zone Change at the Edwin Center Location

The Edwin Center is proposed to be a 113-acre materials processing area for the Newman
Ridge Quarry. The site would host various material processing facilities, including an
aggregate plant, asphaltic concrete (“AC”) plant, ready-mix concrete plant, an asphalt and
concrete recycling plant, and a rail loadout facility for finished products. Based on the
traffic impact study prepared for the project, it has been estimated that the Edwin Center
portion of the project would generate approximately 95 AM peak hour trips and 106 PM
peak hour trips.

Although the County zoning designation that best fits the proposed project is M, based on
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition, the
determination was made that the most applicable trip generation category for the zone
change at the Edwin Center location was heavy industria (given the rural character and
the size of the site). The Light Industrial (Land Use Code 110) and Manufacturing (Land
Use Code 140) categories were based on surveys of sites no larger than approximately 30
acres.

Therefore, to estimate the potentia traffic from industrial uses on the 113-acre Edwin
Center site, the Heavy Industrial category (Land Use Code 120) was used to estimate the
trip generation for this scenario.

As shown in Table 4.12-1817, developing the 113-acre site with general industrial uses
would generate approximately 224 AM peak hour trips and 244 PM peak hour trips.
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Table 4.12-1817
Alternative Trip Generation Assuming Heavy Industrial Uses
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Daily In Out Total In Out Total
Heavy Industrial | 113 acres | 1,285 186 38 224 29 215 244

Source: Abrams Associates. Analysis of Alternative “ Heavy Industrial” Trip Generation for the Newman Ridge
Quarry Project. December 6, 2011.

The trip distribution assumptions were based on the existing traffic volumes and the land
use patterns in the area. Figure 4.12-3213 shows the AM and PM peak hour trips that
could be generated under the M zoning designation at each study area intersection. The
project traffic volumes are highest at the project entrance, then dissipate among roads
further from the project.

The results indicate that under the M zoning designation, approximately 790 more trips
per day could be generated, as compared to the proposed project. During the AM peak
hour, approximately 130 more trips would be generated and during the PM peak hour,
approximately 140 more trips would be generated. At this time, any future uses under the
M zoning designation, other than the proposed project, are unknown and thus, estimating
future trip volumes, distribution, and composition is speculative. Similarly, it should be
noted that because the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of development of the
proposed project, but with the Edwin Center located on an aternative site, the same
project trips would be generated by the zone change. Thus, potentia unknown future
impacts would be similar under the Alternative as the proposed project. Overal, potential
impacts resulting from the proposed rezone of the Edwin Center site to M could be
potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

4.12-7 Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any use other than mining
processing facilities as described in the project description, the
permittee/operator shall submit for the review and approval of the
Amador County Transportation and Public Works Department a
supplemental Transportation Impact Sudy (TIS) identifying any impacts
of the future use, if any. The TIS shall provide mitigation sufficient to
reduce all identified impacts (if any) to a less-than-significant level. If
significant impacts are identified that result in impacts that cannot be
mitigated, additional CEQA review will be required.
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Figure 4.12-2213
AM (PM) Peak Hour Trips Associated with Future M Zoning Designation Only
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Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation M easures
4.12-8 Cumulative impactsto study intersections.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

All of the project study intersections are unsignalized and one of the primary aspects of
the analysis relates to the need for traffic signals. Traffic signals are used to provide for
an orderly flow of traffic through an intersection. Many times signals are needed to
provide side street traffic an opportunity to access a maor road where high volumes
and/or high vehicle speeds block crossing or turn movements. The signals do not,
however, necessarily increase the capacity of an intersection (i.e., increase the
intersection’s ability to accommodate additional vehicles) and, in fact, often dlightly
reduce the number of total vehicles that can pass through an intersection in a given period
of time. Signals can also cause an increase in traffic accidents if installed at improper
locations.

Eleven possible tests exist (called “warrants’) set forth by Caltrans (and the MUTCD) for
determining whether a traffic signa should be considered for instalation. The tests
consider criteria such as traffic volumes and delay, pedestrian volumes, presence of
school children, and accident history. Usually, two or more warrants must be met before
a signa is instaled. If the Peak Hour Volume Warrant (Warrant #11) is met at an
intersection, this is a strong indication that a more detailed signa warrant analysis
covering all possible warrants is appropriate.

The intersection capacity calculations for the Cumulative Plus Project scenario are shown
in Table 4.12-14 and the traffic volumes under this condition are shown on Figure 4.12-
4112, and summarized in the Table 4.12-19 below.

As seen in the table, with the addition of traffic from the proposed project and future
approved projects, al but four three of the study intersections would continue to operate
a LOS C or better. Three intersections in downtown lone, lone Road/Jackson Road,
Preston Avenue/East Plymouth, and East Main Street/South Church Street, are forecast to

operate at LOS F, and the intersection of Jackson Road (SR 16) and lone Road is forecast
to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour. However, only the intersections in downtown
lone would experience an increase in peak hour delay as aresult of the project that would
exceed five seconds. These three intersections would also satisfy the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) peak hour volume warrant for traffic signalization

and this would therefore be considered a significant impact according to ACTC traffic
impact study guidelines. It should be noted that this is acceptable according to the City of

lone General Plan. In addition, the three intersections aready operate at unacceptable
LOS under the Cumulative No Project scenario. Nonetheless, all three intersections
would experience an increase in peak hour delay as a result of the proposed project that
would exceed five seconds. As such, these intersections would satisfy the Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) peak hour volume warrant for traffic
signalization.
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Table4.12-19
Summary of Cumulative Peak Hour Intersection LOS
MUTCD Cumulative Project
Warrant Peak Cumulative + Project Change Sig.
I nter section Met? Signal? Control Hour LOS LOS (sec/veh) | Impact?

1 lone Road and No No Side-Street | AM E E 17 No
Jackson Road (SR 16) Stop PM B B 0.3
Twin Cities Road (SR ! AM B B 0.3

2 104) and Michigan No No SngStreet PM No
Bar Road p B B 04

3 SR 104 and Project No No Side-Street AM B B 0.7 .
Entrance Stop PM B B 1.0

4 Preston Avenue and Yes No Side-Street | AM F F 733 Ves
East Plymouth Hwy Stop PM F F 245
Preston Avenue and All-Way AM E E 57

5 E. Main Street ves No Stop PM F F 150 ves

6 E.Main Street and S. Ves No Side-Street | AM E F 9.3 Ves
Church Street Stop PM F F 52.2

7 E. Main Street and S. No No Side-Street | AM B B 04 .
lone Street Stop PM C C 17

Source: Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.

Compared to proposed project impacts to study intersections under the Existing Plus
Project and Baseline Plus Project scenarios, the proposed project will result in potentially
significant impacts under the Cumulative Plus Project scenario to Intersections 4, 5, and 6
rather than Intersection 4 only. Further, proposed project impacts to Intersections 4, 5,
and 6 under the Cumulative Plus Project scenario cannot be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through intersection improvements alone, unlike under the Existing Plus
Project and Baseline Plus Project scenarios.

Mitigation Measure(s)

The West lone Roadway consists of both improvements to existing roadways and the
construction of new roadway segments in order to create a bypass to provide traffic relief
through downtown lone. The West lone Roadway is envisioned to relieve traffic
congestion, improve safety and emergency access, improve the quality of life, and divert
heavy vehicles out of downtown lone (For more information please refer to the
Cumulative (2030) Planned Roadway Improvements section on Page 4.12-29).
Implementation of the following mitigation measure to contribute to the West lone
Roadway would reduce the above impact to a less-than-significant level; however, the
West lone Roadway is currently identified as a Tier 2 project in the RTP and is not
included in the RTP Tier 1 funding plan. Because a funding mechanism for the planned
roadway improvement is not currently in place, full funding and construction of the
improvement prior to the occurrence of the above impact cannot be guaranteed. For this
reason, the impact would be considered significant and unavoidable.
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Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

4.12-8 If the West 1one Roadway improvement is included in the RTP as a Tier 1
project, the permittee/operator shall pay the Regional Traffic Mitigation
Fees (RTMF). If the West lone Roadway improvement is not included in
the RTP, the permittee/operator shall pay the project's fair share
contribution toward the improvement. The project's fair share
contribution shall be computed in accordance with the most recent version
of Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. Caltrans' guidelines specify
that the fair share calculation be calculated as the project’s trips divided
by the difference between the cumulative traffic volumes and the “ Existing
Plus Approved” or baseline traffic volumes. These calculations will be
finalized in coordination with the County prior to approval of the project.

4.12-9 Cumulative impactsto study roadway segments.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

The roadway segment capacity calculations for the Cumulative Plus Project scenario are
shown in Table 4.12-15 and the calculations of the project increase to the V/C ratio on
each segment are shown in Table 4.12-16. None of the segments would exceed County
standards (LOS D) and, as seen in Table 4.12-16, the maximum increase in the V/C ratio
on any study roadway segmentsis 0.02. It should be noted that because the Edwin Center
North Alternative consists of development of the proposed project, but with the Edwin
Center located on an alternative site, the same project trips would be generated. Thus,
cumulative impacts related to increases of traffic and LOS levels on surrounding
roadways would be similar under the Alternative as the proposed project. Therefore, the
proposed project or the Edwin Center North Alternative would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to study roadway segments under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions. It should be noted that the proposed project would be required to pay all
applicable ACTC development impact fees, such as Regional Traffic Mitigation Fees
(RTMF) and fair share contributions for future improvements, pursuant to ACTC
guidelines and County policies.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

4.12-10 Cumulative impactsto bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities.

Proposed Project and Edwin Center North Alternative

As discussed above under Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the
project’s current design would not be inconsistent with planned bicycle/pedestrian/transit
facilities within the study area, nor would the project conflict with the County’s adopted
alternative transportation policies and plans. In addition, the cumulative setting for the
project vicinity is such that immediately surrounding uses that would utilize bicycle,
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pedestrian, or transit facilities are not planned to be developed. It should be noted that
because the Edwin Center North Alternative consists of development of the proposed
project, but with the Edwin Center located on an aternative site, the Alternative' s design
would not be inconsistent with planned bicycle/pedestrian/transit facilities within the
study area, nor would the project conflict with the County’s adopted aternative
transportation policies and plans. Therefore, the proposed project or the Alternative
would result in a less-than-significant impact to bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities
under cumulative conditions.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Endnotes

! Abrams Associates. Traffic Impact Study, Newman Ridge Quarry. April 19, 2012.
2 Abrams Associates. Analysis of Alternative “ Heavy Industrial” Trip Generation for the Newman Ridge Quarry
Project. December 6, 2011.

3 Abrams Associates. Response to Comments from Caltrans on the Potential for Rail Crossing Impacts from the

Newman Ridge Project. August 27, 2012.
* Amador County. Amador County General Plan, Circulation Element. April 18, 2006.

® City of lone. City of lone General Plan Update: Draft Environmental Impact Report. June 2009.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF AMADOR

IONE VALLEY LAND, AIR, AND WATER CASE NO: 12-CVC-08091

DEFENSE ALLIANCE, LLC.
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V.

COUNTY OF AMADOR,
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NEWMAN MINERALS, LLC; WILLIAM
BUNCE, an individual; FARALLON
CAPITAL MANAGEMENT; JOHN
TELISCHAK, an individual; EDWIN
LANDS, LLC; GREENROCK RANCH
LANDS, LLC and DOES 1 to 10;
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This is an action for a writ of mandamus brought under the California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA], the Planning and Zoning Law [PZL], and the State
Mining and Reclamation Act [SMARA]. Petitioner seeks to require respondent, Amador
County [County], to set aside and vacate its certification of the Environmental Impact
Report [EIR], Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Supporting the
Project [Findings], and any approvals of the Project based on the EIR and Findings,
including the General Plan Amendments, Reclamation Plan and other approvals.
Petitioner also seeks to have respondent prepare and certify a legally adequate EIR,
and to have this Court enjoin respondent and the real parties in interest from taking any
action to construct any portion of the Project, or to develop or alter the Project site in
any way that could result in significant adverse impact on the environment unless and
until approval is obtained from respondent after the preparation and consideration of an
adequate EIR.

Jurisdiction

In their pleadings, the parties have agreed that this Court has jurisdiction over
this writ action under Code of Civil Procedure sections 1085 and 1094.5, and sections
21168 and 21168.5 of the Public Resources Code, that the site is located entirely in
Amador County, and that petitioner submitted a notice of intention to commence the

action, and a notice of election to prepare the record.
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Statement of the Case

The following facts are not in dispute based on the pleadings of the parties.
The Project

The Newman Ridge Project includes two components: the proposed 278-acre
Newman Ridge Quarry and the 113-acre Edwin Center. The Newman Ridge Quarry is
a proposed quarry with a production level anticipated to be five million tons of rock per
year to be extracted over 50 years. Final reclamation of the Newman Ridge Quarry
would occur after all mineral extraction is completed, which would be approximately
2063. The Edwin Center would host various material processing facilities, including an
aggregate plant, asphalt concrete plant, ready-mix concrete plant, an asphalt and
concrete recycling plant, and a rail loading facility for finished products.

The Project site lies within the foothills of the Sierra Nevada, contains areas of
open space and lands used for cattle grazing, and that the Project site is part an historic
site called Arroyo Seco Ranch.

The Project includes the following land use entitlements: Newman Ridge Quarry
Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan; and Edwin Center North General Plan
Amendment, Zone Change, Asphaltic Concrete (AC) Plant Conditional Use Permit, and
Use Permits to exceed the 45 foot maximum height limit of the “M” zone district for the
AC Plant and ready-mix concrete plant to allow structures to be built to heights of 72
feet and 49 feet respectively.

Although the Project initially included the Newman Ridge Quarry and Edwin

Center, in response to public comments during the public Project Scoping Meeting on
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August 9, 2011, the County analyzed the Edwin Center North Alternative at an equal
level. Under the Edwin Center North Alternative the location of the Quarry remained as
originally proposed, and included the same processing facilities as the originally
proposed Edwin Center, but in a different location farther from residences. The Project
as approved includes the Newman Ridge Quarry and the Edwin Center North
Alternative.

The Parties

The petitioner is lone Valley Land, Air, and Water Defense Alliance, LLC, an
incorporated association of concerned landowners and citizens of lone Valley. The
respondent is Amador County, and the real parties in interest include investors and
property owners.’

Amador County [County], is a political subdivision of the State of California, and it
approved the Newman Ridge Project North Alternative [Project], located in the lone
Valley near the City of lone.

Newman Minerals, LLC [Newman] is a Delaware Limited Liability Company
qualified to do business in California, and is named as one of the real parties in interest

who received approval for the Project from the County.

: Newman Minerals, LLC, received the permit approvals for the Project.

Farallon Capital Management and John Telischek, are major investors in the Project,
and William Bunce is an individual and the Project applicant. He is also a major
investor in Castle Oaks community in lone and in Sutter Creek Gold Rush Ranch.
Edwin Lands, LLC is the owner of property to be used for Edwin Center, and Greenrock
Ranch Lands, LLC is the owner of property to be used for the Quarry.
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Farallon Capital Management, LLC [FCM], and John Telischak, William Bunce,
Edwin Lands, LLC, Greenrock Ranch Lands, LLC, are named as real parties in interest.

William Bunce is an investor in the Castle Oaks Community.

Edwin Lands, LLC, is the owner of a portion of the property that would be used
for the Edwin Center North Alternative.

Greenrock Ranch Lands, LLC, is the owner of the property that is the site of the
Newman Ridge Quarry.

The Timeline of Events

Amador County staff received the Newman Ridge Project application on May 31,
2011 from Newman Minerals, LLC, and on June 28, 2011, the staff deemed the
application complete. Following the acceptance of the application, staff worked with an
environmental consultant for the Project to prepare a Notice of Preparation and Initial
Study, both of which were released to various State and local agencies for a 30-day
public review period beginning on July 18, 2011. A Scoping Meeting was held by the
Planning Commission on August 9, 2011, to take agency comments.

Prior to approval, the General Plan designation of the Project site was MRZ,
Mineral Resource Zone, and A-G, Agricultural General, and its zoning designation was
R1-A, Single Family Residential and Agricultural.

Edwin Lands, LLC reached an agreement with twelve county residents to
address their concerns with the Project.

The Newman Ridge Project Draft EIR [DEIR] was released for a 45-day public

review period on April 24, 2012. A public meeting to receive public comments on the
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DEIR was held by the Planning Commission on May 22, 2012. In addition to the verbal
comments submitted at the DEIR comment meeting, a total of 11 written comment
letters were submitted on the Newman Ridge Project DEIR within the 45-day public
review period. Numerous agencies and individuals were among the commenters.

The California Department of Transportation, the County Environmental Health
Department, the Office of Mine Reclamation, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Amador Air
District's [AAD] consultant submitted comments on the Project. AAD commented on
aspects of the Project in a Memorandum dated February 22, 2012.

Caltrans also submitted comments on the project.

Petitioner submitted comments on the DEIR and the County extended the public
comment period for all commenters from June 7 to June 12, 2012.

The Final EIR [FEIR] was released in August 2012.

The Planning Commission first heard the application on August 28, 2012.

Petitioner offered comments before the Planning Commission, and the Planning
Commission approved the Project by a vote of 4-1.

Petitioner appealed the Planning Commission’s approval to the Board of
Supervisors.

The Amador Air District [AAD] commented on aspects of the Project in a
memorandum dated February 22, 2012.

Petitioner and other members of the public submitted comments on the FEIR.

Petitioner commented that the Project should be utilized as a nature park.
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The California Department of Corrections [CDCR] submitted a comment letter to
the County.

The County Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to approve the Project.

The County filed a Notice of Determination that reflected the Project approval on
October 10, 2012.

Petitioner submitted a comment letter to the County.

Petitioner attached a letter to the Attorney General as Exhibit A to the Petition.

Petitioner attached a notice of intention to commence the action as Exhibit B to
the Petition.

Petitioner attached a notice of election to prepare the record as Exhibit C to the
Petition.

The CEQA Cause of Action

The framework for analyzing a CEQA claim is fundamental. The EIR is the
"heart of CEQA." (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553, 564 [Goleta Valley II]. see also Guidelines, § 15003, subd. (a).) The purpose of
the EIR is “to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made.” (Goleta Valley Il, supra, 52
Cal.3d at p. 564.) Public participation is an "essential part of the CEQA process."
(Guidelines, § 15201; see also Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist.
Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936, and Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v.

Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 [Laurel Heights I1.)
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The standard of review in an action to set aside an agency’s decision under
CEQA is whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion. An abuse is shown where
the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law, or where the agency’s
decision is not supported by substantial evidence as defined by the Guidelines:

Section 21168.5 provides that a court's inquiry in an action to set aside an
agency's decision under CEQA “shall extend only to whether there was a
prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion is established if the
agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the
determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence.” The
Guidelines define “substantial evidence” as “enough relevant information
and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can
be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might
also be reached.” (Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (a).)

“ ‘The court does not pass upon the correctness of the EIR's
environmental conclusions, but only upon its sufficiency as an informative
document.’ [Citation.]” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392, 407 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426,
764 P.2d 278] (Laurel Heights ).) “We may not set aside an agency's
approval of an EIR on the ground that an opposite conclusion would have
been equally or more reasonable.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564 [276 Cal.Rptr. 410, 801 P.2d 1161]
(Goleta I1).) Furthermore, “[tlhe appellate court reviews the agency's
action, not the trial court's decision: in that sense appellate judicial review
under CEQA is de novo.” (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth,
Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 427 [53 Cal.Rptr.3d
821, 150 P.3d 709] (Vineyard Area Citizens).)

(South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (October 8,

2013), 2013 Cal.App. LEXIS 900, 10-12.)

Included in its CEQA cause of action are claims that (1) the air pollution impacts
were understated and insufficiently mitigated, (2) the water supply and water quality
issues were inadequately analyzed or mitigated, (3) the traffic and circulation impacts

were inadequately analyzed and mitigated, (4) the revised DEIR should have been
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recirculated, (5) the County failed to adequately consult with the California Department
of Corrections and Rehabilitation [CDCR] as a trustee agency, and with Caltrans as a
responsible agency; (6) substantial evidence does not support the Statement of
Overriding Considerations; (7) the County failed to provide a reasoned analysis in
response to Caltrans claims that the FEIR failed to adequately identify, disclose and
mitigate for potentially significant impacts to the State Highway system.

Petitioner alleged in the writ petition that the County failed to adequately respond
to Caltrans’ request for information about the scope of work for the TIS, the safety
issues due to truck traffic on SR 104, including at the Project entrance, conflicts with the
planned alignment of the lone Western Bypass and the potential rail traffic impacts; that
the County failed to consider an alternative that reduced reliance on trucking to reduce
impacts to the state highways in the downtown lone areas, and failed to analyze the
type of trucks that would be used and to address any safety issues associated with
those vehicles; that the County failed to address the safety impacts, and the level of
service, of the SR 104 entrance to the Project and failed to support with evidence or
~ analysis the statement in the FEIR that the Project’s use of the nearby rail crossing was
not expected to result in any impacts to public safety. Petitioner also alleged that the
EIR failed to report the impact at Preston Avenue and East Plymouth Highway as
significant and failed to propose any mitigation; that the County failed to identify the
exact peak hour trip generation to the Twin Cities/SR 99 interchange, and if significant
impacts were identified, to require a fair share contribution to mitigate the Project

impacts on this interchange.
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Petitioner also alleges in the writ petition that recircﬁlation was required because:
(1) the FEIR disclosed new traffic impacts (the DEIR claimed traffic at all seven studied
intersections was uncongested, but in the FEIR the analysis was revised so that the
Level of Service [LOS] at no less than six of the seven studied intersections was
restated to be “B,” “C,” or “E,” and that these changes revealed significantly lower levels
of service than LOS “A” as disclosed in the DEIR and requires a new EIR because it
was a significant change; that new and more accurate information showed more severe
impacts: the FEIR identified a significant impact at the Preston Avenue and East
Plymouth Highway intersection, and the additional detail contained in the FEIR with
regard to Cumulative Peak Hour Intersection Analysis shows three intersections,
Preston Avenue at East Plymouth Highway, at E. Main Street, and at S. Church Street,
each would meet traffic signal warrant analysis, all of which would be operating at LOS
“F”, the worse level of service, often termed gridlock; that the DEIR concluded that all
intersections would continue to operate at LOS “C” or better, but that the FEIR identified
more severe impacts, including the Preston Avenue at East Plymouth Highway, which
would operate at LOS “E” in the PM Peak Hour; that a proposal of feasible mitigation
consisting of operational hour restrictions and a left turn lane for the elementary school
were raised at the Planning Commission hearing but were rejected, the former based on
the Project proponent’s opposition to the measure.

Respondents, in their brief, admitted that Caltrans requested certain information,

that Caltrans commented on the Project, and affirmatively alleged that the DEIR, the
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FEIR, comments related to the FEIR and the approval of the EIR, as well as the CEQA
Guidelines, speak for themselves; respondent otherwise denied these allegations.

In its opening brief in support of this contention, petitioner relies on Caltrans’
comment letter, dated June 7, 2012, and its recommendation that the DEIR should not
be certified until additional analysis and mitigation is included. Specifically, petitioner
identifies errors in assessing the Levels of Service [LOS] in the DEIR, in failing to
accurately and adequately disclose the number of truck trips that would be generated by
the Project and their impact, in failing to disclose the amount of rail traffic and the safety
impacts associated with it, and in failing to disclose the safety impact of truck trips
generated by the Project. It is in petitioner’s claim that the DEIR should have been
recirculated due to errors in assessing the LOS and in failing to disclose the impacts to
rail crossing from increased rail trips that this Court finds merit.

Levels of Service [LOS] and Recirculation of the EIR

In the first instance, petitioner argues that the DEIR traffic analysis was “gravely
misleading” because it included erroneous information that was not supported by
information in the final Traffic Impact Study [TIS]. For example, according to petitioner,
the DEIR represented that existing peak hour traffic at all seven studied intersections
was uncongested, classified as LOS “A.” Then, in the FEIR, the Level of Service at six
of the seven studied intersections during peak hours was restated at Level of Service
“B,” “C,” or “E” - far worse levels of service than Level “A.” The DEIR therefore

misstated the baseline for assessing the LOS at these intersections.
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In addition, at one intersection, the anticipated Level of Service with the Project
was changed from “A” in the DEIR to “E” in the FEIR.

Moreover, according to petitioner, the DEIR described Caltrans policy as
maintaining LOS “C” for the Inter-Regional Route System [IRRS] in rural areas and LOS
“D” for non IRRS routes. Caltrans corrected this information by stating that LOS “D”
would be acceptable in urban areas, but for rural segments of non IRRS route, such as
SR 104 and 124, LOS “C” would be the target level of service.

According to petitioner, the Project’s peak hour impacts on LOS at intersections
were inaccurately stated for every one of the studied intersections in the DEIR. The
DEIR disclosures were changed in the FEIR to show more congested conditions,
including a change at one intersection from LOS “D” to “F” (substandard). The FEIR
disclosed that this intersection would require a traffic signal, as would two others.

Respondent first points out that the DEIR devoted forty pages to identifying,
analyzing and mitigating the potential traffic impacts. In addition, the DEIR included
Appendix O, the Traffic Information Study [TIS]; which spanned 200 pages. The County
responded to all comments received regarding the potential traffic impacts of the
Project, including those made by Caltrans, upon which petitioner relies.

Respondent then contends that the FEIR did address Caltrans’ comments, but
acknowledged the DEIR had provided traffic data, some of which was less than that
reported in the annual report provided by Caltrans Data Branch. Respondent also
acknowledged that while the FEIR included corrected values of existing and anticipated

LOS, those values were calculated from data that had been included in DEIR as raw
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data in the TIS, which was part of the DEIR as Appendix O. In the FEIR, the County
updated the tables in the DEIR to match the tables in the Traffic Impact Study.
Respondent concedes that the DEIR had “inadvertently not updated” the tables to
match the final TIS.

Respondent also argued that the data contained in the TIS, Appendix O to the
DEIR, was more recent than what Caltrans relied on, and that even if the volumes were
increased substantially and the project exceeded the LOS standard, the conclusions
about the Project’s impacts would not change as they would still remain below the
County’s impact threshold, which was described as a volume to capacity ratio of 0.05 or
more. According to respondent, the updated tables in the FEIR did not show new or
more significant impacts than those shown in the DEIR because both the DEIR and the
FEIR concluded that the Project’s cumulative impacts shown in Table 4.12-14 would be
significant and unavoidable because each of three intersections would operate at
unacceptable LOS under applicable thresholds of significance and require mitigation.
The FEIR found further analysis and discussion of these issues was not necessary
because the existing need for traffic improvements in downtown lone was already
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.

Petitioner counters that the discrepancies between the DEIR and Appendix O
were prejudicial per se and should have caused the DEIR to be recirculated with the
corrected traffic analysis.

The statutory authority that identifies when an EIR should be recirculated is

Public Resource Code section 21092.1, which states:
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When significant new information is added to an environmental impact
report after notice has been given pursuant to Section 21092 and
consultation has occurred pursuant to Sections 21104 and 21153, but
prior to certification, the public agency shall give notice again pursuant to
Section 21092, and consult again pursuant to Sections 21104 and 21153
before certifying the environmental impact report.

(Pub. Resources Code § 21092.1.)

In Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California
(1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1119-1120, the California Supreme Court decided that
recirculation is required only when the information added to the EIR changes the EIR in
a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible project alternative
or mitigation measure that would clearly reduce such an effect and that the project's
proponents have declined to implement. The court also concluded that a decision not to
recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence. (/d. at 1120.) CEQA
Guideline 15088.5 was originally promulgated in 1994 and was primarily based on this
decision. (Remy, Thomas, Moose & Manley, GUIDE To CEQA (1 1™ Ed. 2007), p. 355))

The revised 1998 CEQA Guideline, in relevant part, provides that:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the

availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but

before certification. As used in this section, the term "information" can

include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as

additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is

not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the

public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse

environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid

such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's

proponents have declined to implement. "Significant new information”
requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:
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(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the
significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project's
proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1043).

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an
adequate EIR. . ..

(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial
evidence in, the administrative record.

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15088.5.)

The LOS information the DEIR included was based on data that inaccurately
recited from the Traffic Impact Study [TIS], which was Appendix O of the DEIR.
Appendix O correctly stated the data. The FEIR explains the County's view of this error:

4.12 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Chapter 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR was
inadvertently not updated to match the final Traffic Impact Study (TIS).
Therefore, the following revisions are made to the Draft EIR in order to
make the chapter consistent with the final TIS. The revisions do not
change the conclusions made in the final TIS that was provided as
Appendix O of the Draft EIR.

Figure 4.12-3 on page 4.12-4 of Chapter 4.12, Transportation and

Circulation, of the Draft EIR is hereby replaced as shown on page 2-20 of
this Final EIR.
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The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

(AR00146.)

In support of its claim that the failure to recirculate the DEIR is error and
prejudicial per se, petitioner relies on Valley Advocates v. City of Fresno (2008) 160
Cal.App.4th 1039, 1062-63. This reliance is misplaced.

In Valley Advocates, the court held that “a prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs
when a public agency is misinformed regarding its discretionary authority and, as a
result, does not actually choose whether to exercise that discretionary authority.” The
issue here is not whether the County was misinformed regarding its discretionary
authority.

The principle that a failure to recirculate the EIR is prejudicial per se comes not
from Valley Advocates, but from San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of
Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, upon which the Valley Advocates court relied as
authority for this principle. However, the San Joaquin Raptor court explained its holding
as follows:

Although CEQA “requires an EIR to reflect a good faith effort at full

disclosure; it does not mandate perfection, nor does it require an analysis

to be exhaustive.” (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999)

70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26 [82 Cal.Rptr.2d 398].) Therefore, noncompliance

with CEQA's information disclosure requirements is not necessarily

reversible; prejudice must be shown. (Bakersfield Citizens, supra, 124

Cal.App.4th at pp. 1197-1198 ; § 21005, subd. (b).) “ [A] prejudicial abuse

of discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant information precludes

informed decisionmaking and informed public participation, thereby

thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.’” (Irritated Residents,

supra, 107 Cal.App.4th at p. 1391.) In such event, the error is deemed
prejudicial “regardless whether a different outcome would have resuited if
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the public agency had complied with the disclosure requirements.”
(Bakersfield Citizens, supra, 124 Cal. App.4th at p. 1198.)

(San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, supra, 149

Cal.App.4th at pp. 653-654.)

Respondent argues that cases finding a prejudicial abuse of discretion all involve
factual situations where the omission was not cured prior to certification of the EIR.
(See e.g. Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1120, where the
appellate court found that as to the only mitigation considered, the building of a water
system, no feasibility analysis was done, and therefore the portion of the EIR
addressing water concerns should have been recirculated.?) |

This Court finds that here, if the data in the DEIR had not been erroneous,
but had merely analyzed the correctly-stated TIS data, and the FEIR had offered
another analytical approach to the same data, this would not have required
recirculation. (See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1137, where the court declined to order recirculation,
even where the data was new, because it did not constitute "significant new information"

that altered the analysis in any way.)

2 Respondent’s reliance on Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v.

Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, is misplaced. There, the appellate
court, in remanding to correct deficiencies in the mitigation analysis in the certified EIR,
did not decide whether recirculation was necessary, but instead directed that it was for
“the Agency to decide in the first instance in light of the legal standards governing
recirculation of an EIR prior to certification, citing CEQA, § 21092.1; Guidelines, §
15088.5; and Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California
(1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1129-1130.)
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But recirculation‘ under section 21092.1 is mandated when the new information
reveals, for example, a new substantial impact or a substantially increased impact on
the environment. (Laufe/ Heights Il, at pp. 1129-1130.) It is in this context that this
Court finds the County’s view of this error to be unsupported by substantial evidence.

While the LOS at the intersections was concluded to be both significant and
unavoidable under the incorrect data set forth in the DEIR and under the correct data
set forth in the FEIR, there is no question that the corrected LOS values in the FEIR
reflect a substantially increased impact on what was already concluded to be a
significant and unavoidable impact in the DEIR. For example, the DEIR did not indica»te
any intersection required a traffic signal, but the FEIR reported that three would be
required. The predicted LOS in the morning peak hour for one intersection was “A” in
the DEIR and “F” in the FEIR. Petitioner posits that this also misrepresents the
baseline, which then could infect any subsequent analysis based on the baseline.

This Court agrees:

... an EIR must delineate environmental conditions prevailing absent the

project, defining a “baseline” against which predicted effects can be

described and quantified. (Communities for a Better Environment v. South

Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 315 [106

Cal.Rptr.3d 502, 226 P.3d 985] (Communities for a Better Environment).)
(Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57
Cal.4th 439, 447))

The County’s determination that this increased impact is not so “significant” as to

warrant recirculation is reviewed only for support by substantial evidence. (/d. at p.

1135.)
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This Court finds that the data contained in the DEIR was not an accurate
reflection of the data contained in Appendix O, and, as a result, the DEIR understated
the LOS at the seven intersections. This Court further finds that this inaccuracy was
significant, and deprived the public of an opportunity to comment. Moreover, the finding
in the FEIR, that further analysis and discussion of these issues was not necessary
because the existing need for traffic improvements in downtown lone was already
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact, is not supported by substantial
evidence. The County admits that the data in the TIS appended to the DEIR as
Appendix O was not accurately reflected in the text of the DEIR and, as a result,
understated the Project’s impact on traffic intersections, and thereby failed to accurately
inform the public of the environmental consequence before the decision was made,
even if the traffic effects were already determined to be significant and unavoidable.

This Court rejects the claim that because the public had access to the raw data in
Appendix O to the DEIR, the data and information corrected in the FEIR is not new.
This Court holds that the public should be entitled to rely on the text in the DEIR as an
accurate representation of the raw data taken from Appendix O.

The data in an EIR must not only be sufficient in quantity, it must be

presented in a manner calculated to adequately inform the public and

decision makers, who may not be previously familiar with the details of the

project. “[IInformation ‘scattered here and there in EIR appendices,’ or a

report ‘buried in an appendix,’ is not a substitute for ‘a good faith reasoned

analysis ... .” " (California Oak, supra, 133 Cal.App.4th at p. 1239, quoting

Santa Clarita, supra, 106 Cal.App.4th at pp. 722-723.)

(Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)

40 Cal.4th 412, 442.)
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This “truth and accuracy in data” goes to the essential part of the CEQA process:
to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental consequences of
their decisions before they are made.

“New information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is

changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to

comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or

a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible

project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to

implement.

(South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (October 8, 2013) 2013
Cal.App. LEXIS 900.)

Impacts to Rail Crossing from Increased Rail Trips

There is no allegation in the writ petition that the County failed to disclose the
amount of rail traffic the Project would generate, or the safety impacts associated with it.
However, in its brief in support of the writ, petitioner makes that argument and contends
that the August 27, 2012 letter from Abrams Associates assumed that 95% of quarry
output would leave the project site by rail.

Respondents point out that the DEIR represented that the Project was designed
to transport to market by rail the majority of material produced, and that only 5% would
be transported by truck. In the August 27, 2012 letter from Abrams Associates that it
was revealed that traffic on SR 104 would be stopped for up to 6.5 minutes and the
queues would not exceed 20 car lengths or 400 to 500 feet. Petitioner argues in its
reply brief that neither the DEIR or the FEIR disclosed how many trains would operate

daily or weekly.
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The Court finds that in the DEIR, Appendix N, section 2.6, it was stated that use
would increase from one train per week to 1.88 trainloads per day. However, this Court
also notes that Appendix N was the “Draft Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
Technical Report.” As a resulf, this information was not included in the text of the DEIR
on traffic or even in the TIS, Appendix O, on which the text on traffic was based. It
therefore not reasonably calculated to inform the public or the decision-makers as to the

effects of increased rail use on traffic delays.

Relief

Petitioners have requested that this Court enjoin respondent and the real parties
in interest from taking any action to construct any portion of the Project or to develop or
alter the Project site in any way that could result in a significant adverse impact on the
environment unless and until a lawful approval is obtained from respondent after the
preparation and consideration of an adequate EIR.

The statutory authority governing whether this Court should issue an injunction is
found in Public Resources Code section 21168.9, which provides:

(a) If a court finds, as a result of a trial, hearing, or remand from an

appellate court, that any determination, finding, or decision of a public

agency has been made without compliance with this division, the court

shall enter an order that includes one or more of the following:

(1) A mandate that the determination, finding, or decision be voided
by the public agency, in whole or in part.

(2) If the court finds that a specific project activity or activities will
prejudice the consideration or implementation of particular
mitigation measures or alternatives to the project, a mandate that
the public agency and any real parties in interest suspend any or all
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specific project activity or activities, pursuant to the determination,
finding, or decision, that could result in an adverse change or
alteration to the physical environment, until the public agency has
taken any actions that may be necessary to bring the
determination, finding, or decision into compliance with this division.

(3) A mandate that the public agency take specific action as may be
necessary to bring the determination, finding, or decision into compliance
with this division.

(b) Any order pursuant to subdivision (a) shall include only those mandates which
are necessary to achieve compliance with this division and only those specific
project activities in noncompliance with this division. The order shall be made by
the issuance of a peremptory writ of mandate specifying what action by the public
agency is necessary to comply with this division. However, the order shall be
limited to that portion of a determination, finding, or decision or the specific
project activity or activities found to be in noncompliance only if a court finds that
(1) the portion or specific project activity or activities are severable, (2) severance
will not prejudice complete and full compliance with this division, and (3) the court
has not found the remainder of the project to be in noncompliance with this
division. The trial court shall retain jurisdiction over the public agency's
proceedings by way of a return to the peremptory writ until the court has
determined that the public agency has complied with this division.

(c) Nothing in this section authorizes a court to direct any public agency to
exercise its discretion in any particular way. Except as expressly provided in this
section, nothing in this section is intended to limit the equitable powers of the
court.

(Pub. Resources Code § 21168.9.)

The California Supreme Court has recognized that section 21168.9 grants the
authority to stay all activity until a proper EIR is certified, but questioned whether it
should do so. (See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 423.)

The 1993 amendments to section 21168.9 expanded the trial court's

authority and "expressly authorized the court to fashion a remedy that

permits some part of the project to go forward while an agency seeks to

remedy its CEQA violations. In other words, the issuance of a writ need
not always halt all work on a project." (Remy et al., Guide to the Cal.
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Environmental Quality Act (10th ed. 1999) p. 647.)

(San Bernardino Valley Audubon Soc'y v. Metro. Water Dist. (2001) 89

Cal.App.4th 1097, 1104-1105.)

Respondent:

1.

Wherefore, this Court grants a peremptory writ of mandate, and orders

To vacate its certification of the EIR, Findings and Statement of Overriding
Consideration supporting the Project;

To vacate its approval of the Project based upon the EIR and Findings
and Statement of Overriding Considerations supporting the Project;

To recirculate for public comment the revised DEIR pertaining to traffic
issues. This revised DEIR must summarize the revisions made to the
previously circulated DEIR, respond to comments, and provide notice of
recirculation as required by Public Resources Code section 21092.1.

(See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15088.5, subds. (f) and (g).)

To decide anew whether to certify the new EIR, Findings and Statement of
Overriding Consideration supporting the Project;

To decide anew whether to approve the Project based upon the new EIR
and Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations supporting the
Project, and

To notify this Court, by way of a return to the peremptory writ, that it has

complied with the peremptory writ.
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7. In all other respects the writ is denied.
This Court shall retain jurisdiction until it determines that respondent has

complied.

P 2
Dated: February £ , 2014 "/‘-j /g/_éf,w““ww
“J.S. Hermanson, Judge,
Amador County Superior Court
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TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, INC.

August 27, 2012

RECEIVED
.. Amadot County
Ms. Susan Grijalva
Planning Director ~ AUG 282012
Amador County Planning Department
810 Court Street PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Jackson, CA 95642-2132

Re: Response to Comments from Caltrans on the Potential for Rail
Crossing Impacts from the Newman Ridge Project

Dear Ms. Grijalva:

As you are aware, my firm, Abrams Associates Traffic Engineering, Inc., performed the
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for the Newman Ridge Project environmental impact report
(EIR). This report was prepared using the latest models and standards, including the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.

We would like to address recent questions by Caltrans concerning our analysis in the TIS
of impacts to traffic safety as a result of increased rail usage by the project. By way of
background, I am a licensed professional traffic engineer and have been a professional
traffic engineer for over 15 years, and have provided traffic analysis for hundreds of
projects since that time. The rail crossing issues were also reviewed by my partner,
Charlie Abrams, a registered professional traffic and civil engineer with over 35 years of
experience. The TIS was prepared in accordance with the highest and best professional
practices.

It was commented that the EIR included no assessment of the time for trains to clear the
crossing or analysis of queue lengths on SR 104. Based on the longest trains that are
expected for the project (a 4,800 foot train) moving at an average of 10 mph it is
estimated that SR 104 could be stopped for up to 6 1/2 minutes. Using the cumulative
plus project forecasts for SR 104 it is estimated that the queues from a closure during the
highest peak hours of traffic would not exceed 20 cars. This would equate to a queue
length of approximately 400 to 500 feet. We determined that such a delay and queue
length presented no significant impacts to traffic safety.

This determination is based on the following: first, the nearest potential conflict identified
(the Michigan Bar Road intersection with SR 104) is located at least 900 feet to the east
of the crossing. This means that the longest potential queue length that is forecast will
not reach the Michigan Bar Road intersection. Second, there are no sight distance
obstructions within at least 900 feet of the crossing. Third, there are no driveways within
at least 900 feet of the crossing. Fourth, there is no history of safety issues at the
crossing. Based on this information, which was gathered by time spent in the field
observing the crossing and research, it is our professional judgment that there would be
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Newman Ridge TIS Response to Comments

no new safety or capacity problems expected to occur at the crossing with the addition of
project rail traffic, and no reason to further analyze the issue. This conclusion is reflected
in the EIR.

In my experience, it is not uncommon for Caltrans and the Public Utilities Commission to
question the analysis and conclusions about temporary closures at railroad crossings.

This can be attributed to Caltrans’ organizational interest in state roadways and
sometimes a professional difference in opinion as to the best method to analyze safety
and the effects of temporary delays at rail crossings. I am confident that with further
review of the rail crossings impacted by the project Caltrans will most likely agree with
the conclusions drawn in the TIS.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information to resolve
these issues.

Sincerely,

Stephen C. Abrams
President, Abrams Associates
Registered Traffic Engineer
T.E. License No. 1852
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Susan Grijalva, Planning Director, County of Amador

FROM: Steven C. Abrams, President, Abrams Associates Traffic Engineering, Inc.,
Registered Traffic Engineer, T.E. License No. 1852

RE: Newman Ridge Project Recirculated Traffic Chapter
Evaluation of Traffic Impact Study Data

DATE: August 12, 2014

Dear Ms. Grijalva,

I understand that the Amador County Superior Court ordered that certain corrections be made to
the Newman Ridge Project Chapter 4.12 — Transportation and Circulation. In connection with
compliance with the Court’s order, Raney Planning and Management asked Abrams Associates
Traffic Engineering, Inc., to evaluate whether the Newman Ridge Project Traffic Impact Study,
dated April 19, 2012 (“TIS”), that we produced for the Newman Ridge Project Environmental
Impact Report, remains an adequate and valid study for purposes of evaluating project traffic, in
light of current conditions.

The Newman Ridge Project TIS was prepared using the latest models and standards, including
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. As of
this date, the TIS is approximately 27 months old. Caltrans has prepared a Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002) to provide guidance to local agencies
on the CEQA review of traffic impacts of local development projects, and this guidance
document indicates that a traffic impact study should be updated “when the amount or character
of traffic is significantly different from an earlier study.” (Caltrans Guide, at page 2).

The Caltrans Guide also states that traffic studies generally should be updated every two years,
but that need for updating may occur sooner or later, depending on the pace of development in
the area. (Id.) In my own experience, it is common and accepted practice to determine whether
further study is required based on whether traffic conditions have changed substantially, and |
am not aware of any statute or regulation, including any provision of CEQA that would
automatically require traffic impact studies in Amador County to be updated after a particular
period of time.

1875 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 210 - Walnut Creek, CA 94596 - 925.945.0201 - Fax: 925.945.7966



Abrams Associates

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, INC.

Accordingly, Abrams Associates evaluated whether the amount or character of traffic is
significantly different now than when the TIS was prepared in April 2012. The only substantial
change in the area that is relevant to traffic since the Newman Ridge Project TIS was prepared
is the approval of the Mule Creek State Prison Expansion Project and the adoption of the
associated FEIR. Accordingly, we primarily examined the traffic impact study prepared for the
Mule Creek State Prison Expansion Project (Mule Creek TIS), which was prepared in January
and February 2013. The Mule Creek State Prison is located approximately 1.5 miles east of the
Newman Ridge Project site. The Mule Creek TIS indicates that the Mule Creek project will
have trip generation similar to the Newman Ridge Project. Given its proximity to the projects
site and its similar trip generation characteristics the Mule Creek TIS is an appropriate means to
evaluate whether the Newman Ridge Project TIS remains an adequate basis for evaluating
traffic impacts. The Mule Creek TIS analyzes traffic impacts from a similarly-situated project
to substantially the same intersections and roadway segments as the Newman Ridge Project
TIS.

The Mule Creek TIS, in fact, relies heavily on data developed for the Newman Ridge Project
TIS. (See, e.g., Mule Creek EIR, p. 3.11-38 [“[Existing plus Approved Projects] conditions
traffic forecasts were developed based on information provided in the recently approved
Newman Ridge Quarry Traffic Impact Study (Abrams Associates 2012)].) The Mule Creek
TIS also generally confirms information and assumptions provided in the Newman Ridge
Project TIS. For example, the Mule Creek TIS confirms that the City of lone has opted to allow
the Main Street, Church Street, Preston Avenue and lone Street intersections to continue
operating at LOS F, as stated in the Newman Ridge TIS. (See Mule Creek EIR, p. 3.11-7, 3.11-
8.) The Mule Creek TIS also included the same approved projects in its baseline calculations,
with the exception of the Buena Vista Casino, which was included in the Newman Ridge
Project TIS but not the Mule Creek TIS. (See Mule Creek EIR, p. 3.11-38.)

We verified that the existing traffic volumes provided in the Mule Creek TIS were virtually
identical to the 2012 data we provided in the Newman Ridge Project TIS. For example, we
found that the critical PM peak hour traffic volumes were off by less than 1% at two key
intersections, Preston Avenue and E. Plymouth Hwy (Intersection 4) and Preston Avenue and E.
Main Street (Intersection 5). The Mule Creek TIS conclusions were accordingly similar to
those reached in the Newman Ridge Project TIS — the only significant unavoidable impacts
identified were to the intersections in Downtown lone. Impacts to these intersections are
considered significant even though the City allows LOS F because Caltrans standards are
exceeded and there are no feasible mitigations that would not significantly impact the historic
resources/character of the downtown district (which is why the City allows LOS F). Please note
the Mule Creek Prison EIR also identified a significant impact at one other intersection (SR
104/SR 88/Jackson Valley Road), but that was not one of the Newman Ridge Project study
intersections. For the reasons provided above, we conclude that the Mule Creek TIS confirms
the current validity of the Newman Ridge Project TIS traffic data.

Further, addition of Mule Creek Project traffic to the Newman Ridge Project TIS would not
change any of the impact results or conclusions reached in the Newman Ridge Project TIS.
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Compared to the Newman Ridge Project TIS, addition of Mule Creek Project Traffic could, in
the worst-case scenario (i.e., the highest trip-generating scenario) increase peak hour traffic by
about 65 peak hour trips at the SR 104 intersections with the Newman Ridge Quarry entrance
and Michigan Bar Road. The Mule Creek Project would also increase peak hour traffic by about
80 trips at the critical intersections on Preston Avenue in downtown lone (Preston Avenue and E.
Plymouth Hwy [Intersection 4] and Preston Avenue and E. Main Street [Intersection 5]). Based
on our review the Newman Ridge Project TIS conclusions would remain the same even with
these increased volumes.

In summary, the Newman Ridge Project TIS traffic data continues to be an accurate and valid
basis for assessing the impacts of traffic from the Newman Ridge Project. Also, the impact
conclusions, with the Mule Creek Project traffic accounted for, would remain the same. The
downtown lone intersections where impacts were identified as significant would remain at LOS
F regardless of whether or not the Mule Creek Prison Expansion is completed. The rest of the
study intersections are so far below the thresholds of significance that we can conclude with
certainty there would be no change to impact conclusions with the Mule Creek Project included.
In general, the Mule Creek TIS has been very helpful for determining that no additional useful
information about the Newman Ridge Project’s potential for transportation impacts would be
obtained by updating the Newman Ridge Project TIS.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.
Sincerely,
Stephen C. Abrams
President, Abrams Associates

Registered Traffic Engineer
T.E. License No. 1852
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