
TO: 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

County of Placer 

I 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DATE: August 9, 2011 

FROM: KEN GREHM / ANDREW GABER 

SUBJECT: DRY CREEKlwEST PLACER COMMUINUTY PLAN hrIRANSPORTAT~ON 
ELEMENT UPDATE AND ENViRONMENTAL ~MIPACTlREPOIRT 

i 
I 
i 

, i 
ACTION REQUESTED I RECOMMENDATiON i 
Adopt Resolutions: 1) Certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report, and adopting CEQA Findings 
of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring Plan; and, 2) Approving 
the update to the 1990 Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan ;rransportation and Circulation 
Element. i 

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY I 
Since the adoption of the 1990 Dry Creek Community Plan, the region has experienced substantial 
growth and will continue to see growth due to development inside and outside the unincorporated 
County boundaries. The current Transportation and Circulation Elen)ent directs that PFE Road be 
closed at Cook-Riolo Road when the average daily traffic volume ex.ceeds 5,000 vehicles per day, 
which it has attained. However, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the West Placer Municipal 
Advisory Council (MAC), and residents of the Dry Creek Community Pian area concluded that closing 
PFE Road would not be in the best interest of the community and over~II roadway network. Hence, an 
update to the Transportation and Circulation Element was initiated by DPW. 

, 
, , 

As part of the process of updating the Transportation and Circulation Element, Public Works engaged 
the community to address current traffic issues, responsibly and proactively plan the roadway network, 
establish appropriate level of service (LOS) standards for the next twehty (20) plus years, and update 
the goals and policies of the Transportation and Circulation Element. With the adoption of the roadway 
network and associated LOS standards, it allows the County to identify which roadway segments and 
intersections wi" need to be widened/improved and provides the bas,is for an update to the Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) for the region. It also helps the development community understand the 
future needs for the transportation system. i 

I , 

As part of the update, two key traffic issues were identified. The first i? the traffic diverter at the Base 
Line Rd/Cook Riolo RdlWoodcreek Oaks intersection. This diverte~ was installed to limit through 
(commute) traffic from utilizing Cook Riolo and PFE Roads. However, some motorists ignore the 
diverter by going around it creating potential traffic problems in the intersection and nearby residential 
areas. The traffic analysis showed that the diverter can be remove~, but traffic calming measures 
should be installed on Cook Riolo and PFE Roads to prevent them from becoming utilized as commute 
routes and are included in the proposed plan. : 

I 
I 

The second issue is the possible need to widen Walerga Road to six la'nes in the future. The roadway 
is currently a two and four lane facility that fronts undeveloped property as we" as the three 
developments of Morgan Creek, Doyle Ranch and Sun Valley Oaks. Concerns were raised from Doyle 
Ranch and Morgan Creek about the timing of the widening, the ne~d for additional environmental 
review, and the exact scope of work. After a series of meetings and: discussions with the residents, 
DPW has agreed to additional language that would be added to the: Transportation and Circulation 
Element. This language was added to pages 5 and 35 of the Transportation Element specifically since 
the widening of Walerga Road is not needed until substantially in the fu~ure. It also states that a project 
level environmental review will be required when the project is conside~ed in the future, in addition to a 11 
public hearing. I 
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The proposed plan was presented to and voted on by the MAC and Planning Commission. The MAC 
voted 3-2 to recommend approval of the proposed project, the Final EIR and Transportation Element 
update with the exception of Walerga Road only be widened to four lanes. The Planning Commission 
voted 4-2 to recommend approval of the proposed project, the Final EIR and Transportation Element 
update. 

IENV~RONMIENTAl 

A Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared for this project, and is recommended for 
certification by the Board of Supervisors as the appropriate environmental document. 

fFlSCAllMPACl 
Funding for the update to the Transportation and Circulation Element has been provided by Traffic 
Mitigation Fees from the Dry Creek Benefit District and the Road Fund. 

Attachments: Resolutions (2) 

Attachment A: Plan Vicinity Map 

Attachment B: Planning Commission Staff Report 

Attachment C: CEQA Findings of Fact & Statement of Overriding Considerations 

T:\DPW\Transportation\transprt\2011 BOS Memos\DCCP TE AND EIR BOS Memo.docx 

Draft EIR, Final EIR & Update to 
Transportation and Circulation Element 
are on file with the Clerk of the Board 
of Supervisors for review. 



Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of Cali fomi a 

lill1 the m~tteJr of: A lRJESOLlUTlfON CER.TlfFYING THE 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ADOPTING A 
STATEMENT OF FINIIJJXNGS, A STATEMENT OF OVERRJIIDlING 
CONSJ[][)ERATlfONS AND A MITIIGATlION MONlfTORlING 
PLAN REGARD1!NG THE UPDATE OF THE 
TRANSPORTATiON/CiRCULATliON ELEMENT OF 
THE DRY CREEK COMMUNITY PLAN 

ThefoHowlillllg Jresohntlioll1 w~s dluRy p~ssedl by the BO~Jrdl of SupenrJisoJrs 
ohhe COlmty of PRacer ~t a regulaJr meeting held Augllllst 9, 20H, 
by the foHowiIJlg vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed alllld approved lby me ~fl1:er lits ]passage. 

Robert Weyg~Jl1(h, Chaiirmallll 

Attest: 

All11ll1 Honlll1Jl~n 
ClleJrlk of s~lidl BO~Jrd 

This Statement of Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations is made with the 
Dry Creek Community Plan Transportation/Circulation Element Update (the "Project" or the 
"Element Update") and states the findings of the Board of Supervisors (the "Board") of the 
County of Placer (the "County") relating to the environmental impacts of the Element Update. 

WHEREAS, the Dry Creek Community Plan Transportation/Circulation Element was 
adopted in 1990, and the Board of Supervisors determined that it was in need of update due to 
the passage of time and changed circumstances on the Dry Creek community; and 

WHEREAS, the Board directed that preparation of the update to the Dry Creek 
Community Plan Transportation/Circulation Element be commenced in 2006 and since that time 
the preparation process has involved the formation of advisory groups and the conducting of 
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numerous public meetings and hearings to solicit public input and participation in the 
development of the new Plan; and 

WHJERJEAS9 implementation ofthe Element Update will involve the following actions: 

1. Certification of 2. Finel Enviw11..l11enta! Impact Repo!"t and adoption of a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan; 

2. Adoption of the Dry Creek Community Plan Transportation/Circulation 
Element Update; 

WHJElRJEAS, the County issued a Notice of Preparation to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) on December 18,2007, (SCH No. 2007122051) prepared a Draft EIR and 
released it for public comment on June 9, 2010, conducted a public hearing to receive public 
comment on the Draft EIR before the Planning Commission on July 22, 2010, and otherwise 
received public comments on the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA until July 23,2010; and 

WHJElRJEAS, the County reviewed and responded to all comments received on the DEIR 
and prepared a Final EIR (FEIR) which was released to the public on October 12, 2010, and 

WHJElRJEAS, on October 28,2010, the Placer County Planning Commission ("Planning 
Commission") held a public hearing to consider the FDCP, and the Planning Commission has 
adopted recommendations to the Board of Supervisors related thereto, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors gave full and legal notice of a public hearing to 
consider and act upon the FEIR for the Project and the Project, and the public hearing was duly· 
held on August 9, 2011, and, after duly considering the FEIR as prepared for the Project, which 
consists of the DEIR, the Final EIR and the addendices thereto, the recommendations of the 
Planning Commission with respect thereto, the comments of the public, both oral and written, 
and all written materials in the record connected therewith, and being fully informed thereon, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE liT lRJESOLVED BY THE BOAlID OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THJE COlUNTY OF PLACJER: 

(1) The FEIR has been prepared in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the 
Guidelines. 

(2) The FEIR was presented to and reviewed by the Board. The FEIR was prepared 
under supervision by the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County. The 
Board has reviewed the FEIR, and bases its findings on such review and other substantial 
evidence in the record. 

(3) The Board hereby certifies the FEIR as complete, adequate and in full compliance 
with CEQA as a basis for considering and acting upon the Project, and, exercising its 
independent judgment, makes the specific findings with respect thereto as set forth in Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

(4) All mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR shall be implemented, and the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan ("MMRP") is adopted, and will implement all 
mitigation measures adopted with respect to the element Update pursuant to the Project 
approvals. 

~D 
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lB5IE liT ]FURTHIER RlESOlL VIE])): That notwithstanding the imposition of the mitigation 
measures in the MMRP as set forth above, significant impacts of the Element Update have not 
been reduced to a level of insignificance or eliminated by changes in the Element Update. The 
Board of Supervisors finds that the Project will bring substantial benefits to the County and that 
the Element Update's benefits outweigh the significant unmitigated adverse impacts and 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15093 adopts and makes the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as set forth in Section XIII of Attachment C, attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by reference, to explain why the Element Update's benefits override its unavoidable 
impacts. Having carefully considered the Element Update, its impacts and the foregoing 
benefits, the Board of Supervisors finds, in light of the important social, economic and other 
benefits that the Element Update will bring, the adverse environmental impacts that are not fully 
mitigated are acceptable. 

BIE liT ]FURTHIER RlESOlL VIE])): That the Planning Department is directed to file a 
Notice of Determination with the County Clerk within five (5) working days of the adoption of 
the Element Update in accordance with Public Resources Code section 21152(a) and CEQ A 
Guidelines section 15094. 

j</ 
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COUNTY Of !PlACER 
CommUJIn lDeve~olPmenJt iResoUJIll"ce 

Michael J. Johnson, AICP 
Agency Director 

Attachment B 

PlANN~NG 

HIEAR!NG DATE: October 28,2010 
~lEM NO.: 3 

TIME: 10:45 am 

TO: Placer County Planning Commission 

FROM: Department of Public Works 

DATE: October 18, 2010 

SUBJECT: Community Plan Amendment (PlEiR T2007(805) 
Update to the Dry CreekIWest Placer Community Plan Transportation 
IElement 
!=.ocused Environmentai Impact Report 

,DPW STAFF: Andrew Gaber/Phil Vassion 

LOCATION: The Dry CreekIWest Placer Community Plan (Community Plan) area is 
located in western Placer County and encompasses approximately 9,200 acres. Its 
boundaries are Baseline Road on the north, the Placer/Sutter County line to the west, 
the Placer/Sacramento County line to the south, and the City of Roseville to the east. 
Regional vehicular access to the Community Plan area is from Baseline Road, Watt 
Avenue, and Walerga Road. 

APPUCANT: Placer County Department of Public Works 

PROPOSAL: The Placer County Department of Public Works has prepared an update to 
the Transportation Element of the Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan. The purpose 
of this public hearing is for the Planning Commission to provide a recommendation to the 
Board of Supervisors on the Focused Environmental Impact Report and the update of the 
Transportation Element. 

CEQA COMPUANCE: The EIR has been prepared by the Placer County Department 
of Public Works pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. This EIR is a "Focused" EIR. It 
analyzes those impacts determined by the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
to be potentially significant, and for which no mitigation was identified to reduce impacts 
to a less-than-significant level (CEQA Section §15143). An Initial Study for the 
proposed project was prepared in December 2007 by the Placer County Department of 
Public Works, and was circulated with an NOP on December 18, 2007 by the Placer 
County Community Development Resource Agency. The Initial Study and NOP 



prepared for the proposed project determined that Air Quality, Noise, and 
Transportation and Circulation may have impacts that would be potentially significant 
and unavoidable, and that these resource areas should be carried forward to the 
Focused EIR for analysis. 

PUiBUC NOT~C!ES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS: 
Public notices for the availalbity of the DEIR were mailed to all property owners of 
record within the Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan area. Public hearing notices 
have also been published in the Sacramento Bee newspaper. Other appropriate public 
interest groups and citizens were sent copies of the public hearing notice and the Dry 
Creek! West Placer Municipal Advisory Council. Copies of the EIR were transmitted to 
the Community Development Resource Agency staff, the Department of Environmental 
Health Services, the Air Pollution Control District and Facility Services for their review 
and comment. 

DRY CREEKIWEST PLACER MUN!CiPAl ADViSORY COUNCil: 
The West Placer MuniCipal Advisory Council has had several presentations and 
discussions on the Update as it was being prepared and at their meeting of July 14, 
2010 heard public comments on the Draft EIR. 

The West Placer Municipal Advisory Council considered the Update to the 
Transportation Element of the Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan at its October 13th

, 

2010 meeting and voted 3 to 2 to approve the Focused EIR in its entirety and to approve 
the Dry Creek West Placer Transportation Element Update with the exception of the 6 lane 
portion of Walerga Road remaining 4 lanes. 

PROJECT DESCRiPTION: 
The proposed project is an update to the Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan -
Transportation Element to revise the transportation goals and policies for relevance to 
today's community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. The main 
objective of the proposed project is to identify the appropriate level of service (LOS) 
standards to accommodate future development within the Community Plan area. 
Additionally, as a part of the Community Plan - Transportation Element update, the 
County proposes the fol/owing roadway circulation system changes: keep PFE Road 
open (the Community Plan currently calls for closure of PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road 
upon reaching certain traffic thresholds); control vehicular speeds by constructing speed 
reduction treatments on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road in order to preserve the rural 
character of the Community Plan area; widen selected Community Plan area roadways 
(Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road). In addition, the document evaluated the 
implication of removing or leaving in place the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection restriction. 

No changes to any of the Community Plan's land use designations are proposed as part of 
this update. The proposed update to the Transportation Element includes extensively 
revising the goals and policies of the element including Level of Service revisions, defining 
the Future Transportation System and revising the Capital Improvement Program. 

2 



BACKGROUND: 
The Cities of Sacramento and Roseville have become major growth areas in the 
region, and the Community Plan area's proximity to these areas have led to spill-over 
growth in the area. The current Community Plan sets forth goals, policies, and 
implementation proposals to guide the development of the area until at least the year 
2000. One of the goais is "to provide a safe, diverse, and efficient 
transportation/circulation system to serve the needs of residents of the plan area and 
others who use the system" (Placer County, 1990 [Transportation/Circulation Element, 
p. 12]). The Community Plan also provides overall direction for the various decision 
making processes involved with the land development activities, including public and 
private decisions that may affect the future of the Community Plan area. 

The current Community Plan directs that PFE Road be closed at Cook-Riolo Road 
when its average daily traffic volume exceeds 5,000 vehicles per day, which -it does _ 
currently. When the Community Plan was written, this measure allowed the County to 
achieve its circulation goals, which included accommodating commute traffic patterns in 
the Community Plan area, while simultaneously minimizing traffic effects on Cook-Riolo 
Road and at the Dry Creek Elementary School site. Since current traffic volumes on 
PFE Road near Cook-Riold Road have eclipsed the 5,000 vehicles per day threshold, 

'an---environmentalevaluation of closing PFE Road was required. However, the 
Community Plan also allowed for unforeseen changes in circumstances, noting the 
possibility that the community may decide at a future date that closing PFE Road would 
not be in its best interest (Placer County, 1990 [Transportation/Circulation Element, 
p. 140]). If PFE Road were to remain open, the Community Plan notes that additional 
improvements to the road network would be necessary to maintain level of service 
(LOS) C (Placer County, 1990 [Transportation/Circulation Element, p. 152]). 

In accordance with the current Community Plan - Transportation Element, Placer 
County has revisited the direction to close PFE Road, has analyzed the appropriateness 
of the current LOS C standard based on future traffic prOjections, and has analyzed the 
impacts of these projections to the roadway network. These analyses _ were utilized in 
the proposed update to the Community Plan's Transportation Element. 

The Community Plan area envisions low-density, single-family, residential development 
in the non-floodplain areas, with commercial uses at the corners of PFE Road/Watt 
Avenue and PFE Road/Walerga Road. Since the creation of the Community Plan, 
southwestern Placer County has experienced substantial growth in the Community Plan 
area. _ Given the substantial growth over the past two decades and the development 

- proposals currently under review, County staff has determined that closing PFE Road 
could have undesirable local and regional transportation effects. 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY: 
The Focused EIR is required to identify "areas of controversy" that includes issues raised 
by the public and by public agencies during the Draft EIR -review period. The potential 
areas of controversy for the Dry Creek/West Placer Transportation Element Update 
include: 

3 



1. Opposition to the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks 
Blvd. intersection restriction. 

2. Impacts of the Widening of Walerga Road to Six Lanes 
3. Retaining the rural character of the Community Plan area 
4. Widening Walerga Road Bridge over Dry Creek 
5. Transportation Element Poiicy 6 . 
6. Effects of WideningWalerga Road 6n Sacramento County 

Please note the following discussions of each area of controversy: 

1. Opposition to the Removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek 
Oaks Blvd. Intersection Restriction. 
A few residents that live off of Cook-Riolo Road, near the recently-built Creekview Middle 
School, are in opposition to the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Rbad/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. diverter. The diverter currently has negative effects for 
residents in the City of Roseville, as it causes vehicles to cut through certain residential 
streets. In addition to this, the diverter has negative safety impacts at the Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. intersection, as many motorists go straight 
through the intersection thus ignoring the purpose of the diverter, which is to direct 
·motorists~tomaketeftand right movements. 

As the FEIR also shows, the volume of vehicular traffic on Cook-Riolo road is reduced 
when the diverter is removed and speed-reduction treatments are installed in strategic 
locations along Cook-Riolo Road. 

Placer County supports the removal of the traffic diverter with the installation of speed­
reduction treatments as described by the proposed project in the Draft EIR. 

2. Impacts Related To The Widening Of Walerga Road To Six Lanes 
Residents within the Doyle Ranch and Morgan Creek subdivisions are in opposition to the 
future widening of Walerga Road to six lanes as described by the proposed project. The 
'reasons cited include the impacts to trees, . landscaping, sidewalks, sound berms and 
setback adjacent to the Doyle Ranch and Morgan Creek developments. 

The current Community Plan calls for Walerga Road to be six lanes if PFE Road is closed 
or to be four lanes if PFE Road remains open. During the traffic analysis of the FEIR it 
was determined that Walerga Road needs to be widened to six lanes in order to 
accommodate future development in and out of the Community Plan area even if PFE 
Road remains open. However, the proposed project in the FEIR was only analyzed at 
program level, since its purpose is to update a long-term planning document-the Dry 
Creek Transportation Element. Project specific details and impacts associated with the 
widening of Walerga Road will be determined once the plan is approved and funding is. 
available for development of specific plan components. 

As explained in Section 7.1 on page 7-1 of the Focused EIR, Placer County worked to 
identify alternatives within the Community Plan area that would avoid or substantially 
lessen significant future traffic impacts. Section 7.2.1 on page 7-2 of the Focused EIR 
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describes in detail the alternatives that were selected for detailed analyses in the 
Focused EIR. 

Through preliminary analysis, it has been determined that the widening of Walerga Road to 
six lanes along the Doyle Ranch and Morgan Creek frontages could be accommodated 
vvithin tile existing right-of-way. It appears that by utilizing reduced lane widths, narrowing 
of the center median and the addition of a nominal amount of pavement, sufficient roadway 
could be provided for six lanes along these frontages with minimal impact to the 
environment. The full extent of the widening cannot be determined until analyzed at the 
time construction is being proposed. 

3. Retaining The Rural Character Of The Community Plan Area 
Over the upcoming years as projects within the Dry Creek West Placer area, the City of 
Roseville and Sacramento County continue to develop, the character of the area will 
change from open spaces, narrow roads, roadside drainage ditches, one lane bridges 
and grassy fields to a more suburban landscape with subdivisions and commercial 
development. For new developments along new roads, the County is attempting to 
retain some of the "rural" feel of the area by requiring developers to maintain substantial 
setbacks from County roads, installation of meandering sidewalks and native 
lands-caping-and-avoiding the use of sound walls. 

4. Widening Of Walerga Road Bridge Over Dry Creek 
The Walerga Road Bridge replacement project was not analyzed within the FEIR because 
it was previously analyzed under a separate environmental document, as it is a separate 
project. The MND/IS for the bridge analyzed the environmental impacts for a bridge wide 
enough to accommodate six lanes of traffic. A reference to the environmental document for 
the bridge has been included in this FEIR. 

5. Transportation Element Policy #6 
This policy outlines the proposed right-of-way widths for roadways within the Community 
Plan area. This policy also includes the language that the Department of Public Works may 
modify these standards in order to exclude landscaping, sidewalks or other physical 
features from the Placer County right-of-way. 

Several of the developers of current projects have either requested, or been required, to 
install street side facilities or amenities such as enhanced landscaping, paths, street lighting 
or signs and benches which the County will not be able to maintain. The intent of the 
Department's option of excluding physical features outside of the right-of-way is to allow 
these amenities to be installed, but requires that the developer establish a funding 
mechanism and responsible party for their maintenance and operation. Thus, these types 
of physical features will be kept as the Planning Department dictates, but outside the road 
right-of-way. 

6. Effects Of Widening Walerga Road On Sacramento County 
The effects of the proposed project, which includes widening Walerga Road to six lanes 
within Placer County, - would have less-than-significant effects on Sacramento County 
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roadways. Under the proposed project, traffic would be redistributed through the 
community plan area, resulting in less traffic on North Antelope Road and Watt Avenue 
south of the County line and more traffic on Walerga Road south of the County line. 
Walerga Road, south of the Sacramento County line, would not worsen cumulative LOS 
F conditions by an increase in the volume to capacity (v/c) ratio of more than 0.05. A 
significant impact wouid occur if the voiume to capacity ratio were 0.05 or more, as this is 
Sacramento County's standard. It is also important to note that Walerga Road would 
operate at LOS F in the cumulative condition with or without the proposed project. 

The Sacramento County General Plan calls for Walerga Road to remain four lanes and it 
appears that there is sufficient distance between the Walerga Road/PFE Road 
intersection and the Placer County/Sacramento County line to physically transition 
between the four lanes within Sacramento County and the six lanes necessary at the 
intersection. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ENV!RONMENTAlISSUES: . ", . 

The following is provided as an overview of the environmental sections contained within 
the Focused EIR that includes a project description and/or background information, the 
significant potential project"'specific and cumulative environmental impacts and the 

-mitigationmeasuresdeveloped to reduce these impacts. This staff report has been 
written to provide information about these environmental issues; however, the staff report 
does not provide a discussion or analysis of these issues. 

Noise 
The cumulative traffic noise levels generated by the proposed project would result in an 
increase in the traffic noise levels within the Community Plan. Specifically, the proposed 
project would result in increases in traffic noise levels up to 15.7 dBA Ldn. This largest 
increase in noise level is predicted on PFE Road between Pinehurst Drive and Cook-Riolo 
Road since PFE Road is no longer proposed to be closed. This increase at this location 
on PFE Road is considered to be significant under the 4 dB threshold of significance. 

Noise-sensitive land uses could be exposed to noise in excess of normally acceptable 
levels or substantial increases in noise as a result of the operation of expanded or new 
transportation facilities (i.e. increased traffic resulting from roadway extensions, addition of 
through lanes, modifications of existing alignments, etc.). This impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. Also, cumulative noise impacts related to increased traffic 
from assumed land use and roadways, as well as redistribution of traffic associated with 
the proposed project, are antiCipated. These impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

Air Quality 
Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term impacts to the eXisting air 
quality in the Community Plan area. These impacts would include temporary increases of 
CO, C02e, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, SOx and ROG emissions. 
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Many air districts accept that comprehensive mitigation of construction emissions would 
bring impacts to below a level of significance. Mitigation measures identified in the 
Focused Draft EIR would require the proposed project to provide the PCAPCD with a 
Construction Emissions and Dust Control Plan, equipment inventory, and plan showing 
how construction equipment would meet NOx and PM10 emissions reductions. The 
mitigations cited wouid reduce short-term criteria air pOiiutant emissions to a iess-than­
significant level. 

The proposed project would also produce a minor increase in GHG (greenhouse gases) 
emissions from construction operations only. Operation of the proposed project would not 
create any new GHG emissions sources;. it would only redistribute existing traffic. 
Currently, there are no established significance thresholds for GHG emissions. However, 
GHGemissions are still addressed in the Focused Draft EIR 

Mitigation measures identified in the Focused Draft EIR would aid in the reduction of the 
emissions generated from all construction equipment exhaust and is consistent with 
federal and state emission reduction strategies. Existing CARB regulations and Early 
Action Measures would require emission reduction measures for diesel trucks and diesel. 
off-road equipment. The project would adopt these measures. 

Construction emissions are temporary. Once construction of the proposed project is 
finished, GHG emissions would cease. At this time, it is impossible to determine where 
the GHG emissions that were generated during the proposed project's construction would 
reside following dispersion to the atmosphere. However, given that a minor amount of 
GHG would be emitted during construction of the proposed project, and with 
implementation of mitigation measures and continuing compliance with federal and state 
GHG regulations, construction of the proposed project would not conflict with the state 
goal of reducing GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020, as set forth in the 
timetable established in AB 32. Thus GHG emissions construction impacts on the region 
would be less-than-significant. 

Transportation and Circulation 
Cumulative traffic impacts related to redistribution of traffic from assumed land use and 
roadways, as well as redistribution of traffic associated with the proposed project, are 
anticipated. These impacts are considered potentially significant because funding for 
mitigation to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels is not certain, 
specifically: 

(> Under the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE Road open, the 
proposed project would cause PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection to 
experience a decrease in the volume-to-capacity (vic) ratio at a substandard level of 
service (LOS) condition in Placer County. 
e Under the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE Road open, the 
proposed project would cause the cause the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection to experience a decrease in the 
volume-to-capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition, cause the Baseline 
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Road/Main StreetiFoot~ills Boulevard intersection to experience a decrease in the 
volume-to-capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition, and cause the Foothills 
BoulevardlVineyard Road intersection to experience a decrease in the vic ratio at a 
substandard LOS condition in the City of Roseville. 
() Under the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE Road opeQ, the 
proposed project would cause the Watt Avenue/Elvelia Road intersection to 
experience a decrease in the volume to capacity ratio at a substandard LOS 
condition, and the Watt Avenue/Antelope Road intersection to experience a 
decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition in 
Sacramento County. 
o Under the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Analysis Cumulative Plus Project 
Scenario with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause. the Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection to experience a 
decrease in the volume to capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition in the City 
of Roseville. 

Biological Resources 
No impacts are anticipated regarding effects on riparian habitat; interference with the 
movement of native resident or migratory fish/wildlife species; or conflicts with adopted 

····Iocal~·regioflal·; Of state habitat conservation plans. Potentially significant construction­
related impacts may occur regarding the disturbance of special-status species, wetlands 
or waters of the United States, and conflicts with local tree preservation policies. 

Due to the focused nature of the Initial Study, only the speed-reduction treatment 
locations were analyzed for impacts to biological resources, as neither the component 
that would keep PFE Road open, nor the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection restriction would result in ground­
disturbing activities. The Initial Study identified potential habitat for these special-status 
species: (1) Western pond turtle, (2) Tricolored blackbird, (3) Vernal pool branchiopods 
(vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp), Swainson's hawk, and 
migratory bird species and raptors. Mitigation measures were developed to address 
potentially significant impacts to these species. The Initial Study also identified the 
need for a wetland delineation to identify potentially jurisdictional features. Mitigation 
measures were developed to address this impact. Finally the Initial Study identified the 
loss of native trees to accommodate the speed-reduction treatment as a potential 
impact. Mitigation measures were developed to address this impact. 

Three new elements were added to the proposed project after completion of the Initial 
Study. These new project elements required an updated special-status species search 
to ensure an adequate biological resources analYSis was completed. A memorandum 
dated January 7, 2009, was prepared to document the results of this analysis. It 
addressed the potential presence of special-status species and wetlands along PFE 
Road (Watt Avenue east to Walerga Road), Walerga Road (Baseline Road south to the 
Sacramento County line), and Watt Avenue (PFE Road south to the Sacramento 
County Line). The same methodology used in the Initial Study was completed for the 
follow-up evaluation for determining the potential presence of special-status species 
and wetlands. 
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The January 7, 2009 memorandum identified potential habitat for seven additional 
special-status species: (1) valley elderberry longhorn beetle, (2) western burrowing owl, 
(3) American badger, (4) bat species, (5) western spadefoot, (6) plant species (Bogg's 
lake hedge hyssop, Ahart's dwarf rush, Red Bluff dwarf rush, pincushion navarettia, 
slender Orcutt grass, Sanford's arrowhead, big-scale balsam root, dwarf downingia, 
hispid bird's-beak), and (7) fish species (Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon) . 

. Mitigation measures were developed to address potentially significant impacts to these 
species. 

Cultural Resources 
Potentially significant construction-related impacts may occur if the discovery of 
unknown historic resources, archaeological resources, or paleontological resources are 
found, for the reasons described in the Initial Study. Implementation of mitigation 
measures identified in the. Initial Study, and subsequent cultural resources 
memorandum dated January 7, 2009, would ensure that these impacts would be less­
than-significant. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Potentially significant construction-related impacts may occur with the emission of 
hazardous .. .waste/substances withinone".quarter mile of schools, for the reasons 
described in the Initial Study. In order to reduce potential impacts to schools from 
construction of the proposed project, construction of the speed reduction treatments will 
be restricted to the summer months, when school is not in session. 

Land Use and Planning 
A potentially Significant impact regarding a conflict with the existing Community Plan­
Transportation Element may occur. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
identified in the Initial Study would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: As a part of the proposed project, the Placer County Department of Public Works 
will update the Transportation Element to leave PFE Road open. The Transportation 
Element update would also revise its goals and pOlicies for relevance to today's 
community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. The overall goal of the 
Community Plan - Transportation Element update is to maintain the rural nature of the 
Community Plan area and minimize the amount of traffic impacts, while allowing 
circulation patterns to be maximized. 

No Impacts 
The following environmental resource topics would have no impacts due to the proposed 
project: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and 
Utilities and Service Systems. 

Alternatives 
Alternatives that were studied in the Focused EIR include the following: 

1. No Project Alternative: Closing PFE Road 
2. Alternative 1: PFE Road to Remain Open. 
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3. Alternative 2: PFE Road to Remain Open, Widen/Extend PFE Road (entire length), 
Cook-Riolo Road and Walerga Road. Also, to extend Vineyard Road to Walerga 
Road and remove the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road Intersection Restriction. 

4. Alternative 3: PFE Road to Remain Open,Construct Speed Reduction Treatments 
on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road, and remove the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road Intersection Restriction. 

5. Alternative 4: PFE Road to Remain Open, ConstructSpeed Reduction Treatments 
on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road,WidenWalerga Road, Watt Avenue and PFE 
Road from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road, and Remove the Baseline Road/Cook­
Riolo Road Intersection Restriction. 

6. PFE Road to Remain Open, Construct Speed Reduction Treatments on PFE Road, 
Widen Walerga Road, Watt Avenue and PFE Road from Watt Avenue to Walerga 
Road, and Keep the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road Intersection Restriction. 

RECOMMENDATION: The Department of Public Works Staff is recommending that the 
Planning Commission: (1) consider the Focussed EIR prepared for this project; (2)find the 
Update is consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses and programs 
otherwise specificed in the Placer County General Plan and in the Dry CreeklWest Placer 
Community Plan and supports and enhances the general health safety and welfare of the 
resiaehtsofth'e~CoLJnty, and;' (3)' recommend to' the Board of Supervisors' the approval of 
the Update to the Transportation Element of the Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan 
as attached hereto in Attachment B. . 

RetJ; sUbted, J/J 
dews. Gaber, 
Senior Civil Engineer, 
Placer County Dept. of Public Works 

ATIACHMEN1S: 
Attachment A, Final EIR (provided under separate cover) 
Attachment B, Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan Transportation Element (provided 
under separate cover) 
Attachment C, Recommendation Letter from the West Placer Municipal Advisory Council 
Attachment D, Correspondence 

cc: Keith Dewey, URS Corporation 
Denise Heick, URS Corporation 
David Stanek, Fehr and Peers 
Ken Grehm, Placer County DPW 
Phil Frantz, Engineering and Surveying 
Paul Thompson, Deputy Planning Director 
Alex Fisch, Planning Department 
Tom Thompson, Air Pollution Control District 
Scott Finley. County Counsel 
Michael Johnson, Community Development Resource Agency Director 
West Placer MAC 
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][)RY CREEKIWEST PLACER COMMUNI'fY PLAN - TRANSPORT A TION AND CmCULA 'I ION 
ELEMENT UlP][)A'fE 

JENVJIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT 



IL lIN1fROlIl[[JC1flION 

The Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR" or "EIR") prepared for the approval of the Dry Creek/West 
Placer Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update and related approvals (the "proposed 
project" or "project") addresses the potential environmental effects associated with implementation of the goals, 
policies, and objectives of the proposed project. These Findings of Fact ("Findings") have been prepared to comply 
with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) 
and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.). These Findings refer to the EIR where 
material appears in that document. 

JIlL PROJECT JI)JESCRlIPTJION 

Ao Project lLocation 

The area encompassed within the Dry Cre.ek/West Placer Community Plan, adopted by the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors on May 14, 1990, (the "Community Plan") is located in southwestern Placer County near the 
SacramentolPlacer county line. The Community Plan area covers approximately 9,200 acres. Its boundaries are 
Baseline Road on the north, the Placer/Sutter County line on the west, the Placer/Sacramento county line on the 
south, and the City of Roseville on the east. Regional vehicular access to the Community Plan area is from Baseline 
Road, Watt Avenue, and Walerga Road. Interstate 80 (1-80) is approximately 2 miles to the east of the easternmost 
boundary of the Community Plan area. 

B. Project Backgrollmdl and! History 

The Community Plan area's history was primarily influenced by events occurring in the nearby cities of Sacramento 
and Roseville. The surrounding area was settled in the mid-1800s and used for dry farming. In the late nineteenth 
century, tracks for the country's first intercontinental railroad were laid. Rail lines traveling eastward from 
Sacramento intersected with the Central Pacific line at the junction of what is now Roseville. By the early 1900s, 
commercial and residential growth spurred Roseville to become a bustling railroad town. However, the outlying 
land around Roseville (including the Community Plan area) remained pastoral in nature because the land was 
mostly inhabited by ranchers and farmers. 

The cities of Sacramento and Roseville have now become major growth areas in the region, and the Community 
Plan area's proximity to these cities has led to spill-over growth in the area. The Community Plan sets forth goals, 
policies, and implementation proposals to guide the development of the area. Goal No. 12 of the General 
Community Goals is "To provide a safe, diverse, and efficient transportation/circulation system to serve the needs 
of residents of the plan area and others who use the system." (Community Plan, p. 12). The Community Plan also 
provides overall direction for the various decision making processes involved with the land development activities, 
including public and private decisions that may affect the future of the Community Plan area. 

The Community Plan currently directs that PFE Road be closed at Cook-Riolo Road when its average daily traffic 
volume surpasses 5,000 vehicles per day, which it has attained .. (Community Plan, Transportation/Circulation 
Element, p. 140) When the Community Plan was adopted in 1990, this measure allowed the County to achieve its 
circulation goals, which included accommodating commute traffic patterns in the Community Plan area, while 
simultaneously minimizing traffic effects on Cook-Riolo Road and at the Dry Creek Elementary School site. 
However, the Community Plan also allowed for unforeseen changes in circumstances, noting the possibility that the 
community may decide at a future date that closing PFE Road would not be in its best interest. Since current traffic 
volumes on PFE Road near Cook-Riolo Road have eclipsed the 5,000 vehicles per day threshold, an environmental 
evaluation of closing PFE Road is required. IfPFE Road were to remain open, the Community Plan notes that 
additional improvements to the road network would be necessary to maintain level of service (LOS) C (Community 
Plan, Transportation/Circulation Element, p. 152]). 

Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan­
Transportation Element Update 
Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Consideration (August 9, 2011) 

2 



In accordance with the existing Community Plan - Transportation Element, Placer County has revisited the 
direction to close PFE Road, has analyzed the appropriateness of the current LOS C standard based on future traffic 
projections, and has analyzed the impacts of these projections to the roadway network. These analyses have resulted 
in the proposed project, the Community Plan Transportation/Circulation Element Update. 

The Community Plan envisions low-density, single-family, residential development in the non-floodplain areas, 
with commercial uses at the corners ofPFE Road/Watt Avenue and PFE RoadiWalerga Road. Since the creation of 
the Community Plan in 1990, southwestern Placer County and the surrounding region has experienced substantial 
growth. Given the substantial growth over the past two decades and the development proposals currently under 
review, Placer County has determined that closing PFE Road could have undesirable regional transportation effects. 
Due to these changes, further analysis of the effects of closing PFE Road, as directed in the Community Plan, was 
completed. Therefore, the Placer County Department of Public Works has updated the Community Plan­
Transportation Element after analyzing the effects of keeping PFE Road open. 

Co Project Objectives 

The objective of the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update is to improve traffic circulation 
within the Community Plan area while at the same time preserving its rural character. Specific objectives include: 

1. Conform to the policies of Placer County's General Plan and the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan 
that designate the Community Plan area for rural/urban development. 

2. Provide a comprehensively planned project that minimizes the need to acquire new rights-of-way, while 
providing maximum protection of sensitive environmental habitat and resources. 

3. Retain the rural character of the Community Plan area. 

4. Provide a planned infrastructure system to meet the needs of development within the Community Plan area 
to address forecasted increases in vehicle trips on local roadways in a safe and efficient manner, while 
preserving its rural character at the same time. 

5. Implement financially feasible roadway improvements to provide a reliable transportation network which 
manages congestion on roadways and intersections to assist the County in maintaining the desired level of 
service (LOS) in the Community Plan area. 

(Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update, page 1.) 

These project objectives guide the formulation and analysis of the proposed project, in compliance with CEQA 
requirements. 

Ill. ENVlIRONMEN'fAJL REVlIEW PROCESS 

In accordance with section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOPIIS) for 
the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update EIR was issued on December 18, 2007 by 
Placer County. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15023, subdivision (c), and 15087, subdivision (f), the State 
Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research is responsible for distributing environmental documents to 
State agencies, departments, boards, and commissions for review and comment. The County followed required 
procedures with regard to distribution of the appropriate notices and environmental documents to the State 
Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouse was obligated to make that information available to interested agencies for 
review and comment. The NOP/IS was received by the State Clearinghouse (SCH #2007122051) on or about 
December 18, 2007, and was made available for a 30 day public review period ending on January 17, 2008. A 
Public Scoping Meeting for the NOPIIS was held on January 8, 2008. The NOPIIS was included as Appendix A of 
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the Draft EIR. Comment letters received from agencies and the public during the public scoping comment period 
were reviewed and included in AlPpem:!lix JB of the Draft ElR. 

Preparation of anEIR is a CEQA requirement for all discretionary projects in California that have a potential to 
result in significant environmental impacts. EIRs must disclose, analyze, and provide mitigation measures for all 
potentially significanrenvironmental effects associated with adoption and implementation of proposed projects. 
Consistent with these requirements, the County on June 9,2010, released the Draft EIR for the Community Plan.­
TransportaUonlCircuiation ElementUpdate and circulated the document for review and comment by responsible 
and trustee agencies, as well as interested members of the public. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft 
EIR was received by the State Clearinghouse on or about June 9,2010, and was made available for a public review 
period ending on July 23,2010. The Placer County Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 22,2010, 
to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the Draft EIR. 

The County received 205 comment letters, emails, oral comments and correspondence on the Draft EIR from 
persons/agencies before the close of the comment period on July 23,2010. The County released the Final ErR on 
October 12,2010. All comments received on the Draft EIR during the review period are responded to in the Final 
EIR. 

On October 13, 2010, the County presented the proposed project at the West Placer Municipal Advisory Council so 
that the Council could make a recommendation to the Placer County Board of Supervisors. The Council voted 3-2 
to recommend approval of the proposed project, the Focused EIR and the Dry Creek West Placer 
Transportation Element Update with the exception of keeping Walerga Road at four lanes instead of 
widening it to six lanes. 

On October 28, 2010, the County presented the proposed project at the Placer County Planning Commission hearing 
to make a final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on the proposed project. The County received 148 
comment letters on the Final EIR prior to this hearing. The Planning Commission by a 4-2 vote recommended 

- approval of the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation ElementUpdate. 

On August 9,2011, the Placer County Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a public hearing on the proposed 
project, at which time the Board approved these Findings, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations included in Sectiolll XU! of this document and certified the Final ElR. At 
this same meeting, the Board adopted the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation ElementUpdate as a 
subsequent action. 

JIV. SIGMJFlfCANl' NEW .llNJFORMA'fJION 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further review and comment 
when significant new information is added to the ErR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR 
but before certification. New information includes: (i) changes to the project; (ii) changes in the environmental 
setting; or (iii) additional data or other information. Section 15088.5 further provides that "[n]ew information added 
to an ElR is not 'significant' unless the ErR 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." 

Having reviewed the information contained in the Draft EIR and Final EIR, and in the administrative record as well 
as the requirements under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 and interpretive judicial authority regarding recirculation of 
draft EIRs, the Board hereby finds that no new significant information was added to the Draft ElR following public 
review and thus, recirculation ofthe EIR is not required by CEQA. 
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V. REOOlRJ]J) OF lP'lROCJEJEJIllrnG§ 

For purposes of CEQ A and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the proposed project includes, at a 
minimum, the following documents: 

o The NOP/IS and all other public notices,issued by the County in conjunction with the proposed project; 

o The Draft EIR for the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update; 

o All comments and correspondence submitted by persons/agencies to the County during the 45 day public 
comment period on the Draft EIR, which closed on July 23,2010; 

o The Final EIR for the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update; 

o All comments and correspondence submitted by persons/agencies to the County on the Final EIR; 

o The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the proposed project; 

o Copies of the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update and related documents 
prepared by staff prior to Board approval (e.g., changes to reflect errata identified in various documents); 

o All Findings and resolutions adopted by County decision makers in connection with the proposed project, 
and all documents cited or referred to therein; 

o All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating to the proposed 
project prepared by the County staff, consultants to the County, and responsible or trustee agencies with 
respect to the County's compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the County's actions 
on the proposed project, including the staff report for the Board of Supervisors meeting on August 9,2011; 

o All documents submitted to the County by other persons/agencies in connection with the proposed project, 
up through the close of the Board public hearing; 

o Minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all public meetings and public hearings held by the County in 
connection with the proposed project; 

o Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such public meetings and public hearings; 

o Matters of common knowledge to the County, including, but not limited to federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations; 

o Any documents expressly cited in these Findings, in addition to those cited above; and 

'0 Any other materials required to be in the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 21167.6, 
subdivision (e). 

The custodian of the documents comprising the record of proceedings is Placer County Public Works Director, 
whose office is located at 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140, Auburn, California, 95603. 

The Board of Supervisors has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the Community 
Plan - Transportation/Circulation ElementUpdate, even ifnot every document was formally presented to the Board 
or County Staff as part of the County files generated in connection with the proposed project. Without exception, 
any documents set forth above not found in the proposed project files fall into one of two categories. Many of them 
reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with which the Board was aware in approving the Community Plan­
Transportation Element update (see City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation Commission [1978] 76 
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Cal.App.3d 381,391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration [1988] 205 Cal.App.3d 729,738, fn. 
6.). Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to County Staff or consultants, who then provided 
advice to the Board. For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the Board's 
decisions relating to the adoption of the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation ElementUpdate (see Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e)(10); Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose [1986] 
181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus [1995] 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 
153, 155.). 

VJI. FlINDINGS RJEQUKRJEJ!) UNJ!)ER CEQA 

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if 
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effects of such projects[.]" (Emphasis added.) The procedures required by CEQA "are 
intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of projects and the 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant 
effects." (Emphasis added.) Section 21002 goes on to state that "in the event [that] specific economic, social, or 
other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be 
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof." The mandate and principles announced in Public 
Resources Code section 21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt Findings 
before approving projects for which EIRs are required (see Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).). For each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed 
project, the approving agency must issue a written Finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions. 
The first such Finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR" (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15091, subd. (a)(l)). The second permissible Finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency, and not the agency making the Finding. Such changes have 
been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency" (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a)(2).). The third potential conclusion is that "[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR" (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(3).). Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines "feasible" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and 
technological factors." CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: "legal" considerations (see also 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors ["Goleta II"] [1990] 52 Cal.3d 553, 565.). 

The concept of "feasibility" also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure 
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project (see City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego [1982] 133 
Cal.App.3d 410,417.). "'[F]easibility' under CEQA encompasses 'desirability' to the extent that desirability is 
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors" (Ibid.; 
see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland [1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.). 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between "avoiding" a significant environmental effect and 
merely "substantially lessening" such an effect. The County must therefore glean the meaning of these terms from 
the other contexts in which the terms are used. Public Resources Code section 21081, on which CEQA Guidelines 
section 15091 is based, uses the term "mitigate" rather than "substantially lessen." The CEQA Guidelines therefore 
equate "mitigating" with "substantially lessening." Such an understanding of the statutory term is consistent with 
the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that "public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
the significant environmental effects of such projects" (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002, emphasis added). 

For purposes of these Findings, the term "avoid" refers to the effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to 
reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less-than-significant level. In contrast, the term "substantially lessen" 
refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures to substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect, 
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but not to reduce that effect to a less-than-significant level. These interpretations appear to be mandated by the 
holding in Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515,519-527, in which the 
Court of Appeal held that an agency had satisfied its obligation to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects by 
adopting numerous mitigation measures, not all of which rendered the significant impacts in question less than 
significant. 

Although CEQA Guidelines section 15091 requires only that approving agencies specify that a particular significant 
effect is "avoid[ ed] or substantially lessen[ ed]," these Findings, for purposes of clarity, in each case will specify 
whether the effect in question has been reduced to a less-than-significant level, or has simply been substantially 
lessened but remains significant Moreover, although section 15091, read literally, does not require Findings to 
address environmental effects that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these Findings will 
nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. 

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to substantially 
lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. Project modification or alternatives 
are not required. However, where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the 
proposed project lies with some other agency (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd, (a) (b)). With respect to a 
proposed project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened either through the adoption 
of feasible mitigation measures or feasible environmentally superior alternative, a public agency, after adopting 
proper Findings, may nevertheless approve the proposed project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding 
considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the proposed project's "benefits" 
rendered "acceptable" its "unavoidable adverse environmental effects" (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. 
(b); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).). The California Supreme Court has stated that, "[t]he 
wisdom of approving ... any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is 
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such 
decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore 
balanced" (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576). . 

These Findings reflect the independent judgment of the Board and constitute its best efforts to set forth the 
rationales and support for its decision under the requirements of CEQA. 

V1I1I. l.EGAl. EFFECTS OF FlINDINGS 

To the extent that these Findings conclude that various proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR are 
feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the County hereby binds itself to implement these 
measures. These Findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of 
obligations t4at will come into effect when the Board approves the proposed project. 

The mitigation measures are referred to in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted 
concurrently with these Findings, and will be effectuated through the process of constructing and implementing the 
proposed project. The MMRP lists requirements in the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation 
ElementUpdate as mitigation for the various environmental impacts associated with adoption and implementation of 
the Community Plan - Transportation Element update. 

VIH. MITIGATION MONITORllNG AND RJEPORTING PROGRAM 

An MMRP has been prepared for the proposed project and has been adopted concurrently with these Findings (see 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subd. (a)(I)). The County will use the MMRP to track compliance with proposed 
project mitigation measures. 

]IX. SIGNlIFICANT EFFECTS AND MIT][GA'flION MEASURES 

The Final EIR identified several significant environmental effects (or "impacts") that adoption and implementation 
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of the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation ElementUpdate will cause. Most significant effects were 
avoided altogether because the proposed project contains requirements that prevent the occurrence of significant 
effects in the first place. The identification of additional mitigation beyond the requirements of the proposed project 
was not necessary in most instances. Some significant impacts ofimpiementation of the Community Plan­
Transportation/Circulation Element Update, however, cannot be avoided by the adoption of feasible mitigation 
measures or feasible alternatives. These effects are outweighed by overriding considerations set forth in SectiollH 
XJl.H below. This Section (IX) presents in greater detail the Board's Findings with respect to the environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 

This SectMm (]IX) also does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
Final EIR. Instead, this Section (IX) provides a summary description of each impact, describes the applicable 
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by the Board, and states the Board's Findings on the 
significance of each impact after imposition of the adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these 
environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final BIR, and these Findings hereby incorporate by 
reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the Final BIR's determinations regarding 
mitigation measures and the proposed project's impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. 
In making these Findings, the Board ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analysis and explanation in the Final EIR 
in these Findings, and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these Findings the determinations and conclusions of the 
Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations 
and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these Findings. 

A. AESTlHDE,]][CS 

NOP/IS: Would the proposed project change the existing visual character or qUllallftty of the site andl its 
sUJrJroundlilmgs. This impact is considleJredl Less than Significant. 

Finndftllllg; 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

Explanation: 

During groundbreaking and construction, temporary visual impacts would result from related activities that would 
entail the presence of construction vehicles and equipment for a limited period. When operational, the speed 
reduction treatments on Cook-Riolo Road and PFE Road would perform the same function as the existing roadway 
facility. Construction of roundabouts or other treatments would not negatively affect the existing visual character of 
the area. In fact, an increase in visual character could be perceived as the speed reduction treatments would be 
designed and landscaped to be aesthetically pleasing. 

Mitigation Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Sigonficance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

B. Am QUALITY 

IMP ACT 4-1: Increased slilort-teJrm cJrnterna anJr poRBUlltant emissiolms. Tillis impact fis considlered! 
Potentially Significant fin tbe short-term, andl Less than Significant jim the ~ong-term. 
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lFnlIHllnnngs: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short-term. No 
mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore 
remain significant in the short-term. However, long-term impacts are less than significant. 

Explanation: 

Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term impacts to the existing air quality in the Community 
Plan area. These impacts would include temporary increases of CO, C02e, NOx, PM lO, PM2S, SOx, and ROG 
emissions. Equipment exhaust emissions are generated from the combustion of fuels used to operate construction 
equipment. Fugitive dust emissions are generated by the suspension of particulates during earth-moving activities. 
Employee vehicle emissions and construction truck emissions are generated from the combustion of fuels and from 
the entrainment of road dust during travel along roadways both on and off of the construction area. Asphalt paving 
emissions are generated from the evaporation of regulated volatiles, or diluents, used to liquefy asphalt cement. 

To evaluate the significance of construction impacts to air quality, the focus in this program-level EIR is on 
mitigation rather than detailed quantification. Specific details about the construction equipment and scheduled use 
are not currently available for calculating estimated emissions. Depending on the level of concurrent construction 
activities, construction impacts could be significant. 

Many air districts accept that comprehensive mitigation of construction emissions would bring impacts to below a 
level of significance. Mitigation would require the proposed project to provide the Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District (PCAPCD) with a Construction Emissions and Dust Control Plan, equipment inventory, and plan 
showing how the construction equipment would meet NOx and PM lO emissions reductions. These mitigation 
measures would ensure that a commitment is made by the contractor to minimize emissions of regional pollutants 
from construction activities. Along with additional mitigation, these mitigation measures would reduce short-term 
criteria air pollutant emissions to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measuures: 

Mitigation Measure 4-13: Prepare an lEmission aJrnd Dust COJrntJroi PRaJrn PJrioJr to COl!llstru:actioJrn 

Prior to the approval of GradingJImprovement Plans, the Placer County Department of Public Works shall 
require the primary contractor to submit a Construction EmissionlDust Control Plan to the PCAPCD. This 
plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements found in Sections 300 and 400 ofPCAPCD 
Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. The Placer County Department of Public Works shall not break ground prior to 
receiving PCAPCD approval of the Construction EmissionlDust Control Plan (PCAPCD, 2003). 

MHligatioJrn MeasullJre 4-11:>: MaiJrntaiJrn COJrnstnllctioJrn lEq[1lDipment ~md Vehicles 

Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed District Rule 202 Visible Emission limitations. 
Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified to cease 
operations and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. Additional information regarding Rule 202 
can be found at: http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/Air/Rules.aspx (PCAPCD, 1985). 

MitigatioJrn Measure 4-1c: PJrovide PCAPCD with a List oflEqillipment aJrnd Anticipated Timeline Prior to 
Construction 

The Placer County Department of Public Works shall require the primary contractor to submit to the 
PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory (Le., make, model, year, and emission rating) of all the heavy-duty 
off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the 
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construction project. The inventory shall be updated, beginning 30 days after any initial work on site has 
begun, and shall be submitted on a monthly basis throughout the duration of the project, except that an 
inventory shalrnot be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. At least three 
business days prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall 
provide the PCAPCD with the anticipated construction time line including start date, and name and phone 
number of the property owner, project manager, and on-site foreman. 

Mitigation Measanre 4-1dI: lP'rovide lP'CAlP'CD with a Ust ofJEGluupment That Meets CARS Standards Prior to 
Constmction 

Prior to the approval of GradinglImprovement Plans, the Placer County Department of Public Works shall 
require the primary contractor to provide a plan to the PCAPCD for approval by the District demonstrating 
that the heavy-duty (greater than 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, 
including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20 percent 
NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model 
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, 
and/or other options as they become available (SMAQMD, 2007). 

M»tigatioHll Measure 4-ie: Implement Measanres to Redance JFangitnve Danst Dan ring COlllstnnctiolll 

The Placer County Department of Public Works shall require the primary contractor to suspend all grading 
operations when fugitive dust exceeds PCAPCD Rule 228 (Fugitive Dust) limitations. The Placer County 
Department of Public Works shall be responsible for having an individual who is CARB-certified to perform 
Visible Emissions Evaluations. This individual shall evaluate compliance with Rule 228 on a weekly basis. 
It is to be noted that fugitive dust is not to exceed 40 percent opacity and not go beyond property boundary 
at any time. If lime or other drying agents are used to dry out wet grading areas they shall be controlled as 
to not to exceed PCAPCD Rule 228 Fugitive Dust limitations (peAPCD, 2003). 

Mitigation Measanre 4-if: Minimize Debris Danring COlllstmctiolll 

The Placer County Department of Public Works shall require the primary contractor to be responsible for 
keeping adjacent public thoroughfares clean of silt, dirt, mud, and debris, and shall "wet broom" if silt, dirt, 
mud or debris is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares. Dry mechanical sweeping is prohibited. 

Mitigation Measanre 41-1g: Implement Measanres to COllltroH Dust Durilllg COHllstructiolll 

The Placer County Department of Public Works shall require the primary contractor to apply water to 
control dust, as required by Rule 228, Fugitive Dust, to prevent dust impacts off site. Operational water 
truck(s), shall be on site, at all times, to control fugitive dust. 

Mitigation Measanre 4-1b: Implement Measanres to COB~trol Co][)stnnctiolll ZOlllle Speeds 

The Placer County Public Works Department shall require the primary contractor to reduce traffic speeds on 
all unpaved surfaces to 15 miles per hour or less. 

Mitigatiollll Measure 4-Ii: Minimize ][dling Time for DieseR-lP'oweredlJEqanipment Duillllg Constranction 

During construction, the Placer County Department of Public Works shall require the primary contractor to 
minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes for all on-road and off-road diesel powered equipment. 

Mitigation Measue 4-1]: lUse Low-Suifur JFuel Ollll Stationary JEquipment During COllllstruction 
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The Placer County Department of Public Works shall require the primary contractor to use CARB ultra low 
diesel fuel for all diesel-powered equipment. In addition, low sulfur fuel shall be used for all stationary 
equipment. 

Mitigation MeasUllre 4-lllk: Use lLow lEmissnonn lEqUllilPment During Construnctnonn 

The Placer County Public Works Department shall require the primary contractor to use classified "low 
emission" on-site stationary equipment. 

Mitigation MeasUllre 4-llR: Use lExisting Nearby Power Souuces DUIlrinng COI!D.strUllction 

The Placer County Public Works Department shall require the primary contractor to use existing power 
sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary diesel power generators. 

Mitigation MeasUllre 4-llm: Use RegisteredlPortabBe lEnngines DUll ring Connstrunction 

Any portable engine greater than 50 horsepower will need either the registration from the State Air Resource 
Board's Portable Engine Registration Program or the registration with the District Portable.Equipment 
Registration Program (Rule 501) (PCAPCD, 2004). 

Mitigation Measure 4-ll!m: Providie PCAPC[) with Measunres to lEnforce lEqunipment lEmission Compliannce 
PriOJr to ConnstrUllctionn 

Prior to the approval of GradinglImprovement Plans an enforcement plan shall be established, and submitted 
to the PCAPCD for review, in order to evaluate project-related on- and off-road heavy-duty vehicle engine 
emission opacities on a weekly basis, using standards as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
Sections 2180-2194. An Environmental Coordinator, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions 
Evaluations, shall routinely evaluate project-related off-road and heavy duty on-road equipment emissions 
for compliance with this requirement. Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits 
will be notified and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. 

Mitigation Measure 4-llo: No OlPelll Buminng Dunrinng Connstrunctionn 

During construction, the Placer County Public Works Department shall require the primary contractor to not 
allow open burning of removed vegetation. All removed vegetative material shall be either chipped on site 
or taken to an appropriate disposal site. 

Mitigatioill Measure 4-llp: Cease Connstrunctioill Durinng High Winndls 

The Placer County Public Works Department shall require the primary contractor to suspend all grading 
operations when wind speeds (including instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour and dust is impacting 
adjacent properties. 

Siglllificannce after Mitigationn: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation in the short-term; This impact is less than significant in the long­
term. 

IMPACT 4-2: lExlPosunre of nnearby sennsitive receptors to toxic air conntamnnallts (slPecftficaHy DPM) that 
would adversely impact their health and well being during connstruction. Tillis impact is considered Less than 
Significant. 

Findings: 
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Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

lExplaHllatnoHll : 

The risk of cancer from Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) is generally evaluated for a project's long-term operational 
emissions because "for cancer health effects, risk is expressed as an estimate of the increased chances of getting 
cancer due to facility emissions over a 70-year lifetime." Construction of speed-reduction treatments could be 
completed in approximately 2 months per site (10 months total for all five sites). Construction activities for the 
roadway widening would most likely occur over two to three years to minimize the impact on area schools. It is 
anticipated that the removal of the existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard 
intersection through-movement restriction, including re-striping, modification of signal facilities and re­
programming of signals, could be accomplished in two to four weeks. Therefore, receptor exposure to Diesel 
Particulate Matter (DPM) and the risk of cancer from diesel construction equipment emissions used to construct the 
proposed project would not be expected. CARB limits DPM emissions from construction activities through 
CARB's off-road equipment diesel regulations, which are intended to reduce DPM emissions from in-use off-road 
equipment as much as technically and economically feasible in the short- and long-term. This would also reduce 
the diesel particulate emissions from construction equipment. Short-term impacts would be less than significant. 
Because the proposed project would have no DPM emissions impacts beyond construction, long-term impacts 
would also be less than significant. 

Mitigation MeasUlllre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SignificaHllce after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

liMPACT4-3: RegionaH cIriterna pollHUlItant emissions. Tlbtis impact is cOHllsidleredl Less than Significant. 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less t1!an significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

lExphmatiollll: 

The proposed project would not create any new emissions sources, because the proposed project would not increase 
the number of vehicles that would be present in the Community Plan area (in its broad context, the PCAPCD). The 
proposed project would merely redistribute existing traffic. Because the propose project would not generate any 
new emissions sources, operation of the proposed project would not result in emissions of criteria pollutants in 
excess of 550 lb/day (CO) or 82 lb/day (NOx, PMIO, and ROG). Thus, the impact from operation of the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 

MitigatftoHll Measilllre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SignificaHllce afteIr MitigatloHll: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 
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IIVlIP ACT 4-4: ]Exposure of Itllearby seltllsRtHve receptors to toxic anr cOltlltamiltllaltllts (speciJficanRy lIJJ?M) that 
woullidl adlveJrselly nmpact tlbenr heaHtlIn altlll[lI weHR lbeultllg dluJriltllg opera1l:noltll. Tlbis umpact us coltllsidleredl Less than 
Significant. 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

]Expialtllatioltll : 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased traffic at particular roadways and intersections 
throughout the Community Plan area, and correspondingly decreased traffic at other locations. Within the 
Community Plan area, developed land consists of agricultural uses, rural residences, and some small low-density 
residential developments (i.e., typical suburban development of 0.5 to 2 dw~lling units per acre). Although the 
proposed project would redistribute traffic, this would mainly consist of passenger vehicles. There are no major 
truck routes through the area affected by the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed project would not 
be likely to divert truck traffic past sensitive receptors that are currently unexposed to DPM. Trucks would 
generally continue to use the main thoroughfares. Thus, the impact from operation of the proposed project to 
nearby sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Siglllificalllce after Mitigatioltll: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

JIMP ACT 4-5: Illlcreasedl CO moibiRe somrce emissioltlls tlbat violate NMQS Oil" CAAQS. Tlbis impact is 
coltllsidell"ed Less than Significant. 

FimHltllgs: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). ' 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion at some intersections. In such situations, the potential increase 
in CO concentrations at these intersections is of particular concern. To evaluate the potential effect of the proposed 
project on local CO concentrations, the existing and cumulative conditions plus the proposed project were modeled 
at four nearby intersections using the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) CALINE4 roadway 
dispersion model. The CALINE4 model is a Gaussian line source dispersion model that uses worst-case 
meteorology and peak-hour traffic to predict worst-case (I-hour and 8-hour) CO concentrations from traffic 
congestion. The increases in CO concentration from traffic were added to the background ambient CO levels in the 
area to obtain the total expected CO levels near intersections and/or roadways that would be affected by the 
proposed project. The modeling assumptions are adequately conservative such that the modeled results plus 
background represent levels that would likely not ever be reached, much less exceeded. 
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Emission factors for CO that were used in the CO dispersion modeling were obtained from the EMF AC2007 
program, which is the most recent CARB on-road emissions model. The CO emission factors from EMF AC2007 
vary with analysis year and speed. 

The four intersections selected for modeling were: 

Gl Baseline Road/Walerga RoadlFiddyment Road 
o Watt A venuelElverta Road 
<;) Cirby WaylRiverside Avenue 
o Watt Avenue/Antelope Road 

Other intersections that would be potentially affected by the proposed project are not expected to experience CO 
concentrations higher than the highest predicted among these four intersections. The Level of Service (LOS) at all 
the above intersections under proposed project and cumulative conditions is LOS F, which is the worst LOS. 
Therefore, one of these four intersections is expected to represent the worst-case intersection. 

The proposed project is considered to have significant impacts if it results in CO concentrations that exceed the 
I-hour average standard 0[20 ppm and/or the 8-hour average standard of9.0 ppm. The maximum predicted 
concentrations at the selected intersections under cumulative conditions are below these standards. 

Mitigation Measmre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance after MitigatioHll: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

lIMP ACT 41-6: JExpos1llre of HlIearlby seHllsitive receptors to objectionable odlor. TllnD.s impact is cOHllsidleredl 
Less than Significant. 

Findlings: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

JExpianatioHll : 

The severity of odor impacts depends on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the 
source; wind speed and direction; and sensitivity of the receptor. In general, odors are usually associated with 
sources such as wastewater treatment plants, composting facilities, chemical plants, and other similar facilities. 
Such inherently odorous sources would not be part of the proposed project. In general, road development projects 
would not expose sensitive receptors to sources of odors. Thus, objectionable odor impacts from op.eration of the 
proposed project to nearby sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

MitigatioHll Meas1llre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SignificaHllce after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 
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lIMIlP AClf 4l-7: COflllJIllic(c wWill Olr obstnllctt nmpllemefllltattnmll 011' amy appllkaibBe anr qjllllalliry pllaflll or create a 
cUlmudativeDy cOflllsnderalblle fillet iflllcrease iflll criterna poDRUlhmt emissftofllls iflll a regioflll tlffiat is illl fIllollllattaiflllmellllt 
UlfIllder tlffie aplPllllcalblle NAAQS or CAAQS. Tlffiis impact ns cOlllsidered Less than Significant. 

Findings: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

JExpllaflllatioIm: 

There would be no increase of operational emissions of ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) and particulate matter 
(PMIO and PM2S) because the proposed project would not create any new emissions sources. It would merely 
redistribute existing traffic. Because the proposed project would not generate any new emissions sources, operation 
of the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plans nor 
would it create a cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) or particulate matter 
(PMIO and PM2S). Thus, the impact from operation of the proposed project on nonattainment areas would be less 
than significant. . 

Mitngatioflll Measmre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SigflllificaBlce after MW.gatiollJl: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

lIMJP ACT 4-8: EmissioIm of greeImlffioUlse gases. This impact is cOImsidleredl Potentially Significant Bill the 
short-term, allJld No Impact illl the HOlllg-term. 

Findilllgs: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short-term. No 
mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore 
remain significant in the short-term. However, there are no long-term impacts because the project would not 
increase vehicle miles traveled and would reduce traffic congestion. 

JExp~allJlatiollll ; 

The proposed project would produce a minor increase in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from construction 
operations only. Operation of the proposed project would not create any new GHG emissions sources; it would 
only redistribute existing traffic. Currently, there are no established significance thresholds for GHG emissions. As 
such, the GHG emissions and their potential for a significant impact are discussed qualitatively. 

Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term and temporary increases in GHG emissions. These 
increases are associated with the operation of construction equipment, material hauling vehicles, and construction 
employee vehicles, and would subside following construction. Mitigation would aid in the reduction of the 
emissions generated from all construction equipment exhaust and is consistent with federal and state emission 
reduction strategies. Construction emissions are temporary. Therefore, once construction of the proposed project is 
finished, GHG emissions generated by the proposed project's construction activities would cease. At this time, it is 
impossible to determine where the GHG emissions that were generated during the proposed project's construction 
would reside following dispersion to the atmosphere. However, given that a minor amount (comparatively) of GHG 
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would be emitted during construction of the proposed project, and with implementation of mitigation and 
continuing compliance with federal and state GHG regulations, construction of the proposed project would not 
conflict with the state goal of reducing GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020, as set forth by the 
timetable established in AB 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of2006). Thus, GHG emission 
construction impacts on the region would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not create any new emissions sources because it would not increase the number of 
vehicles that would be present in the Community Plan area (in its broad context, the PCAPCD); it would merely 
redistribute existing traffic. Thus, operation of the proposed project would have no impact on GHGs and would not 
impede the state goal of achieving 1990 GHG levels by the year 2020. 

MWg31tfiOIDl Me31s1lJlre: 

Mitig31tllOIDl Me31s1lJlre 4-821: lImpRernelIDt tllne foBnowilIDg mntig31tfiolID rneaS1lJlres: 

<I) Mitigation Measure 4-la (Prepare an Emission and Dust Control Plan Prior to Construction) 
o Mitigation Measure 4-lc (Provide PCAPCD with a List of Equipment and Anticipated Timeline Prior to 

Construction) 
G Mitigation Measure 4-1d (Provide PCAPCD with a List of Equipment That Meets CARB Standards Prior to 

Construction) , 
o Mitigation Measure 4-li (Minimize Idling Time for Diesel-Powered Equipment During Construction) 
o Mitigation Measure 4~lk (Use Low Emission Equipment During Construction) 
o Mitigation Measure 4-11 (Use Existing Nearby Power Sources During Construction) 

Significance aftew Mitigatiol!Jl: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation in the short-term; No impact in the long-term. 

Co BlIOLOGlICAIL RESOURCES 

NOPIIS: Dist1lJlriJal!Jlce of Br31lIDchiolPodi habitat di1llrilIDg cOlIDstnctioIDl. This impact is cOlIlsidiewedi Potentially 
Significant. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExpRamation:n : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to Branchiopod habitat during construction. 
Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

MitigatBol!Jl Meas1llre: 

Mitigation Measure B-A: Pre-CoInstnRction:n VemaR PooH Bran:nd:niopodi S1llJrVeys. 

To avoid impacts to vernal poolbranchiopods, vernal pool branchiopod surveys should be conducted, 
pending USFWS approval, according to the 1996 USFWS Interim Survey Guidelines Listed Branchiopod 
Surveys within suitable habitat in the project study area. One season of wet and dry surveys or two wet 
season surveys are typically required to determine presence or absence of the listed branchiopod species. If 
listed vernal pool branchiopods are found, ESA consultation with the USFWS will be required. 
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Alternatively, the County could assume presence of listed vernal pool branchiopods and provide appropriate 
mitigation for seasOlial wetlands and vernal pool habitats according to the conditions of the programmatic 
Biological Opinion between the USFWS and the USACE (1996). Proposed mitigation measures may 
include habitat compensation through an off-site mitigation bank. 

SigltlftficaBllce afteJr MitngatioBll: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOlPIJIS: JI))istUlJr!baBllce of sUliitalbne Westem pomll tUllJrtHe ha!bitat aRoBllg Dry Oreelk diullriHllg COBllstJrUlldioBll. 
Thus impad ns coltlsi<!ere<! Potentially SignificanL 

.!Fi][uHBllg: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to suitable Western pond turtle habitat along 
Dry Creek during construction. Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the 
following mitigation measure would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation MeasUllJre: 

" 
Mitigation MeasUlire B-B: lPJre-CoBllstrUlictioBll WestemlPoBlldi TUlirtHe SUlIJrVeyso 

Suitable habitat for the western pond turtle is present along Dry Creek, and two unnamed tributaries in the 
project study area. Immediately prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct preconstruction 
surveys for the western pond turtle. Individual western pond turtles, if found, should be relocated to suitable 
habitat in coordination with CDFG. In addition, the County should replace any aquatic habitat that would be 
permanently removed by the proposed project at a 1: 1 ratio. This mitigation would be implemented 
according to one of the following three options, to be determined in consultation with the CDFG and 
completed prior to impact: (1) on-site creation of habitat; (2) off-site creation of habitat; or (3) purchase of 
comparable aquatic habitat credits from a mitigation bank. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOlP!J[S: IDistallJr!bance of SwainsoBll's hawlk or other nesting raptors !between March 1 to SeptembeJr 15 
diurftng constrUliction. This impact is considiered Potentially Significant . 

.!Finding: 

Chang~s or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

Explanation: 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to Swainson's Hawk or other nesting raptors 
between March 1 to September 15 during construction. Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 
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MntigatnOl!ll MeasUllIre: 

MWgatiol!1l MeaSUlire B-C: lPre-Col!1lstfUllctnol!1l Nestil!1lg JRalPtOlr SUlirveys. 

If project activities are proposed during the breeding period of the Swainson's hawk or other nesting raptors 
(March 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys within a 0.25-mile 
radius of the project, not more than two weeks prior to construction. Surveys should be conducted using the 
guideline established in the Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson's Hawk Nesting Surveys 
in California's Central Valley (Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee, 2000). Ifnesting 
Swainson's hawks or other raptors are found, project activities should be delayed within the following buffer 
distances until the young have fledged: 

o Swainson's hawks - 1,320 feet (0.25 mile) 
o Other raptor species - 5.20 feet (0.10 mile) 

Swainson's hawk nest sites within 0.25 mile of active construction will be monitored by a qualified biologist 
to evaluate whether the construction activities are disturbing nesting hawks. If the nesting birds appear 
distressed, the monitor shall halt all construction activities within 0.5 mile of the nest site and CDFG will be 
contacted to identify appropriate contingency measures. These measures might include limitations on the 
activities that would be allowed within 0.25 mile of the nest site or termination of all work within 0.25 mile 
ofthe nest site. All CDFG recommendations shall be complied with. If construction activities occur over 
more than 1 year, surveys will be conducted during each year of construction. 

If no active nests are identified during the preconstruction surveyor if construction activities are proposed to 
occur during the nonbreeding season (September 16 through February 28), no preconstruction surveys or 
other mitigation measures for Swainson's hawk or other nesting raptors will be required. 

Sigl!1lificance after Mitigatllon: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOPIJ[S: Distanrbance of migratory birdls (.Bullring cOl!1lstranction. This impact is cOllRsidiered! Potentially 
Significant. 

Findling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. ' 

lExplanatioHll : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to migratory birds during construction. 
Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigation Measure B-D: lPre-ConstfUllctiol!1l Migratory Bird! SUlirveys. 

Migratory birds may nest in the project study area. In order to avoid potential impacts to nesting migratory 
birds, project construction will be limited to outside of the bird nesting season (March IS-September 15), 
where feasible. If construction must occur during this time period, a qualified biologist should conduct 
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preconstruction surveys within areas potentially affected by the proposed project. If nesting migratory birds 
are found during preconstruction surveys, consultation with the CDFG should take place regarding 
appropriate actions to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Fish and Game Code. In general, 
avoidance should include a 250-foot buffer zone surrounding active nests. Unless CDFG specifies 
otherwise, buffer zones should remain until young birds have fledged. 

Signnificannce after MitigatiollD.: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOlP/liS: Stmlly area conntains several poten1l:ianny juulisdinctionan fea1l:uues. This nmpac1l: lis connsidiell'edi 
Potentially Significant. 

lFIindIing: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

JExpftallD.atiolm : 

Numerous wetlands regulated by the USACE and/or the state were observed in the analysis area. Construction of 
the proposed project could result in direct impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and jurisdictional waters of 
the state in the analysis area through placement offill within wetlands. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measures would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigatiolln Measmre B-lE: Wetlandi DeBineatioHl. 

The project study area contains several potentially jurisdictional features. Therefore, a jurisdictional 
delineation should be completed for the project study area. A jurisdictional delineation report shall be 
submitted to the USACE for review and verification. A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit should be 
acquired prior to any fill activities or discharges that cannot be avoided within jurisdictional wetlands. If 
impacts to jurisdictional waters cannot be avoided, the County shall mitigate the impacts in compliance with 
the tenus and conditions of the Section 404 permit issued by the USACE and the Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification and Waste Discharge Requirements issued by the Central Valley RWQCB. The 
creation/restoration requirements shall be in compliance with the Placer County General Plan "no net loss" 
of wetlands policy (Policy 6.B.l). 

In addition, the following best management practices (BMPs) to avoid impacts to wetlands in the project 
study area should be implemented for all construction related to the proposed project: 

(') Four-foot-tall, brightly colored (yellow or orange), synthetic mesh material or chainlink fencing shall 
be installed at the edge of all avoided wetlands and a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of tributaries 
to Dry Creek prior to any construction equipment being moved on site or any construction activities 
taking place. Fencing shall be continuously maintained and should be the responsibility of an onsite 
compliance officer designated by the developer. Fencing is to remain intact until construction is 
complete and may not be removed without the written consent of the County. 

o Ground disturbance associated with construction, including vehicle operation/parking and 
construction material storage, shall be prohibited within wetlands or within 50 feet of the edge of 
tributaries to Dry Creek. 

o Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, lakes, or wetlands, RWQCB-approved 
physical barriers adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of sediment into these systems shall be 

Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan­
Transportation Element Update 
Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Consideration (August 9, 2011) 

19 

5/ 



constructed and maintained between working areas and streams, lakes and wetlands. Discharge of 
sediment into streams shall be held to a minimum during construction of the barriers. Discharge 
should be contained through the use RWQCB-approved measures that will keep sediment from 
entering jurisdictional waters beyond the project limits. 

o Oily or greasy substances originating from the Contractor's operations shall not be allowed to enter 
or be placed where they will later enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland. 

o Asphalt concrete shall not be allowed to enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland. 
o All off-road construction equipment should be cleaned of potential noxious weed sources (mud, 

vegetation) before entry into the site and after entering a potentially infested area before moving on 
to another area, to help ensure noxious weeds from outside of the project study area are not 
introduced into the project study area. The contractor should employ whatever cleaning methods 
(typically the use of a high-pressure water hose) are necessary to ensure that equipment is free of 
noxious weeds. Equipment should be considered free of soil, seeds, and other such debris when a 
visual inspection does not disclose such material. Disassembly of equipment components or 
specialized inspection tools is not required. Equipment washing stations should be placed in areas 
that afford easy containment and monitoring and that do not drain into sensitive (riparian, wetland, 
etc.) areas. 

o To further minimize the risk of introducing additional nonnative species into the area, only native 
plant species appropriate for the project study area should be used in any erosion control or 
revegetation seed mix or stock. No dry-farmed straw should be used, and certified weed-free straw 
should be required where erosion control straw is to be used. In addition, any hydro seed mulch used 
for revegetation activities should be certified weed-free. 

o The County shall restore 'and revegetate all temporary construction disturbance areas. Temporary 
disturbance areas should be restored to the original topography and hydrology, disked to relieve· 
compaction, and planted with an erosion control mix composed only of native species. The proposed 
restoration and revegetation measures should be summarized in the storm water pollution prevention 
plan for the project and submitted to Placer County for approval prior to initiation of construction 
activities. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOPf][S: Native trees that are not planned for removal or the loss of native trees diUllrnng cOBllstJrUllctiolIll. 
Thi.s impact is considiered Potentially Significant. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExpDaBllation: 

The project study area contains many native oak trees, including blue oak (Quercus douglasii) and coast live oak 
(Quercus agrifolia) of varying ages and sizes. Native trees are protected under the Placer County Tree Ordinance. 
Construction of the proposed project could result in direct loss of native trees. Native trees could also be indirectly 
impacted through damage to roots and limbs during construction. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measures would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation MeasUlllres: 

Mitigatiolll MeasUlllre B-F: Native Tree Protection. 
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Native trees that are not planned for removal shall be preserved and protected per the Placer County Tree 
Preservation Ordinance, particularly Section 12.16.070, Item "D." 

MntngatnOllR MeasnnJre B-G: Native Tree RemovaH. 

The loss of native trees in the study area shall follow the policies and mitigation guidelines set forth in The 
Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance found in Chapter 12, Article 12.16 of the Placer County Code. 
See Article 12.16 for details on protection, replanting and mitigation for removed trees. 

Sftgnnftfncannce after Mitigationn: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

ERR AJPllPenndlix C: ][)istUJIrlbannce ofVanney eHdlerlbeIrry nonngHRoIrnn lbedne diUJIIrinng connstrm:tnonno THRfts impact fts 
connsftdered Potentially Significant. 

FJinndinng: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

EXlPnallllationn : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to Valley elderberry longhorn beetle during 
construction. Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigatiollll MeasnnJre: 

Mitigationn MeasUJlre lB-H: lPre-Connstnctimll Blue Enderlberry Surveys. 

Focused surveys for blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicarius), the host plant of the valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle, should be conducted prior to construction by a qualified botanist. Blue elderberry shrubs are likely to 
occur along Dry Creek in the northern portion of the study area. 

If elderberry shrubs are found, the shrubs should be mapped and avoided to the extent feasible. The 
following avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures are based on the USFWS Conservation 
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999). 

To avoid impacts to the host plant 4-foot tall, brightly colored (yellow or orange), synthetic mesh material or 
chain link fencing should be installed a minimum of 100 feet from the dripline of avoided shrubs. Fencing 
should be continuously maintained and should be the responsibility of an onsite compliance officer 
designated by the County. Fencing should remain intact until construction is complete and may not be 
removed without the written consent of the County. . 

If elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided, the County shall implement the following measures: 

o All elderberry plants with one or more stems measuring 1.0 inch diameter or greater at ground level 
that cannot be avoided should be transplanted to a conservation area. A detailed 
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net loss of valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat should be developed in consultation with USFWS. 
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If elderberry shrubs are transplanted or if transplantation is not feasible, one of the following measures shall 
be implemented: 

o Each elderberry stem measuring 1.0 inch or greater in diameter at ground level that is adversely 
affected (i.e., transplanted or destroyed) must be replaced, in the conservation area approved by the 
USFWS according to the ratios described in the USFWS conservation guidance on valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle (USFWS, 1999). Additional native plants should be planted at a minimum ratio of 
one plant for every stem 1.0 inch in diameter or greater that would be affected. Stock of either 
seedlings or cuttings should be obtained from local sources. Cuttings may be obtained from the 
plants to be transplanted if the source sites are in the vicinity of the USFWS-approved conservation 
area. Transplanted shrubs should be monitored for 10 to 15 years as required by the USFWS 1999 
guidance. A qualified biologist should supervise all work involving encroachment, restoration or 
transplanting of elderberry shrubs. 

Elderberry mitigation credits from a USFWS approved mitigation bank equivalent to the ratio should be 
specified by the USFWS 1999 conservation guidelines. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

lEiR Appendix C: ][)istuuballlce of Westem lbUllJrJrowilllg own <limrRng cOlllstIrUlldiolll. 'Illlis impact is cOlllsidered 
Potentially Significant . 

.!Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExpfianatiol!ll : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to Western burrowing owl during 
construction. Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigation MeasUllre B-1: lPre-CoUlstrUllctiolll WesterlllBUlllrrowing own Surveys. 

Surveys should be conducted for potential nesting burrowing owls in the project study area prior to 
construction. Ifburrowing owls are determined to be using the project study area for nesting, then onsite 
passive exclusion of burrowing owls from burrows should be implemented prior to the nesting season 
(December or January). Owls should be excluded from the occupied burrows using one-way doors and 
allowed to occupy alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 250 feet from the impact zone and 
that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres of potential foraging habitat for each pair of 
relocated owls. 

If construction is proposed during the burrowing owl breeding season (February 1 through August 31), 
focused surveys for active burrows should be conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of the 
construction activities. Surveys should be conducted by a qualified biologist. If active nests are found, no 
construction activities should take place within 250 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Burrows 
that cannot be avoided should be removed during the nonbreeding season (see above) in accordance with 
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CDFG protocols (CDFG, 1995). Ifno active nests are found during focused surveys, no further mitigation 
would be required. 

Onsite preservation of foraging habitat adjacent to any relocated owls should be protected in a conservation 
easement and managed to promote burrowing owl use of the site. CDFG approval would be required for the 
habitat conservation easement. 

If there is not suitable preservation habitat located adjacent to the relocated owls, burrowing owl habitat 
mitigation credits should be purchased from a conservation bank approved by the CDFG. Offsite habitat 
must provide suitable burrowing owl habitat. Land should be purchased and lor placed in a conservation 
easement in perpetuity and managed to main suitable habitat. Offsite mitigation should use the following 
ratios: 

o Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.5 acres per pair or single bird 
(9.75 acres). 

o Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently occupied habitat: 2 times 
6.5 acres per pair or single bird (13.0 acres). 

o Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 acres per pair or 
single bird (19.5 acres). 

SngJrnificance after Mitigationn: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

lERR Appemllix C: JI)lnstanr!baJrnce of AmerncaJrn !badger Olanrinng connstranctiOlll1. This nmpact is connsndered 
Potentially Significant. 

lFinnOlinng: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExplanation: 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to American badger during construction. 
Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

MitD.gationn Measanre: 

MW.gatioJrn MeaSlRre B-JJ: lPre-Col!Bstru.ctioJrn Americann Badger Sanrveys. 

Preconstruction surveys should be implemented no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the 
beginning of construction activities that could impact American badger dens. If an active badger den is 
found, the CDFG should be consulted to determine appropriate avoidance measures. Avoidance measures 
may include designation of an exclusion zone around potential badger dens during the breeding period 
(summer through early fall) and hand excavation of dens during the nonbreeding period. A qualified 
biologist should be present during construction to monitor any activities within 100 feet of an occupied den. 

SignJificaJrnce after MWgationn: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 
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lERR AppellDdinx C: 
Significant. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

JExpBanation:n : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to bat species during construction. Impacts 
could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would 
ensure that the impact would be less than significant. ' . 

MW.gatiollD MeasUlllre: 

Mitigation Measure B-K: Pre-Constnnction Bat SpeClies Surveys. 

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist should survey any affected structures and trees for evidences of 
active bat roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they should be removed in April, September, or 
October in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion methods should be 
used, as needed, during habitat removal. If bats must be excluded, the County should work with a qualified 
biologist to determine appropriate exclusion methods. If bats are found onsite and cannot be avoided, the 
County should work with a qualified biologist to determine if additional mitigation, such as the construction 
of bat boxes, is appropriate. Determination of these additional measures will depend on the species present 
and their specific ecological preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improving other avoided 
bat habitat or designing new project elements such as bat-friendly road crossings. Ifno active bat roosts are 
found during focused surveys, no further mitigation would be required. 

Siglllificance after Mitigatiollll: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

EJl.R AplPelllldix C: DistullJrlbamce of WesteJrllll slPadle1foot durilllg COIlDStJrUllctnOIll. 'Ihis imlPact is considleredl 
Potentially Significant. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

JExlPBallllatiOllll : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to Western spade foot during construction. 
Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigatiolll Measure: 

Mitigation Measmre B-L: Pre-CollDstmctiolll Westen SlPadlefoot Surveys. 

To avoid potential impacts to the western spade foot, preconstruction surveys should be conducted within 
suitable habitat in the project study area. Ifwestern spadefoot is found, relocation of individuals should be 

Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan­
Transportation Element Update 
Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Consideration (August 9,2011) 

24 



coordinated with CDFG. In addition, the County should replace any aquatic habitat that would be 
pennanently filled by the project at a 1: 1 ratio. This mitigation would be implemented according to one of 
the following three options, to be detennined in consultation with the CDFG and completed prior to impact: 
(1) on-site creation of habitat; (2) off-site creation of habitat; or (3) purchase of comparable aquatic habitat 
credits from a mitigation bank. 

SignJificance after Mitngatiollll: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

lEIR AppellHHx C: Jl)nshnrlbance of specftaR-status pnallllts d1uning cOllllstnndiollll. 'finis impact is cOllllsid!eredi 
Potentially Significant. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ErR. 

JExpBallllatiollll : 

Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to special..:status plants during construction. 
Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

MWgation MeasUllre JB-M: lPre-CollllstrUllctiOlIll SpedaR-StatUlls lPBalllt Smrveys. 

Conduct focused surveys for special-status plant species in suitable habitat in portions of the project study 
area. Surveys for special-status plant species should be timed to coincide with the appropriate period for 
identification of special-status plant species with potential to occur. If any state or federally listed species 
are observed and impacts cannot be avoided, the County shall consult with the USFWS and/or the CDFG to 
detennine appropriate mitigation, and should comply with the identified requirements. A detailed 
mitigation/conservation plan shall be developed if special status plant species would be affected by the 
proposed project. The plan should provide for preservation and restoration at ratios that would ensure no net 
loss of the affected plant habitat and minimize the effects of the project on the regional abundance and 
distribution of the affected plant species. If special-status plant species are not found during surveys, no 
further studies or mitigation will be necessary. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

Ern Appendix C: Distullrlballllce of specftal-statans fish durilllg constranctiollll. Tillis impact ns considered 
Potentially Significant. 

Findling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

JExplanatiollll: 
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Construction of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to special-status fish during construction. 
Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigatiollll. MeasUlJre lB-N: lPre-ConstJ!"Ullction SlPecian-StatUls .!Fish Surveys. 

Dry Creek is used by special-status fish species, including the central valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss), and Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Implementation of the proposed project could 
result in a potentially significant impact to aquatic habitats utilized by these fish species. Impacts could 
include degradation of water quality in Dry Creek due to ground disturbance during construction or 
degradation of the upland riparian habitats adjacent to Dry Creek. 

The County should exclude all ground disturbing activities within lOO-feet of Dry Creek to minimize 
degradation of water quality and fish habitat in Dry Creek. The use of BMPs is also recommended (refer to 
jurisdictional wetlands mitigation measures for potential BMPs). 

Significance after MitigatiOl!ll: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

D. CULTURAL lRJESOlLJRClES 

NOlPfl[S: Dftshllriballlce to ]potentially imlPortalllt umllrnown archaeologicaH resources during cOl!lstJrUlction. 
This im pact is cOlllsidered! Potentially Significant . 

.!Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

The prehistoric sites previously identified were located outside of the proposed project area's zone of ground 
disturbance and would therefore not be affected. However, given the proximity to Dry Creek and the existence of 
prehistoric sites in the vicinity, unknown subsurface historical resources may exist within the analysis area that may 
be adversely affected by project activities. 

Mitigation MeasUIre: 

Mitigation Measure C-A: Consult QuaBifnedilProfessiollllaR Archaeologist. 

In the event of the discovery of buried archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts 
of shell or bone, it is recommended that project activities in the vicinity of the fmd be immediately stopped 
and a qualified professional archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and provide proper management. 
recommendations. Ifthe find is determined to be a historical or unique archaeological resource, contingency 
funding and a time allotment to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation 
shall be made available, as provided in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

In addition, the Placer County Planning Department and Department of Museums must also be contacted. 
Work in the area may only proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning Department. 
All construction and improvement plans for subsequent development within the affected area involving 
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ground disturbance shall include these provisions. The archaeologist shall evaluate any potential effects on 
any historical resource or unique archaeological resource and, where such effects would be significant, shall 
recommend potential mitigation to the County for its consideration. The County will assess the feasibility of 
any proposed mitigation (e.g., avoidance of the historical resource) and impose the mitigation where feasible 
in light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use 
assumptions, and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures 
(e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation 
for historical resources is carried out. 

Signnfificllmce after MitD.gatfionn: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOlP/lIS: Dftshnrbannce to potenntnaHny fimportannt umllrnownn paBeonntoHogficaH resounrces dunrnnng connstrunctnonn. 
This fimpact is connsndered Potentially Significant. 

Winndnnng: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

JExpBannationn : 

The project vicinity is underlain by deep Holocene floodplain deposits. These types of sediments would not likely 
yield significant paleontologic remains because they are surface deposits and are not considered fossil-bearing rock 
units. However, significant paleontological deposits can be encountered during most any subsurface excavation, 
especially near riverine corridors. Therefore, the following mitigation is provided to reduce this impact to a less­
than-significant level. 

Mitigatfion Measures: 

Mitigation Measure C-lB: Consult qnalified IProfessionnal paleonntoBogist. 

Should paleontological resources be identified at a particular site during construction, the contractor shall 
cease operation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation. Mitigation shall be conducted as 
follows: 

o Identify and evaluate paleontological resource by intense field survey where impacts are considered 
high; 

o Assess effects on identified sites; 
o Consult with the institutional/academic paleontologists conducting research investigations within the 

geological formations that will be impacted; 
o Obtain comments from the researchers; 
o Comply with researchers' recommendations to address any significant adverse effects where 

determined by the County to be feasible pursuant to Mitigation Measure C-c. 

Mitngationn Measunre C-C: Comply wfith paleontologist's recommendations. 

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, Placer County Planning 
Department Staff shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as the 
nature of the find, project design, costs, Community Plan policies and land use assumptions, and other 
considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures' (e.g., data recovery) 
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shall be instituted. Work may proceed in other locations while mitigation for paleontological resources is 
carried out. 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

NOlPIlS: JI)ustmrlballllce to potelllltnaBRy nmportalllltt umMOWllll IInnmallll remannns d1mrBllllg connstnnctnOllll. 1rll:nis 
nmpact is cOllllsndleredl Potentially Significant. 

lFilllldlillllg: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ElR. 

No evidence exists to indicate that burials or any large prehistoric or historic occupation existed within the analysis 
area. However, unexpected discoveries are possible even in areas of putatively low sensitivity. Therefore, the 
following mitigation is provided to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

MWgatiollll MeasuHlre: 

MHigatiollll MeaSUlre C-JI): Cmnsuit tll:ne COUlllliy Coronner. 

lfhuman skeletal remains are uncovered during project construction, the contractor will immediately halt 
work~ contact the Placer County coroner to evaluate the remains, and follow the procedures and protocols set 
forth in Section 15064.5 (e)(l) of the CEQA Guidelines. If the County coroner determines that the remains 
are Native American, the County will contact the Native American Heritage Commission, in accordance 
with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, subdivision (c), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 (as 
amended by AB 2641). As prescribed in Public Resources Code 5097.98, the County shall ensure that, 
according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices where the Native American 
human remains are located, the immediate vicinity is not damaged or disturbed by further development 
activity until the County has discussed and conferred with the most likely descendents regarding their 
recommendations, if applicable, and taking into account the possibility of mUltiple human remains. 

Significance after Mitigatiollll: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

EIR Appendix JI): Disturbance of Irnown alt'cll:naeoRogncaR sites (lP-3:D.-2954 anndl CA-lPLA-75) witll:nin tRne studly 
area. 1rll:nis nmpact us consideredl Potentially Significant. 

lFilrndling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
. significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

Explanation: 

Construction ofthe proposed project could result in significant impacts to previously documented cultural resources 
within the analysis area (i.e., P-31-2954 and CA-PLA-75). Any ground disturbance associated with the proposed 
project could potentially disturb and/or destroy previously documented cultural resources (i.e., P-3l-2954 and CA-
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PLA -7 5), and potentially expose previously undocumented resources. In the event of an disturbance of known 
archaeological resources or accidental discovery of archaeological resources, implementation of the following 
mitigation measures would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

Mitigation Measure C-lE: JP're-Connstructionn JP'-31-2954 Survey. 

Previous analysis ofP-31-2954 (LSA, 2007) has determined that the brick cistern within the Murray Ranch 
property is ineligible for listing on the National Register. However, the records also indicate that no 
subsurface archaeological testing has been conducted within the site boundaries, and there is potential for 
previously undocumented archaeological resources to be' present. If it is determined that road construction 
would impact the site as recorded, then further study is recommended. This would include implementation 
of a project specific research design and potentially subsurface investigation. In addition, pending 
archaeological testing, it may be recommended that monitoring of any ground disturbing activities within 
this site area be conducted by a qualified archaeologist. 

Mitigationn Measure C-lF: JP're-Constlt"Ullctionn CA-PlLA-75 Survey. 

The extent of CA -PLA -75 and its proximity to the analysis area suggest that any future road construction 
could result in significant impacts to this site. If road widening occurs, then further examination is 
recommended. This would include the implementation of a project speCific research design, with the 
potential for subsurface investigation. In addition, pending archaeological testing it may be recommended 
that monitoring of any ground disturbing activities within this site area be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

lE. GlEOlLOGY AND SOlDLS 

NOP/JIS: JP'roposed project located! inn a seismic area. This impact is considered! Less than Significant. 

lFinding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExplanationn : 

The project vicinity is located in one of the most seismically stable areas of California, Seismic Safety Zone III, 
with no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. Western Placer County is not subject to any major fault lines. The 
proposed project's implementation would not result in a significant increase in the number of people exposed to 
seismic events, as the speed reduction treatments and Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would perform 
the same function as the existing intersection. Overall, the damage in the project vicinity is anticipated to be less 
severe than in other areas of California. It is anticipated that the proposed project would conform to the California 
Uniform Building Code as well as to the applicable Placer County Building Codes regarding seismic activities. The 
proposed project site and surrounding properties are relatively flat with no risk of landslides or mudslides. The soils 
that underlie the site have a low potential for liquefaction. 

Mitigation Measure: 
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No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SignnHfncannce afteR"' MW.gationn: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOPIlIS: Inncll"eased! solin eJrOSHonn OJr topsoilllloss d1mrllirng consanJlctionn. This Jim pact fis consid!eJredi Less than 
Significant . 

.lFnmllftng: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ErR. 

lExpll~mationn: 

Due to the relatively flat site topography, earthwork would be expected to be minimal and limited to preparation of 
the site for development. No substantial erosion impacts are anticipated with construction of the proposed project. 
The potential for soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be greatest during the period of site grading and between the 
time when grading is completed and building construction is started. Removal ofthe Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road intersection through-movement restrictions would be accomplished within existing rights-of-way, resulting in 
minimal opportunity for erosion. Areas not paved or covered would be properly graded and landscaped as 
necessary to prevent soil loss. Construction of speed reduction treatments such as roundabouts would result in some 
right-of-way disturbance; however, the amount of soil erosion would still be minimal. 
Mitigationn MeasuRJre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significannce after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOP/IS: Proposed! project Bocated! on ullllllstable soUR Oil" expansive soil. This impact is considered! Less than 
Significant. 

Findling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ErR. 

lExpianatimll : 

Unstable soils are not anticipated to occur at or around the project construction sites. The soils that underlie the 
project site have low potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse. The project site and 
surrounding properties are relatively flat with no risk of landslides or mudslides. 

MW.gationn Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance after MitigatiOllll: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 
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IF. HAZARDS AND HAZAllID01[JS MAl'lEllUAlLS 

NOJ?flIS: 'fn-allllspon-tatiOlln, UJlse, on- disposal of llnazan-doUJIs matell"iaHs; on- tllne n-eRease of llnazan-doUJIs maten-iaHs 
in accident cOllllditiolllls. This impact us cOllllsidered Less than Significant. 

IFimHlIllg: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ElR. 

lExpianatiOllD: 

Construction of the proposed project would involve various types of construction equipment, including bulldozers, 
backhoes, graders, and dump trucks. This equipment could create a hazard to the public through the potential of a 
hazardous materials spill or release. Adherence to industry standard best management practices (BMPs), such as 
limiting onsite equipment maintenance using a spill prevention system to capture any spilled materials, would result 
in a less-than-significant impact. 

Operation of the proposed project would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restrictions would increase access 
to the Community Plan area. Leaving PFE Road open to public traffic would allow trucks and other vehicles, some 
of which may transport hazardous materials, to continue to travel through the Community Plan area in this location. 
These vehicles could create a hazard to the public through the potential of a hazardous materials spill or release. 
However, this hazard is common to all roadways within the Community Plan area, and is no different than the 
current condition. . 

Mitigation Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Sigllllificance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOlPflIS: Intelrfen-ellllce with emergency response pRans. l'llnis impact is considered Less than Significant. 

Fillllding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental.effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExplanatftollll: 

Construction of the proposed project would require sporadic lane closures for a limited time to build the speed 
reduction treatments and remove the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restrictions. 
Adherence to industry standard BMPs, such as implementation of a traffic control plan and the use of flag persons, 
would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not interfere with any emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan, since PFE Road would remain open to vehicular traffic. However, the speed reduction treatments 
would reduce travel speeds from approximately 40 to 30 miles per hour (mph) on the affected roadways. The 
reduction in travel speeds would slightly increase emergency response times because emergency vehicles would 
have to navigate the proposed speed reduction treatments, which would require a slower speed. However, the slight 
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increase is considered less than significant by the Placer County Sheriffs Department, the California Department of 
ForestrylPlacer County Fire Hazard Mitigation Program, and the California Highway Patrol (Walton, 2007; 
Dimaggio, 2007). Removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restrictions 
would be accomplished within existing rights-of-way. 

MntngatnOllll MeaslUlll"e: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOP/IS: lExpos1lllll"e of peolPRe Oil" str1llld1lllres to wfihllnanndl fires. Tllllns nmpad is connsidleredl Less than 
Significant. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft BIR. 

lExpRannatfionll : 

Grasslands are located within the Community Plan area. Wildfires occasionally occur in this portion of 
southwestern Placer County. Due to the limited duration and nature of the construction within or immediately 
adjacent to existing roadways, construction of the proposed project would not be expected to result in wildfires. 
Operation of the proposed project would not increase the potential for wildfires, as the roadway system would 
operate as it does today. The closest fire station (California Department of ForestrylPlacer County Fire Hazard 
Mitigation Program Station #100) is located within the Community Plan area at 8350 Cook Riolo Road. Typical 
response times to the Community Plan area include 1.5 minutes for fire response and 2 to 30 minutes, depending on 
the severity of the incident, for police response (Waiton, 2007; Dimaggio, 2007). Habitable structures/buildings are 
not an element of the proposed project. 

Mitigatioill Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance aftell" Mfitigadon: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOPIIS: lEmissiol!ll of hazanllmns waste/substaillces withilIl oille-Glmntell" mine of scilllooBs. Tllllis impact is 
cOl!llsAdlell"edl Potentially Significant. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ErR. 

ExplanatiolIl: 

Construction would occur with one-quarter mile of the Dry Creek Elementary School and Creekview Ranch Middle 
School. Construction of the proposed project would involve various types of construction equipment, including 
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bulldozers, backhoes, graders, and dump trucks. The use of construction vehicles and equipment required to 
implement the proposed project would have the potential to generate temporary hazardous air emissions or result in 
a hazardous materials spill or release. Health effects from exposure to hazardous air emissions associated with 
construction equipment typically require exposure of long duration (years), while the construction activities would 
be limited to a month or less at any given location. Emissions from the proposed project would be consistent with 
the PCAPCD air quality plans for the region. Adherence to industry standard BMPs, such as requiring proper 
equipment maintenance and implementation of a spill prevention system to capture any spilled hazardous materials, 
would result in a less-than-significant impact. In order the further reduce the impact from hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste, implementation of the following mitigation measure is recommended. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigation Measure HZ-A: Restrict Constnction to Summer Months. 

In order to reduce potential impacts to schools from construction of the proposed project, construction of the 
speed reduction treatments will be restricted to the summer months, when school is not in session. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

G. HYDROlLOGY AND WATIER QUAlLITY 

NOPf[S: Violation of water quality standards or waste discharge reqUllirements. This impact is 
considered Less than Significant. 

Findling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

Explanation: 

Construction of the proposed project would be conducted in accordance with County standards, including BMPs to 
control erosion and prevent runoff into Dry Creek. It would be designed to direct water to the existing storm water 
drainage system (i.e., roadside drainage ditches). The proposed speed reduction treatments would be primarily 
located on land that has been previously disturbed and is covered with asphalt pavement. Removal of the Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restrictions would be accomplished within existing rights­
of-way. When operational, the speed reduction treatments and Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would 
perform the same function as the existing intersection, and would not violate local water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements. 

Mitigation MeasUllre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOPf[S: Anteration of site drainage patterns resUllnting in crosion/siHtation. Tinis impact is considered! 
Less than Significant. 
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lFnHlldlnHllg: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft ElR. 

IExpBanatioHll : 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in altered drainage patterns in the Community Plan area, or 
in substantial erosion or siltation. Construction of the speed reduction treatments would require minor drainage 
ditch modifications. These drainage ditches are maintained by the Placer County Department of Public Works to 
ensure proper water flow and reduce potential flooding concerns during significant storm events. Removal of the 
Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restrictions would be accomplished within existing 
rights-of-way. The project sites are relatively flat; earthwork due to construction of speed reduction treatments 
would therefore be expected to be minimal and limited to preparation for site development and post-construction 
landscaping, where required. Earthwork activities would not alter watershed boundaries. 

MW.gation Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOPIIS: Contributing poHiUllted! mnoff into an existing or planned storm water system. This impact is 
considered! Less than Significant. 

lFimlling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExpAanation: 

Implementation of the proposed project would not significantly increase the amount of impervious surface area or 
increase the amount of urban surface pollutants in the vicinity. Construction of the speed reduction treatments 
would require temporary ground disturbance of approximately 1.03 acres and permanently disturb approximately 
1.94 acres. The existing storm water drainage system (i.e., roadside drainage ditches) is capable of 
accommodating the minor increase in runoff. 

Mitigation Measmre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance after Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

NOPIIS: Degradation of water qUllaiity. This impact is considered Less than Significant. 

lFi :mH ng: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than-
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significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExpllanatRon: 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in substantial degradation oflocal water quality due to the 
scope and nature of construction activities, and the limited impact area (27.3 linear acres plus the existing right-of­

. way). 

MHigatiolrn Measmre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance after MitHgatnolrn: 

This impact less than significant without mitigation. 

H. LAND USlEllPlLANNliNG 

NOPI][S: . Conflict with the existillBg Community Plan-Transportation Element. 'Ibis impact is consideredl 
Potentially Significant. 

Findling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that avoids the potentially 
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

Expla~atioHll : 

The proposed project would conflict with the existing Community Plan - Transportation Element by allowing PFE 
to remain open. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than­
significant level. 

Mitigation Measunre: 

Mntigation:n Measure LU-A: Updlate Community Plan - Transportation Element. 

As a part of the proposed project, the Placer County Department of Public Works will update the Community 
Plan - Transportation Element to leave PFE Road open. The Community Plan - Transportation Element 
update would also revise its goals and policies for relevance to today's community environment and to 
ensure applicability in the future. The overall goal of the Community Plan - Transportation Element update 
is to maintain the rural nature of the Community Plan area and minimize the amount of traffic impacts, while 
allowing circulation patterns to be maximized. 

Sign:nificance after MitigatiollB: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

I. NOISlE 

Mitigation Measure N-B: Impllement Mitigation:n Measunre HZ-A. TbRs mntigation:n measure is listedl jill 

Appendlix A oCtile Draft EIR. Needl to indudle alll errata sheet to the Draft EIR for Mitigatiolll Measure N-B.] 
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liMP ACT 5-1: Grad!illllg ~md! COllllstnctnollll activities assocnated! with the proposed! jplroject w01lllRd! 
lllllltermittelllltHy amll temlPorarfiBy gellllerate lllloise ReveRs above ambiellllt backgrou.md! HeveHs Dllll the prolPoserll 
IProject area. This impact is cOllllsJidered! Potentially Significant illll the short-term, alllld! Not Applicable Rin the 
BGng-term. 

Findings: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short-term. No 
mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore 
remain significant in the short-term. However, there are no long-term impacts. 

JExpianatiGIlll : 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in temporary noise increases at nearby 
sensitive receptors. Impacts to sensitive receptors resulting from the proposed project would depend on several 
factors, such as the type of project for the given area, land use of the given area, and duration of proposed 
construction activities. Additionally, construction noise levels would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, 
equipment type, and duration of the use; distance between the noise source and receptor; and the presence or 
absence of barriers between the noise source and receptor. 

The proposed project would require grading and construction activities that would intermittently and temporarily 
generate noise levels above ambient background levels. Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the construction 
sites could increase, sometimes for extended durations. . 

Noise is also generated during copstruction by increased truck traffic on area roadways. A significant proposed 
project-generated noise source would be truck traffic associated with transport of heavy materials and equipment to 
and from construction sites. This noise increase would be of short duration, and would likely occur primarily 
during daytime hours. Noise impacts during construction could potentially be significant. Mitigation requires the 
development and implementation of a construction noise abatement program. With implementation of this 
mitigation measure, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

MitigatiGn Meas1llre 5-1a: DevelGp and lImpRement a CGnstructiGn Noise Abatemellllt Program PrnGr tG 
CmnstructiGn 

Prior to construction plan approval, the construction contractor will develop and implement a construction 
noise abatement program conforming to Minute Order 98-08, and the following additional items: 

o All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating 
and maintained mufflers; 

o Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the improvement plans and shall be 
located as far as is practical from existing occupied d'Yellings; 

o Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Grading or Building 
Permit is required is prohibited on Sundays and federal holidays, and shall only occur during the 
following times: 

o Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during daylight savings) 
o Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during standard time) 
o Saturdays, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Significall1ce after Mitigation: 
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This impact is less than significant with mitigation in the short-tenn; This impact is not applicable in the long tenn. 

IMJP ACT 5-2: Gll"adiIDIg amll cOIDIstJrUllctioIDI activities assodatedl wnth the jpJrOjposedl jpll"oject wOUllHd 
nHlltermittendy aHlldi temlPoll"luBny gell]erate vi!bratnoll]s above am!bieHllt baclkgll"oUllII]d\ Bevels. Vibration levels ill] the 
ftmmediate vicnHllity of the COHllstll"UllctioIDI sites wounHd RHllCll"eaSe sun!bstaIDItnaBHy sometimes fOll" exteHlldled dlmratiolllls. 
This impact is cOII]sidell"edl Less than Significant. 

JFindliHllgs: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

JExpHanatioIDI : 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in temporary vibration increases at nearby 
sensitive receptors. Impacts to sensitive receptors resulting from the proposed project would depend on severa! 
factors, such as the type of project for the given area, land use of the given area, and duration of proposed 
construction activities. Additionally, construction vibration levels would fluctuate depending on the construction 
phase, equipment type, and duration of the use; distance between the noise source and receptor; and the ground 
conditions between the vibration source and receptor. 

The proposed project would require grading and construction activities that would intennittently and temporarily 
generate vibration levels above ambient background levels. Vibration levels in the immediate vicinity of the 
construction sites could increase. 

Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of perception. 
Building damage can take the fonn of cosmetic or structural. Data indicate that construction vibration levels are 
generally less than the 0.200 in/sec ppv threshold of human annoyance and architectural damage at distances of 
25 feet. For vibratory compacting/rolling equipment, slightly greater distances would be required to avoid the 0.200 
in/sec ppv threshold. Generally, a distance of 30 feet would be sufficient to achieve compliance with the threshold. 
Because structures are set back 30 feet or more from the edge of pavement at the locations where construction 
would occur, vibrations from construction equipment would be less than significant. 

MitigatioHll Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SngHllifncaJl]{~e aftell" MntigatioHll: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

IMPACT 5-3: Noise-seHllsitive land Ullses c01llRd !be exposed to noise in excess of lIllormaBiy acceptabUe 
noise !levels or sUll!bstalllltUaB incll"eases in lI]onse as a result of the operation of expanded Oil" new transportation 
facilities (i.e., increased! traffic resulting from roadway extensions~ addition of tlllrouglln Banes, modifncatioll] of 
existing alignments, etc.). This impact is considered Significant and Unavoidable. 

FindiIDIgs: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 
to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
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lExpRanatiollll : 

Implementation ofthe proposed project is predicted to result in both increases and decreases in traffic noise levels 
in the Community Plan area due to changes in overall traffic volumes and segment speeds due to the speed 
reduction treatments. The proposed project would result in increases in traffic noise levels ranging between 0.1 to 
15.7 dBA Ldn, while decreases in traffic noise levels are predicted to range between -0.2 and -4.9 dBA Ldn• The 
largest increases in traffic noise are predicted on PFE Road from Pinehurst to Cook-Riolo Road at 15.7 dBA Ldn • 

The increase at this location on PFE Road is considered to be significant. 

The noise increase on PFE Road is predicted as a result ofPFE Road not being closed at Cook-Riolo Road, as 
planned in the existing Community Plan - Transportation Element. The increase in noise levels would affect 
approximately 17 single-family residential uses immediately adjacent to PFE Road,two of which are shielded by 
existing sound walls. 

Mitigation is identified to reduce noise impacts at this location. However, even with the policy and regulatory 
controls for noise-related impacts in place in the Community Plan area, it is not certain that this mitigation measure 
would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Because of this, and because subsequent improvement 
projects may result in an increase in ambient noise levels, this increase in traffic noise levels would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigation Measure 5-3a: Reduce Noise lLevels Along l?JFE Road 

To reduce the predicted 15.7 dB increase in traffic noise levels along PFE Road between Pinehurst and 
Cook-Riolo Road, the County shall consider various noise reduction measures. Noise reduction measures 
could consist of sound walls, landscaped berms, and/or Open Graded Asphalt Concrete (OGAC) pavements. 
However, the use of sound walls or landscaped berms along PFE Road may not be feasible at various 
locations along this roadway due to driveway openings and/or right-of-way constraints. The use of OGAC 
pavement during road widening or repaving projects could be a practical alternative to noise barriers and has 
been shown to provide a long-term 3- to 5-dB reduction in noise levels. While this noise reduction measure 
would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, it would help to reduce the impact. 

Sigu:nifBc~mce after Mitigation: 

This impact is significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. 

J. JPlUBlLXC SlERVJ[ClES 

NOP!][S: Maiu:ntaillllilllg acceptable service Jratios, respOllllse tnmes, or otBller perfoJrmau:nce objectives for 
police allld fire protectiou:n. This nmpact is considered! Less than Significant. 

Fiu:ndling: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that result in a less-than­
significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft EIR. 

lExplanatiollll : 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or the need for new or physically altered government 
facilities including schools, parks, or other public facilities. Implementation of the speed reduction treatments 
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would reduce travel speeds from approximately 40 to 30 mph on the affected roadways. The reduction in travel 
speeds would slightly increase fire and police emergency response times because emergency vehicles would have to 
navigate the proposed roundabouts or other speed reduction treatments, which would require a slower speed. 

Mitngationn MeaSlUllre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SignnfificaIDlce after MiHgatllonn: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

lHI. TRANSPORTATKON/CIRCUlLATION 

KMJP ACT 6-1: Projed COIDlstnllctioIDl wOlIdd temporarftRy add trnps to the Rocal roadway nnetworlk dUlrnlIRg 
COHll.strMctnOHll.. This nmpact is cOHll.sideredl Less than Significant. 

Findings: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

lExplanatioIDl : 

Construction-related activities associated with the proposed project would be of short duration due to the limited 
scope, nature, and size of impact areas. Typical construction equipment would include bulldozers, backhoes, 
graders, rollers, dump trucks, concrete mixers, and paving machines. It is anticipated that the construction crews 
would operate 8 to 10 hours a day, 5 days a week. It is assumed that simultaneous construction activities would 
occur during the construction period of the proposed project. As a result, proposed project construction would 
temporarily add trips to the local roadway network. Preparation and implementation of construction traffic 
management plans for onsite and offsite construction activities would be implemented prior to construction in order 
to minimize adverse LOS or neighborhood traffic impacts during the various phases of construction. These plans 
are typically prepared and/or approved by the County Traffic Engineer. These plans generally include the following 
components: 

o A striping and signing plan, including offsite traffic control devices; 
o An analysis of traffic volumes on roadways where one-way traffic control would be required, if any, to 

determine whether the hours of such control should be limited; 
o Provision of flag persons as necessary to facilitate traffic flow through construction areas; 
Ell Arranging construction schedules to begin and end during off-peak hours, as necessary and feasible; 
Ci> Arranging construction schedules during the summer season to reduce the impact at nearby schools; and 
o A community relations program would be implemented prior to and during the construction period. 

Prior to the commencement of any construction activities associated with the proposed project, it is anticipated that 
the Placer County Department of Public Works would conduct a thorough review of the proposed construction 
activities and create an appropriate construction traffic management plan. It is not possible to create the plan at this 
time due to the uncertainty of timing for implementation of the proposed project. Additionally, the phases of 
construction are also unknown at this time. It is anticipated that the plan, when it is created and approved by the 
County Traffic Engineer, would reduce any potential impact regarding construction-related traffic on the local 
roadway network to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure: 
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No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Signnftfic2lIDlce after Mitigationn: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

IMPACT 6-2: UmBer tine Existinng Plus Project Scennario witlln PlFE Road openn, tllne proposed project 
woulld not result inn all"eductionn inn traffic connditions (LOS Oil" vic Il"atio). Tilnis impact is connsidlell"edl Less than 
Significant. 

lFinndliillgs: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

Explanation: 

A qualitative evaluation of the Existing Plus Project condition was conducted for the Draft EIR, rather than a full 
modeling exercise, for the following reasons: 

o The proposed project is not needed to accommodate existing traffic demand. It is intended to reduce 
expected future traffic congestion levels on the local roadway system in the Community Plan area stemming 
from future development in those areas. 

o Construction of the proposed project is not expected to commence until adequate funding is available. 

The combination of keeping PFE Road open, constructing speed reduction treatments on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo 
Road, widening selected Community Plan area roadways, and removing the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road 
intersection restriction would lead to increased volume on Walerga Road and possibly reduce volumes on both Watt 
Avenue and Cook-Riolo Road, as well as reduce vehicle speeds along PFE Road and Cook-Riolo-Road. While 
some roadway segments and intersections in the Community Plan area would have increases in traffic volumes due 
to implementation of the proposed project, several roadway segments and intersections would have decreases in 
traffic volumes. Under existing plus project conditions, i.e., without the addition of traffic under 2025 conditions, it 
is unlikely that any roadway segments or intersections would go from LOS D or better to LOS E or worse. It is also 
unlikely that the roadway segments or intersections currently at LOS E or F would operate at worse conditions. 
Thus, the reductions in traffic conditions under the Existing Plus Project Scenario would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Significance aftell" Mitigation: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

1IJ\.1JP ACT 6-3: Under tbe CumuDative Plus Project Scenario with PlFE Road open, tine proposed project 
would cause roadways in Placer County to experience a decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio at a 
substanndanll LOS condition. Tbas impact is considered Less than Significant. 

lFindings: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 
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The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion on some Placer County roadways. Compared to the No Project 
Alternative, the proposed project would have no significant impacts on Placer County roadways. However, the 
LOS would not worsen from A, B, C, D, or E (for selected locations as described in proposed revisions to Goal 6 in 
the Community Plan - Transportation Element) to unacceptable E or F; or worsen from LOS E to F as described in 
Goal 6. Thus, impacts from operation of the proposed project on Placer County roadways would be less than 
significant 

Mntngatfionn MeasUllre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

SngmlRfficallllce after Mitngatiiollll: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

IMPACT 6-4: Unnder tlllle OtnmUllBatftve P!UllS Projed Scennarllo wWIn lP'lFlE Road openn, tlllle proposedprojed 
wOUllldl c~mse roadways inn theOiry of Rosevme to experieImce a decrease nn the voIUllme-to-capacity ratio at a 
substamllard LOS condiltioIm. TlllIis impact is cOImsidleredl Less than Significant. 

lFiImdliImgs: 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

Explillmatllonn : 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion on some City of Roseville roadways. Compared to the No 
Project Alternative, the proposed project would have no significant impacts on City of Roseville roadways. The 
LOS would not worsen from A, B, or C to D, E, or F; or worsen from LOS D to E or LOS E to F. Thus, impacts 
from operation of the proposed project on City of Roseville roadways would be less than significant. 

Mitigation MeasUllJre: 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Sigl!lifncaImce after MntigatnoIm: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

IMPACT 6-5: Hmder the CUllmUllBatuve JPUUllS JPlrOject Scenario with PJFE Road openn, the proposed! pmject 
wouldl cause ll"Oadways in Sacramennto Commty to experneImce a diecrease inn the vohnme-to-capacity ratio at a 
substandardl LOS connditionn. This impact is connsidered Less than Significant. 

Fimllings: 

Under CEQA, no mItigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 
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lExplannatllonn : 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion on some Sacramento County roadways. Compared to the No 
Project Alternative, the proposed project would have no significant impacts on Sacramento County roadways, as 
these facilities operate at LOS D or better. The LOS would not worsen from A, B, or C to D, E, or F; or worsen 
LOS F conditions by increase in the vic ratio by more than 0.05. Thus, impacts from operation ofthe proposed 
project on Sacramento County roadways would be less than significant. 

No mitigation measures are warranted. 

Signnifncsnnce aner Mhigadonn: 

This impact is less than significant without mitigation. 

lilVllP AC'I 6-6: Unnd!er the Cnnmnnnative "PRnns "Project ScennarHo with "PlFlE Road! oJjJenn, the proJjJosed project 
would! cannse the "PlFlE Roadl/Cook-Riolo Roadl inntersectiolll to eXJjJerielllce a dlecrease in the vollnnme-to-csJjJadty 
ratio at a snnlbst:illHllardl LOS conndlitionn inn "PRacer Connlllty. 'Ihis imJjJact is connsidleredl Potentially Significant. 

lFinndlings: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 

. to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain potentially 
significant. 

lExpBanationn: 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion at some Placer County intersections.· Compared to the No 
Project Alternative, the proposed project would have a significant impact at the following intersection in Placer 
County: 

o PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road (LOS F, from vic of 1.11 to 1.24) 

The impact at the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would result in an increase in the vic ratio of 0.13. This 
would be a significant impact. Mitigation would result in an increase in the LOS at this intersection from F to E. 
This will ensure that traffic mitigation fees will be collected as projects are approved for development. These fees 
are applied in part toward funding intersection improvements, such as the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection. 
However, due to the uncertainty as to when sufficient funds can be obtained to actually build these improvements, 
this impact is considered potentially significant. 

Mitigationn Measure: 

Mitigation Measnnre 6-63: Add the "PlFlE Roadl/Cook-Riolo Road! lintersectionn limprovements to the Connlllty's 
CaphaH limprovemelllt "Program 

The County will add the following intersection improvement projects to the County's CIP: 
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o Converting the eastbound shared lane to a separate left lane and a shared through/right lane, and 
converting the southbound shared through/right lane to a separate through lane and a separate right 
lane at the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would result in an increase in the LOS from F 
toE. 

Sngl!llifncal!llce after MitigatJiol!ll: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

IMPACT 6-7: lfJlffider tJlP.e C1!lllrnm!ative PR1!ll§ Pn)ject S~el!llaJrfto 'wntlbl PlFlE Road! 0pel!ll~ tltte proJPlo§edl JPlIrojed 
wound caunse tIlDe Basenil!lle Road/Cook-Riolo RoadlWoodcreek Oaks Bounftevard il!lltersectiOllIl to experiel!llce a 
decrease il!ll the vohllme-to-caJPlacnty ratio at a substandard LOS conditiol!ll, cause the Baseline RoadlMain 
StreetlFootllDms Bou!evard illltersectiol!ll to experielllce a decrease in tIlDe voHume-to-caJPacity ratio at a 
substamllard LOS comifttuOlu, and cause the Foothms Boulevard/ Vineyard Road Bl!lltersection to experience a 
decrease in the voBume-to-caJPacity ratio at a substal!lldard LOS cOIllldntion il!ll tIlDe City of Rosevme. Tilnis 
impact is cOl!llsideredl Potentially Significant. 

FnmHngs: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 
to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain potentially 
significant. 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion at some City of Roseville intersections. Compared to the No 
Project Alternative, the proposed project would have a significant impact at the following three intersections in the 
City of Roseville: 

o Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadlWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard (LOS E, from vIC of 0.93 to 0.98) 
o Baseline RoadlMain StreetIFoothills Boulevard (LOS F, from vic of 1.26 to 1.28) 
o Foothills BoulevardlVineyard Road (LOS F, from vic of 1.29 to 1.34) 

The impact at the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadIWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection would result in an 
increase in the vic ratio of 0.05. The impact at the Baseline RoadlMain StreetIFoothills Boulevard intersection and 
the Baseline Road/Walerga RoadIFiddyment Road would result in an increase in the vic ratio of 0.02. The impact 
at the Foothills BoulevardlVineyard Road intersection would result in an increase in the vic ratio of 0.05. These 
would be significant impacts. 

Mitigatiol!ll Measure: 

Mitigation Measure 6-731: COl!lltribuite a Fair and Reasonable Contribution to improving the Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo RoadllWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard nntersection, the Baseline RoadlMain StreetllFoothiKHs 
Bounlevardllfntersection, and the Foothills BounlevardNnneyard Road Intersection 

The proposed project shall contribute a fair and reasonable contribution toward converting the right-tum 
only lanes to shared through/right lanes on the north and southbound approaches and adding a second 
southbound receiving lane at the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection 
to increase in the LOS from E to D; convert the westbound right-tum only lane to a shared through/right 
lane at the Baseline RoadlMain StreetlFoothills Boulevard intersection to reduce the vic impact from 1.28 to 
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1.20; and convert the westbound right-tum only lane to a shared through/right lane at the Foothills 
BoulevardNineyard Road intersection to reduce the vic impact from 1.34 to 1.24. 

In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of Roseville, Placer County shall 
negotiate in good faith to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with the intention of achieving, within 
a reasonable time period after approval of the proposed project, commitment for the provision of adequate 
fair share mitigation payments from the proposed project for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts. These 
Placer County mitigation payments are anticipated to be combined with similar fair share payments from the 
City of Roseville and other projects for the construction of the identified improvements. The mechanism' 
would consist of either a new fee program or the modification of an existing fee program. 

Signnificamce aifter Mitigatiorrn: 

This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

IMP AC,[ 6-8: 1[Jnnd!er tllne CunmunRative PRuns PIroject Scelluuno wWln PlFlE Road! openn, the pIroposed!pIroject 
wounM, cause the Watt AvenuellEHverta Road! inntersectioJl] to expcn-icJI]cc a decrease!JI] the volume-to-capacity 
ratio at a substandard!lLOS condition, and the Watt Avenue/Antelope Road uJI]tersectioJl] to expeIrieJl]ce a 
decrease in the volume-to-c3pacity ratio at a substanndard!lLOS condition in Sacramento COUlIllty. '[his 
impact is cOJl]sid!ered! PotentiallySignijicant. 

lFillldiJl]gs: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 
to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain potentially 
significant. 

lExpRanatiollll : 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion at some Sacramento County intersections. Compared to the No 
Project Alternative, the proposed project would have significant impacts at the following two intersections in 
Sacramento County: 

o Watt AvenuelElverta Road (LOS F, from vic of 1.33 to 1.50) 
o Watt Avenue/Antelope Road (LOS F, from vic of 1.37 to 1.48) 

The impact at the Watt AvenuelElverta Road and Watt Avenue/Antelope Road intersections would result in an 
increase in vic ratios of less than 0.17 and 0.11, respectively. This would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure: 

Mitigation Measure 6-8a: COJl]tJr]ili:mte a Fair ami ReasonabJe Contribution to Improvunng the Watt 
AvemnelEHverta Road! Inntersectiorrn and! the Watt Avenue/AnteRope Road! Intersection 

The proposed project shall contribute a fair and reasonable contribution toward adding a third eastbound 
through lane at the Watt AvenuelElverta Road intersection to reduce the vic impact from 1.50 to 1.32, and 
adding a second westbound left-tum lane at the Watt Avenue/Antelope Road intersection to reduce the vic 
impact from 1.48 to 1.37. 

In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the County of Sacramento, Placer County shall 
negotiate in good faith with the County of Sacramento to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with 
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the intention of achieving, within a reasonable time period after approval of the proposed project, 
commitment for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation payments from the proposed project for its 
out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts. These Placer County mitigation payments are anticipated to be combined 
with similar fair share payments from the County of Sacramento and other projects for the construction of 
the identified improvements. The mechanism would consist of either a new fee program or the modification 
of an existing fee program. . 

Siglmifncalmce after Mitigation: 

This impa.ct is less than significant with mitigation. 

1IMJ? ACT 6-9: Under the ClIP Analysis CUJlmUJIlatnve PHUJls Project Scenarno with lPlFlE Road opelm, the 
proposed project would c~mse tine Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadlWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard illBtersectiolm 
to experience a decrease in tiDe vohlme-to-capacity mtio at a sUJlbstamllardl JLOS condition nn the Cnty of 
Roseville. This nmpact ns cOlmsidered Potentially Significant. 

Findings: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed project that substantially lessen, but 
do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 
to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain potentially 
significant. 

lExpBanation: 

The proposed project would not generate new traffic but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan 
area with the potential to increase local congestion on some City of Roseville intersections. Compared to the No 

. Project Alternative, the proposed project would have significant impacts at the following intersection in the City of 
Roseville: 

o Baseline Road/W oodcreek Oaks Boulevard (LOS F) 

The impact at this intersection would result in a decrease from LOS D to F. This would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation MeasUJIre: 

Mitigation Measure 6-931: Contribute a Fair and ReasOlllabDe ContributiOl!lI to Improving the BaselRlIle 
Road/Coolk-Riono RoadlWoodcreelk. Oalks Boulevard intersection 

The proposed project shall contribute a fair and reasonable contribution toward allowing two southbound 
and northbound through lanes and adding a second eastbound left-turn lane at the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection to increase the LOS impact from F to C. 

In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of Roseville, Placer County shall 
negotiate in good faith to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with the intention of achieving, within 
a reasonable time period after approval of the proposed project, commitment for the provision of adequate 
fair share mitigation payments from the proposed project for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts. These 
Placer County mitigation payments are anticipated to be combined with similar fair share payments from the 
City of Roseville and other projects for the construction of the identified improvements. The mechanism 
would consist of either a new fee program or the modification of an existing fee program. 

Significance after Mitigation: 
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This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

X. GROWTH llND1UClING JJMl? ACTS 

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to evaluate indirect or secondary effects of a project, which may include 
growth-inducing effects. Section 15126( d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project could be considered 
growth inducing if it could "foster economic or popUlation growth, or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding enviromnent." A development project may have growth-inducing potential 
if, for example, it extends infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, roads) to undeveloped areas or increases the capacity of 
existing irJrastmcture; promotes similar development to oCGUr on adjacent parcels; increases the area's housing 
supply; or introduces new employment to an area. 

In the absence of other favorable conditions, however, it is unlikely that anyone of these components could induce 
significant growth. A mix of economic, political, physical, and social factors ultimately determines the magnitude, 
location, and timing of growth. Variables including regional economic trends, housing demand, land availability 
and cost, quality of infrastructure and public services, proximity to employment centers, and regulatory 
considerations, affect the way in which growth occurs. 

GJrowtlln Almticipated! ilm aline Dry CreeklWest Placer Community Plan 

The Community Plan area envisions low-density, single-family, residential development in the non-floodplain 
areas, with commercial uses at the comers ofPFE RoadlWatt Avenue and PFE Road/Walerga Road. Within the 
Community Plan area, developed land consists of agricultural uses, rural residences, and some small low-density 

'residential developments (i.e., typical suburban development of 0.5 to 2 dwelling units per acre). 

There is a substantial amount of development pressure to convert existing agricultural land uses within the 
Community Plan area to additional low-density residential developments. The County recently approved the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan which is a 5,230-acre mixed-use development including low-density residential, retail and 
office space, rural residential uses, and parks and open space. This development alone accounts for a majority of 
the Community Plan area, and will significantly transform the central and western portions of the Community Plan 
area from agricultural and rural uses to suburban uses. Another approved development, Morgan Creek, consists of 
596 acres of residential development on existing agricultural land. The recently approved Riolo Vineyards Specific 
Plan (526 acres of low-, medium-, and high-density residential uses, commercial, and agricultural-residential 
parcels) will further transform the Community Plan area from agricultural and rural to residential, ifapproved. 

Outside of the Community Plan area, land to the south in Sacramento County, land uses include low-density 
residential development with some scattered commercial locations. Land uses to the east in the City of Roseville 
include a mixture of low- and medium-density residential, commercial, and mixed use industrial development, 
while areas to the north and west are largely agricultural and rural residential. As further evidence of the 
development pressure in this general area of Placer County, the West Roseville Specific Plan to the northwest was 
approved in early 2004 and includes 3,159 acres of commercial and residential uses in a village center concept, 
while the Elverta Specific Plan to the south was approved in mid-2007 and includes 1,756 acres of mixed-use 
development in northern Sacramento County. Another project, the Regional University Specific Plan to the 
northwest, was recently approved in late 2008 and includes 1,100 acres of mixed-use development. These 
developments will transform large tracts ofland north and south of the Community Plan area from agricultural and 
rural to commercial and residential. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan to the north (2,064 acres of mixed-use 
development) is a proposed development that would most likely influence the Community Plan area. 

Under the proposed project, the population and housing in the Community Plan area would remain as currently 
exists or is planned, as no new buildings or residents are associated with the proposed project. The proposed project 
would not generate new traffic, but would redistribute traffic throughout the Community Plan area with the potential 
to increase local congestion on some roadways and intersections. 
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Constraints to growth in the Community Plan area were evaluated qualitatively based on existing land use 
designations and land uses, and the capacity and extent of infrastructure improvements. Based on direction 
provided in the CEQA Guidelines, these elements were deternlined to be key in ascertaining whether the proposed 
project would induce additional growth beyond the amount anticipated in the General Plan and Community Plan. 

There are few principal constraints to substantial new growth in the Community Plan area. Surrounding parcels are 
designated for Low-Density Development or Planning Reserve area. Such land use designations anticipate growth, 
and do not provide a constraint to growth. Portions of the surrounding area rely on individ~la! septic systems, 
Water and sewer pipelines serve portions of Community Plan area from the west, up to Walerga Road. Additional 
growth would require extensions of these services, including (depending on location) annexation into the Placer 
County Water Agency's Zone 1 and into the West Dry Creek (Basin 5A) service area ofthe Dry Creek Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. These are modest constraints. 

Roadways in the Community Plan area present a constraint in that they are primarily rural, two-lane roads, although 
planned and proposed improvements would increase the capacity of some of these roads, including the roadways for 
additional widening under the proposed project. 

lRemovaB of Growth Cmnstrainnts 

The proposed project would remove constraints to growth by accommodating to some extent future traffic demand 
while at the same time preserving the rural character of the Community Plan area. It would not of itself increase 
vehicle trips. However, it would leave PFE Road open, widen three roadways, and remove a through-movement 
restriction. At the same time it would construct speed-reduction treatments to encourage through-trips outside of 
the Community Plan area. The proposed project would accommodate but not induce growth. 

XlI. PROJECT ALTlERNA TIVJES 

These findings address whether the various alternatives lessen or avoid any of the significant unavoidable impacts 
associated with the proposed project and consider the feasibility of each alternative. Under CEQA, "'(f)easible' 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors" (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.). The concept of 
feasibility permits agency decisionmakers to consider the extent to which an alternative is able to meet some or all 
of a project's objectives. In addition, the definition of feasibility encompasses desirability to the extent that an 
agency's determination of infeasibility represents a reasonable balancing of competing economic, environmental, 
social, and technological factors. 

As stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR 
is to: 

" ... describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any ofthe 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives." 

The feasibility of an alternative may be determined based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site 
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other plans or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1 )). 

The proposed project would result in several impacts that would remain significant or potentially 
significant after mitigation: 

o Noise-sensitive land uses could be exposed to noise in excess of normally acceptable levels or 
substantial increases in noise as a result of the operation of expanded or new transportation 
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facilities (i.e., increased traffic resulting from roadway extensions, addition of through lanes, 
modification of existing alignments, etc.). 

o Cumulative noise impacts related to increased traffic from assumed land use and roadways, as 
well as redistribution of traffic associated with the proposed project, are anticipated. 

o Cumulative traffic impacts related to redistribution of traffic from assumed land use and 
roadways, as well as redistribution of traffic associated with the proposed project, are anticipated. 
These impacts are considered potentially significant because funding for mitigation to reduce 
these impacts to less-than-significant levels is not certain, specifically: 

Under the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause 
the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection to experience a decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio 
at a substandard LOS condition in Placer County. 

o Under the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause 
the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection to experience a 
decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition, cause the Baseline 
RoadlMain StreetlFoothills Boulevard intersection to experience a decrease in the volume-to­
capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition, and cause the Foothills Boulevard/ Vineyard Road 
intersection to experience a decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition 
in the City of Roseville. 

Under the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause 
the Watt Avenue/Elverta Road intersection to experience a decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio 
at a substandard LOS condition, and the Watt Avenue/Antelope Road intersection to experience a 
decrease in the volume-to-capacity ratio at a substandard LOS condition in Sacramento County. 

o Under the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Analysis Cumulative Plus Project Scenario with PFE 
Road open, the proposed project would cause the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks 
Boulevard intersection to experience a decrease in the vic ratio at a substandard LOS condition in the 
City of Roseville. 

The Board of Supervisors has considered the alternatives presented and analyzed in the Final EIR and presented 
during the comment period and public hearing process. Some of these alternatives have the potential to avoid or 
reduce certain significant or potentially significant environmental impacts, as set forth below. The Board of 
Supervisors finds, based on specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, that these 
alternatives are infeasible and/or would not satisfy project objectives (either in whole or significant part). Each 
alternative and the facts supporting the finding of infeasibility of each alternative are set forth below. 

A. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FlUlRTlHIlER CONS][DERATION 

Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that would reduce significant impacts while 
still meeting most of the proposed project objectives. Those alternatives that would have impacts identical to or 
more severe than the proposed project, or that would not meet most of the proposed project objectives (either in 

. whole or in significant part), were rejected from further consideration. Alternatives exceeding the significance 
thresholds for the aforementioned issue areas would not substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts 
identified in the EIR and were rejected from further analysis. 

1. Ollsite AUernatives 

The significant impacts of the proposed project are associated with a change in traffic patterns within and 
immediately adjacent to the Community Plan area, and increased noise within the Community Plan area. 

Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan -
Transportation Element Update 
Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Consideration (August 9, 2011) 

48 

ffJ 



The County worked to identify onsite alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of these significant 
effects. The efforts centered on keeping PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road rural in nature. One alternative 
contemplated transitioning PFE Road to a one-way facility. This alternative was eliminated because it would 
further restrict access within the Community Plan area, lead to an unfavorable regional change in traffic patterns, 
and increase noise in many locations due to the traffic pattern change. Another alternative focused on increasing 
connections to the Community Plan area. Providing additional access to the Community Plan area would also lead 
to a regional change in traffic patterns and resulting increased noise. Thus, these alternatives were eliminated from 
further consideration as they did not address the proposed project's objectives. 

Other alternatives for reducing significant impacts are encompassed in the alternatives identified for further analysis 
presented in Section B below. The proposed project was formulated in part as a result of combining components of 
these alternatives. 

2. Offsnte Alltematives 

Since the objectives of the proposed project relate to the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element 
Update, the development of alternatives was focused on the Community Plan area. Traffic solutions that would 
extend beyond the Community Plan area were examined as part of the traffic forecast modeling conducted for the 
proposed project, inasmuch as the traffic model considered the effects of either closing or not closing PFE Road. 
No offsite solutions were identified as a result ofthis analysis. 

B. ALTlERNATIVES CONSIDlERED lIN THlE Em 

The EIR provides a comparative analysis of the merits of alternatives to the proposed project pursuant to Section 
15126.6 of the state CEQA Guidelines, as amended. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to explain 
potentially feasible ways to avoid or minimize significant effects of the proposed project. According to the CEQA 
Guidelines, the EIR need only examine in detail those alternatives that could feasibly meet most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project. When addressing feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that 
"among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether 
the applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to alternative sites." The CEQA Guidelines 
also specify that the alternatives discussion should not be remote or speculative, and need not be presented in the 
same level of detail as the assessment of the proposed project. 

Therefore, based on the CEQA Guidelines, several factors need to be considered in determining the range of 
alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR, and the level of analytical detail that should be provided for each alternative. 
These factors include: (1) the nature of the significant impacts of the proposed project; (2) the ability of alternatives 
to avoid or lessen the significant impacts associated with the proposed project; (3) the ability of the alternatives to 
meet the objectives of the proposed project; and (4) the feasibility of the alternatives. These factors would be 
unique for each project. These considerations narrowed the alternatives for analysis in the EIR to those described 
below. This analysis primarily evaluates alternatives for their ability to eliminate or substantially reduce residual 
(post-mitigation) impacts or effects attributed to the proposed project, and the impacts of mitigation measures. 

Six project alternatives, described below, were selected to represent the range of project options for purposes of 
evaluating environmental impacts. 

o No Project Alternative: Closure ofPFE Road Just West of Cook-Riolo Road 
o Alternative 1: PFE Road to Remain Open 
(') Alternative 2: PFE Road to Remain Open, Widen/Extend Community Plan Area Roadways and Remove 

Baseline Road/Coqk-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction 
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o Alternative 3: PFE Road to Remain Open, Construct Speed Reduction Treatments, and Remove Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction 

o Alternative 4: PFE Road to Remain Open, Construct Speed Reduction Treatments, Widen Community Plan 
Area Roadways, and Remove Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection 
Restriction 

o Alternative 5: PFE Road to Remain Open, Keep Intersection Restriction, Widen Community Plan Area 
Roadways, and Construct Speed Reduction Treatments 

Similar to the proposed project for comparative purposes, Alternatives 1,2, 3, 5, and 6 use the updated/modified 
LOS standard to determine significant impacts as identified in Goal 6 and Policy 9 in the Community Plan­
Transportation/Circulation Element Update. The No Project Alternative and Alternative 4 use LOS C to determine 
significant impacts as identified in the 1990 Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element. 

The above alternatives could be considered to be potentially feasible scenarios for updating the Community Plan 
and are therefore analyzed in the EIR. The alternatives capture a reasonable range of options, from continuation of 
the existing conditions to other actions that could potentially meet the objectives of the proposed project, while 
reducing potentially significant impacts of the proposed project. This section provides a description of these 
alternatives, and an analysis of the alternative's ability to reduce significant unavoidable impacts, which may be 
different from those of the proposed project. 

L No lProject AHtemative: Closure of lPF1E Road! Just West of Cook-Riolo Road! 

Descriptionn 

The No Project Alternative is required to be evaluated by CEQA Section §15126 (2)(4). The analysis must examine 
the impacts that might occur if the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element was not updated, 
and if the project site(s) were to be left in their present condition, as well as what may reasonably be expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the proposed project were not approved. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element would not be 
updated and PFE Road just west of the Cook-Riolo Road would be closed as directed by the current Community 
Plan. The existing Community Plan's transportation goals and policies would remain in effect. However, the 
regional and Community Plan area land use assumptions as well as roadway assumptions would be constructed. 

Should cul-de-sacs be selected for construction with the closure ofPFE Road, a worst-case total temporary ground 
disturbance of approximately 0.06 acre and total permanent disturbance of approximately 0.13 acre would result, for 
a total disturbance of approximately 0.19 acre. All ground disturbance would be within 100 feet of the existing 
centerline on PFE Road. A 7-foot construction right-of-way has been assumed with this alternative. 

Construction-related activities associated with the No Project Alternative would be of short duration due to the 
limited scope, nature, and size of impact areas. Construction activities associated with the No Project Alternative 
would primarily consist of grading, paving, and placement of traffic signing. Typical construction equipment would 
include bulldozers, backhoes, graders, rollers, dump trucks, concrete mixers, and paving machines. It is anticipated 
the construction crews would operate 8 to 10 hours a day, 5 days a week. It is assumed that simultaneous 
construction activities would occur during the construction period of the No Project Alternative. Typical best 
management practices (Bl\1Ps) would include equipment maintenance, limiting hours of operation, and covering 
haul vehicles. Construction of the cul-de-sacs could be completed in approximately 2 months. 

AnaBysis of the AUennatnve's Ability to Reduce Significannt Unavoidalbne Project ][mpacts 

The No Project Alternative would produce minimal roadway configuration changes within the Community Plan 
area. The closure ofPFE Road just west of Cook-Riolo Road would restrict the movement of vehicles within the 
Community Plan Area, forcing a redistribution of traffic. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in 
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new significant and unavoidable impacts to noise-sensitive land uses due to the redistribution of traffic within the 
Community Plan area. The noise levels would affect numerous single-family residential uses throughout the 
Community Plan area. Twenty~three of the 25 intersections would experience a 60 dBA Ldn level or higher within 
the Community Plan area, which is considered to be significant according to the Placer County General Plan Noise 
Element. Under the proposed project twenty-four of the twenty-five intersections experience a 60 dBA Ldn level or 
higher within the Community Plan area, which is considered to be significant according to Placer County General 
Plan Noise Element. With respect to noise impacts on sensitive land uses, the No Project Alternative would 
introduce new significant and unavoidable impacts not attributable to the proposed project, and would not reduce 
significant and unavoidable impacts ofthe proposed project. 

Under the No Project Alternative, 18 intersections would experience an impact, as compared to six under the 
proposed project. No benefits to intersections were identified under the No Project Alternative, as compared to 
benefits to five intersections under the proposed project. Despite planned or proposed roadway improvement 
projects to increase capacity and assumed signalization of stop-controlled intersections, traffic volume demand 
during the PM peak hour would exceed capacity at most study intersections. With respect to traffic impacts on 
Community Plan area intersections in Placer County, the City of Roseville, and Sacramento County, the No Project 
Alternative would introduce new significant and unavoidable impacts not attributable to the proposed project, and 
would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

2. Antemative 1: JP'lFlE Road to Remain Open 

Descrnptionn 

Under Alternative 1, the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element would be updated. The 
transportation goals and policies would include the same modifications as the proposed project. Alternative 1 
would not close PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the Community Plan, but would instead leave PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. No speed reduction treatmentsor roadway widenings are assumed 
for Alternative 1. The existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through­
movement restriction would be retained. Alternative 1 consists of the following components: 

o Community Plan - Transportation Element Update - Similar to the proposed project, the County has 
reviewed the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element's goals and policies for 
relevance to today's community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. Alternative 1 would 
update/modify Purpose E, Goal 6, Goal 10, Policy 2, Policy 4, Policy 6, Policy 9, and Policy 17. 

o PFE Road to Remain Open - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 1 includes not 
closing PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the current Community Plan, but instead leaves PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. PFE Road would continue to perform the same function as 
it does today. 

Additionally, the regional and Community Plan area land use assumptions as well as roadway assumptions would 
be constructed. 

Analysis of the AUemative's AlbJinity to Reduce Sigmifncant Unavoidable lProfed Kmpacts 

Alternative lwould not produce roadway configuration changes within the Community Plan area. However, 
operation of Alternative 1 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to noise sensitive land uses due to the 
redistribution of traffic within the Community Plan area. Alternative 1 would result in increases in traffic noise 
levels ranging between 0.1 to 17.7 dBA Ldn, while decreases in traffic noise levels are predicted to range between-
0.1 and -0.2 dBA Ldn. The largest increases in traffic noise are predicted on PFE Road from Pinehurst to Cook­
Riolo Road at 17.7 dBA Ldn . The increase at this location on PFE Road is considered to be significant under the 4 
dB threshold of significance. The increase in noise levels would affect approximately 17 single-family residential 
uses immediately adjacent to PFE Road, two of which are shielded by existing sound walls. This impact is slightly 
greater than the 15.7 dBA Ldn that would be experienced under the proposed project. With respect to noise impacts 
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on sensitive land uses, Alternative 1 would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

Under Alternative 1, 10 intersections would experience an impact, as compared to six under the proposed project. 
No benefits to intersections were identified under Alternative 1, as compared to benefits to five intersections under 
the proposed project. Keeping PFE Road open would increase the traffic demand along PFE Road ancfVineyard 
Road, which results in impacts at the intersections along these roads. However, the change in traffic patterns would 
improve conditions from LOS E to D at the PFE Road/Watt Avenue intersection and from LOS E to C at the PFE 
RoadlPinehurst Drive intersection. The impact at six of the 10 intersections would result in an increase in the vic 
ratio ofless than 0.05. No intersections would worsen from LOS D or better conditions to LOS E or F conditions. 
With respect to traffic impacts on Community Plan area intersections in Placer County, the City of Roseville, and 
Sacramento County, Alternative 1 would introduce new significant and unavoidable impacts not attributable to the 
proposed project, and would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

Description 

3. AHternnative 2: lPlFE Roadl to Remainn OlPenn, WidennlExtelllldi Communnnity lPnann Area 
Roadways anndl Remove lBaselinne Road/Coolk-Riolo RoadllWoodicreek Oaks Bounlevard 
Xnntersectionn Restrictionn 

The intent of Alternative 2 is to serve more regional traffic and to provide enhanced connections through the 
Community Plan area. Under Alternative 2, the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element 
would be updated. The transportation goals and policies would include the same modifications as the proposed 
project. Alternative 2 would not close PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the current Community Plan, 
but instead leave PFE Road open and expand it to four lanes. Speed-reduction treatments associated with the 
proposed project would not be constructed under this alternative. The existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement restriction would be removed. Alternative 2 
consists of the following components (see Figure 7-5): 

o Community Plan - Transportation Element Update - Similar to the proposed project, the County has 
reviewed the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element's goals and policies for 
relevance to today's community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. Alternative 2 would 
update/modify Purpose E, Goal 6, Goal 10, Policy 2, Policy 4, Policy 6, Policy 9, and Policy 17. 

o PFE Road to Remain Open - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 2 includes not 
closing PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the current Community Plan, but instead leaves PFE 
Road open and expands it to four lanes. PFE Road would continue to perform the same function as it does 
today. 

o WidenlExtend Community Plan Area Roadways - Unlike the proposed project, this component of 
Alternative 2 includes widening PFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road, and Walerga Road, as well as extending 
Vineyard Road. Additional detail is provided below. 

o Widen PFE Road from two to four lanes from Watt Avenue east to Antelope Road. 
o Widen Cook-Riolo Road from two to four lanes from Baseline Road south to PFE Road. 
o Widen Walerga Road! from four to six lanes from Baseline Road south to Sacrament County line. 
o Extend Vineyard Road west to Walerga Road as a two-lane road. 

Widening of these three roadways (PFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road, and Walerga Rmid) would be designed to 
minimize the temporary and permanent impact area, which would limit the disturbance of the existing road right-of­
way. One additional 12-foot traffic lane with approximately 4-foot shoulders would be constructed on both sides of 
PFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road, and Walerga Road. The additional travel lanes and shoulders would directly be 
added to the northbound/southbound travel lanes of Cook-Riolo Road and Walerga Road, while on PFE Road the 

1 Currently, Walerga Road from Baseline Road south to PFE Road is partially a two-lane road and partially a fou;-Iane road. As a part of the 
planned roadway projects, Placer County intends to widen Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline Road south to Sacramento County line 
in the future. The widening to six lanes will be developer-driven along the existing two-lane section and County-driven along the existing 
four-lane section. This roadway widening is not a component of Alternative 2. 
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additional travel lanes and shoulders would be directly added to the eastbound/westbound travel lanes. The 
extension of Vineyard Road would include construction of two 12-foot traffic lanes with approximately 4-foot 
shoulders from White Mill Crescent Road west to Walerga Road. Extending Vineyard Road would be designed to 
minimize the temporary and permanent impact area. These improvements would result in a worst-case total 
temp~)fary ground disturbance of approximately 25.78 acres and total permanent disturbance of approximately 
25.94 acres, for a total disturbance of approximately 51.72 acres. 

o Remove Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction - Similar to 
the proposed project, this component of Alternative 2 assumes the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement restriction. No ground disturbance is 
assumed for this component of Alternative 2, as the existing traffic lanes would be reconfigured to 
accommodate the through-movement. 

Construction-related activities associated with Alternative 2 would be of short duration due to the limited scope, 
nature, and size of impact areas. Construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would primarily consist of 
grading, paving, and placement of traffic signing. Typical construction equipment would include bulldozers, 
backhoes, graders, rollers, dump trucks, concrete mixers, and paving machines. It is anticipated the construction 
crews would operate 8 to 10 hours a day, 5 days a week. It is assumed that simultaneous construction activities 
would occur during the construction period of Alternative 2. Typical BMPs would include equipment maintenance, 
limiting hours of operation, and covering haul vehicles. 

Construction activities for the roadway widening/extension would most likely occur over two to three years to 
minimize the impact on area schools, similar to the proposed project. It is anticipated that the removal of the 
existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restriction, including re-striping, removal 
of the raised median, modification of signal facilities and re-programming of signals, could be accomplished in two 
to four weeks. Modification of this intersection would be coordinated with the City of Roseville. 

Analysis of the Aitemative's Ability to Reduce SignificalID.t Unavoidable ProBect Impacts 

Alternative 2 would produce substantial roadway configuration changes within the Community Plan area. Keeping 
PFE Road open, widening/extending Community Plan area roadways, and removing the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection restriction would result in a redistribution of traffic. Operation of 
Alternative 2 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to noise-sensitive land uses due to the 
redistribution of traffic within the Community Plan area. Alternative 2 would result in increases in traffic noise 
levels ranging between 0.1 and 20.7 dBA Ldn, while decreases in traffic noise levels are predicted to range between 
-0.1 and -1.8 dBA Ldn. The largest increases in traffic noise are predicted on PFE Road from Pinehurst to Cook­
Riolo Road at 20.7 dBA Ldn, and on Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard north of Baseline Road at 4.7 dBA Ldn. The 
increase at these locations is considered to be significant under the 4 dB threshold of significance, and would be 
greater in area and intensity than for the proposed project, under which noise impacts would also be significant. 
With respect to noise impacts on sensitive land uses, Alternative 2 would not reduce significant and unavoidable 
project impacts. 

Under Alternative 2, 10 intersections would experience an impact, as compared to six under the proposed project. 
No benefits to intersections were identified under Alternative 2, as compared to benefits to five intersections under 
the proposed project. The intersections are adjacent to the widened roadways proposed under Alternative 2. Only 
one intersection, Atkinson Street/Foothills Boulevard Northbound Ramps, would worsen from LOS D or better 
conditions to LOS E or F conditions. The impact at four of the 10 intersections would result from an increase in the 
vic ratio ofless than 0.05. Despite the additional capacity provided along PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road, no 
intersections would improve from LOS E or F to LOS D or better. With respect to traffic impacts on Community 
Plan area intersections in Placer County, the City of Roseville, and Sacramento County, Alternative 2would 
introduce new significant and unavoidable impacts not attributable to the proposed project, and would not reduce 
significant and unavoidable project impacts. 
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Jl)escll"BJQtionn 

4!, ADteJrlluadve 3: l?JFlE Rmnd! to Remahn Openn, Connsumcu §peed! Red!unctionn 'JI'Ireatmennts, annd! 
Remove BaseHftnne Road!/Coolk-RftoHo Road!lWoodlcIreelk Oalks BounHevaIrdl InnueIrsectionn 
RestIrkdonn 

The intent of Alternative 3 is primarily to preserve the rural character ofPFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. 
Community Plan area roadways would not be widened. Under Alternative 3, the existing Community Plan­
Transportation/Circulation Element would be updated. The transportation goals and policies would include the 
same modifications as the proposed project Unlike Alternative 2 and similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 
proposes to keep PFE Road open and construct speed reduction treatments on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. 
The existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement 
restriction would be removed. Components related to Alternative 3 include: 

o Community Plan - Transportation Element Update - Similar to the proposed project, the County has 
reviewed the existing Community Plan - Transportatio/Circulation Element's goals and policies for 
relevance to today's community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. Alternative 3 would 
update/modify Purpose E, Goal 6, Goal 10, Policy 2, Policy 4, Policy 6, Policy 9, and Policy 17. 

o PFE Road to Remain Open - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 3 includes not 
closing PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the current Community Plan, but instead leaves PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. PFE Road would continue to perform the same function as 
it does today. 

o Construct Speed-Reduction Treatments - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 3 
includes the construction of speed-reduction treatments on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. These 
speed-reduction treatments are assumed to be located at Billy Mitchell Boulevard and Pinehurst Drive on 
PFE Road; and Central Avenue2

, Vineyard Road; and Jimmy Way on Cook-Riolo Road. Speed-reduction 
treatments could take many forms, including roundabouts, neckdowns, center islands, and/or lateral shifts at 
mid-block locations to reduce through speeds. Should roundabouts be selected for construction at the five 
intersections identified above, a worst-case total temporary ground disturbance of approximately 1.03 acres 
and total permanent disturbance of approximately 1.94 acres would result, for a total disturbance of 
approximately 2.97 acres. All ground disturbance would be within 100 feet of the existing centerline on 
Cook-Riolo Road and PFE Road. 

(l) Remove Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction - Similar to 
the proposed project, this component of Alternative 3 assumes the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement restriction. No ground disturbance is 
assumed for this component of Alternative 3, as the existing traffic lanes would be reconfigured to 
accommodate the through-movement. 

Construction-related activities associated with Alternative 3 would be of short duration due to the limited scope, 
nature, and size of impact areas. Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would primarily consist of 
grading, paving, and placement of traffic signing. Typical construction equipment would include bulldozers, 
backhoes, graders, rollers, dump trucks, concrete mixers, and paving machines. It is anticipated the construction 
crews would operate 8 to 10 hours a day, 5 days a week. It is assumed that simultaneous construction activities 
would occur during the construction period of Alternative 3. Typical BMPs would include equipment maintenance, 
limiting hours of operation, and covering haul vehicles. No construction activities are associated with leaving PFE 
Road open in its current tvo-Iane configuration. 

Construction of speed-reduction treatments could be completed in approximately 2 months per site (10 months total 
for all five sites), similar to the proposed project. It is anticipated that the removal of the existing Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection through-movement restriction, including re-striping, removal of the raised 
median, modification of signal facilities and re-programming of signals, could be accomplished in two to four 

2 For evaluation purposes, a roundabout was studied at the northern Central Avenue/Cook-Riolo Road intersection. This roundabout could 
also achieve the same desired speed reduction if constructed at the southern Central Avenue/Cook-Riolo Road intersection. 
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weeks, similar to the proposed project. Modification ofthis intersection would be coordinated with the City of 
Roseville. 

Analysis ohlhe AHtematnve's Abmty to RedlUllce §ignftfncant Unavoidable Project JIm pacts 

Alternative 3 would produce minimal roadway configuration changes within the Community Plan area. Keeping 
PFE Road open, constructing speed reduction treatments, and removing the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection restriction would result in a redistribution of traffic. Operation of 
Alternative 3 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to noise-sensitive land uses due to the 
redistribution of traffic within the Community Plan area. Alternative 3 would result in increases in traffic noise 
levels ranging between 0.1 and 16.0 dBA Ldn, while decreases in traffic noise levels are predicted to range between 
-0.2 and --4.4 dBA Ldn. The largest increases in traffic noise are predicted on PFE Road from Pinehurst to Cook­
Riolo Road at 16.0 dBA Ldn. The increase at this location PFE Road is considered to be significant under the 4 dB 
threshold of significance. These noise levels would affect numerous single-family residential uses throughout the 
Community Plan area, and would be slightly greater in intensity than for the proposed project, under which noise 
impacts would also be significant. With respect to noise impacts on sensitive land uses, Alternative 3 would not 
reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

Under Alternative 3, nine intersections would experience an impact, as compared to six under the proposed project. 
No benefits to intersections were identified under Alternative 3, as compared to benefits to five intersections under 
the proposed project. No intersections would worsen from LOS D or better conditions to LOS E or F conditions. 
The impact at four of the nine intersectioris would result in an increase in the vic ratio ofless than 0.05. With 
respect to traffic impacts on Community Plan area intersections in Placer County, the City of Roseville, and 
Sacramento County, Alternative 3would introduce new significant and unavoidable impacts not attributable to the 
proposed project, and would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

Description 

5. ABtemative 4: PlFJE Road! to Remain Open, COl!llstfUllct Speed! Redluction Treatments, 
WidellB CommUllllBity Plan Area Roadlways, and! Remove BaseBillBe Road/Cook-Riolo 
RoadllWoodlcreek Oaks Boulevard! JIntersectioBl Restrictfton 

The intent of Alternative 4 is to preserve the rural character ofPFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road, while also 
providing enhanced connections through the Community Plan area, similar to the proposed project. Under 
Alternative 4, the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element would be updated. The 
transportation goals and policies would include similar modifications as the proposed project. The primary 
difference between the proposed project and Alternative 4 is the level of service (LOS) standard that would dictate 
future development within the Community Plan area. Alternative 4 uses LOS C to determine significant impacts as 
identified in the 1990 Community Plan - Transportatio/Circulation Element, while the proposed project uses the 
updated/modified LOS standard to determine significant impacts as identified in Goal 6 and Policy 9 in the 
Community Plan - Transportation Element update. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 proposes to keep PFE Road open and construct speed reduction 
treatments on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. Also similar to the proposed project, selected Community Plan area 
roadways would be widened and the existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard 
intersection through-movement restriction would not be retained. Alternative 4 consists of the following 
components: 

6 Community Plan - Transportation Element Update - Similar to the proposed project, the County has 
reviewed the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element's goals and policies for 
relevance to today' s community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. Alternative 4 would 
update/modifY Purpose E, Goal 10, Policy 2, Policy 4, Policy 6, and Policy 17. Unlike the proposed project, 
Goal 6 and Policy 9 would not be updated/modified under Alternative 4. 
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o PFE Road to Remain Open - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 4 includes not 
closing PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the current Community Plan, but instead leaves PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. PFE Road would continue to perform the same function as 
it does today. 

o Construct Speed-Reduction Treatments - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 4 
includes the construction of speed-reduction treatments on PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. These speed­
reduction treatments are assumed to be located at Billy Mitchell Boulevard and Pinehurst Drive on PFE 
Road; and Central Avenue, 3 Vineyard Road, and Jimmy Way on Cook-Riolo Road. Speed-reduction 
treatments could take many forms, including roundabouts, neckdowns, center islands, and/or lateral shifts at 
mid-bloc.k loc,ations to reduce through speeds. Should roundabouts be selected for construction at the five 
intersections identified above, a worst-case total temporary ground disturbance of approximately 1.03 acres 
and total permanent disturbance of approximately 1.94 acres would result, for a total disturbance of 
approximately 2.97 acres. All ground disturbance would be within 100 feet of the existing centerline on 
Cook-Riolo Road and PFE Road. 

o Widen Community Plan Area Roadways - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 4 
includes widening PFE Road, Watt Avenue, and Walerga Road. Additional detail is provided below. 

o Widen Watt Avenue from four to six lanes from PFE Road south to Sacramento County line. 
o Widen Walerga Road4 from four to six lanes from Baseline Road south to the Sacramento County 

line. 
o Widen PFE Road from two to four lanes from Watt Avenue east to Walerga Road. 

Widening of these three roadways (Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road) would be designed to 
minimize the temporary and permanent impact area, which would limit the disturbance of the existing road 
right-of-way. Additional 12-foot traffic lanes with approximately 4-foot shoulders would be constructed on 
both sides of Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road. The additional travel lanes and shoulders would 
be added directly to the northbound/southbound travel lanes of Watt Avenue and Walerga Road, while on 
PFE Road the additional travel lanes and shoulders would be added directly to the eastbound/westbound 
travel lanes. Construction of the additional travel lanes on Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road 
would result in a worst-case total temporary ground disturbance of approximately 12.12 acres and total 
permanent disturbance of approximately 12.21 acres, for a total disturbance of approximately 24.33 acres. 
All ground disturbance would be within 100 feet of the existing centerline ofPFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road, 
and Walerga Road. A 15-foot construction right-of-way has been assumed with this alternative. 

o Remove Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction - Similar to 
the proposed project, this component of Alternative 4 assumes the removal of the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo 
Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement restriction. No ground disturbance is 
assumed for this component of Alternative 4, as the existing traffic lanes would be reconfigured to 
accommodate the through-movement. 

Construction-related activities associated with Alternative 4 would be of short duration due to the limited scope, 
nature, and size of impact areas. Construction activities associated with Alternative 4 would primarily consist of 
grading, paving, and placement of traffic signing. Typical construction equipment would include bulldozers, 
backhoes, graders, rollers, dump trucks, concrete mixers, and paving machines. It is anticipated the construction 
crews would operate 8 to 10 hours a day, 5 days a week. It is assumed that simultaneous construction activities 
would occur during the construction period of Alternative 4. Typical BMPs would include equipment maintenance, 
limiting hours of operation, and covering haul vehicles. No construction activities are associated with leaving PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. 

Construction of speed reduction treatments could be completed in approximately 2 months per site (10 months total 
for all five sites). Construction activities for the roadway widening would most likely occur over a period of two to 

3 For evaluation purposes, a roundabout was studied at the northern Central Avenue/Cook-Riolo Road intersection. This roundabout could 
also achieve the same desired speed reduction if constructed at the southern Central Avenue/Cook-Riolo Road intersection. 
4 Currently, Walerga Road from Baseline Road south to PFE Road is partially a two-lane road and partially a four-lane road. As a part of the 
planned roadway projects, Placer County intends to widen Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline Road south to the Sacramento County 
line in the future. The widening to six lanes will be developer-driven along the existing two-lane section and County-driven along the existing 
four-lane section. This planned project is not a component of Alternative 4. 
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three years to minimize the impact on area schools. It is anticipated that the removal of the existing Baseline Road/ 
Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement restriction, including re-striping, 
raised median removal, modification of signal facilities and re-programming of signals, could be accomplished in 
two to four weeks. Modification of this intersection would be coordinated with the City of , Roseville. 

AJrnalysis oHlile AUell"Jrnatnve's Ability to RedlUllce Sngnific~mt UJrnavoidlabBe lPll"oBed impacts 

Alternative 4 would produce substantial roadway configuration changes within the Community Plan area. Keeping 
PFE Road open, constructing speed reduction treatments, widening Community Plan area roadways, and removing 
the Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection restriction would result in a 
redistribution of traffic. Operation of Alternative 4 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to noise­
sensitive land uses due to the redistribution of traffic within the Community Plan area. Alternative 4 would result in 
increases in traffic noise levels ranging between 0.1 and 15.7 dBA Ldn, while decreases in traffic noise levels are 
predicted to range between -0.2 and -4.9 dBA Ldn• The largest increases in traffic noise are predicted on PFE Road 
from Pinehurst to Cook-Riolo Road at 15.7 dBA Ldn. The increase at this location on PFE Road is considered to be 
significant under the 4 dB threshold of significance. These noise levels would affect numerous single-family 
residential uses throughout the Community Plan area, and would be slightly greater in intensity than for the 
proposed project, under which noise impacts would also be significant. With respect to noise impacts on sensitive 
land uses, Alternative 4 would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

Under Alternative 4, eight intersections would experience an impact, as compared to six under the proposed project. 
Five intersections were identified with benefits under Alternative 4, as compared to benefits to five intersections 
under the proposed project. No intersections would worsen from LOS D or better conditions to LOS E or F 
conditions. The impact at six of the eight intersections would result in an increase in the vic ratio of less than 0.05. 
With respect to traffic impacts on Community Plan area intersections in Placer County, the City of Roseville, and 
Sacramento County, Alternative 4would introduce new significant and unavoidable impacts not attributable to the 
proposed project, and would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

6. Altematdve 5: PFE Road to Remain Open, Keep iJrntersection Restriction, Widen 
Community lPlan Area Roadways, and Construct Speedl RedlUllction 'fll"eatmellts 

Description 

The intent of Alternative 5 is to serve more regional traffic on selected roadways by providing enhanced 
connections through the Community Plan area, while calming traffic along PFE Road to preserve its rural character. 
Under Alternative 5, the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element would be updated. The 
transportation goals and policies would include the same modifications as the proposed project. Similar to the 
proposed project, Alternative 5 proposes to keep PFE Road open and construct speed reduction treatments on PFE 
Road. Unlike the proposed project, speed reduction treatments on Cook-Riolo Road would not be constructed, and 
the existing Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadIWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection through-movement 
restriction would be retained. Similar to the proposed project, selected Community Plan area roadways would be 
widened. Alternative 5 consists of the following components: 

o Community Plan - Transportation Element Update - Similar to the proposed project, the County has 
reviewed the existing Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element's goals and policies for 
relevance to today's community environment and to ensure applicability in the future. Alternative 5 would 
update/modify Purpose E, Goal 6, Goal 10, Policy 2, Policy 4, Policy 6, Policy 9, and Policy 17. 

o PFE Road to Remain Open - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 5 includes not 
closing PFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road as directed by the current Community Plan, but instead leaves PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. PFE Road would continue to perform the same function as 
it does today. 

o Widen Community Plan Area Roadways - Similar to the proposed project, this component of Alternative 5 
includes widening Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road. Additional detail is provided below. 
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o Widen Watt Avenue from four to six lanes from PFE Road south to Sacramento County line. 
o Widen Walerga Roads from four to six lanes from Baseline Road south to the Sacramento County 

line. 
o Widen PFE Road from two to four lanes from Watt Avenue east to Walerga Road. 

Widening of these three roadways (Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road) would be designed to 
minimize the temporary and permanent impact area, which would limit the disturbance of the existing road 
right-of-way. Additional 12-foot traffic lanes with approximately 4-foot shoulders would be constructed on 
both sides of Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road. The additional travel lanes and shoulders would 
be added directly to the northbound/southbound travel lanes of Watt Avenue and Walerga Road, while on 
PFE Road the additional travel lanes and shoulders would be added directly to the eastbound/westbound 
travel lanes. Construction of the additional travel lanes on Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road 
would result in a worst-case total temporary ground disturbance of approximately 12.12 acres and total 
permanent disturbance of approximately 12.21 acres, for a total disturbance of approximately 24.33 acres. 
All ground disturbance would be within 100 feet of the existing centerline ofPFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road, 
and Walerga Road. A 15-foot construction right-of-way has been assumed with this alternative. 

o Construct Speed-Reduction Treatments - Unlike the proposed project, this component of Alternative 5 
includes the construction of speed-reduction treatments on PFE Road. These speed-reduction treatments are 
assumed to be located at Billy Mitchell Boulevard and Pinehurst Drive on PFE Road. Speed-reduction 
treatments could take many forms, including roundabouts, neckdowns, center islands, andlor lateral shifts at 
mid-block locations to reduce through speeds. Should roundabouts be selected for construction at the two 
intersections identified above, a worst-case total temporary ground disturbance of approximately 0.43 acre 
would result, and total permanent disturbance of approximately 0.49 acre would result. The total 
disturbance would be approximately 0.92 acre. All ground disturbances would be within approximately 100 
feet of the existing centerline on PFE Road. A 10-foot construction right-of-way has been assumed with this 
alternative. 

Construction-related activities associated with Alternative 5 would be of short duration due to the limited scope, 
nature, and size of impact areas. Construction activities associated with Alternative 5 would primarily consist of 
grading, paving, and placement of traffic signing. Typical construction equipment would include bulldozers, 
backhoes, graders, rollers, dump trucks, concrete mixers, and paving machines. It is anticipated the construction 
crews would operate 8 to 10 hours a day, 5 days a week. It is assumed that simultaneous construction activities 
would occur during the construction period of Alternative 5. Typical BMPs would include equipment maintenance, 
limiting hours of operation, and covering haul vehicles. No construction activities are associated with leaving PFE 
Road open in its current two-lane configuration. 

Construction activities for the roadway widening/extension would most likely occur over two to three years to 
minimize the impact on area schools, similar to the proposed project. Construction of speed-reduction treatments 
could be completed in approximately 2 months per site (4 months total for both sites). Modification of this 
intersection would be coordinated with the City of Roseville. 

AmhRysis of the AUemative's Ability to Redililce Significant 1!JnavoidialbRe Project impacts 

Alternative 5 would produce substantial roadway configuration changes within the Community Plan area. Keeping 
PFE Road open, constructing speed reduction treatments, widening Community Plan area roadways, and keeping 
the Baseline RoadiCook-Riolo RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection restriction would result in a 
redistribution of traffic. Operation of Alternative 5 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to noise­
sensitive land uses due to the redistribution of traffic within the Community Plan area. Alternative 5 would result in 
increases in traffic noise levels ranging between 0.1 and 16.1 dBA Ldn, while decreases in traffic noise levels are 
predicted to range between -0.1 and -4.9 dBA Ldn. The largest increases in traffic noise are predicted on PFE Road 

5 Currently, Walerga Road from Baseline Road so~th to PFE Road is partially a two-lane road and partially a four-lane road. As a part of the 
planned roadway projects, Placer County intends to widen Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline Road south to the Sacramento County 
line in the future. The widening to six lanes will be developer-driven along the existing two-lane section and County-driven along the existing 
four-lane section. This planned project is not a component of Alternative 4. 
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from Pinehurst to Cook-Riolo Road at 16.1 dBA Ldn. The increase at this location on PFE Road is considered to be 
significant under the 4 dB threshold of significance. These noise levels would affect numerous single-family 
residential uses throughout the Community Plan area, and would be slightly greater in intensity than for the 
proposed project, under which noise impacts would also be significant. With respect to noise impacts on sensitive 
land uses, Alternative 5 would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

Under Alternative 5, five intersections would experience an impact, as compared to six under the proposed project. 
Four intersections were identified with benefits under Alternative 5, as compared to benefits to five intersections 
under the proposed project. No intersections would worsen from LOS D or better conditions to LOS E or F 
conditions. The impact at all five intersections would result in an increase in the vic ratio ofless than 0.05. With 
respect to traffic impacts on Community Plan area intersections in Placer County, the City of Roseville, and 
Sacramento County, Alternative 5would not reduce significant and unavoidable project impacts. 

7. Comparatfive JEvaUuatioJrn oftll:ne Project amlJ Alltennatives to Satisfy Proposed Project 
Objectives 

This section of the Findings examines whether (or to what extent) each of the alternatives selected for more detailed 
analysis meets the proposed project's objectives. As described earlier in these Findings, the concept of "feasibility" 
encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals 
and objectives of a project (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.Ath. 
704,715.). '''[F]easibility' under CEQA encompasses 'desirability' to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing ofthe relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors" (City of Del Mar 
v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410,417). 

1. Conform to the policies of Placer County's General Plan aJ!lld the Dry CreeklWest Placer Community 
Plan that designate the Community Plan area for urbalrn development. As currently written, only the No 
Project Alternative would fully comply with the Community Plan, as the Community Plan calls for the 
closure ofPFE Road. While the proposed project, Alternative 1, Alternative 2, Alternative 3, Alternative 4, 
and Alternative 5 would require amendments to the Community Plan to be implemented, these amendments 
would better accommodate future development in the project vicinity. Cumulative land use assumptions and 
roadway assumptions would occur in the Community Plan area regardless of the proposed project or 
alternatives. 

2. Provide a compreilelrnsfiveBy pialrnlrned project that milrnimizes the need to acquire new rights-of-way, 
while providing maximum protection of selllsitive environmental habitat and resources. Alternative 1 
would provide the maximum protection for sensitive environmental habitat and resources because no ground 
disturbance would occur. The proposed project would result in a worst-case total disturbance of 
approximately 27.30 acres. The No Project Alternative would result in a worst-case total disturbance of 
approximately 0.18 acres. Alternative 2 would result in a worst-case total disturbance of approximately 
51.90 acres. Alternative 3 would result in a worst-case total disturbance of approximately 2.97 acres. 
Alternative4 would result in a worst-case total disturbance of approximately 27.30 acres. Alternative 5 
would result in a worst-case total disturbance of approximately 25.22 acres. All alternatives have been 
designed to minimize the required amount of new rights-of-way, with ground disturbances occurring within 
approximately 100 feet of the existing roadway centerlines. 

Special-status species with suitable marginal habitat exist in the Community Plan area. Construction of 
either the proposed project, Alternative 2, Alternative 3, Alternative 4, or Alternative 5 could result in 
impacts to special-status species. Impacts could include displacement and possible mortality to special­
status species. These impacts would be fully mitigated. 

Numerous man-made drainage ditches were identified along roadways in the Community Plan area. Many 
ofthese ditches support species that are common to wetlands, indicating that subsurface water is present in 
some of these ditches year-round. It is likely that these features convey water through a system of culverts 
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to Dry Creek, a navigable water of the United States. Construction ofthe proposed project, Alternative 2, 
Alternative 3, Alternative 4, or Alternative 5 could result in impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United 
States in the Community Plan area. 

Construction ofthe proposed project, Alternative 2, Alternative 3, Alternative 4, or Alternative 5 could 
result in direct loss of native trees. Native trees could also be indirectly impacted through damage to roots 
and limbs during construction. 

3. Retain the f1llllraR character oHlbie Community Plan area. The No-Project Alternative and Alternative 1 
wo~ld best preserve the rural character of the Community Plan area. Alternative 3 ,vas designed to preserve 
the rural character ofPFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road with minor roadway improvements. The proposed 
project and Alternative 4 were also designed to preserve the rural character of the Community Plan area but 
provide enhanced connections through the Community Plan area. Alternative 2 and Alternative 5 were 
designed to serve more regional traffic. 

4. Provid!e a pnammed! lll!llfrastrunctanre system to meet tlbie I!lleedls of dlevellopmelIDt witlbiul!ll tlbie Community Plan 
area to address forecasted! increases in vehide trips on noc~lill roadlways nii a safe am! efficient mammer. 
All alternatives except for the No Project Alternative and Alternative 1 would address the forecasted 
increase in vehicle trips on Community Plan area roadways. The proposed project and Alternative 4, and 
Alternative 5 have been designed to preserve the rural character of the Community Plan area, and provide 
enhanced connections through the Community Plan area. The intent of Alternative 2 is to serve more 
regional traffic and to provide enhanced connections through the Community Plan area, while Alternative 3 
would only preserve the rural character ofPFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. Alternative 2 would best 
address the forecasted increase, followed by the proposed project, Alternative 4, and Alternative 5, in a safe 
and efficient manner as these alternatives seek to add lane capacity. 

5. Implement financially feasibHe roadway improvemel!llts to provide a reliable tral!llsportation network 
that manages congestion on roadways and! intersections to assist tine County ill maintaining LOS D or 
E, except il!ll tlbiose highly urbanized an-eas where a lower LOS may be appropriate. Alternative 2 would 
be the most expensive alternative to implement based on the amount of disturbance (approximately 51.90 
acres) and amount of additional pavement that would need to be constructed. The proposed project, 
Alternative 4, and Alternative 5 substantially decrease the amount of disturbance (approximately 27.30 
acres, 27.30 acres, and 25.22 acres, respectively) and amount of additional pavement that would need to be 
constructed, but do not provide the same LOS benefits within the Community Plan area. Alternative 3 
further decreases the amount of disturbance (approximately 2.97 acres) and amount of additional pavement 
that would need to be constructed, but does not provides a similar LOS benefit within the Community Plan 
area as the proposed project, Alternative 2, Alternative 4, or Alternative 5. Neither the No Project 
Alternative nor Alternative 1 provides a measurable LOS benefit within the Community Plan area. 

8. Envirol!llmel!lltallly Sanperior ARtemative 

Basis for identifying Environmentally Superior Antemative 

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of reasonable 
alternatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an environmentally 
superior alternative be designated, and states that "if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives." 
Table 7-18 in the Draft EIR compares the six alternatives to the proposed project in terms of the impact areas that 
were analyzed in the ISINOP and Draft EIR. The conclusions contained in the table are subjective and required that 
judgments be made on emphasis in some areas of analysis. 

Identification of lEnvironmentalBy Superior Alternative 
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The analysis above indicates that Alternative 1 (PFE Road to Remain Open) would be the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. However, it is the "No-Build" Alternative, and would not meet the project objectives. Among the 
"build" Alternatives, Alternative 3 (PFE Road to Remain Open, Construct Speed Reduction Treatments, and 
Remove Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction) was determined to 
be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts regarding air quality, significant unavoidable 
impacts regarding noise, and potentially significant impacts regarding traffic and circulation. 

Under the No Project ABten.atftve (Closure ofPFE Road Just West of Cook-Riolo Road) roadways and 
intersections would remain in their existing condition, except for the construction of two cul-de-sacs with the 
closure ofPFE Road at Cook-Riolo Road. This alternative would restrict the movement of vehicles within the 
Community Plan area, forcing a redistribution of traffic. All significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
project would still occur under the No Project Alternative. This alternative's smaller construction footprint would 
reduce the severity of impacts to aesthetics; agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology 
and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality relative to the proposed project. The 
impacts related to land use and planning would be similar to the proposed project as cumulative land use 
assumptions and roadway assumptions would occur in the Community Plan area regardless of the proposed project 
or alternatives. Impacts related to noise would be substantially less than the proposed project as traffic near the PFE 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would be reduced. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative 
would not result in impacts to mineral resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, or utilities and 
service systems. This alternative would have the most severe impacts on traffic, having significant impacts at more 
locations than the proposed project or any other alternative. 

Under Alternative 1 (PFE Road to Remain Open) roadways and intersections would remain in their existing. 
condition. No ground disturbance or construction is a part of this alternative. All significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the proposed project would still occur under Alternative 1. Since there is no construction footprint 
associated with this alternative, the severity of impact regarding aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality 
relative to the proposed project would be reduced. The impacts related to land use and planning would be similar to 
the proposed project because cumulative land use assumptions and roadway assumptions would occur in the 
Community Plan area regardless of the proposed project or alternatives. Impacts related to noise would be greater 
than the proposed project as traffic near the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would be increased. Similar 
to the proposed'project, Alternative 1 would not result in impacts to mineral resources, population and housing, 
public services, recreation, or utilities and service systems. Significant traffic impacts would be greater than under 
the proposed project but would less than under the No Project Alternative. This alternative would be the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

Under Alternative 2 (PFERoad to Remain Open, WidenlExtend Community Plan Area Roadways, and Remove 
Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo RoadIWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction) three roadway widenings 
would be constructed to accommodate additional travel lanes and one roadway extension. The intent of Alternative 
2 is to serve more regional traffic and to provide enhanced connections through the Community Plan area. All 
significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project would still occur under Alternative 2. Since there is a 
larger construction footprint associated with this alternative, the severity of impact regarding aesthetics, agricultural 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and 
hydrology and water quality relative to the proposed project would be increased, but not to a significant level. Also, 
a longer construction schedule is required to implement Alternative 2 as compared to the proposed project, thus 
increasing the chances for soil erosion and the potential for hazardous waste accidents. Finally, more pavement 
would be constructed under Alternative 2 compared to the proposed project, thus increasing the amount of surface 
water runoff. The impacts related to land use and planning would be greater than the proposed project for similar 
reasons. Impacts related to noise would be significantly greater than the proposed project as traffic near the PFE 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would be increased. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result 
in no impacts to mineral resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, or utilities and service 
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systems. Significant traffic impacts would be greater than under the proposed project but would be less than under 
the No Project Alternative or Alternative 1. Significant traffic impacts would be similar to Alternative 3. 

Under Antenative 3 (PFE Road to Remain Open, Construct Speed Reduction Treatments, and Remove Baseline 
Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection Restriction) five speed-reduction treatments 
would be constructed to control the flow of traffic along PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. Alternative 3 has been 
designed to preserve the rural character ofPFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. All significant and unavoidable 
impacts ofthe proposed project would still occur under Alternative 3. Since there is a much smaller construction 
footprint associated with this alternative the severity of impacts regarding aesthetics, agricultural resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and hydrology and 
water quality relative to the proposed project would be decreased. Because of the decreased amount of earthwork 
associated with Alternative 3 over the proposed project, the disturbance of aesthetic, agricultural, biological, and 
cultural resources substantially decreases. Also, a shorter construction schedule is required to implement 
Alternative 3 compared to the proposed project, thus decreasing the chances for soil erosion and the potential for 
hazardous waste accidents. Finally, less pavement would be constructed under Alternative 3 compared to the 
proposed project, thus decreasing the amount of surface water runoff. The impacts related to land use and planning 
would be similar to the proposed project as cumulative land use assumptions and roadway assumptions would occur 
in the Community Plan area regardless of the proposed project or alternatives. Impacts related to noise would be 
similar to the proposed project, as traffic volumes near the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection are nearly the 
same. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in no impacts to mineral resources, population 
and housing, public services, recreation, or utilities and service systems. Significant traffic impacts would be 
greater than the proposed project, and less than the No Project Alternative or Alternative 1. 

Under Altenative 41 (PFE Road to Remain Open, Construct Speed Reduction Treatments, Widen Community Plan 
Area Roadways, and Remove Baseline Road/Cook-Riolo Road/Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard Intersection 
Restriction) three roadway widenings would be constructed to accommodate additional travel lanes and five speed­
reduction treatments would be constructed to control the flow of traffic along PFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road. The 
intent of Alternative 4 is to preserve the rural character ofPFE Road and Cook-Riolo Road, while also providing 
enhanced connections through the Community Plan area, similar to the proposed project. All significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project would still occur under Alternative 4. Since there is a similar 
construction footprint associated with this alternative, the severity of impact regarding aesthetics, agricultural 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and 
hydrology and water quality relative to the proposed project would be nearly the same. Also, a similar construction 
schedule is requireci to implement Alternative 4 as compared to the proposed project, thus decreasing the chances 
for soil erosion and the potential for hazardous waste accidents would be similar. Finally, a similar amount of 
pavement would be constructed under Alternative 4 compared to the proposed project, thus the amount of surface 
water runoff would nearly be the same. The impacts related to land use and planning would be similar to the 
proposed project as cumulative land use assumptions and roadway assumptions would occur in the Community Plan 
area regardless of the proposed project or alternatives. Impacts related to noise would be similar to the proposed 
project, Alternative 3, and Alternative 5, as traffic volumes near the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection are 
nearly the same. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in no impacts to mineral resources, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, or utilities and service systems. Significant traffic impacts 
would be greater than under the proposed project but would be less than under the No Project Alternative, 
Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 5. Significant traffic impacts would be less than Alternative 3. 

Under AlterlIlative 5 (PFE Road to Remain Open, Keep Intersection Restriction, Widen Community Plan Area 
Roadways, and Construct Speed Reduction Treatments) three roadway widenings would be constructed to 
accommodate additional travel lanes and two speed-reduction treatments would be constructed to control the flow 
of traffic along PFE Road. The intent of Alternative 5 is to serve more regional traffic on selected roadways by 
providing enhanced connections through the Community Plan area, but calm traffic along PFE Road to preserve its 
rural character. All significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project would still occur under Alternative 
5. Since there is a slightly smaller construction footprint associated with this alternative, the severity of impact 
regarding aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
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hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality relative to the proposed project would be slightly decreased. 
Also, a slightly smaller construction schedule is required to implement Alternative 5 as compared to the proposed 
project, thus decreasing the chances for soil erosion and the potential for hazardous waste accidents. Finally, a 
slightly smaller amount of pavement would be constructed under Alternative 5 compared to the proposed project, 
thus decreasing the amount of surface water runoff. The impacts related to land use and planning would be similar 
to the proposed project as cumulative land use assumptions and roadway assumptions would occur in the 
Community Plan area regardless of the proposed project or alternatives. Impacts related to noise would be similar 
to the proposed project and Alternative 3, as traffic volumes near the PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection are 
nearly the same. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in no impacts to mineral resources, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, or utilities and service systems. Significant traffic impacts 
would be greater than under the proposed project but would be less than under the No Project Alternative, 
Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. Significant traffic impacts would be less than Alternative 3. 

xu. lFJ[NDINGS RELATED 1'0 THE RJELATlIONSlHIJDP' BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OlF 
THE ENVJ[RONMENT ANJl) MAlINTENANCE ANlIJl ENHANCEMENT OlF lLONG-TERM 
lPR on U CTIVJ[TY. 

Based on the EIR and the entire record before the Board of Supervisors, the Board of Supervisors makes the 
following findings with respect to the project's balancing of local short term uses of the environment and the 
maintenance of long term productivity: 

a. As the proposed project is implemented, certain impacts would occur on a short-tenn level. Such 
short term impacts are discussed fully above, as well as in the EIR document. Such short term 
impacts may include, without limitation, impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality and noise, 
although measures have been and will be incorporated to mitigate these impacts to the extent 
feasible. 

b. The long-term implementation of the proposed project would serve to enhance traffic and circulation 
to the County of Placer. Notwithstanding the foregoing, some long term impacts would result. 
These impacts include, without limitation, impacts on transportation and circulation and noise. 
However, implementation of the proposed project would provide many benefits, as set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, below. 

c. Although there are short term adverse impacts from the proposed project, the short and long-term 
benefits justify its implementation. 

XllI. STATEMENT OlF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

As set forth in the preceding sections, the Placer County Board of Supervisors' approval of the Community Plan­
Transportation/Circulation ElementUpdate will result in significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be 
avoided even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, and there are no feasible project alternatives 
which would mitigate or substantially lessen the impacts. Despite the occurrence of these effects, however, the 
Board chooses to approve the proposed project because, in its view, the economic, social, and other benefits that the 
proposed project will produce will render the significant effects acceptable. 

In making this Statement of Overriding Considerations in support of the Findings for the proposed project, the 
Board of Supervisors has considered the information contained in the Final EIR for the proposed project as well as 
the public testimony and record in proceedings in which the proposed project was considered. The Board has 
balanced the proposed project's benefits against the unavoidable adverse impacts identified in the Final EIR. The 
Board hereby determines that the proposed project's benefits outweigh the significant unmitigated adverse impacts. 

A. SIGNlIJF]ICANT ANJl) UNA VOJfDAlIllLE ]IMP ACTS 
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As discussed in §ectllOll] J[X above, the Community Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update will result in 
the following significant and unavoidable impacts, even with the implementation of all feasible mitigation: 

Proposed lPJrOHed-SJlJ!ecnfic J[mJlJ!acts 

o Noise-sensitive land uses could be exposed to noise in excess of normally acceptable noise levels or 
substantial increases in noise as a result of the operation of expanded or new transportation facilities (i.e., 
increased traffic resulting from roadway extensions, addition of through lanes, or modification of existing 
alignments). . 

CUlmUlDatnve JImpacts 

o Cumulative noise impacts related to increased traffic from land use development and new roadways 
throughout the Community Plan area. 

o Cumulative traffic impacts related to increased traffic from land use development. 
o The PFE Road/Cook-Riolo Road intersection would experience a decrease in the vic ratio at a 

substandard LOS condition; 
o The Baseline RoadiCook-Riolo RoadiWoodcreek Oaks Boulevard intersection would experience a 

decrease in the vic ratio at a substandard LOS condition; 
o The Baseline RoadlMain StreetlFoothills Boulevard intersection would experience a decrease in the 

vic ratio at a substandard LOS condition; 
o The Foothills BoulevardNineyard Road intersection would experience a decrease in the vic ratio at a 

substandard LOS condition; 
o The Watt A venuelElverta Road intersection would experience a decrease in the vic ratio at a 

substandard LOS condition; and 
o The Watt Avenue/Antelope Road intersection would experience a decrease in the vic ratio at a 

substandard LOS condition. 

lB. OVERRJIlI)ING CONSJ[DlERA 1rlIONS 

In the Board's judgment, the proposed project and its benefits outweigh its unavoidable significant effects. The 
following statement identifies the reasons why, in the Board's judgment, the benefits of the proposed project as 
approved outweigh its unavoidable significant effects. Anyone of these reasons is sufficient to justify approval of 
the proposed project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial 
evidence, the Board would stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial 
evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by 
reference into this section (Sectiollll X1IH), and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in 
§ectiollll V. 

Some of the proposed project's benefits include the following principles: 

1. Conform to the policies of Placer County's General Plan and the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan 
that designate the Community Plan area for ruraVurban development. 

2. Provide a comprehensively planned project that minimizes the need to acquire new rights-of-way, while 
providing maximum protection of sensitive environmental habitat and resources. 

3. Retain the rural character of the Community Plan area. 
4. Provide a planned infrastructure system to meet the needs of development within the Community Plan area 

to address forecasted increases in vehicle trips on local roadways in a safe and efficient manner, while 
preserving its rural character at the same time. 

5. Implement financially feasible roadway improvements to provide a reliable transportation network which 
manages congestion on roadways and intersections to assist the County in maintaining the desired level of 
service (LOS) in the Community Plan area. 
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<C. OONCIL1U§KON 

The Board has balanced these benefits and considerations against the potentially significant unavoidable 
environmental effects of the proposed project, and has concluded that the impacts are outweighed by these benefits, 
among others. After balancing environmental costs against proposed project benefits, the Board has concluded that 
the benefits that Placer County will derive from the proposed project, as compared to existing and planned future 
conditions, outweigh the risks. The Board believes the proposed project benefits outlined above override the 
significant and unavoidable environmental costs associated with the proposed project. 

In sum, the Board adopts the mitigation measures in the final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
attached to and incorporated by reference into theCommunity Plan - Transportation/Circulation Element Update, 
and finds that any residual or remaining effects on the environment resulting from the proposed project, identified 
as significant and unavoidable in the preceding Findings of Fact, are acceptable due to the benefits set forth in this 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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Before the Board of Supervisors 
County ofPlacer5 State of Cali fomi a 

lin the malUelY' of~ A R1ESOLUnON AMENll}llNG THE DRY 
ClRW·EJKJ'WJE§1f PlLACER COMl'lI1UNrrV PLAN AND 
UPDA T][NG THE TRANSPORT A TlION/C][RCUJLAT][ON 
EJLEMENT. 

The follllowiing lY'esonutiion WalS duny ]palssed lOy the lBoalnll of Supell"VnsolY's 
of the County of lPRalcelY' alt al lY'eguRallY' meetiiHllg heRd! August 9, lOlU, 
\by the JfoUnowllHllg vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

AlOseHllt: 

ResoHutiOl!ll No. :,20.;:..1;:;,;1::;..,-__ _ 

Signed! by me alHer its ]Jalssalge. 

Robert Weygalnd!11:, ChalHrmaln 

AUest: 

Ann HollmalHll 
Clierk of salidl BOalJrdl 

WHEREAS, on October 28, 2010, the Placer County Planning Commission ("Planning 
Commission") held public hearings to consider the update to the Transportation/Circulation Element of 
the Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan, and the Planning Commission has made recommendations 
to the Board of Supervisors of Placer County ("Board") related thereto, and 

WHEREAS, on August 9, 2011, the Board held a public hearing to consider the 
recommendations of the Planning Commission and to receive public input regarding the proposed 
update of the Transportation/Circulation Element of the Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the proposed update of the Transportation/Circulation 
Element of the Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan, considered the recommendations of the 
Planning Commission, received and considered the written and oral comments submitted by the public 
thereon, and has adopted Resolution No. 2011-__ certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the update of the Transportation/Circulation Element, and 



Resolution No. ___ ~ 
Updating the Transportation/Circulation Element ofthe Dry Creek Community Plan 
Page 2 

WlHIERlEA..§, the Board finds the updated Transportation/Circulation Element will serve to 
protect and enhance the health, safety and general welfare of the residents of the Plan area and the 
County as a whole, and 

WlHIlEREAS, the Board further finds the proposed updated Transportation/Circulation Element is 
consistent with the provisions of the Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan, the General Plan and in 
compliance with applicable requir,ements of State law, and 

WlHIERJEAS, notice of all hearings required has been given and all hearings have been held as 
required by County ordinance and State law, and 

WlHIEREAS, the Board finds that the foregoing recitals setting forth the actions of the County 
are true and correct, 

NOW, TlHIERJElFORE, BE rI RJESOJL VEl!) BY THE BOARJlJ> OlF SUl?ERVISORS OF TlHIE 
COUNTY OlF l?JLACER that the update of the Transportation/Circulation Element of the Dry Creek 
Community Plan, as shown and described in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors, and incorporated herein by reference, is hereby adopted and supersedes and replaces in all 
respects the Transportation/Circulation Element in the Dry Creek Community Plan as adopted in 1990, 
and 

BE liT lFURTlHIER RJESOJL VEl!), that this Resolution and the amendment of the Dry Creek 
Community Plan shall take force and become effective immediately. 

qq 
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