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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended), for the City of Lincoln, which is acting as 
lead agency for the preparation of environmental documentation for the Village 7 Specific Plan 
Project (Proposed Project). 

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT OVERVIEW 

A Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the “Nader Property” Project Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was released in June 2005 (SCH #2005062001).  The 2005 NOP/IS analyzed 
the development of approximately 516 acres in an unincorporated area of Placer County called the 
“Nader Property” and requested comments regarding the scope of the EIR.  The 2005 NOP and 
comments on the NOP are available for review at the City of Lincoln Community Development 
Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln, California, during normal business hours. 

Due to subsequent changes in the project, including the addition of contiguous property to the north 
and west of the “Nader Property,” a new NOP was published in June 2006 (SCH #2005062001) 
detailing the new project, the Village 7 Specific Plan Project.  The “Lewis Property” (formerly referred 
to as the “Nader Property” in the 2005 and 2006 NOPs) is a portion of the 703-acre Village 7 
Specific Plan area. 

The Village 7 Specific Plan project site is located in an unincorporated area of Placer County, 
southwest of the City of Lincoln (Figure 1-1).  It is included in the City’s recently adopted 2050 
General Plan and has a specific land use designation (V-7).  The project site is generally bounded 
by Auburn Ravine on the north, the City’s wastewater treatment and reclamation facility (WWTRF) 
and undeveloped land on the west, the developing Lincoln Crossing project and Aitken Ranch 
residential project on the east, and the Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve area on the south.   

The Village 7 Specific Plan project that is evaluated in this EIR identifies four planning areas for 
future development:  the Lewis Property (516 acres), the Aitken Ranch II Property (121 acres), the 
Scheiber Property (26 acres), and the Remainder Area (40 acres).  The development plan for 
Village 7 includes the creation of a distinctive residential community consisting of a variety of 
housing types, a school, a community park, public facility – fire station, a recreation center, 
neighborhood-serving retail uses, and extensive park and open space amenities on approximately 
703 acres.  A detailed project description is provided in Chapter 2, Project Description, and the 
environmental impact analyses are in each of the technical sections in Chapter 4.  This EIR will be 
used for the requested approvals identified in Chapter 2. 

TYPE OF EIR 

This EIR is both a “Program EIR” and “Project EIR,” pursuant to sections 15168 and 15161 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  A Program EIR can be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized 
as one large project and are related.  A Project EIR examines the environmental impacts of a 
specific project.  This type of EIR focuses on the changes in the environment that would result from 
implementation of the project, including construction and operation.   
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As used in this EIR, the “Proposed Project” refers to the entirety of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  The 
Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project is analyzed at a project level, while the balance of 
the Village 7 Specific Plan (Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, and the Remainder Area) is analyzed on a 
program level.  Throughout this EIR, these three areas of the Specific Plan that are analyzed at the 
program level are collectively referred to as the “Village 7 Programmatic Portion.” 

SCOPE OF THE EIR 

This Draft EIR evaluates the existing environmental resources within the project site, analyzes 
potential impacts on those resources due to implementation of the Proposed Project, and identifies 
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts.  The analysis covers several subject areas, 
including land use; population, employment and housing; transportation and circulation; air quality; 
noise; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; biological resources; public 
services and utilities; visual resources; and climate change.  The evaluation of these subject areas is 
presented on a resource-by-resource basis in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, in Sections 4.1 
through 4.11.  Each section is divided into three parts: Environmental Setting, Regulatory Setting, 
and Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  In addition to these discussions in each section, impacts that 
cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant (and are, therefore, considered significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts) are discussed separately in Chapter 5, CEQA Considerations. 

In the Initial Study (see Appendix A), several impacts were determined to be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated.  The site’s proximity to the Lincoln Regional Airport (safety hazard) and 
cultural resources (historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources) are the only issue areas 
that rely on mitigation included in the IS to achieve a less-than-significant impact. Potential impacts 
related to the proximity of the Proposed Project to an airport would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through implementation of IS Mitigation Measure 1 (Initial Study, page 36).  Potential 
impacts on historic resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
implementation of IS Mitigation Measure 2 (Initial Study, page 47).  Potential impacts on 
archaeological resources or human remains would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through implementation of IS Mitigation Measure 3 (Initial Study, page 48).  Potential impacts on 
unique paleontological resources on or near the Proposed Project site would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level through implementation of IS Mitigation Measure 4 (Initial Study, page 49).  The 
project applicants will be responsible for implementing those mitigation measures identified in the IS, 
which will be ensured through adoption of Conditions of Approval.  Mitigation Measures 1 through 4 
will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan prepared for the Proposed Project. 

Other CEQA-related issues, such as growth-inducing impacts resulting from implementation of the 
Proposed Project are analyzed in Chapter 5.  Cumulative impacts are evaluated in each section of 
Chapter 4 and are summarized in Chapter 5.  The Proposed Project’s consistency with the adopted 
2050 Lincoln General Plan is evaluated in Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency. In addition, 
four alternatives – No Project/No Action Alternative, Increased Open Space/Reduced Density 
Alternative, 2002 Village 7 Specific Plan Alternative, and an Off-Site Alternative are analyzed in this 
Draft EIR.  These alternatives are discussed in Chapter 7, Alternatives. 

CEQA PROCESS 

As provided in the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or minimize 
significant environmental damage where feasible.  In discharging this duty, the public agency has an 
obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental and social 
issues.  The EIR is an informational document that informs public agency decision makers and the 
general public of the significant environmental effects of a Proposed Project.  An EIR must identify 
possible means to minimize the significant effects and describe reasonable alternatives to the  
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project.  The lead agency, in this case the City of Lincoln, is required to consider the information in 
the EIR along with any other available information in making its decision. 

The basic informational requirements for an EIR include discussions of the environmental setting, 
environmental impact, mitigation measures, alternatives, significant irreversible changes, growth-
inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. 

The NOP for the “Village 7 Specific Plan” EIR was released in June 2006.  A Scoping Meeting was 
held June 27, 2006 to receive public comments on the Village 7 Specific Plan NOP.  Copies of the 
NOP and comment letters received are included in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.  This 
Draft EIR and all documents referenced therein are available for public review at the City of Lincoln 
Community Development Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln, California 95648.  

This Draft EIR will be publicly circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period beginning 
on June 11, 2009, and ending on July 27, 2009.  Written comments on this Draft EIR should be 
submitted by 5:00PM on July 27, 2009 to: 

Rod Campbell, Community Development Director 
City of Lincoln Community Development Department 
600 Sixth Street 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

 
Comments received during the comment period will be addressed in the Final EIR.  The Final EIR 
will be reviewed by the Lincoln City Council for certification in accordance with CEQA and the City's 
Guidelines.  Written findings of fact for each significant environmental impact identified in the EIR will 
be prepared by the lead agency to: 

• Find that the Proposed Project has been changed or altered to avoid or substantially lessen 
the significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR; 

• Find that changes to the Proposed Project necessary to avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant impacts are within another agency's jurisdiction, and responsibility, and find that 
such changes have been or can and should be adopted by such other agency; and/or 

• Find that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations including 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or Proposed Project alternatives identified in the EIR. 

The findings of fact prepared by the lead agency must be based on substantial evidence in the 
administrative record and must include an explanation that bridges the gap between evidence in the 
record and the conclusions required by CEQA. 

If the decision-making body elects to proceed with a project that would have significant impacts, the 
lead agency will also prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations (Statement) as part of the 
project approval process, based on the above findings, explaining the decision to balance the 
benefits of the project against unavoidable environmental impacts. 

LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect on the environment as "a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic 
significance" (CEQA Guidelines, section 15382).  The level of significance for each impact is 
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determined by considering the predicted magnitude of the impacts against a specific threshold.  For 
all environmental issues, specific standards of significance are identified. 

For less easily quantifiable impacts, events or occurrences that would be regarded as significant or 
potentially significant were identified.  For example, growth-inducing impacts would be identified as 
significant if the project results in a level, rate, or character of growth that (among other criteria) 
exceeds capacity of existing infrastructure and services to adequately support it.  A criterion for 
determining the level of significance of the loss of a particular habitat would be that habitat's 
importance to rare or endangered species and/or whether the habitat itself has become depleted 
within the region. 

This assessment of levels of significance also promotes consistent evaluation of impacts for all 
alternatives considered. 

HOW TO USE THIS REPORT 

This report includes seven principal parts, Project Description, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures, Environmental Analysis (Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures), CEQA 
Considerations, General Plan Consistency Analysis, Alternatives, and Appendices. 

The Project Description includes a discussion of the location of the project site and proposed plans 
for development of this area. 

The Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures presents an overview of the results and 
conclusions of the environmental evaluation.  This section identifies project impacts and available 
mitigation measures for use by the City in reviewing the project and establishing conditions under 
which the project may be developed. 

The Environmental Analysis includes a topic-by-topic analysis of impacts that would or could result 
from implementation of the Proposed Project.  The results of field visits, data collection and review, 
and analysis are presented in the text. 

The CEQA Considerations includes a discussion of issues required by CEQA: significant 
unavoidable impacts, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. 

The General Plan Policy Consistency chapter provides an analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with the City’s adopted 2050 General Plan policies.  While City staff has done its best to 
ascertain consistency in the analysis, it should be noted the City Council makes the ultimate decision 
regarding consistency with the General Plan.  

The Alternatives section includes an assessment of alternative methods for accomplishing the 
basic objectives of the Proposed Project.  This assessment, required under CEQA, must provide 
adequate information for decision makers to make a reasonable choice between alternatives, based 
on the environmental aspects of the Proposed Project. 

The Appendices (included on CD at the back of this Draft EIR) contain a number of reference items 
providing support and documentation of the analysis performed for this report. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 
 
PROJECT LOCATION 

The Village 7 Specific Plan (Proposed Project) consists of the development of approximately 703 
acres in an unincorporated area of Placer County, southwest of the City of Lincoln.  The project site 
is located within the City of Lincoln’s Sphere of Influence (SOI).  The project site is generally 
bounded by Auburn Ravine on the north, the City’s wastewater treatment and reclamation facility 
(WWTRF) and undeveloped land on the west, the developing Lincoln Crossing project, 3D, and 
Aitken Ranch residential projects on the east, and the Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve area on 
the south (see Figure 2-1). 

The Proposed Project consists of an application to annex approximately 703 acres of land in 
unincorporated Placer County into the southwest portion of the City of Lincoln.  The Village 7 
Specific Plan boundary is defined by the City’s adopted 2050 General Plan, which requires a specific 
plan to comprehensively plan land uses and associated infrastructure and services for the entirety of 
Village 7.   

The Village 7 Specific Plan identifies four planning areas for future development:  the Lewis 
Property, the Aitken Ranch II Property, the Scheiber Property, and the Remainder Area (see 
Figure 2-2).  The Lewis Property portion of the project consists of approximately 516 acres located 
south of Moore Road.  As explained in Chapter 1, Introduction, the Lewis Property portion of the 
specific plan area is evaluated on a project-specific level in this EIR.  The Aitken Ranch II Property 
includes approximately 121 acres located north of Moore Road, and the Scheiber Property includes 
approximately 26 acres located north of the Aitken Ranch II Property.  The Remainder Area includes 
approximately 40 acres to the west and north of the Lewis Property.  The Aitken Ranch II Property, 
the Scheiber Property, and the Remainder Area (collectively referred to as the “Village 7 
Programmatic Portion”) are evaluated at a program level in this EIR.   

The development plan for Village 7 includes the creation of a distinctive residential community 
consisting of a variety of housing types, one elementary school, a community park, a community 
center, and neighborhood-serving retail uses.  Extensive park and open space amenities would 
comprise 209 acres (40 percent) of the 703-acre planning area.   

Approvals required by the City of Lincoln for the project includes a General Plan amendment; pre-
zoning; and approval of a Specific Plan and General Development Plan for the Village 7 Project.  In 
addition to the General Plan Amendment and specific plan, approvals for the Lewis Property portion 
of the project would also include the following:  approval of a Specific Development Plan/Permit; 
Tentative Master Parcel Map and Tentative Subdivision Map; approval of a pre-zone to Planned 
Development; and approval of a Development Agreement.  In addition, the city would apply to the 
Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to annex the project site into the city 
boundaries. In separate phases (i.e., Lewis, Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, and the Remainder Area), 
the balance of the Proposed Project would be developed with a mix of retail/commercial, 
recreational, school, open space/park, and residential uses.  These elements are discussed in 
greater detail below. 
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EXISTING PROJECT SITE CONDITIONS 

The Village 7 Specific Plan project site consists primarily of undeveloped grasslands.  The northern 
fork of Ingram Slough enters the Lewis Property along its eastern boundary then bisects the project 
site east to west where it eventually feeds into Orchard Creek.  A total of approximately 36 acres of 
“jurisdictional” wetlands have been identified on the Aitken Ranch II and Lewis Property portions of 
the project site, along with some vernal pools.  The majority of the property is generally flat and has 
historically been used for agricultural and ranching operations.  A small portion of the northwest 
section of the project site, approximately 22 acres, is restricted by the C-1 Over-flight zone of the 
Lincoln Regional Airport.  The Proposed Project site is currently zoned by Placer County as F-B-X 
80-acre minimum.  The project site is designated ”Village” (V-7) under the City of Lincoln 2050 
General Plan.  The approximately 703-acre site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 
021-283-005, 021-283-006, 021-283-007, 021-283 009, 021-283-010, 021-263-006, 021-263-007, 
021-263-012, 021-263-014, 021-263-015, 021-263-018, 021-263-019, 021-350 004, 021-350-005, 
021-350-006, 021-350-007 (a part of), 021-350-008.  

The project site is currently served by the Placer County Sheriffs Department and fire protection is 
provided by Placer County Fire Department and the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection. 

Existing Roadways 

State Route (SR) 65 is located east of the project site and is a north-south state highway that begins 
at Interstate 80 (I-80) in Roseville and extends north through Rocklin and Lincoln to SR 70 near 
Marysville.  SR 65 is a four-lane freeway between Roseville and Lincoln.  There are traffic signals on 
SR 65 at Sunset Boulevard, Sterling Parkway, Ferrari Ranch Road, and several other locations in 
downtown Lincoln.  Local roadways in the vicinity of the project site include Moore Road, Joiner 
Parkway, and SR 65 Bypass (under construction).  Fiddyment Road is also a major north-south 
collector with access to the project site. 

Existing Water and Sewer 

The City of Lincoln purchases water from the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) and dispenses it 
through a City-maintained distribution system.  Water and wastewater service would be provided to 
the site by the City of Lincoln through connections to existing lines in the vicinity of the site.  The 
existing water transmission system in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site draws the majority of 
its treated water from the PCWA water lines.  The proposed on-site 12- to 18-inch water lines would 
connect to an existing 18-inch line in Ferrari Ranch Road. 

The City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF) is located to the 
immediate west of the project site.  The City currently maintains a network of sewer lift stations and 
gravity sewer lines that feed into 15-inch and 66-inch trunk lines that convey sewer flow to the 
existing wastewater treatment plant.  The proposed on-site 8- to 18-inch lines would connect with the 
adjacent facility in the central portion of the western project boundary. 

Existing Drainage 

The project site generally consists of two main drainage sheds.  The first is a shed to the north, 
which drains to a tributary of Orchard Creek.  The second and larger shed drains directly to Ingram 
Slough, where flows combine with Orchard Creek and Auburn Ravine to eventually  
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discharge into the Sacramento River.1  The Proposed Project site includes seasonal wetlands and 
drainage swales that occur within the annual grassland as shallow depressions underlain by slowly 
permeable soils.2  Seasonal wetland depressions follow a similar hydrological cycle to that of vernal 
pools; however some may never have visible ponding.  Rather, these depressions/swales may 
remain saturated only during the wet/fall period.  Ingram Slough flows from east to west along the 
central portion of the Lewis Property portion of the project site.  Ingram Slough, in this reach, is 
perennially inundated due to surface runoff from surrounding terraces and from upstream activities.3   

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed Village 7 Specific Plan project would develop a mix of land uses designed to achieve 
the Specific Plan’s visions and principles for a new community.  The Specific Plan area would 
include a blend of residential, recreational, retail, open space, and public uses, as shown in Figure 2-
3 (Village 7 Land Use Plan).  A maximum of 3,285 residential units would be organized into a series 
of residential neighborhoods that are each anchored by a neighborhood green and are structured to 
accommodate a mix of new and traditional housing types, ranging from single-family to multi-family 
dwellings.  A centrally-located Village Center would form the focus of activity and a gathering point 
for the entire community, incorporating neighborhood-serving retail, a community center, an 
elementary school and playgrounds, and a joint-use neighborhood park.   

Land Uses 

The Lewis Property portion of the Specific Plan area consists of a residential community including a 
community center, an elementary school, and park and open space areas.  The Lewis Property 
would include a mix of very low, low, medium, and high density residential uses; open space; linear 
parkways; parks; paseos; a retention basin; neighborhood commercial and recreation center uses; 
an elementary school; and associated roadways.  The residential uses would include 7 Village 
Country Estates (VCE) units, 617 Village Low Density Residential (VLDR) units, 1,074 Village 
Medium Density Residential (VMDR) units, and 7724 Village High Density Residential (VHDR) units 
(see Table 2-1).  The Lewis Property portion would also include two Village Commercial (VMU) 
parcels – 9.2-acre Neighborhood Commercial site and 3.0-acre Community Center site.  There 
would be 209.0 acres of open space and parks, comprising 121.9 acres of open space preserve, 
36.0 acres of linear parkways, 5.8 acres of major paseos, and 45.3 acres of park and recreation 
facilities. 

The Aitken Ranch II portion of the plan area also consists of a residential community with a mix of 
low and medium density residential with parks and open space areas.  Approximately 270 VLDR 
units and 230 VMDR units are proposed, along with 49.1 acres of parks and open space.  The 
Scheiber portion of the plan area would contain 70 VLDR units on 15.9 acres and approximately 
10.6 acres of open space preserve.  The Remainder Area portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan 
would include 164 VLDR units, 81 VMDR units, and approximately 5.5 acres of parks and 7.0 acres 
of linear parkways. 

The Proposed Project also consists of a General Plan Amendment to change the land use 
designation from Agriculture to Village Country Estates (VCE), Village Low Density Residential 
(VLDR), Village Medium Density Residential (VMDR), Village High density Residential (VHDR), 
                                                 
1  Nader Property Application for Inclusion in the General Plan Update, December 12, 2002, p. 27. 
2  ECORP Consulting, Inc., Section 404 Permit Application for Nader Property, Placer County California, 

June 13, 2003, p. 41. 
3  ECORP Consulting, Inc., Section 404 Permit Application for Nader Property, Placer County California, 

June 13, 2003, p. 42. 
4  Includes 202 HDR dwelling units of holding capacity for the 9.2-acre VMU parcel in the Lewis Property. 
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TABLE 2-1 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USES 
Land Use Units/Square Feet Gross Acres 

Lewis Property 
Village Country Estates 7 units 4.5 ac. 
Village Low Density Residential 617 units  106.1 ac. 
Village Medium Density Residential 1,074 units  116.4 ac. 
Village High Density Residential 772 units1 37.4 ac. 
Parks -- 45.3 ac. 
Open Space Preserve -- 121.9 ac. 
Linear Parkways -- 36.0 ac. 
Major Paseos -- 5.8 ac. 
Neighborhood Commercial 105,000 square feet of commercial uses 9.2 ac. 
Community Center 20,000 square feet of commercial space2 3.0 ac. 
Elementary School -- 12.0 ac. 
Major Roadways -- 18.3 ac. 
SUBTOTAL 2,470 units / 125,000 square feet 515.9 ac. 
Aitken Ranch II Property 
Village Low Density Residential 270 units 44.5 ac. 
Village Medium Density Residential 230 units 22.8 ac. 
Parks -- 8.0 ac. 
Open Space Preserve -- 38.1 ac. 
Linear Parkways -- 3.0 ac. 
Major Roads -- 4.8 ac. 
SUBTOTAL 500 units 121.2 ac. 
Scheiber Property 
Village Low Density Residential 70 units 15.9 ac. 
Open Space Preserve -- 10.6 ac. 
SUBTOTAL 70 units 26.5 ac. 
Remainder Area 
Village Low Density Residential 164 units 19.9 ac. 
Village Medium Density Residential 81 units  6.3 ac. 
Parks -- 5.5 ac. 
Linear Parkway -- 7.0 ac. 
Major Roadways -- 1.1 ac. 
SUBTOTAL 245 units 39.8 ac. 
Project Total 3,285 units / 125,000 square feet 703.4 ac. 
Notes: 
1.  The 772 includes 202 HDR dwelling units of holding capacity for the 9.2-acre Neighborhood Commercial (VMU) parcel. 
2.  Approximately 5,000 square feet could be used for retail and/or office uses and up to approximately 15,000 square feet for a community center. 
Source:  Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 

Neighborhood Commercial (VMU), Elementary School (PF), Park and Recreation (PR), Open Space 
(OS), Major Paseos (OS), and Linear Parkways (OS) (see Figure 2-3).   

The project site is located between two incorporated portions of the City, the WWTRF and Lincoln 
Crossing. The WWTRF is an island of incorporated city surrounded by lands in unincorporated 
Placer County.  As part of the Proposed Project, the City would apply to Placer County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) to annex the Village 7 Specific Plan portion of the existing sphere 
of influence (SOI) into City boundaries.  LAFCO would use this EIR in their decision-making process 
as they evaluate the potential impacts of the annexation.  The annexation of Village 7 may occur in 
phases.  The Placer County LAFCO will review the annexation request and prepare a written 
statement of its determination.  LAFCO must find that the Proposed Project is consistent with the 
LAFCO policies.  
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Roadways 

The Proposed Project would include a circulation system that provides for a coordinated system of 
streets that allow for efficient vehicular travel, public transit, bikeways, and pedestrian paths.  The 
main road to serve the plan area would be an extension of Ferrari Ranch Road, extending west from 
the Aitken Ranch and Lincoln Crossing developments to Moore Road.   

As a primarily residential community, the resulting circulation plan emphasizes neighborhood-
oriented streets with a North South Collector street running through the center of the community (see 
Figure 2-4).  The primary external access to the property would be from the future extension of 
Ferrari Ranch Road through the central portion of the site.  This road would extend through the 
development in an east/west direction, originating from the Sorrento and Lincoln Crossing 
developments in the east, to Moore Road in the west, which ultimately intersects with Fiddyment 
Road.  Fiddyment Road would be a significant north-south collector road for the project site.  The 
project would include construction of an integrated bicycle path and trail system.  This system would 
include Class II and Class III on-street bike lanes and Class I off-street bike paths.   

It should be noted that a segment of the SR 65 Bypass (now under construction) would be located to 
the northeast of the Village 7 project site.  The Bypass will be adjacent to the low-density residential 
dwelling units proposed for the northeast corner of the Aitken Ranch II portion of the Project.  

Public Services and Utilities 

After annexation to the City of Lincoln, water and wastewater services would be provided by the City 
of Lincoln.  Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) would serve the site with gas and electricity service.  
The City of Lincoln Department of Public Works would provide solid waste collection services, and 
waste would be delivered to the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill.  The Proposed Project would 
rely on the City of Lincoln for the provision of fire, police, and other City services.   

Water 

The project site lies within the PCWA’s Service Zone 1.  Consistent with the City’s current water 
delivery contracts, it is anticipated that the PCWA will serve the project’s total domestic water needs.  
A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with 
state law, and the Lincoln City Council approved the WSA on August 26, 2008.  In addition, the 
project would have to provide emergency water supplies through the use of municipal groundwater 
wells on and adjacent to the property.  The City has one municipal well within the project limits on 
Moore Road.  A second well is located on Ferrari Ranch Road, just to the east of the plan area and a 
third well is located near the intersection of Fiddyment and Moore Roads.  These wells, in addition to 
the associated infrastructure development, would provide sufficient water sources to meet the 
project’s emergency water supply needs.  The proposed water infrastructure plan for the Proposed 
Project is shown in Figure 2-5.   

Development of the Proposed Project also includes numerous opportunities for the use of reclaimed 
water from the City’s WWTRF.  These opportunities include irrigation for landscape medians, 
landscape corridors, parks, and parkways.   

Sewer 

The Proposed Project’s sewer and wastewater needs would be met by the City of Lincoln’s WWTRF, 
located along the Lewis Property’s western boundary.  It is anticipated that regional and local 
wastewater flows would be conveyed to the facility in an interceptor that runs through the middle of 
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the Lewis Property.  The proposed wastewater infrastructure plan for the Proposed Project is shown 
in Figure 2-6.   

Drainage 

Development within the Proposed Project site would be subject to all applicable drainage 
improvement standards, design criteria, and master drainage reports prepared by the City of Lincoln 
that affect the site.  In addition, the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s 
Stormwater Management Manual would apply, where not superceded by a master drainage plan.  
Stormwater quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be required during construction in 
accordance with state regulations. Post-construction BMPs would need to be incorporated into 
project design in accordance with the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance. 

As part of the project’s drainage plan, Ingram Slough has been enhanced to meet the drainage and 
water quality needs of the development, as well as the adjacent Lincoln Crossing development.  
These enhancements include the deepening and widening of the existing slough as it passes 
through the property.  The proposed drainage improvements for the Proposed Project are shown in 
Figure 2-7. 

To the west end of the Lewis Property, the City constructed an area retention basin and bypass 
channel. The channel inlet is located within the Proposed Project development site and has been 
incorporated into the Ingram Slough enhancements, which would provide conveyance of high storm 
water flows to the area retention basin. In addition, the Proposed Project would use on-site 
detention. Detention facilities are planned for the Lewis Property portion of the project. For the north 
shed, a small detention structure would be constructed to maintain historic drainage patterns for 
surrounding properties. In the south, a larger retention basin would be constructed for major flood 
events.  

A portion of the Aitken Ranch II project site is located in Flood Zones A and C.  The northwest 
portion of the Aitken Ranch II portion of the project site is proposed for open space uses.   

Parks and Landscaping 

The Proposed Project includes substantial park and recreational opportunities for its future residents.  
The Village 7 Specific Plan designates over 281 acres in park, linear parkway, and open space land 
uses. 

The Lewis Property would provide 45.3 acres of parks, 121.9 acres of open space, 36.0 acres of 
linear parkways, and 5.8 acres of major paseos.  The Aitken Ranch II Property proposes 8.0 acres of 
parks, 3 acres of linear parkways, and 38.1 acres in open space areas.  The Scheiber Property 
would include 10.6 acres of open space areas.  The Remainder Area would include 5.5 acres of 
parks and 7.7 acres of linear parkways. 

Within the Village 7 Specific Plan there are a total of 18 parks that include small pocket parks to 
larger community parks, ranging in size from approximately 0.5 to 20.5 acres.  The larger passive 
parks would be located throughout the entire specific plan area to ensure access from each of the 
proposed residential neighborhoods.  Park accessibility would be enhanced by an integrated system 
of on-street and off-street bicycle paths and pedestrian linkages connecting each park and open 
space area.  In addition, within the Lewis Property a neighborhood park would be located adjacent to 
the proposed 12-acre elementary school site.  Figure 2-8 shows the park and open space areas 
proposed under the Village 7 Specific Plan. 
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FIGURE 2-5
Proposed Water Infrastructure
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FIGURE 2-6
Proposed Wastewater Collection System
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FIGURE 2-7
Proposed Drainage System
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FIGURE 2-8
Park and Open Space Plan
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Off-Site Improvements 

Off-site improvements would include minor work to extend the water, sewer, electricity, and natural 
gas services to existing infrastructure on and around the project site.  The City has already 
constructed a 66-inch sewer trunk line through the center of the plan area along the future extension 
of Ferrari Ranch Road.  The Proposed Project would connect to existing natural gas and electricity 
lines.  Off-site traffic improvements would include connections to the existing Ferrari Ranch Road to 
extend the road through the project site.  Improvements to Moore Road and Fiddyment Road may 
also be needed.   

Population 

The City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan population growth is based on a composite household size of 
2.47 persons per household, with household size broken down further by General Plan residential 
land use designations as follows: 2.86 persons per household for Very Low and Low Density 
Residential, 2.0 persons per household for Medium Density Residential, and 1.8 persons per 
household for High Density Residential.  For the purposes of this EIR, household size, by land use 
designation, is used to calculate the estimated population that would be generated by the Proposed 
Project.  Therefore, the construction of a maximum of 7 very low density, 617 low density, 1,074 
medium density, and 772 high density residential units on the Lewis Property would result in a 
maximum population of 5,322 new residents.  Within the Aitken Ranch II portion of the site a 
maximum of 270 low density and 230 medium density residential units would generate a maximum 
population of 1,232 new residents.  The Scheiber portion would include a maximum of 70 low 
density residential units generating a population of approximately 200 new residents.  The 
Remainder portion would include a maximum of 164 low density and 81 medium density residential 
units generating a population of approximately 631 new residents.  The total holding capacity 
population, based on the number of units identified in Table 2-1, would be 7,386 people. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Proposed Project is a result of an application submitted by the Lewis Planned Communities 
(Applicant).  The Applicant and the City of Lincoln have individual interests in the Proposed Project.  
The objectives for the Proposed Project are listed below. 

• Address the significant future anticipated growth in the City of Lincoln and the surrounding 
Placer County area. 

• Foster a sense of place through the creation of distinctive residential neighborhoods 
surrounding a centralized recreational and retail core. 

• Preserve valuable environmental assets through the creation of significant park and open 
space opportunities. 

• Achieve 40% open space comprised of natural areas, trails, and parks. 

• Fitness facilities, trails, parks, and open space. 

• Focus on neighborhood schools. 

• Community center, shopping, restaurants, businesses. 

• Walkable streets and neighborhoods with access to shopping and trails. 

• Technology interface with fiber optic cable. 

• Alternative vehicles, energy efficient homes. 
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• Economic variability, range of housing types to accommodate range of income levels. 

REQUIRED APPROVALS 

City of Lincoln 

The Lincoln City Council would have to certify the EIR and approve the following entitlements in 
order to implement the Proposed Project: 

• Approve a General Plan Amendment to integrate the land uses from the Specific Plan; 

• Approve a Specific Plan that identifies land uses, infrastructure improvements, and project 
approval structure for the project;  

• A General Development Plan to establish zoning, development standards, and other 
development criteria for the project area, and approve Design Guidelines to provide a 
cohesive approach for site, architectural, landscaping and lighting design; and  

• Pre-zone Village 7 Project area to Planned Development District. 

In addition to the above, the Lincoln City Council would also have to certify the EIR and approve the 
following additional entitlements in order to implement the Lewis Property portion of the Project: 

• A master parcel map for the Lewis Property portion; 

• Separate tentative subdivision maps; 

• Specific Development Plan for the Lewis Property portion; 

• Development Permits for the Lewis Property portion; 

• An Annexation Application of approximately 703 acres of unincorporated Placer County into 
the City of Lincoln city limits; and 

• A Development Agreement with the landowner for the Lewis Property portion. 

In addition to the above, the Lincoln City Council would also have to certify the EIR and approve the 
following additional entitlements to implement the Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber Property, and 
Remainder Area portions of the Project: 

• Any subsequent CEQA environmental document that is required to complete the project-
specific environmental analysis of these development areas. 

• Pre-zone/Annexation Application to the City of Lincoln;  

• Amendments to the GDP to address site-specific considerations in the programmatic 
planning areas would include Landscape and Architectural Design Guidelines that provide a 
cohesive approach for site, architectural, and landscaping and lighting design; 

• Tentative subdivision maps, which may include a master parcel map; 

• Specific Development Plan; 

• Development Permits; and 

• Development Agreement between the City of Lincoln and the landowner. 
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Other Agencies 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project would be used by Responsible Agencies and Trustee 
Agencies that may have some approval authority over the Proposed Project.  The project applicant 
would obtain all permits, as required by law.  The following agencies, which may be considered 
Responsible Agencies, have discretionary authority over approval of certain project elements, or 
alternatively, may serve in a ministerial capacity: 

• Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission, for approval for annexation of the 
approximately 703-acre Proposed Project site to the City of Lincoln; 

• The California Department of Fish and Game for a 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement;  

• Regional Water Quality Control Board, for permits related to the control of nonpoint source 
runoff, pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements (i.e., 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification),  

• U.S. Army Corp of Engineers for a Section 404 Permit;  

• Placer County Air Pollution Control District; and 

• Placer County for off-site roadway improvements in the County, as necessary (Moore Road, 
Fiddyment Road) – Encroachment Permits, Improvement Plans  

Interested Parties 

The following are federal agencies that have jurisdiction, by law, over resources affected by the 
project. 

• United States Army Corp of Engineers for Section 404 Individual Permits. 

• United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Other Ministerial Approvals 

The Proposed Project may require the following additional approvals from the City of Lincoln or other 
regional agencies: building permits, encroachment permits; improvement plan approvals; design 
review approvals; Specific Development Plan and Development Permits; and other actions related to 
the proposed development of the residential and nonresidential portions of the project.  

SCHEDULE 

The project has been designed to accommodate phased development, based on a concept to 
construct multiple residential neighborhoods.  The proposed timing for the phased development is 
shown in Table 2-2.   
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TABLE 2-2 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT PHASING 
Lewis Property Project Phase # of Units Year 
Phase 1  450 2010-2013 
Phase 2 562 2010-2015 
Phase 3 449 2013-2016 
Phase 4  412 2013-2016 
Phase 5 305 2014-2016 
Phase 6 + VMU 292 2015-2017 
Aiken Ranch II Project Phase 
Phase 7 500 2011-2018 
Scheiber Project Phase 
Phase 8 70 2018-2020 
Remainder Area Project Phase 
Phase 9 245 2018-2020 
Source:  Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 



 
3. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 



 



 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 3-1 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\3.0 Summary.doc June 2009 

 
 
 

3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
 
 

PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

This DEIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed Village 7 Specific Plan (Proposed 
Project) in the City of Lincoln.  The Proposed Project includes development of retail/commercial, 
recreational, school, open space/park, and residential uses on 703 acres.  A more detailed 
description is contained in Chapter 2, Project Description. 

This EIR is both a “Program EIR” and “Project EIR,” pursuant to sections 15168 and 15161 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  As used in this EIR, the “Proposed Project” refers to the entirety of the Village 7 
Specific Plan.  The Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project is analyzed at a project level, 
while the balance of the Village 7 Specific Plan (Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, and the Remainder Area) 
is analyzed on a program level.  Throughout this EIR, these three areas of the Specific Plan that are 
analyzed at the program level are collectively referred to as the “Village 7 Programmatic Portion.” 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

This summary provides an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis.  
This summary also includes discussions of: (a) effects found to be less than significant; (b) potential 
areas of controversy; (c) significant impacts; (d) mitigation measures to avoid or reduce identified 
significant impacts; (e) significant unavoidable impacts; and (f) alternatives to the project. 

Summary Table 

Table 3-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, at the end of this chapter, has been 
organized to correspond with environmental issues discussed in Chapter 4.  The summary table is 
arranged in four columns.  The table is organized as follows: 

1) Environmental impacts; 

2) Level of significance; 

3) Applicable mitigation; and 

4) The level of significance after implementation of mitigation. 

Effects Found to be Not Significant 

The City of Lincoln prepared a Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the EIR on 
June 1, 2005 for circulation to all responsible and trustee agencies.  A revised NOP was prepared on 
June 5, 2006.  A copy of the NOP/IS and revised NOP can be found in Appendix A. 

A number of project impacts were found to be less than significant in the NOP/IS by incorporating 
mitigation.  These include safety hazards within an airport land use plan and potential disruption to a 
unique historical, archeological, or paleontological resource, or disturbance to any human remains.  
It is not anticipated that there would be any impacts in these issue areas with the project as 
proposed (see Chapter 1, Introduction).  The project applicants will be required to implement all 
mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study. 



 3.0  Summary of Environmental Effects 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 3-2 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\3.0 Summary.doc June 2009 

In addition, the NOP/IS identified several project impacts that would result in no impact or a less-
than-significant impact.  These include division of an established community; conflicts with any 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan; the displacement of 
substantial numbers of existing housing or residents; exposure to known earthquake faults, strong 
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, and/or landslides; soil erosion; unstable 
soils; expansive soils; soils incapable of supporting septic tanks; flooding due to the failure of a levee 
or dam; inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow; changes to air traffic patterns; increased hazards 
due to design features; inadequate emergency access; inadequate parking; loss of a mineral 
resource; hazards associated with the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; hazards 
associated with the release of hazardous materials; site location on a list of hazardous materials 
sites; safety hazards within a private airstrip; interference with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan; wildland fires; airport noise; and effects on a scenic vista or scenic 
resource. 

Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Under CEQA, a significant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.  The Proposed Project would result in significant impacts on these resources, but many 
of these significant impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation identified 
in the EIR.  Table 3-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, identifies all impacts and their 
level of significance before and after mitigation, including any significant impacts.  The mitigation 
measures presented in the EIR will form the basis of the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP). 

Significant Unavoidable Impacts 

The following are the significant and unavoidable project-specific and/or cumulative impacts 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Project: 

Lewis Property 

Land Use 

• Conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses.  (Project and cumulative) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on State Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under 
existing plus project conditions, until the SR 65 Bypass is completed.  (Project) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen already unacceptable operations at three 
locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus project conditions.  (Project) 

• Add significant levels of traffic to portion of Nelson Lane, which is not constructed to current 
design standards. (Project) 

• Cause temporary impacts along Moore Road during construction.  (Project) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to 
a significant degree) on segments of the Placer County roadway system.  (Cumulative) 

• Worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on State Route 193 
and State Route 65 through Placer County, Rocklin, and Roseville.  (Cumulative) 
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• Cause significant cumulative impacts at one City of Roseville intersection.  (Cumulative) 

Air Quality 

• Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 and criteria air pollutants.  (Project and 
Cumulative) 

• Operational emissions of criteria air pollutants (Project and Cumulative) 

Noise 

• Expose existing sensitive receptors to permanent increases in ambient noise levels as a 
result of project-generated traffic. (Cumulative) 

• Temporary increase in construction-generated cumulative noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. (Cumulative) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes.  (Cumulative) 

Biological Resources 

• Loss of native plant communities, wildlife habitat values, special-status species and habitat, 
and wetlands.  (Cumulative) 

Public Utilities and Services 

• Future expansion of the WWTRF to accommodate General Plan buildout (including the 
Proposed Project), in combination with possible changes to discharge requirements to 
protect surface water quality that may be necessary in the future, could result in significant 
and unavoidable environmental effects.  (Cumulative) 

• Need for construction or expansion of water treatment facilities, the construction of which 
could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.  (Cumulative) 

Visual Resources 

• Permanent changes in existing views and the visual character of the City of Lincoln and 
increased lighting in the region.  (Cumulative) 

Climate Change 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would represent a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change, even with implementation of City of Lincoln General 
Plan policies and mitigation measures identified in the EIR.  (Cumulative) 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The following are the significant and unavoidable project-specific and/or cumulative impacts 
associated with implementation of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan: 
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Land Use 

• Conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses.  (Project and cumulative) 

• Conflict with existing Williamson Act Contract (Project) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on State Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under 
existing plus project conditions, until the SR 65 Bypass is completed.  (Project) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen already unacceptable operations at three 
locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus project conditions.  (Project) 

• Add significant levels of traffic to portion of Nelson Lane, which is not constructed to current 
design standards. (Project) 

• Cause temporary impacts along Moore Road during construction.  (Project) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to 
a significant degree) on segments of the Placer County roadway system.  (Cumulative) 

• Worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on State Route 193 
and State Route 65 through Placer County, Rocklin, and Roseville.  (Cumulative) 

• Cause significant cumulative impacts at one City of Roseville intersection.  (Cumulative) 

Air Quality 

• Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 and criteria air pollutants.  (Project and 
Cumulative) 

• Operational emissions of criteria pollutants (Project and cumulative) 

Noise 

• Expose sensitive receptors to permanent increases in ambient noise levels as a result of 
project-generated traffic. (Cumulative) 

• Temporary increase in construction-generated cumulative noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. (Cumulative) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Increase in the amount of stormwater runoff volume (Project and Cumulative) 

Biological Resources 

• Loss of native plant communities, wildlife habitat values, special-status species and habitat, 
and wetlands.  (Cumulative) 

Public Utilities and Services 

• Future expansion of the WWTRF to accommodate General Plan buildout (including the 
Proposed Project), in combination with possible changes to discharge requirements to 
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protect surface water quality that may be necessary in the future, could result in significant 
and unavoidable environmental effects.  (Cumulative) 

• Need for construction or expansion of water treatment facilities, the construction of which 
could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.  (Cumulative) 

Visual Resources 

• Permanent changes in existing views and the visual character of the City of Lincoln and 
increased lighting in the region.  (Cumulative) 

Climate Change 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would represent a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change, even with implementation of City of Lincoln General 
Plan policies and mitigation measures identified in the EIR.  (Cumulative) 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

The major areas of potential controversy identified through the environmental evaluation process, 
include the generation of additional traffic on area roadways, stormwater quality management, 
effects on biological resources and their habitat, and water availability.  Comments on the NOP/IS 
can be found in Appendix B. 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The alternatives to the Proposed Project analyzed in this EIR are: 

• No Project/No Action Alternative, which assumes the site would continue to be used under 
the Placer County land use and zoning designations, and the entire project site would 
continue to be used for cattle grazing and occasional hay production.   

• Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative, which assumes development on the 
project site with uses similar to the Proposed Project, but at a reduced intensity.  Residential 
uses would comprise approximately 264 acres of low-, medium-, and high-density uses 
(1,884 low-density and medium-density and 594 high-density residential, for a total of 2,478 
units).  Open space would consist of approximately 392 acres.  In addition, all development 
would be concentrated north of Ingram Slough under this alternative. 

• 2002 Specific Plan Alternative, which assumes development on the entire approximately 
703-acre project site similar to the Proposed Project.  There would be 449 acres designated 
for residential development consisting of 2,503 low-density and medium-density units, and 
200 high-density units, for a total of 2,703 units.  The amount of parks, open space, and 
public uses would be approximately 204 acres.  

• Off-Site Alternative, which assumes the Village 7 Specific Plan land uses would be 
developed using the same land use designations and intensity of development as the 
Proposed Project, but at a different location. 

Table 7-5, at the end of Chapter 7, Alternatives, includes a comparison of the Proposed Project and 
each alternative in each issue area addressed in the EIR.  The table also indicates whether 
development of the alternative would be more or less severe that the Proposed Project. 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.1 Land Use  

4.1-1 The Proposed Project could result in internal 
land use incompatibilities. 

PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-1(A) a) The applicant shall construct fencing and/or post signs to 
inform the public of sensitive wetland/wildlife areas within 
the open space areas and in the Orchard Creek 
Wetlands Preserve that borders the Lewis Property on 
the south. 

 b) The applicant shall design its specific project to comply 
with all setback and buffer requirements required by any 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, incidental take 
permits and Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

LS 

 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-1(B)  a) The applicant shall construct fencing and/or post signs to 
inform the public of sensitive wetland/wildlife areas within 
the open space areas. 

 b) The applicant shall design its specific project to comply 
with all setback and buffer requirements required by any 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, incidental take 
permits and Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

 c) The applicant shall provide to home buyers within the 
Proposed Project information about agricultural 
operations and potential nuisance activities occurring on 
lands adjacent to the project site, including a copy of 
Placer County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance.  Residential 
development located next to active agricultural areas 
shall have a notice included in the deed notifying buyers 
of the agricultural use. 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.1-2 The Proposed Project could result in land use 

incompatibilities with adjacent land uses.   
PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-2(A) a) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(A).  

 b) The applicant shall provide to home buyers within the 
Proposed Project information about agricultural 
operations and potential nuisance activities occurring on 
lands adjacent to the project site, including a copy of 
Placer County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance.   Residential 
development located next to active agricultural areas 
shall have a notice included in the deed notifying buyers 
of the agricultural use.  

 c) Notify home buyers within the C1 Zone regarding noise 
and safety issues as required by ALUCP. 

LS 

 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-2(B)  a) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(B). 

 b) The applicant shall provide to home buyers within the 
Proposed Project information about agricultural 
operations and potential nuisance activities occurring on 
lands adjacent to the project site, including a copy of 
Placer County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance.  Residential 
development located next to active agricultural areas 
shall have a notice included in the deed notifying buyers 
of the agricultural use. 

 c) Notify home buyers within the C1 Zone regarding noise 
and safety issues as required by ALUCP. 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-3(A) None required. 

LS 4.1-3 The Proposed Project would not conflict with 
the City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan 
policies. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-3(B) None required.  

LS 

4.1-4 The Proposed Project would not conflict with 
the Placer County LAFCO policies pertaining 
to annexations. 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-4(A) None required. 

LS 

 LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-4(B) None required.  

LS 

SU (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-5(A) None available. 

SU 4.1-5 The Proposed Project would convert Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses. SU (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-5(B) None available.  

SU 

4.1-6 The Proposed Project could conflict with an 
existing Williamson Act contract. 

NI (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-6(A) None required.  

NI 

 SU (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-6(B)  No land under Williamson Act contract will be rezoned until 
the contract has expired or been cancelled. 

SU 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-7(A)  None required.  

LS 4.1-7 The Proposed Project could conflict with the 
Placer County LAFCO policies pertaining to 
annexations of agricultural areas. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-7(B)  None required.  

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
SU (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.1-8(A)  None available.  

SU 4.1-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
future development in western Placer County, 
would convert agricultural resources, 
including Prime Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local 
Importance, and agricultural land under 
Williamson Act contract to non-agricultural 
uses. 

SU (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.1-8(B)  None available.  

SU 

4.2 Population, Employment, and Housing  
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.2-1(A)  None required.  

LS 4.2-1 The Proposed Project would not adversely 
affect the jobs-to-housing ratio in the City of 
Lincoln. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.2-1(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.2-2(A) None required.  

LS 4.2-2 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
future development in the City of Lincoln, 
could change the City's jobs-housing 
balance. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.2-2(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.2-3(A) None required.  

LS 4.2-3 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development in the City of Lincoln and 
in the region, would not exceed official 
regional and local population projections. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.2-3(B) None required. 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.3 Transportation and Circulation  

4.3-1 The Proposed Project would not worsen (to a 
significant level) unacceptable operations at 
City of Lincoln intersections (excluding those 
in downtown on SR 65 which are described 
separately) under existing plus project 
conditions. 

LS  4.3-1  None required.  LS 

4.3-2 The Proposed Project could temporarily 
worsen unacceptable operations on State 
Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under existing 
plus project conditions if occupancy of the 
Proposed Project occurs prior to the 
completion of the SR 65 Bypass. 

STS  4.3-2  No additional mitigation is feasible or required. STSU 

4.3-3 The Proposed Project would not cause 
operations at any intersections in Roseville 
to worsen to an unacceptable level under 
existing plus project conditions. 

LS 4.3-3 None required. LS 

4.3-4 The Proposed Project would not result in 
unacceptable levels of service at any 
intersections in Placer County under existing 
plus project conditions. 

LS  4.3-4  None required.  LS 

4.3-5 The Proposed Project would worsen to an 
unacceptable level or further worsen already 
unacceptable operations at three locations 
on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus 
project conditions. 

S 4.3-5  Prior to the issuance of Building Permits for the Proposed 
Project, the project applicants or their successors shall pay 
the applicable South Placer Regional Transportation 
Authority Fee, which will help fund the widening of SR 65 to 
six lanes. 

SU 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.3-6 The Proposed Project would add significant 

levels of traffic to Moore Road between the 
project site and Fiddyment Road, and to 
Fiddyment Road from Moore Road to the 
south City limits, which are not constructed 
to current design standards. 

S  4.3-6  The project applicants or their successors shall pay a fair 
share of the cost to upgrade Moore Road between 
Fiddyment Road and the western project boundary, and 
Fiddyment Road from Moore Road to the south City limits, to 
current City of Lincoln design standards for a two-lane 
arterial.  The City may add this road improvement to the 
Public Facilities Element (PFE), with PFE credits being given 
to the constructing party.  Alternatively, the City may require 
the project applicants or their successors to construct the 
improvements and provide them with a right of 
reimbursement from third parties who also benefit from the 
improvements. The timing of the fair share payment or 
construction shall be as specified in the development 
agreement(s) between City and project applicants, but the 
required timing will be concurrent with the development of 
the threshold triggering use. 

LS 

4.3-7 The Proposed Project would add significant 
levels of traffic to portions of Nelson Lane, 
which is not constructed to current design 
standards. 

S  4.3-7  None feasible. SU 

4.3-8 The Proposed Project would provide 
adequate facilities to accommodate its 
planned transit demand.   

LS 4.3-8 None required. LS 

4.3-9 The Proposed Project would provide 
adequate on-site facilities to support walking 
and bicycling.   

LS 4.3-9 None required. LS 

4.3-10 The Proposed Project would not conflict with 
planned transportation improvements.   

LS 4.3-10 None required. LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.3-11 The Proposed Project would cause temporary 

impacts along Moore Road during 
construction-related activities.   

STS  4.3-10 None feasible. STSU 

4.3-12 The Proposed Project would not cause any 
cumulative impacts on the City of Lincoln 
roadway system.  

LS  4.3-12  None required.  

 

LS 

4.3-13 The Proposed Project would worsen to an 
unacceptable level or further worsen 
cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a 
significant degree) on roadway segments 
within Placer County.  

S  4.3-13 Prior to the issuance of Building Permits at the Proposed 
Project, the project applicants or their successors shall pay a 
fair-share of the cost to improve the five Placer County 
roadway segments significantly impacted by the Proposed 
Project, provided that either the Placer County Traffic 
Mitigation fee program is modified and/or a regional funding 
mechanism is in place to include improvements to these 
roadways.   

SU 

4.3-14 The Proposed Project would worsen 
cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a 
significant degree) on State Route 193 and 
State Route 65 through Placer County, 
Rocklin, and Roseville.  

S 4.3-14  The project applicants or their successors shall pay SPRTA 
Fees to help widen SR 65 to six lanes, and pay a fair-share 
of the cost to make improvements to segments of SR 193 
significantly impacted by the Proposed Project if a regional 
funding mechanism and roadway improvement plan for SR 
193 are adopted prior to issuance of Building Permits at the 
Proposed Project. 

SU 

4.3-15 The Proposed Project would cause a 
significant cumulative impact at one 
intersection located in the City of Roseville. 

S 4.3-15 None feasible.  SU 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.4 Air Quality  

4.4-1 Grading and other earth-disturbing activities 
associated with the Proposed Project would 
generate emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-1(A)  The following mitigation measures shall be implemented by 
the applicant during all grading activities: 
• The applicant shall submit to the City of Lincoln, as the 

lead agency, and receive approval of a Construction 
Emission/Dust Control Plan prior to groundbreaking. This 
plan must address the minimum Administrative 
Requirements found in section 300 and 400 of District 
Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. The applicant shall have a pre-
construction meeting for grading activities for 20 or more 
acres to discuss the construction emission/dust control 
plan with employees and/or contractors and the District 
is to be invited. The applicant shall suspend all grading 
operations when fugitive dusts exceed District Rule 228 
Fugitive Dust limitations. An applicant representative, 
certified by CARB to perform Visible Emissions 
Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate compliance to 
Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. This requirement for a VEE is 
for projects grading 20 or more acres regardless of how 
many acres are to be disturbed daily. It is to be noted 
that fugitive dust is not to exceed 40% opacity and not go 
beyond property boundary at any time. If lime or other 
drying agents are utilized to dry out wet grading areas 
they shall be controlled as to not exceed District Rule 
228 Fugitive Dust limitations. 

STSU 

  • Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust 
impacts offsite. Operational water truck(s) shall be 
onsite, as required, to control fugitive dust.  Construction 
vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, 
silt, mud, and dirt from being released or tracked off-site. 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  • Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative 

mats, or other appropriate best management practices to 
manufacturers specifications, to all-inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas which remain inactive for 
96 hours). 

 

  • Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and 
employee/equipment parking areas and wet broom or 
wash streets if silt is carried over to adjacent public 
thoroughfares. 

• Install wheel washers or wash all trucks and equipment 
leaving the site. 

• Vegetation materials removed from the site during 
construction shall not be burned in the open.  Vegetative 
material should be chipped or delivered to waste-to-
energy facilities. 

 

  • Active grading sites shall be watered at least twice daily. 
• A traffic speed limit of 15 miles per hours shall be posted 

and enforced on all unpaved construction roads. 
• All excavating and grading activities shall be suspended 

when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 
25 miles per hour and dust is transported onto adjacent 
developed properties. 

 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-1(B) The following mitigation measures shall be implemented by 
the applicant during all grading activities:  

STSU 
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Impact 

Level of 
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to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  • The applicant shall submit to the City of Lincoln, as the 

lead agency, and receive approval of a Construction 
Emission/Dust Control Plan prior to groundbreaking. This 
plan must address the minimum Administrative 
Requirements found in section 300 and 400 of District 
Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. The applicant shall have a pre-
construction meeting for grading activities for 20 or more 
acres to discuss the construction emission/dust control 
plan with employees and/or contractors and the District 
is to be invited. The applicant shall suspend all grading 
operations when fugitive dusts exceed District Rule 228 
Fugitive Dust limitations. An applicant representative, 
certified by CARB to perform Visible Emissions 
Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate compliance to 
Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. This requirement for a VEE is 
for projects grading 20 or more acres regardless of how 
many acres are to be disturbed daily. It is to be noted 
that fugitive dust is not to exceed 40% opacity and not go 
beyond property boundary at any time. If lime or other 
drying agents are utilized to dry out wet grading areas 
they shall be controlled as to not exceed District Rule 
228 Fugitive Dust limitations. 

 

  • Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust 
impacts offsite.  Operational water truck(s) shall be 
onsite, as required, to control fugitive dust.  Construction 
vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, 
silt, mud, and dirt from being released or tracked off-site. 

• Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative 
mats, or other appropriate best management practices to 
manufacturers specifications, to all-inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas which remain inactive for 
96 hours). 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  • Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and 

employee/equipment parking areas and wet broom or 
wash streets if silt is carried over to adjacent public 
thoroughfares. 

• Install wheel washers or wash all trucks and equipment 
leaving the site. 

 

  • Vegetation materials removed from the site during 
construction shall not be burned in the open.  Vegetative 
material should be chipped or delivered to waste-to-
energy facilities. 

 

  • Active grading sites shall be watered at least twice daily. 
• A traffic speed limit of 15 miles per hours shall be posted 

and enforced on all unpaved construction roads. 
• All excavating and grading activities shall be suspended 

when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 
miles per hour and dust is transported onto adjacent 
developed properties. 

 

4.4-2 Construction activities associated with the 
Proposed Project would generate emissions 
of criteria air pollutants ROG and NOx that 
would exceed PCAPCD thresholds. 

SS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-2(A) During all phases of construction, the project applicant shall 
ensure that the following mitigation measures are 
implemented: 
• During second stage smog alerts (0.350 ppm of ozone), 

the construction day shall be shortened and the number 
of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time 
shall be reduced. 

STSU 

  • Construction equipment operators shall shut off 
equipment when not in use to avoid unnecessary idling.  
Vehicle idling shall be kept below 10 minutes. 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  • 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 and the 
equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. An 
applicant representative, certified to perform Visible 
Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate 
project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road 
equipment emissions for compliance with this 
requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in 
size regardless in how many acres are to be disturbed 
daily. 

 

  • The prime contractor shall submit to the District a 
comprehensive inventory (i.e. make, model, year, 
emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment 
(50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an 
aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction 
project. The project representative shall provide the 
District with the anticipated construction timeline 
including start date, and name and phone number of the 
project manager and on-site foreman. The project shall 
provide a plan for approval by the District demonstrating 
that the heavy-duty (> 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 up to 20 percent NOx reduction and 
45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most 
recent CARB fleet average.  The District should be 
contacted for average fleet emission data.  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. 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  Contractors can access the PCAPCD or Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District's web site 
to determine if their off-road fleet meets the requirements 
listed in this measure. 

 

  • The following measure shall be incorporated into 
construction bid documents:  All applicable pieces (at a 
minimum three pieces) of diesel equipment used on the 
site during the demolition, earthmoving and clearing 
stages of construction shall be fitted with a level 3 
California Air Resources Board verified diesel emission 
control system.  Prior to the issuance of a demolition or 
grading permit, the construction contractor and/or 
applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and the City a 
certified list of the non-road diesel powered construction 
equipment that will be retrofitted with emission control 
devices or that will use Clean Fuels. The Clean Fuels 
shall consist of low NOx and PM10 emission diesel fuel 
that (1) can be used without engine modification, (2) is 
certified to provide a minimum emissions reduction of 
30 percent PM10 and 10 percent NOx when compared to 
No. 2 Diesel Fuel, and (3) is included on the CARB 
Verification List. For each non-road diesel powered 
construction equipment that will not be retrofitted or use 
Clean Fuels, the project applicant shall provide an 
explanation detailing why such measures are not 
employed. The list shall include (1) the equipment 
number, type, make, and contractor/sub-contractor 
name; (2) the emission control device make, model and 
EPA or CARB verification number; and/or (3) the type 
and source of fuel to be used.  If any diesel powered 
non-road construction equipment is found to be in non- 
compliance with this specification, the contractor will be 
issued a Notice of Non-Compliance and given a 24 hour 
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Impact 

Level of 
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to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  period in which to bring the equipment into compliance or 

remove it from the project. 
 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-2(B) During all phases of construction, the project applicant shall 
ensure that the following mitigation measures are 
implemented: 
• During second stage smog alerts (0.350 ppm of ozone), 

the construction day shall be shortened and the number 
of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time 
shall be reduced. 

STSU 

  • Construction equipment operators shall shut off 
equipment when not in use to avoid unnecessary idling.  
Vehicle idling shall be kept below 10 minutes. 

 

  • 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 and the 
equipment must be repaired within 72 hours.  An 
applicant representative, certified to perform Visible 
Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate 
project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road 
equipment emissions for compliance with this 
requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in 
size regardless in how many acres are to be disturbed 
daily. 

 

  • The prime contractor shall submit to the District a 
comprehensive inventory (i.e. make, model, year, 
emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment 
(50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an 
aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction 
project.  The project representative shall provide the 

 



3. Summary of Environmental Effects  
 
 

 
LS = Less than Significant   S = Significant   STSU = Short-term Significant and Unavoidable PS = Potentially Significant 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable  STS = Short-term Significant PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable NI = No Impact  
 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 3-20 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\3.0 SumTable.doc   June 2009 

TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  District with the anticipated construction timeline 

including start date, and name and phone number of the 
project manager and on-site foreman. The project shall 
provide a plan for approval by the District demonstrating 
that the heavy-duty (> 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 up to 20 percent NOx reduction and 
45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most 
recent CARB fleet average.  The District should be 
contacted for average fleet emission data.  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.  
Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District's web site to determine if 
their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this 
measure. 

 

  • The following measure shall be incorporated into 
construction bid documents:  All applicable pieces (at a 
minimum three pieces) of diesel equipment used on the 
site during the demolition, earthmoving and clearing 
stages of construction shall be fitted with a level 3 
California Air Resources Board verified diesel emission 
control system.  Prior to the issuance of a demolition or 
grading permit, the construction contractor and/or 
applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and the City a 
certified list of the non-road diesel powered construction 
equipment that will be retrofitted with emission control 
devices or that will use Clean Fuels. The Clean Fuels 
shall consist of low NOx and PM10 emission diesel fuel 
that (1) can be used without engine modification, (2) is 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
certified to provide a minimum emissions reduction of 
30 percent PM10 and 10 percent NOx when compared 
to No. 2 Diesel Fuel, and (3) is included on the CARB 
Verification List. For each non-road diesel powered 
construction equipment that will not be retrofitted or use 
Clean Fuels, the project applicant shall provide an 
explanation detailing why such measures are not 
employed. The list shall include (1) the equipment 
number, type, make, and contractor/sub-contractor 
name; (2) the emission control device make, model and 
EPA or CARB verification number; and/or (3) the type 
and source of fuel to be used. If any diesel powered non-
road construction equipment is found to be in non-
compliance with this specification, the contractor will be 
issued a Notice of Non-Compliance and given a 24 hour 
period in which to bring the equipment into compliance or 
remove it from the project. 

4.4-3 Operation of the Proposed Project would 
generate emissions of criteria pollutants. 

S (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.4-3(A) The project applicant shall implement the following mitigation 
measures prior to issuance of building permits: 
• Only low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace shall be 

installed in residential units containing open hearth 
fireplaces. Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, 
the applicant must provide written proof of compliance 
with this measure to the City and PCAPCD.  

• Only Energy Star-labeled (or equivalent) appliances shall 
be installed. 

• The project applicant shall participate in the PCAPCD 
off-site mitigation program for post-mitigated emissions 
that exceed PCAPCD thresholds. Off-site mitigation 
strategies include retrofitting existing on-road heavy-duty 

SU 
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Mitigation 
  vehicles/equipment with cleaner burning engines, 

retrofitting or purchasing new low emission agriculture 
pumps, transit vehicles, and CNG fueling infrastructure. 
To participate in the off-site mitigation program, the 
applicant shall pay into the PCAPCD off-site mitigation 
program, included in Appendix D in this Draft EIR, in 
consultation with PCAPCD. 

 

 
 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-3(B) The project applicant shall implement the following mitigation 
measures prior to issuance of building permits: 

SU 

  • Only low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace shall be 
installed in residential units containing open hearth 
fireplaces. Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, 
the applicant must provide written proof of compliance 
with this measure to the City and PCAPCD. 

 

  • Only Energy Star-labeled (or equivalent) appliances shall 
be installed. 

 

  • The project applicant shall participate in the PCAPCD 
off-site mitigation program for post-mitigated emissions 
that exceed PCAPCD thresholds. Off-site mitigation 
strategies include retrofitting existing on-road heavy-duty 
vehicles/equipment with cleaner burning engines, 
retrofitting or purchasing new low emission agriculture 
pumps, transit vehicles, and CNG fueling infrastructure. 
To participate in the off-site mitigation program, the 
applicant shall pay into the PCAPCD off-site mitigation 
program, included in Appendix D in this Draft EIR, in 
consultation with PCAPCD. 
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Mitigation 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-4(A) None required. 

LS 4.4-4 Operation of the Proposed Project would 
increase CO levels at nearby intersections, 
but not to levels that would exceed 
established thresholds. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-4(B)  None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-5(A) Record perpetual notices for all lots within the Village 7 
Specific Plan indicating that odors from the Lincoln WWTRF, 
WRSL, and agricultural operations could occur, and provide 
copies of this notice to all buyers of these properties. 

LS 4.4-5 Project occupants could be exposed to 
intermittent odors from the City of Lincoln 
Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation 
Facility (WWTRF), Western Regional Sanitary 
Landfill (WRSL) Material Recovery Facility 
(MRF), or nearby agricultural operations. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-5(B) Record perpetual notices for all lots within the Village 7 
Specific Plan indicating that odors from the Lincoln WWTRF, 
WRSL, and agricultural operations could occur, and provide 
copies of this notice to all buyers of these properties. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-6(A) None required.  

LS 4.4-6 The Proposed Project would expose new 
sensitive receptors to TACs or create 
sources of TACs that could affect existing or 
future sensitive receptors, but not at levels 
that would be considered substantial. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-6(B) None required. 

LS 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-7(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. 

SU 4.4-7 Construction of the Proposed Project would 
add to cumulative emissions of PM10 and 
PM2.5. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-7(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. 

SU 
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Mitigation 
S (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.4-8(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2.  

SU 4.4-8 Construction of the Proposed Project would 
generate emissions of ozone precursors that 
could combine with other precursor 
emissions and temporarily increase ozone 
levels in the region. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-8(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2. 

SU 

S (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.4-9(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-3.  

SU 4.4-9 The Proposed Project’s operational 
emissions of criteria air pollutants would add 
to cumulative emissions, which would result 
in a net increase of ozone precursor 
emissions that could obstruct 
implementation of the local air quality plan.   

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-9(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-3.  

SU 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.4-10(A) None required.  

LS 4.4-10 The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulative levels of CO, but this would not 
result in a significant cumulative impact.  

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-10(B) None required.  

LS 

NI (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.4-11(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-5.  

NI 4.4-11 The Proposed Project, in addition to other 
area odor sources, would not expose 
sensitive receptors to odors that could be 
cumulatively considerable. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-11(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-5. 

LS 

LS (Lewis)  Lewis Property 

4.4-12(A) None required.  

LS 4.4-12 The Proposed Project would contribute to 
and expose receptors to cumulative ambient 
levels of TAC, but this would not represent a 
substantial, adverse health risk.  LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.4-12(B) None required.  

LS 
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4.5 Noise  

4.5-1 Construction of the Proposed Project would 
temporarily increase ambient noise levels. 

STPS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-1(A) The City shall ensure construction contractors comply with 
the following: 
• Construction hours shall be limited to 7am to 7pm, 

Monday through Friday (unless extended by a special 
permit). 

• All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise 
sources (such as diesel generators) shall have 
manufacturer-installed mufflers. 

• Equipment warm up areas, water tanks, and equipment 
storage areas shall be located in an area as far away 
from existing residences as is feasible. 

LS 

 STPS (Village 7 
PP) 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-1(B)  The City shall ensure construction contractors comply with 
the following: 
• Construction hours shall be limited to 7am to 7pm, 

Monday through Friday (unless extended by a special 
permit). 

• All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise 
sources (such as diesel generators) shall have 
manufacturer-installed mufflers. 

LS 

  • Equipment warm up areas, water tanks, and equipment 
storage areas shall be located in an area as far away 
from existing residences as is feasible. 
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LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-2(A) None required.  

LS 4.5-2 Construction of the Proposed Project would 
temporarily increase levels of groundborne 
vibration. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-2(B) None required.  

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-3(A) None required.  

LS 4.5-3 Operational activities associated with the 
Proposed Project would expose new 
sensitive receptors within the Proposed 
Project to increased ambient noise levels. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-3(B) None required.  

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-4(A) None required.  

LS 4.5-4 Traffic-generated noise associated with the 
Proposed Project would expose existing off-
site sensitive receptors to permanent 
increases in ambient noise levels. LS (Village 7PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-4 (B) None required. 

LS 

4.5-5 Construction of the Proposed Project would 
temporarily add to cumulative noise levels in 
the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-5(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5-1. 

SU 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-5(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5-1. 

SU 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-6(A) None required. 

LS 4.5-6 Construction of the Proposed Project would 
temporarily add to cumulative groundborne 
vibration levels in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. LS (Village 7PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-6(B) None required. 

LS 
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S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.5-7(A) None available. 

SU 4.5-7 Increases in traffic associated with the 
Proposed Project would create noise that 
could combine with other roadway noise and 
affect sensitive receptors. S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.5-7(B) None available. 

SU 

4.6 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety  
4.6-1 Construction of the Proposed Project could 

result in the generation or exposure of 
hazardous materials that could create a 
health or safety hazard to workers, the public, 
or the environment. 

PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

Hazardous Materials Contamination  
4.6-1(A) a)  Prior to demolition of existing on-site structures and/or 

development of the Lewis Property, the project applicant 
shall implement all recommendations from the Phase I 
EA completed by GeoTrans, Inc.  Specifically, the project 
applicant shall: 
• Contact and coordinate with the PCDEHS and/or the 

local air management district to determine if 
asbestos sampling and abatement is required prior 
to demolition of the on-site structures. If such a 
survey is required, all soils surrounding the existing 
and former structures shall be sampled for residual 
fragments of lead-based paint, as well. 

LS 

  • Prior to the development of the property, the project 
applicant shall abandon all domestic and irrigation 
wells in accordance with state and local 
requirements. 

• The project applicant shall remove and properly 
dispose of, or recycle, all petroleum chemicals and 
hazardous materials from the property. 
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Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  • The project applicant shall remove the concrete, 

tires, and wood debris from the on-site dumping 
areas. The soils beneath the debris shall be 
observed for stains or discoloration. 

 b)  If evidence of contamination is found, construction 
activities shall cease and an environmental professional 
shall assess the situation.  If necessary, the 
environmental professional shall prepare a sampling plan 
to collect soil and/or groundwater samples to determine 
whether or not the site has been adversely affected by 
past activities.  The samples shall be analyzed for the 
contaminants determined to be a potential health 
concern by the environmental professional.  Depending 
on the nature of the contamination (if any), the PCDEHS 
shall be contacted for further direction, which could 
include further investigation or remediation. 

 

 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Hazardous Materials Contamination  
4.6-1(B) a) Prior to demolition of existing on-site structures and/or 

development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, the 
project applicants shall contact and coordinate with the 
PCDEHS and/or the local air management district to 
determine if asbestos sampling and abatement is 
required prior to demolition of the on-site structures. If 
such a survey is required, all soils surrounding the 
existing and former structures shall be sampled for 
residual fragments of lead-based paint, as well. 

LS 
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   b) For the Aitken Ranch II area, the applicant shall have a 

qualified professional review the results of the Phase 1 
EA and develop specific recommendations for removal of 
potentially contaminated items, soil and/or groundwater 
testing as needed, and any subsequent remedial actions 
to ensure that development of the project site will not 
result in adverse human health or environmental risks 
during construction or occupancy. 

 

   c) The project applicant shall hire a certified hazardous 
material specialist to prepare a formal Phase I EA to 
analyze the potential for hazardous materials within the 
Remainder Area.  The project applicant shall incorporate 
all applicable and feasible recommendations in order to 
reduce the risk of hazardous material release during 
construction to a less-than-significant level. 

 

4.6-2 Construction of the Proposed Project could 
create a health hazard to workers, the public, 
and the environment due to previously 
unidentified contaminated soil and 
groundwater. 

PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.6-2(A) If, during construction activities, evidence of hazardous 
materials contamination is observed or suspected (i.e., 
stained or odorous soil, or oily or discolored water), 
construction activities shall cease and an environmental 
professional shall assess the situation.  If necessary, the 
environmental professional shall prepare a sampling plan to 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to determine 
whether or not the site has been adversely affected by past 
activities.  The samples shall be analyzed for the 
contaminants determined to be a potential health concern by 
the environmental professional.  Depending on the nature of 
the contamination (if any), the PCDEHS shall be contacted 
for further direction, which could include further investigation 
or remediation. 

LS 
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Mitigation 
 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.6-2(B) If, during construction activities, evidence of hazardous 
materials contamination is observed or suspected (i.e., 
stained or odorous soil, or oily or discolored water), 
construction activities shall cease and an environmental 
professional shall assess the situation.  If necessary, the 
environmental professional shall prepare a sampling plan to 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to determine 
whether or not the site has been adversely affected by past 
activities.  The samples shall be analyzed for the 
contaminants determined to be a potential health concern by 
the environmental professional.  Depending on the nature of 
the contamination (if any), the PCDEHS shall be contacted 
for further direction, which could include further investigation 
or remediation. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.6-3(A) None required.  

LS 4.6-3 Operation of the Proposed Project would not 
result in the generation or exposure of 
hazardous materials which could create a 
health hazard to sensitive receptors and the 
environment. 

LS (Village 7PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.6-3(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.6-4(A) None required. 

LS 4.6-4 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
the buildout of the City of Lincoln General 
Plan could result in hazardous material 
release impacts associated with construction 
and/or operation. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.6-4(B) None required. 

LS 
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LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.6-5(A) None required.   

LS 4.6-5 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
the buildout of the City of Lincoln General 
Plan, could result in construction projects at 
locations where soil or groundwater 
contamination may be present. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.6-5(B) None required.   

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 
4.6-6(A) None required.  

LS 4.6-6 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
the buildout of the City of Lincoln General 
Plan, could result in the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials, 
which could, through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions, result in the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.6-6(B) None required. 

LS 

4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality  
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-1(A)  None required. 

LS 4.7-1 Development of the Proposed Project would 
increase the amount of impervious surfaces 
and alter drainage patterns, compared to 
existing conditions, which would increase the 
potential for localized and downstream 
flooding as a result of project stormwater 
runoff peak flows. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-1(B)  None required. 

LS 

4.7-2 Development of the Proposed Project would 
increase the amount (volume) of stormwater 
runoff discharged to Ingram Slough and 
Orchard Creek. 

PS (Lewis) 4.7-2(A) Prior to final map approval, the Applicant shall identify 78.0 
acre-feet of storage capacity in the watershed to 
accommodate increased stormwater runoff volumes 
associated with the Lewis Property.  Storage capacity shall 
be obtained at the existing Stormwater Retention Facility 
(SWRF) and/or the approved Lakeview Farms Volumetric 
Mitigation Facility.   

AND 

LS  
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Level of 
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   The Applicant shall be required to cover its fair share of costs 

associated with construction, operation, and maintenance, 
and management of the regional retention facilities to offset 
increased stormwater volume generated by the Lewis 
Property.  Assuming the regional facility has been 
constructed, Applicant shall pay the appropriate fees prior to 
final map approval.   

 

   If at the time the final map is approved, the regional facilities 
are not available or operational, or if additional capacity is 
required, the Applicant shall create on-site storage capacity, 
or through a combination of on-site and off-site capacity to 
fully mitigate the 78.0 acre-feet.  If off-site facilities are used, 
The Applicant shall be required to cover its fair share of costs 
associated with construction, operation, and maintenance, 
and management of the regional retention facilities to offset 
increased stormwater volume generated by the Lewis 
Property.  Assuming the regional facility has been 
constructed, Applicant shall pay the appropriate fees prior to 
final map approval. 

 

 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-2(B) a) The Applicant(s) shall develop an additional 23 acre-feet 
of storage capacity in the watershed to accommodate 
increased stormwater runoff volumes associated with the 
Village 7 programmatic portion of the Proposed Project 
(Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, Remainder Area).  The 
applicant(s) shall use one of the following options, or a 
combination thereof, presented in the Lincoln 
Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder 
Properties Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study for 
volumetric mitigation: 

SU 
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  • Participate in the City’s Proposed Phase 2 Regional 

Retention Basin: Phase 1 of the City’s Regional 
Retention Basin project was constructed to 
accommodate up to 315 acre-feet from the Del 
Webb development.  Additional phased expansions 
(Phases 2 and 3) are planned to accommodate up 
to approximately 800 acre-feet of additional 
retention volume.  The Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion could participate in the construction of 
Phase 2 of the existing City of Lincoln retention 
basin to mitigate the Proposed Project’s runoff 
volumes. 

 

  • Utilize excess capacity in the City’s Proposed 
Phase 1 Regional Retention Basin:  Phase 1 of the 
City’s Regional Retention Basin project has a 315 
acre-foot retention storage capacity and was 
constructed by Del Webb to mitigate their project 
impacts.  Based on the SLMDP, the retention 
volume required to mitigate impacts for the Del 
Webb project totaled 286 acre-feet.  The Phase 1 
basin therefore has approximately 29 acre-feet of 
available storage that could be used by the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion.  This mitigation option would 
not entirely reduce the retention volume required for 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, but could be 
combined with one or more of the other options 
presented herein. 

 

  • Create a New Retention Basin: The project applicant 
could participate in the City’s future retention basin 
within the Cross Canal watershed. 
OR 
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  • Create a new on-site retention basin within the 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion. 
 b) If one or more of the off-site mitigation options listed in 

(a) are used, prior to final map approval, the project 
applicant(s) shall pay PFE fees to cover its fair share of 
costs associated with construction, operation, and 
maintenance, and management of off-site regional 
retention facilities to offset increased stormwater volume 
generated by the Village 7 Programmatic Portion. 

 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-3(A) None required. 

LS 4.7-3 Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would include placement of fill in the 100-
year floodplain (overbank area) to 
accommodate proposed residential 
development, but this would not cause or 
increase flood hazard risk. 

NI (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-3(B) None required. 

NI 

4.7-4 Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would increase the types and amounts of 
pollutants in stormwater runoff that could be 
discharged to Ingram Slough, which could 
affect water quality. 

PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-4(A) a) Project Conditions of Approval shall specify that 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) be 
incorporated into project design to reduce urban 
pollutants in runoff, consistent with goals and standards 
established under federal and State non-point source 
discharge NPDES regulations and Basin Plan water 
quality objectives, the City’s Post-Construction 
Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance No. 826B, and 
Low-Impact Development (LID) alternatives for 
stormwater quality control per Public Facilities and 
Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of the adopted 
2050 General Plan. 

LS 
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   b) The proposed water quality facilities shall be identified 

and designed in a Stormwater Management Plan 
prepared in accordance with Section 8.60.40 of the City’s 
Municipal Code for City review and approval.  All water 
quality facilities identified in the Stormwater Management 
Plan shall be constructed with the installation of the 
infrastructure. 

 c) The Stormwater Management Plan shall also include the 
method or methods for funding the long-term 
maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities. The 
City shall formally adopt and implement a funding 
mechanism specifically to fund the long-term 
maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities as 
proposed by the Stormwater Management Plan. 

 d) The project applicant shall submit a site-specific BMP 
plan showing the on-site locations and effectiveness of 
the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water quality 
impact reduction prior to project approval.  The plan shall 
include a method or methods for financing the long-term 
maintenance of the proposed site-specific facilities. 

 

   e) All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and 
treatment control shall be developed in accordance with 
the California Stormwater Quality Association 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for 
Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or 
other similar source approved by the CVRWQCB, 
County, and City) for the project.  The BMPs shall be 
designed to mitigate (minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) 
stormwater runoff.  Flow or volume based post-
construction BMPs shall be designed at a minimum in 
accordance with the PCFCWCD and City standards and 
shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs.  
All BMPs shall reflect the Best Available Technologies  
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   (BAT) available at the time of implementation and shall 

reflect site-specific limitations.  The City shall make the 
final determinations as to the appropriateness of the 
BMPs proposed for the Proposed Project and the City 
shall ensure future implementation, operation, and 
maintenance of the BMPs. 

 f) Stormwater runoff from the Proposed Project’s 
impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected 
and routed through specially designed water quality 
treatment facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of 
concern (i.e. sediment, oil/grease, etc.), as approved by 
the City.  The applicant shall verify that proposed BMPs 
are appropriate to treat the pollutants of concern from the 
Proposed Project and shall provide for the establishment 
of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper 
irrigation, for effective performance of BMPs.  
Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by the 
City.  Prior to project approval or Final Map approval, 
easements shall be created and offered for dedication to 
the City for maintenance and access to these facilities in 
anticipation of possible City maintenance.  No water 
quality facility construction shall be permitted within any 
identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, 
except as authorized by project approvals.   

 

 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-4(B) a) Project Conditions of Approval shall specify that 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) be 
incorporated into project design to reduce urban 
pollutants in runoff, consistent with goals and standards 
established under federal and State non-point source 
discharge NPDES regulations and Basin Plan water 
quality objectives and the City’s Post-Construction 

LS 
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   Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance No. 826B, and 

Low-Impact Development (LID) alternatives for 
stormwater quality control per Public Facilities and 
Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of the adopted 
2050 General Plan.   

 b) The proposed water quality facilities shall be identified 
and designed in a Stormwater Management Plan 
prepared in accordance with Section 8.60.40 of the City’s 
Municipal Code for City review and approval.  All water 
quality facilities identified in the Stormwater Management 
Plan shall be constructed with the installation of the 
infrastructure. 

 c) The Stormwater Management Plan shall also include the 
method or methods for funding the long-term 
maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities. The 
City shall formally adopt and implement a funding 
mechanism specifically to fund the long-term 
maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities as 
proposed by the Stormwater Management Plan. 

 d) The project applicant shall submit a site-specific BMP 
plan showing the on-site locations and effectiveness of 
the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water quality 
impact reduction prior to project approval.  The plan shall 
include a method or methods for financing the long-term 
maintenance of the proposed site-specific facilities. 

 

   e) All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and 
treatment control shall be developed in accordance with 
the California Stormwater Quality Association 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for 
Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or 
other similar source approved by the CVRWQCB, 
County, and City), or as deemed acceptable to the City 
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    for the project.  The BMPs shall be designed to mitigate 

(minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff.  
Flow or volume based post-construction BMPs shall be 
designed at a minimum in accordance with the 
PCFCWCD and City standards and shall be included for 
long-term maintenance of BMPs.  All BMPs shall reflect 
the Best Available Technologies (BAT) available at the 
time of implementation and shall reflect site-specific 
limitations.  The City shall make the final determinations 
as to the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed for the 
Proposed Project and the City shall ensure future 
implementation, operation, and maintenance of the 
BMPs. 

 

   f) Stormwater runoff from the Proposed Project’s 
impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected 
and routed through specially designed water quality 
treatment facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of 
concern (i.e. sediment, oil/grease, etc.), as approved by 
the City.  The applicant shall verify that proposed BMPs 
are appropriate to treat the pollutants of concern from the 
Proposed Project and shall provide for the establishment 
of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper 
irrigation, for effective performance of BMPs.  
Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by the 
City.  Prior to project approval or Final Map approval, 
easements shall be created and offered for dedication to 
the City for maintenance and access to these facilities in 
anticipation of possible City maintenance.  No water 
quality facility construction shall be permitted within any 
identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, 
except as authorized by project approvals. 
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LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-5(A) None required. 

LS 4.7-5 Development of the Proposed Project would 
result in the conversion of undeveloped land 
to urban uses, which could affect 
groundwater recharge potential. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-5(B) None required. 

LS 

PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-6(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2.  

PSU 4.7-6 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development within the watershed, 
could contribute to an increase in stormwater 
peak flows and volumes. PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-6(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2. 

PSU 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-7(A) None required. 

LS 4.7-7 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development in the watershed, would 
not contribute to a reduction in groundwater 
recharge. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-7(B) None required. 

LS 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.7-8(A) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.7-4(a) through (f).  

LS 4.7-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development within the watershed, 
would contribute urban pollutants to 
receiving waters, which could adversely 
affect water quality. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.7-8(B) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.7-4(a) through (f).  

LS 
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4.8 Biological Resources  

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-1(A) None required. 

LS 4.8-1 The Proposed Project would result in the 
filling or adverse modification of 
jurisdictional wetland/ other “waters of the 
U.S.” S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-1(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct a wetland delineation of the remaining properties 
in the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the project site.  
This delineation shall be submitted to the Corps for 
verification prior to the issuance of any grading permits 
for the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the project site.  

LS 

   b) The project applicant shall prepare a wetland mitigation 
plan that ensures no net loss of wetlands, consistent with 
Lincoln Public Facilities Element (PFE) Policy 9-13.  The 
wetland mitigation plan shall be based on the wetland 
delineation verified by the Corps.  This measure may be 
implemented through the 404 permit and/or Streambed 
Alteration Agreement processes.  The plan shall include 
the following or equally effective components. 

 

   Compensation  
 c) The project proponent shall compensate for the loss of 

wetland habitat through a combination of preservation of 
vernal pools and seasonal wetlands in open space 
preserves, on-site restoration/enhancement along Ingram 
Slough, and the purchase of mitigation credits at an 
approved mitigation bank.  The ratio of compensation will 
be determined in consultation with the Corps and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, as part of the 404-permit 
process. 
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   Reduction/Avoidance 

 d) Prior to any construction activities on the site, a 
protective fence shall be erected at the boundaries of the 
wetland preserves in the areas of construction.  This 
fence shall remain in place until all construction activity in 
the immediate area is completed.  No activity shall be 
permitted within the wetlands preserve except for those 
expressly permitted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

 

   e) A buffer shall be provided along all preserved wetlands.  
Only those uses allowed in the 404 Permit and/or the 
Streambed Alteration Agreements shall be permitted in 
the wetlands preserve and its buffer. 

 

   f) Water quality in the wetlands preserve shall be protected 
using erosion control techniques including  (as 
appropriate), but not necessarily limited to, preservation 
of existing vegetation, mulches (e.g., hydraulic, straw, 
wood, etc.), geotextiles and mats, during construction in 
the watershed.  Additionally, urban runoff shall be 
managed to protect water quality in the wetlands 
preserve using techniques such as velocity dissipation 
devices, sediment basins and pollution collection 
devices. 

 

   g) Landscape irrigation runoff shall only be permitted to 
directly enter the wetlands preserve according to the 
provisions of the 404 Permit and/or the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. 

 

   h) Mowing and other maintenance activities shall be limited 
to those detailed in the 404 Permit and/or the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. 
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LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-2(A) None required. 

LS 4.8-2 Development of the Proposed Project could 
result in the loss of special-status vernal pool 
crustacean and amphibian species and 
degradation and/or loss of their habitat. S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-2(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct a vernal pool crustacean survey following 
current USFWS protocol within the Village 7 
Programmatic portion of the project site.  Alternatively, 
the project applicant could forgo the surveys and assume 
presence of vernal pool crustaceans in all appropriate 
habitat within the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the 
project site.  The survey, or assumption of presence shall 
occur prior to the issuance of any grading permits for the 
Village 7 Programmatic portion of the project site. 

LS 

   b) Surveys have determined that at least one of the 
federally-listed vernal pool crustacean species occurs on 
some properties at the project site.  Other federally-listed 
vernal pool crustaceans and/or western spadefoot may 
also occur in affected pools within the project site.  As 
development of the project site could result in the loss of 
these species, the following or equally effective 
measures (as approved by the City and USFWS) shall 
be required.  The selected measures may be part of the 
permitting process.   

 

   Compensation  
 c) The project proponents shall obtain biological opinions 

from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (and if necessary, 
the National Marine Fisheries Service) and are further 
required to comply with the conditions and mitigation 
requirements of those agencies.  Mitigation may include, 
but is not limited to, both onsite and offsite preservation 
and creation of wetlands, purchase of credits at 
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    mitigation banks, payment of in lieu fees approved by the 

agencies, or other agency approved and required 
mitigation measures. 

 d) Orange exclusionary fencing shall be placed and 
maintained around any avoided (preserved) vernal pool 
crustacean habitat during construction to prevent 
impacts from construction vehicles and equipment.  This 
fencing shall be inspected by a qualified biologist 
throughout the construction period to ensure that it is in 
good functional condition.  After construction, fencing 
around open space areas containing wetlands or other 
sensitive habitats shall be replaced by permanent 
fencing that will be maintained by the City, and/or the 
local home owners association. 

 

   e) Prior to beginning work in the project site, all on-site 
construction personnel shall receive instruction regarding 
the presence of listed species and the importance of 
avoiding impacts on these species and their habitat. 

 

   f) The project proponent shall ensure that activities that are 
inconsistent with the maintenance of the suitability of 
remaining vernal pool habitat and associated watershed 
on-site is prohibited as required by the USFWS and 
Corps.   
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4.8-3 The Proposed Project could result in the loss 

and/or degradation of rare plant populations. 
PS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-3(A) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct focused surveys within the project site for 
special-status plant species including but not limited to 
big-scale balsamroot, Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf 
downingia, legenere, Sacramento orcutt grass, and 
Sanford’s arrowhead during the appropriate time of year 
(March through June).  If no special-status plants are 
located during the surveys, no further mitigation would 
be required. 

LS 

   b) If Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop or Sacramento orcutt grass 
is located during the surveys in areas that cannot be 
avoided, the project applicant shall consult with CDFG to 
obtain an incidental take permit, under Section 2081 of 
the CESA.  Mitigation can be accomplished either in the 
onsite mitigation preserve area, or at an approved offsite 
mitigation bank.  The ratio of mitigation credits will be 
determined during this consultation, and can be 
conducted concurrently with Mitigation Measure 4.8-2.   

 

   c) If any other special-status vernal pool plant species, 
including, but not limited to dwarf downingia and 
legenere are located during the surveys in areas that 
cannot be avoided, the project applicant shall implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, with the addition of soil/seed 
bank salvage, for use in created wetlands in mitigation 
areas. 

 

   d) If any special-status upland plant species including, but 
not limited to big-scale balsamroot, or wetland species 
such as Sanford’s arrowhead are located during the 
surveys, the project applicant shall comply with adopted 
CDFG Guidelines.   
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 PS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-3(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct focused surveys within the project site for 
special-status plant species including but not limited to 
big-scale balsamroot, Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf 
downingia, legenere, Sacramento orcutt grass, and 
Sanford’s arrowhead during the appropriate time of year 
(March through June).  If no special-status plants are 
located during the surveys, no further mitigation would 
be required. 

LS 

   b) If Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop or Sacramento orcutt grass 
is located during the surveys in areas that cannot be 
avoided, the project applicant shall consult with CDFG to 
obtain an incidental take permit, under Section 2081 of 
the CESA.  Mitigation can be accomplished either in the 
onsite mitigation preserve area, or at an approved offsite 
mitigation bank.  The ratio of mitigation credits will be 
determined during this consultation, and can be 
conducted concurrently with Mitigation Measure 4.8-2.   

 

   c) If any other special-status vernal pool plant species, 
including, but not limited to dwarf downingia and 
legenere are located during the surveys in areas that 
cannot be avoided, the project applicant shall implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, with the addition of soil/seed 
bank salvage, for use in created wetlands in mitigation 
areas.   

 

   d) If any special-status upland plant species including, but 
not limited to big-scale balsamroot, or wetland species 
such as Sanford’s arrowhead are located during the 
surveys, the project applicant shall comply with adopted 
CDFG Guidelines.   
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4.8-4 The Proposed Project could result in the loss 

and/or degradation of western pond turtles 
and its habitat. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-3(A) a) Prior to project construction, the project applicant and/or 
developer shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct 
preconstruction surveys of suitable habitat within the 
project site within 30 days prior to project construction to 
ensure no western pond turtles have established 
territories.  If ground-disturbing activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than 30 days after the 
preconstruction survey, the site shall be re-surveyed.   

LS 

   b) If individual western pond turtles are discovered during 
the survey on the project site, or immediately adjacent 
area, the project applicant or their agent shall initiate 
consultation with the CDFG to formulate and implement 
minimization measures, which could include capture and 
relocation of individuals found on-site.   

 

   c) If surveys identify the presence of western pond turtles 
on site, the project applicant shall implement mitigation 
measures required by the California Department of Fish 
and Game at the time of the consultation. 

 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-4(B) a) Prior to project construction, the project applicant and/or 
developer shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct 
preconstruction surveys of suitable habitat within the 
project site within 30 days prior to project construction to 
ensure no western pond turtles have established 
territories.  If ground-disturbing activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than 30 days after the 
preconstruction survey, the site shall be re-surveyed.   

LS 
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   b) If individual western pond turtles are discovered during 

the survey on the project site, or immediately adjacent 
area, the project applicant or their agent shall initiate 
consultation with the CDFG to formulate and implement 
minimization measures, which could include capture and 
relocation of individuals found on-site.   

 

   c) If surveys identify the presence of western pond turtles 
on site, the project applicant shall implement mitigation 
measures required by the California Department of Fish 
and Game at the time of the consultation. 

 

4.8-5 The Proposed Project could result in the 
direct loss or disturbance of nesting 
migratory birds, including raptors (birds-of-
prey). 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-5(A) a) If construction is to occur between March 15 through 
August 30, the project applicant, in consultation with the 
City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall conduct a pre-
construction breeding-season survey of the project site 
within 30 days of when construction is planned to begin.  
The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to 
determine if any protected raptors or migratory birds are 
nesting on or directly adjacent to the project site. 

LS 

   b) A description of methodology including dates of field 
visits, the names of survey personnel with resumes, and 
a list of references cited and persons contacted.   

 

   c) A map showing the location(s) of any protected raptor or 
migratory bird nests observed on the project site. 

 

   d) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of 
Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid all protected raptor and 
migratory bird nest sites located in the project site during 
the breeding season (approximately March 15 through 
August 30) while the nest is occupied with adults and/or 
young.  This avoidance could consist of delaying 
construction in close proximity to the nest during the 
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   nesting season.  Any occupied nest shall be monitored 

by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no 
longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, 
avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-
disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size of 
the buffer zone will be determined in consultation with 
the City and CDFG.  The buffer zone shall be delineated 
by highly visible temporary construction fencing.   

 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-5(B) a) If construction is to occur between March 15 through 
August 30, the project applicant, in consultation with the 
City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall conduct a pre-
construction breeding-season survey of the project site 
within 30 days of when construction is planned to begin.  
The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to 
determine if any protected raptors or migratory birds are 
nesting on or directly adjacent to the project site. 

LS 

   b) A description of methodology including dates of field 
visits, the names of survey personnel with resumes, and 
a list of references cited and persons contacted.   

 

   c) A map showing the location(s) of any protected raptor or 
migratory bird nests observed on the project site. 

 

   d) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of 
Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid all protected raptor and 
migratory bird nest sites located in the project site during 
the breeding season (approximately March 15 through 
August 30) while the nest is occupied with adults and/or 
young.  This avoidance could consist of delaying 
construction in close proximity to the nest during the 
nesting season.  Any occupied nest shall be monitored 
by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no 
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   longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, 

avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-
disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size of 
the buffer zone will be determined in consultation with 
the City and CDFG.  The buffer zone shall be delineated 
by highly visible temporary construction fencing.   

 

4.8-6 The Proposed Project could result in the loss 
of foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, 
white tailed kite, burrowing owl and other 
raptors. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-6(A) The project applicant shall ensure that at least an appropriate 
number of acres (as approved by the City and CDFG) of 
annual grasslands or other suitable raptor foraging habitat 
are preserved based upon project impacts of 363 acres 
(0.75:1 ratio).  Preservation may occur through either: 

LS 

   a) Payment of a mitigation fee to the City of Lincoln through 
a negotiated agreement between the City, the project 
applicant, and CDFG.  The monies will be held in a trust 
fund, and used to preserve mitigation land through the 
purchase, monitoring, maintenance, and remediation of 
lands that support suitable raptor foraging habitat 
(consistent with CDFG guidelines); or 

 

   b) Purchase of conservation easements or fee title to 
suitable raptor foraging habitat to protect the habitat from 
urban development; or 

 

   c) Participate in Placer County Natural Community 
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan, once 
adopted.   
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4.8-6(B) The project applicant shall ensure that at least an appropriate 
number of acres (as approved by the City and CDFG) of 
annual grasslands or other suitable raptor foraging habitat 
are preserved based upon project impacts of 180 acres 
(0.75:1 ratio).  Preservation may occur through either: 

LS 

   a) Payment of a mitigation fee to the City of Lincoln through 
a negotiated agreement between the City, the project 
applicant, and CDFG.  The monies will be held in a trust 
fund, and used to preserve mitigation land through the 
purchase, monitoring, maintenance, and remediation of 
lands that supports suitable foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk. (consistent with CDFG guidelines); or 

 

   b) Purchase of conservation easements or fee title to 
suitable Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat to protect the 
habitat from urban development; or 

 

   c) Participate in Placer County Natural Community 
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan, once 
adopted. 

 

4.8-7   The Proposed Project could result in loss of 
nesting habitat for tri-colored blackbird. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-7(A) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct pre-construction nesting surveys for tri-colored 
blackbird colonies within the project site and off-site 
areas proposed for infrastructure development.  The 
survey should be conducted no more than 30 days from 
the onset of construction.  If ground-disturbing activities 
are delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after 
the preconstruction survey, the site shall be re-surveyed.  

LS 
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   b) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of 

Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid all active nest sites 
located in the project site during the breeding season 
while the nest site is occupied with adults and/or young.  
This avoidance could consist of delaying construction to 
avoid the nesting season or establishing a buffer around 
the nest site.  Any occupied nest shall be monitored by a 
qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no 
longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, 
avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-
disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size of 
the buffer zone will be determined in consultation with 
the City and CDFG, and will be, at a minimum, 250 feet.  
The buffer zone shall be delineated by highly visible 
temporary construction fencing.   

 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-7(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct pre-construction nesting surveys for tri-colored 
blackbird colonies within the project site and off-site 
areas proposed for infrastructure development.  The 
survey should be conducted no more than 30 days from 
the onset of construction.  If ground-disturbing activities 
are delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after 
the preconstruction survey, the site shall be re-surveyed.  

LS 

   b) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of 
Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid all active nest sites 
located in the project site during the breeding season 
while the nest site is occupied with adults and/or young.  
This avoidance could consist of delaying construction to 
avoid the nesting season or establishing a buffer around 
the nest site.  Any occupied nest shall be monitored by a 
qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no  
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   longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, 

avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-
disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size of 
the buffer zone will be determined in consultation with 
the City and CDFG, and will be, at a minimum, 250 feet.  
The buffer zone shall be delineated by highly visible 
temporary construction fencing.   

 

4.8-8 The Proposed Project would result in the 
modification to stream corridors, disrupting 
the associated habitat. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-8(A) In addition to pre-construction surveys for special status 
species, as described in Mitigation Measures 4.8-3, 4.8-4, 
and 4.8-7, the project applicant shall obtain all necessary 
permits to alter Ingram Slough, including a CDFG Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, a Corps Section 404 permit, a 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Permit 
and a SWPPP and any FESA/CESA take permits, should 
special-status species be identified. 

LS 

 LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-8(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-9(A) None required. 

LS 4.8-9 Development of the Proposed Project could 
result in habitat fragmentation and wildlife 
population isolation. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-9(B) None required. 

LS 
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S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.8-10(A) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 through 4.8-9. (Lewis 
Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

SU 4.8-10 Construction of the Proposed Project, in 
combination with other development in the 
County, could contribute to the cumulative 
loss of native plant communities, wildlife 
habitat values, special-status species and 
their potential habitat, and wetland resources 
in the region. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.8-10(B) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 through 4.8-9. (Lewis 
Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

SU 

4.9 Public Utilities 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-1(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-1 The Proposed Project would generate 
additional wastewater flows to be treated by 
the WWTRF. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-1(B) Prior to approval of the first Final Small Lot Map for the first 
planning area developed in the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan, the City shall ensure 
the planned expansion of the WWTRF provides adequate 
capacity to accommodate flows from the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion.  The project applicants shall pay fair-
share cost of required fees to fund the expansion of the 
WWTRF. 

LS 
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LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-2(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-2 The Proposed Project would generate 
additional wastewater flows, but not at levels 
that that would exceed the capacity of the 
existing wastewater collection infrastructure.  S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-2(B) The project applicants for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
shall submit a wastewater infrastructure plan to the City of 
Lincoln prior to approval of the first Final Small Lot Map for 
the first planning area developed in the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  The 
applicants shall follow mitigation measures or 
recommendations identified within the plan to ensure 
wastewater flows would be adequately conveyed to the 
WWTRF.   

LS 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-3(A) None feasible. 

SU 4.9-3 The Proposed Project, combined with other 
development in the City of Lincoln, could 
require the expansion or construction of a 
wastewater treatment facility, which could 
result in significant environmental effects. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-3(B) None feasible. 

SU 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-4(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-4 The Proposed Project would generate solid 
waste that would be disposed of at the 
Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, but not at 
levels that would contribute to an 
exceedence of landfill capacity or 
substantially shorten landfill life. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-4(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-5(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-5 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development in Placer County, would 
generate additional solid waste, but it would 
not exceed the capacity of the Western 
Regional Sanitary Landfill. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-5(B) None required. 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-6(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-6 The Proposed Project would use electricity, 
but it would not exceed the existing or 
planned electricity supply or transmission 
facilities. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-6(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-7(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-7 The Proposed Project would require natural 
gas, but it would not exceed the existing or 
planned natural gas supply or transmission 
facilities. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-7(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-8(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development in the City of Lincoln, 
would not exceed the electrical or natural gas 
supply and transmission capabilities. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-8(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-9(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-9 The Proposed Project could result in or 
require the expansion of police facilities in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
response times. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-9(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-10(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-10 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development within the City, could 
result in or require the expansion of facilities 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios 
and response times. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-10(B) None required. 

LS 



3. Summary of Environmental Effects  
 
 

 
LS = Less than Significant   S = Significant   STSU = Short-term Significant and Unavoidable PS = Potentially Significant 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable  STS = Short-term Significant PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable NI = No Impact  
 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 3-56 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\3.0 SumTable.doc   June 2009 

TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-11(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-11 The Proposed Project could result in the 
expansion of existing or construction of a 
new fire station in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or response times. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-11(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-12(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-12 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development in the City of Lincoln, 
could result in or require the expansion of 
existing or construction of new fire stations 
to maintain adopted service ratios or 
response times. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-12(B) None required. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-13(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-13 The Proposed Project would require school 
facilities and includes a K-5 school with 
capacity for 900 students with the Village 7 
Specific Plan, which would accommodate 
project demand.  Middle school and high 
school demand would be met with schools 
that would be operational before project 
buildout. Project applicants would be 
required to provide proportional funding for 
middle and high school construction in 
compliance with SB 50. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-13(B) None required. 

LS 

4.9-14 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development, would result in the need 
for additional schools, which could result in 
the construction of new or physically altered 
school facilities. 

LS (Lewis) 
 
 
 
 

LS (Village 7 PP) 

Lewis Property 

4.9-14(A)  None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-14(B)  None required. 

LS  
 
 
 
 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-15(A)  None required. 

LS 4.9-15 The Proposed Project would generate a 
demand for park and recreation facilities, 
which could require the construction of new 
or expansion of existing recreational 
facilities. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-15(B) The project applicant shall pay all applicable fair-share fees 
to the City pursuant to the established Public Facilities 
Element requiring 6 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 
for the provision of recreational facilities to meet demands 
created by the Village 7 Programmatic Portion. 

LS 

LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-16(A)  None required. 

LS 4.9-16 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development, could require the 
construction of new or expansion of existing 
parks and recreational facilities. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-16(B)  None required. 

LS 

4.9-17 The Proposed Project would increase the 
demand on water supplies.   Existing and 
planned water supplies would be sufficient to 
meet the demands of the Proposed Project in 
addition to the City of Lincoln’s existing and 
planned future uses, but the existing 
entitlements are not sufficient. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-17(A)  Prior to recordation of a Final Map,, the City of Lincoln shall 
obtain necessary entitlements demonstrating there will be 
adequate water supply to serve the portion of the Proposed 
Project defined on the Final Map, in accordance with 
Government Code Section 66473.7(a)(1) – SB 221 Written 
Verification of Water Supply.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion) 

LS 

 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-17(B)  Prior to recordation of a Final Map,, the City of Lincoln shall 
obtain necessary entitlements demonstrating there will be 
adequate water supply to serve the portion of the Proposed 
Project defined on the Final Map, in accordance with 
Government Code Section 66473.7(a)(1) – SB 221 Written 
Verification of Water Supply.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion) 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-18(A) None required. 

LS 4.9-18 The Proposed Project’s demand for water 
would increase the demand on treated water, 
city-wide water storage and distribution 
facilities. LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-18(B) None required. 

LS 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-19(A) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-17 (obtain entitlements 
prior to Tentative Map approval). 

LS 4.9-19 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
buildout of project’s in the City of Lincoln, 
would increase the demand on PCWA water 
supplies. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-19(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-17 (obtain entitlements 
prior to Tentative Map approval). 

LS 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.9-20(A) None feasible. 

SU 4.9-20 The Proposed Project, in combination with 
buildout in the City of Lincoln, would 
contribute to increased demands on water 
distribution infrastructure, the construction 
or expansion of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. 

S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.9-20(B) None feasible. 

SU 

4.10 Visual Resources  
LS (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.10-1(A) None required. 

LS 4.10-1 Development of the Proposed Project could 
alter views and scenic quality in the City of 
Lincoln. 

LS (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.10-1(B) None required. 

LS 

4.10-2 Development of the Proposed Project would 
increase glare and lighting in the project 
vicinity. 

S (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.10-2(A) All light standards shall be shielded and directed such that 
adjacent properties are not illuminated. 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
 S (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.10-2(B) All light standards shall be shielded and directed such that 
adjacent properties are not illuminated. 

LS 

SU (Lewis) Lewis Property 

4.10-3(A) None feasible. 

SU 4.10-3 Development of the Proposed Project, in 
combination with other cumulative 
development, would alter existing views and 
the visual character of the City of Lincoln. 

 
SU (Village 7PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.10-3(B)  None feasible. 

SU 

SU (Lewis) Lewis Property  

4.10-4(A)  None feasible.  

SU 4.10-4 Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would contribute to increased lighting in the 
region. 

SU (Village 7 PP) Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.10-4(B) None feasible. 

SU 

4.11 Climate Change 
4.11-1 Development of the proposed project could 

potentially result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to the 
significant cumulative impact of global 
climate change. 

SU (Lewis and 
Village 7 PP) 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

4.11-1 a) At the time of application for design review for a project 
of more than 10 units or a commercial development of 
over 50,000 square feet, the City shall require the project 
applicant to submit an Energy Conservation Plan.  The 
plan shall describe the techniques and programs to be 
employed in the development of the project to achieve 
energy conservation.  These programs shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, either: 

  Participation in the PG&E Energy Star Performance 
Method.  This method is available to builders of single-
family homes that are at least 15 percent more energy 
efficient than required by the 2005 Title 24 Energy Code 
and meet all US EPA specifications.  Participating  

SU 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
   builders become part of the California Energy Star New 

Homes Program, and their homes earn the Energy Star 
label.  Incremental incentives can also be earned by 
adding energy efficient appliances and/or lighting to 
homes.   

  OR 
  Participation in the New Solar Homes Partnership 

(NSHP) Performance Method.  This method is available 
to builders of single-family homes that are at least 
15 percent more efficient than required by the 2005 Title 
24 Energy Code and meet all US EPA specifications.  A 
second tier of participation is available to single-family 
homes that exceed Title 24 by 35 percent, demonstrate a 
40 percent reduction in cooling load, and include solar 
generation as an option for buyers.  Both tiers require 
that all appliances provided by the builder must be 
Energy Star qualified.  Builders may also qualify for 
additional solar incentives through the CEC’s NSHP. 

 

   b) The City and the project applicant shall work together to 
publish and distribute an Energy Resource Conservation 
Guide describing measures individuals can take to 
increase energy efficiency and conservation prior to the 
occupation of the first residential unit. The applicant shall 
be responsible for funding the preparation of the Guide. 
The City will be responsible for the distribution of the 
guide.  The Energy Resource Conservation Guide shall 
be updated every 5 years and distributed at the public 
permit counter.  

 c) The project applicant shall pay for an initial installment of 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) traffic lights in all Specific 
Plan area traffic lights. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
   d) The project applicant shall ensure the tree planting 

program provides 50% tree shading within 15 years in 
commercial and retail lots to reduce radiation and 
encourage the reduction of greenhouse gases, 
consistent with General Plan policy OSC-3.10. 

 e) The applicant shall develop a tree planting packet for 
distribution in the Village 7 Specific Plan to help future 
residents understand their options for planting trees that 
can absorb carbon dioxide, consistent with General Plan 
policy HS-3.21. 

 f) The City shall require that energy efficient lighting 
fixtures, including fluorescent light be used in residential 
and commercial structures within the plan area. 

 

   g) The project applicant shall include light-colored roofing 
materials and road materials to address “urban heat 
island” effect.   

 h) The City shall ensure recommendations form energy 
planners and energy efficiency specialists in the building 
permit review process are incorporated to ensure 
building and site design takes into account solar 
orientation, energy-efficient systems, building practices, 
and materials, consistent with General Plan policies 
OSC-3.8 and OSC-3.14. 

 i) Implement all mitigation measures identified in Section 
4.4, Air Quality. 

 j) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 (Urban Stormwater 
Pollutants) in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
4.11-2 The potential cumulative environmental 

effects of global climate change on water 
supply, including the Proposed Project’s 
incremental contribution to GHG emissions 
that affect climate change, would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on the Proposed 
Project. 

LS 4.11-2 None required LS 
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
TOPICS ADDRESSED 

The Environmental Analysis section of this EIR discusses the environmental setting, impacts, and 
mitigation measures for each of the following topics: 

• Land Use  

• Population, Employment, and Housing 

• Transportation and Circulation 

• Air Quality 

• Noise 

• Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Public Utilities and Services 

• Visual Resources 

• Climate Change 

SECTION FORMAT 

Each section begins with a description of the project environmental setting and a regulatory 
setting as it pertains to a particular issue. The environmental setting provides a point of reference 
for assessing the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives.  The setting 
description in each section is followed by an impacts and mitigation discussion.  The impact and 
mitigation portion of each section includes impact statements, which are prefaced by a number in 
bold-faced type.  An explanation of each impact and an analysis of its significance follows each 
impact statement.  Mitigation measures pertinent to each individual impact appear after the impact 
section.  The degree of relief provided by identified mitigation measures is also evaluated.  An 
explanation of each impact and an analysis of its significance follows each impact statement.  All 
mitigation measures pertinent to each individual impact follow directly after the impact statement.  
The degree to which the identified mitigation measure(s) would reduce the impact is also evaluated. 

An example of the format is shown below. 

4.X-1 Statement of impact for the Proposed Project in bold type. 

General discussion of impact for Proposed Project in paragraph form, and a determination of the 
impact’s significance in bold, italic type.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.X-1 Statement of what, if any, mitigation measures are required. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS CONTEXT 

The Proposed Project is the entirety of the Village 7 Specific Plan, as identified in the Project 
Description, Chapter 2.  As noted in the Introduction to this EIR (Chapter 1), the Village 7 Specific 
Plan identifies four planning areas for future development:  the Lewis Property, the Aitken Ranch II 
Property, the Scheiber Property, and the Remainder Area.  This EIR is both a “Program EIR” and 
“Project EIR,” pursuant to sections 15168 and 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.   

As used in this EIR and as stated in the Introduction (Chapter 1), the “Proposed Project” refers to the 
entirety of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  The Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project is 
analyzed at a project level, while the balance of the Village 7 Specific Plan (Aitken Ranch II, 
Scheiber, and the Remainder Area) is analyzed on a program level.  Throughout the impact 
analysis, these remaining three areas of the Specific Plan that are analyzed at the program level are 
collectively referred to as the “Village 7 Programmatic Portion.” 

For the most part, the impact analyses distinguish between Lewis Property impacts and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion impacts.  Mitigation measures specific to the Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion are also identified.  In some cases (e.g., Transportation and Circulation), 
impacts were evaluated for the Village 7 Specific Plan in its entirety.  Where the analysis has been 
combined, this has been noted and an explanation provided.  
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4.1 LAND USE  
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR discusses existing and proposed land uses and conditions on, and 
adjacent to, the project site.  This section also examines the Proposed Project’s compatibility with 
existing and planned land uses, both internal and external.  Agricultural resources on and adjacent 
to the site are also described, as well as the agricultural resources-related impacts associated with 
development of the site.  Consistency with applicable City of Lincoln General Plan goals and 
policies, City ordinances, and Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) policies 
concerning annexation are addressed.  The Initial Study determined that development of the site 
would result in the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses and could conflict with 
agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract.  These issues will be addressed in the section. 

The Proposed Project would include 105,000 square-feet of neighborhood-serving retail uses.  A 
study identifying how this component could affect other retail land uses in Lincoln was prepared as 
part of this Draft EIR.  The results are provided in Section 4.10, Visual Resources, under the heading 
“Urban Decay Assessment.” 

As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), the Proposed Project would not physically divide 
an established community or conflict with a habitat conservation plan or a natural communities 
conservation plan; therefore, these issues are not discussed in this section.  Section 4.8, Biological 
Resources, of this Draft EIR discusses the current status of the Placer Legacy Habitat Conservation 
Program.  As stated in the Initial Study, the Proposed Project would require a General Plan 
Amendment from the City of Lincoln and LAFCO approval for annexation to the City.  These issues 
are discussed below.  

Documents referenced to prepare this section include the City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan (2008), 
Lincoln General Plan Public Facilities Element, Placer County LAFCO policies, the City of Lincoln 
Zoning Ordinance, and the Village 7 Specific Plan (2009). 

Comments received on the Notice of Preparation include comments from the California Department 
of Conservation, Placer County Community Development Agency, Transportation Planning Agency, 
and Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures, the City of Roseville, and a neighboring 
landowner requesting that a number of issues, including annexation policies, loss of agricultural 
land, information about important farmland, surrounding land uses, cumulative impacts, and 
compatibility with the Placer County Airport Land Use Plan be included in the EIR.  Comments also 
requested that the EIR include feasible alternatives to the project’s location or configuration that 
would lessen or avoid farmland conversion impacts and mitigation measures such as purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements.  Cumulative impacts are discussed in appropriate sections of 
this Draft EIR and in Chapter 5.0, CEQA Considerations.  Project alternatives are addressed in 
Chapter 7 of this Draft EIR.   

The Placer County Community Development Resource Agency submitted a comment letter 
encouraging the City to revise the proposal to include the annexation of the entire assessor’s parcel 
number (APN) 021-350-007 and APN 021-262-004, stating that annexation of the full parcel would 
prevent split jurisdiction on a single parcel.  APN 021-350-007 is currently partially in the Specific 
Plan boundary: the parcel is split by Auburn Ravine and the portion north of the ravine is not 
included in the project boundaries.  As a part of the Proposed Project, APN 021-350-007 would be 
split into two parcels;  the portion inside the project boundary would be annexed into the City, and 
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the remaining portion would remain within County jurisdiction.  It was further requested that 
APN 021-262-004 to the north be annexed as well to prevent the formation of a “peninsula” of 
unincorporated land.  No action is proposed for APN 021-262-004 and it would remain within County 
jurisdiction.  The City would not be able to annex additional land to the north without pre-zoning the 
area for development, which would require preparation of a specific plan for that area, and LAFCO 
would be unable to permit the annexation without information regarding proposed land uses and 
associated environmental documentation.  City staff has not been provided any land use information 
that would be required to analyze the potential environmental effects of such an annexation, if one 
were proposed, and there are no efforts to modify the boundaries of the Village 7 Specific Plan to 
include the area north of Auburn Ravine.  For these reasons, no further analysis of this issue is 
included in this Draft EIR. 

LAND USE SETTING 

Existing Uses  

The approximately 703-acre project site is located west of State Route (SR) 65 in an unincorporated 
area of Placer County within the City of Lincoln's Sphere of Influence (SOI).  Surrounding 
developments include the Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan area, Aitken Ranch, and 3D.  The 1,070-
acre Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan area is immediately east of the project site and will include a 
total of 2,958 residential units and a mix of commercial, business professional, parks, and open 
space uses at buildout.  The approved Aitken Ranch project site, under construction east of the site, 
would include 472 units on 156 acres and is located east of the site.  3D is an approved residential 
project northeast of the project site.  The area immediately south of the site is a 632-acre wetland 
mitigation area (Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve), and the 200,000-square-foot United Auburn 
Indian Community casino (Thunder Valley Casino) is located further south of the project site.  The 
City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF) is immediately west of the 
project site and has already been incorporated into the City. 

The site is generally level and was previously cultivated with row crops.  Structures on the site 
include some residences and associated buildings, a poultry barn, and a City well (with the pumping 
equipment in an approximately 20- by 40-foot building).  Ingram Slough traverses the project site in a 
southwesterly direction.  Riparian woodland at the site is limited to portions of Ingram Slough and 
along Auburn Ravine at the northern boundary, and consists primarily of small stands of willows and 
scattered valley oaks. 

2050 Lincoln General Plan Land Use Designations  

Although located outside of the incorporated boundaries of the City of Lincoln, the project site is 
located within the City's SOI.  

The 2050 General Plan expanded the City’s SOI from approximately 21,600 acres to 35,500 acres, 
and included the development of three Special Use Districts (SUD) and seven “Villages”, including 
the Proposed Project.  Land use designations and their locations under the 2050 General Plan are 
shown in Figure 4.1-1.   

As established in the General Plan, the “Village” designation is intended to provide for a village 
concept that promotes mixed use residential projects focused around a Village core that contains a 
mix of high density residential and neighborhood commercial uses. The villages will all be designed 
with a central focus and will be designed to take advantage of smart growth principles, and also to 
recognize the environmental and physical constraints of each of the village areas.  Each village will 
also include open space and public facilities (i.e., schools, institutional uses, police and fire facilities, 
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etc.).  All urban development under this designation must be approved pursuant to an adopted 
specific plan.  During the development of each specific plan, the “V” designation must be replaced 
with exact land use designations reflective of the mixed use concept.  These designations will be 
established with the adoption of each specific plan and implemented with form based zoning 
classifications consistent with the specific plan. 

The City’s 2050 General Plan designates the project site “Village” V-7 (see Figure 4.1-1).  According 
to the City’s 2050 General Plan, Village 7 is intended to include a buffer to protect the City’s 
residents from exposure to odors from the WWTRF, connect with the City’s planned trail system, 
provide safe pedestrian and bicyclist access throughout the Village, and provide arterial street and 
utility connections to the City’s existing street system.  

The General Plan land use designations that would apply to the planning areas in Village 7 are 
defined below. 

Country Estates (CE) 

This designation provides for very low density residential development. This classification 
accommodates the needs of residents who desire large parcels and the feeling of open space 
integrated with a suburban lifestyle. This designation provides for single family detached units, and 
similar and compatible uses. Residential densities shall be in the range of 1.0 to 2.9 units per gross 
acre. 

Low Density Residential (LDR) 

The purpose of this designation is to provide areas for single-family detached residential uses and 
activities normally associated with single-family neighborhoods. Where found appropriate, 
innovative single-family design alternatives are encouraged. This designation provides for single-
family detached and attached homes, secondary residential units, public and quasi-public uses, 
and similar and compatible uses. Residential densities shall be in the range of 3.0 to 5.9 units per 
gross acre. 

Medium Density Residential (MDR) 

The purpose of this designation is to provide areas for a variety of moderate intensity single family 
uses including detached and attached single family housing, mobile home parks, and cluster 
developments. This designation is applied in areas of predominantly single-family character where 
a greater diversity of housing type is intended. This designation is located in transitional areas 
between higher intensity uses and lesser intensity single family areas. Residential densities shall 
be in the range of 6.0 to 12.9 units per gross acre. 

High Density Residential (HDR) 

The purpose of this designation is to allow for multi-family housing at densities greater than other 
residential designations. This designation is intended to allow for those structural forms that 
promote moderate and higher density living styles. This designation provides for condominiums, 
townhouses, triplexes, fourplexes, multi-family residential units, group quarters, and similar and 
compatible uses. Residential densities shall be in the range of 13.0 to 20.0 units per gross acre. 

Rural Residential Overlay (RR) 

The purpose of this designation is to provide for large rural lots and is applied to parcels around the 
airport to reduce potential conflicts with air traffic operations.  Development within this classification 
will usually include larger-than-average houses with accessory buildings such as barns. Residential 
densities shall be in the range of 1 dwelling unit(s) per 2 to 5 gross acres. 

Mixed Use (MU) 

The purpose of this designation is to provide for a mixed use commercial core that is applicable to 
the City’s Downtown and for the Village Center areas. This land use category provides for creative 
infill projects that include the functional integration of retail or service commercial, professional 
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office, or recreational uses with residential units. This category allows for both vertical (different 
uses stacked above one another) and horizontal (different ground level uses on a single parcel) 
mixed use opportunities. Residential uses in this designation will meet the requirements for HDR. 
The FAR for non-residential uses shall not exceed 4.00. 

Public Facilities (PF) 

The purpose of this designation is to provide appropriate locations for private, quasi‐public and 
public buildings and facilities owned by City, County, State, or Federal agencies that serve the 
general public. Uses include but are not limited to wastewater treatment facilities, water tank, 
electrical substations, cemeteries, churches, educational facilities, community centers, libraries, 
museums, government offices and courts, public safety facilities (e.g., police and fire stations), and 
similar and compatible uses. The FAR shall not exceed 0.40. 

Parks and Recreation (PR) 

The purpose of this designation is to provide for both public and private improved open space. The 
primary land uses include existing and future large neighborhood and regional parks, municipal golf 
courses, athletic fields, and open space areas adjacent to improved parks or trails. 

Open Space (OS) 

The purpose of this designation is to conserve lands that should remain as open space for passive 
and active recreation uses, resource management, flood control management and public safety. 
Uses that would typically be appropriate in this land use designation include but are not limited to 
public parks, playgrounds, and parkways; vista areas, wetlands, wildlife habitats and outdoor 
nature laboratories; stormwater management facilities; and buffer zones separating urban 
development and ecologically‐sensitive resources. Such land areas are primarily publicly owned, 
but may include private property. The FAR for nonresidential uses shall not exceed 0.10. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would require a General Plan amendment to redesignate 
the site to Village Country Estates (VCE), Village Low Density Residential (VLDR), Village Medium 
Density Residential (VMDR), Village High Density Residential (VHDR), Rural Residential (RR) 
Overlay, Village Neighborhood Commercial (VMU), Elementary School (ES), Park and Recreation 
(VPR), Open Space (VOS), Major Paseos (VOS/MP), and Linear Parkways (VOS/MP) (see 
Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2, Project Description).  

Placer County General Plan 

The project site land use designation is AG-80 (Agriculture, 80-acre minimum) in the Placer County 
General Plan and is zoned as Farm Building Site with an 80-acre minimum (F-B-X 80).  Figure 4.1-2 
shows the Placer County General Plan designation for the project site and surrounding area. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal  

There are no federal laws that pertain to land use that are applicable to the Proposed Project.   

State 

Aside from Williamson Act contract considerations, there are no other state laws that pertain to land 
use decisions that are applicable to the Proposed Project.  The Williamson Act is discussed under 
the “Agricultural Resources” portion of this section.  
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Local 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments Blueprint Project 

SACOG, in partnership with the non-profit organization Valley Vision, undertook the Blueprint Project 
to build a consensus around a single, coherent, long-term vision for the development of the 
Sacramento region.  The project was not intended to advocate any particular development pattern; 
instead, SACOG assumed that if it provided accurate information and forecasting tools to a wide 
variety of interest groups, a consensus would naturally emerge on what the region as a whole 
wanted for its future.  A key issue for the Blueprint Project is that compliance with the adopted plan 
relies entirely on SACOG’s ability to persuade jurisdictions to follow the SACOG model voluntarily, 
rather than by statutory power to require compliance.  In terms of local planning, the Blueprint has 
not been formally adopted by the City of Lincoln and it is not legally binding on the City.  However, 
the Preferred Blueprint Scenario is intended by SACOG to be advisory and to guide the region’s 
transportation planning and funding decisions.   

Placer County General Plan 

Placer County updated the County General Plan in 1994.  The project site is currently within Placer 
County, and subject to the Placer County General Plan.  As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, 
the Proposed Project includes annexation of the project site to the City of Lincoln.  Upon annexation, 
the project site would be subject to the City of Lincoln’s adopted 2050 General Plan.   

Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)  

The objectives of a LAFCO are to encourage the orderly formation of local government agencies, 
preserve agricultural land, and discourage urban sprawl.  LAFCOs review proposals for the 
formation of new local government agencies and regulate changes, such as boundary lines, of 
existing agencies.  A LAFCO is the entity that evaluates proposals for the creation of cities or special 
districts, as well as proposals to annex land to local jurisdictions.  The project site is currently located 
within the City's Sphere of Influence (SOI), but because the site is not within the City limits, 
annexation is required.  If the Proposed Project were approved, the City of Lincoln would provide 
most municipal services. 

Placer County LAFCO is responsible for approval of the proposed annexation for the project, and 
this EIR will be used by the Placer County LAFCO during its review of the Proposed Project.  Placer 
County LAFCO has adopted a comprehensive list of guidelines and policies to implement its stated 
objectives; however, some policies are intended to provide guidance to the Commission and are not 
directly applicable to actions by local jurisdictions.  Relevant LAFCO policies are summarized below. 

• Encourage the annexation of unincorporated areas within the existing City boundaries prior 
to the expansion of the sphere of influence (Policy 3c [2]). 

• Recognizing prior sphere of influence determinations, implement annexation proposals 
consistent with the statutes of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 and consistent with the policies of the Placer County LAFCO. 

• Ensure the efficient provision of government services (Government Code, Section 56301). 

• Favor the logical formation and determination of local boundaries (Government Code, 
Section 56301). 

• Discourage urban sprawl and encourage in-fill development (Government Code, Sections 
56001, and 56301 and Policy 3c[2]). 
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• Require the adequate and timely provision of services (particularly water) (Government 
Code, Section 56668[k]) to annexing areas. 

• Discourage the premature conversion of prime agricultural land and open space 
(Government Code, Section 56301). 

• Consider and mitigate, if necessary, the fiscal consequences of annexation (Government 
Code, Section 56886). 

• Prohibit the creation of unincorporated islands except under unique and specified 
circumstances (Government Code, Section 56744). 

• Consider the extent to which the fair share housing needs are met (Government Code, 
Sections 56668[1] and 56001). 

Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency acts as the Airport Land Use Commission, 
which prepares airport land use compatibility plans and ensures land use compatibility.  The Placer 
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) was adopted in October 2000.  The ALUCP 
establishes criteria for land use compatibility based on noise, safety, airspace protection, and 
overflight provisions.  All projects within an airport’s influence areas must be evaluated by the Airport 
Land Use Commission to determine their compatibility with the ALUCP.1  A portion of the property is 
located within the Lincoln Regional Airport’s influence area. 

Lincoln Regional Airport 

The airport’s influence area is separated into compatibility zones.  Each zone is used to determine 
whether development in the zone is compatible with the land use plan.  The zones also determine 
whether there will be issues with overflights, noise, and public safety.  A very small portion of the 
Lewis Property is located within Zone C1 near Moore Road (Figure 4.1-3).  The area north of Ingram 
Slough is located within Zone D.  An airspace review is required by the Airport Land Use 
Commission for structures greater than 70 feet high in Zone C1 and 150 feet high in Zone D.  
Zone C1 also requires that noise and safety issues associated with overflights be disclosed to 
homebuyers of parcels within the zone. 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Land Use Goals and Policies 

The Land Use Element plays a critical role in the General Plan in terms of establishing land use 
patterns for development and setting policy on population densities and intensity of development.  
The Land Use Element is the basis for determining future population density and intensity and public 
facility and service requirements, including plans for future streets and roads, water and sewer 
services, schools, and fire and police protection.  It is also the basis for determining policy on the 
development phasing of the Proposed Project. 

The Village 7 Specific Plan area is a designated land use within the scope of development in the 
adopted 2050 General Plan.   

                                                  
1  State of California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use 

Planning Handbook, January 2002, p. 1-4. 
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The Proposed Project has been designed to be consistent with the adopted Land Use Element 
policies, which are listed below.   

Land Use 

Goal LU-1 To grow in orderly pattern consistent with the economic, social, and 
environmental needs of Lincoln. 

Policies 

LU-1.4  Buffer 

The City shall require buffer areas between development projects and significant 
watercourses, riparian vegetation, and wetlands. 

LU-1.6 Transportation Choices 

The City will promote the application of land use layouts and community designs that 
provide residents with transportation choices to walk, ride bicycles, ride transit 
services, as well as utilize a vehicle, including neighborhood electric vehicles. 

LU-1.7 Housing Choices 

The City will promote the application of land use designs that provide a variety of 
places where residents can live, including apartments, condominiums, townhouses 
and single family attached and detached.  

LU-1.8 Compact Development 

The City will promote the use of development patterns that are more compactly built 
and use space in an efficient but aesthetic manner to promote more walking, biking 
and use of public transit. 

LU-1.10 Mixed Land Uses 

Within the designated Village areas, the City will promote a mixed land use designed 
to place homes together with smaller businesses, institutional, and community land 
uses.  The Village Core area will utilized the Mixed Use (MU) designation.  Mixed land 
uses could include vertical as well as horizontal design allowing for differing land uses 
within the same building, as well as within the same project area. 

LU-1.11 Natural Resource Conservation 

To promote a high quality of life within the community, the City will in conjunction with 
related policies in other general plan elements, promote the retention of natural open 
space areas, greenbelts and the provision of adequate parks as part of approving 
new land use designs. 

LU-1.12 Quality Design 

Through the design review process, apply design standards that promote the use of 
high quality building materials, architectural and site designs, landscaping signage 
and amenities.  The City will continue to develop and apply design standards that 
result in efficient site and building designs, pedestrian friendly projects that stimulate 
the use of alternative modes of transportation, and a functional relationship between 
adjacent developments. 

LU-1.13 Form Based Zoning 

In order to implement smart growth principles, the City will utilize form-based zoning 
in the designated Village areas. 

Goal LU-2 To designate, protect, and provide land to ensure sufficient residential 
development to meet community needs and projected population growth. 
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Policies 

LU-2.1 Prevent Incompatible Uses 

The City shall prevent the intrusion of new incompatible land uses into existing 
residential areas. 

LU-2.6 Land Use Designations 

The City shall provide a variety of residential land designations that will meet the 
future needs of the city. 

LU-2.8 Innovative Development 

The City shall promote flexibility and innovation in residential land use through the 
use of planned unit developments, developer agreements, specific plans, mixed use 
projects, and other innovative development and planning techniques. 

LU-2.9 Innovative Design 

The City shall encourage the use of alleys and side-loaded garages to deemphasize 
the garage as the prominent visual feature of a residence.  

Goal LU-3 To designate adequate commercial land for and promote development of 
commercial uses compatible with surrounding land uses to meet the present 
and future needs of Lincoln residents, the regional community, and visitors and 
to maintain economic vitality. 

Policies 

LU-3.2 Commercial Land Use 

The City shall designate sufficient commercial land to meet the future needs of the 
city. 

LU-3.4 Grouping of Commercial Land Uses 

The City shall avoid “strip commercial” land uses in new development areas by 
encouraging grouping of commercial land uses in core areas. 

LU-3.5 Mitigate Land Use Conflicts 

The City shall mitigate conflicts between new commercial land uses and other land 
uses, especially residential, park, and recreational uses. 

LU-3.6 Buffer Commercial Land Uses 

The City shall require that commercial land uses be buffered from incompatible land 
uses and protected from encroachment by incompatible uses-through the use of 
techniques including, but not limited to, landscaping, sound walls, berms, fencing, 
open space set-backs, greenbelts, and building orientation. 

LU-3.7 Innovative Development 

The City shall promote flexibility and innovation in commercial land use through the 
use of planned unit developments, developer agreements, specific plans and other 
innovative development and planning techniques. 

Goal LU-6 To ensure that the legal requirements for general plan consistency are fulfilled. 

Policies 

LU-6.1 Zoning and GP Consistency 

The City shall amend the zoning code and other land use regulations to make them 
consistent with the adopted or amended general plan. 
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Goal LU-9 To ensure high quality appearance and harmony between existing and new 
uses, while avoiding repetitive style, height, and mass. 

Policies 

LU-9.4 Linkages 

The City shall develop linkages between different parts of the city, and foster creation 
of unique elements that provide identity to the city and the neighborhoods and result 
in the creation of diverse and distinctive places. 

LU-9.6 Maintain Urban Edge 

The City shall maintain a distinct urban edge, while creating a gradual transition 
between urban uses and open space. 

LU-9.8 The City shall emphasize Lincoln’s natural features as the visual framework for new 
development and redevelopment. 

The 2050 General Plan also includes guiding principles and concepts for each of the villages.  The 
following are specific principles for the Village 7 Specific Plan:2 

• An adequate buffer shall be provided along the western boundary to protect on-going 
operations at the City’s wastewater treatment facility and avoid exposure of new residents to 
odors from the plant operations. 

• Connect Village 7 with future City’s trail system. 

• Provide safe pedestrian and bicyclist access and movement across Moore Road between the 
northern and southern portions of Village 7. 

• Provide arterial street and utility extensions west on Moore Road and north on Fiddyment 
Road to provide access to the City’s existing major street system. 

City of Lincoln Zoning Ordinance 

The City of Lincoln’s Zoning Ordinance implements and supplements the goals and policies of the 
General Plan.  Specifically, the Zoning Ordinance is used to encourage the most appropriate use of 
land, prevent undue concentration of population, lessen congestion on the streets, provide adequate 
provisions for community utilities, and promote the health, safety and general welfare of the public.  
Specific purposes of the zoning ordinance include the following: 

• Regulate the use of buildings, structures and land between industry, business, residential 
use, and open space including agriculture, recreation, enjoyment of scenic beauty and the 
use of natural resources. 

• Regulate the intensity of land use. 

• Divide the City into zoning districts of such number, shape, and area as may be deemed best 
suited to carry out the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance.  

The Proposed Project would be pre-zoned and incorporated in the City.  The Proposed Project also 
includes a Specific Plan and a General Development Plan (GDP) that would be adopted as part of 
the project.  In accordance with the Planned Unit Development District Regulations, the General 
Development Plan would establish the zoning classifications and regulations for project.  
Amendments to the GDP could be required for properties in the Programmatic Portion. 

                                                  
2  City of Lincoln General Plan, Goals and Policies Report, March 2008, p. 4-30. 
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LAND USE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The analysis of impacts for this section was conducted qualitatively.  The proposed land uses for the 
Proposed Project were evaluated for consistency with applicable General Plan goals and policies 
and the City of Lincoln Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed land uses were also qualitatively evaluated 
for internal compatibility with proposed land uses and for external compatibility with adjacent uses.  
A Specific Plan has been prepared for the Proposed Project, which includes a development plan to 
create a distinctive community for the entire Village 7 plan area.  A GDP has also been prepared for 
the Proposed Project, which provides specific standards and intensity for future development in that 
planning area.  Unless stated otherwise in the Village 7 Specific Plan or GDP, the City’s zoning 
ordinance would apply.  In the event of any conflicting regulations, the Village 7 Specific Plan and 
GDP would supersede the City’s zoning ordinance. 

The Proposed Project would include a 105,000-square-foot neighborhood-serving retail center.  In 
conjunction with preparation of this Draft EIR, an evaluation was prepared by Economic & Planning 
Systems, Inc. (EPS) to assess whether retail development in the Village 7 Specific Plan would cause 
urban decay in downtown Lincoln, neighboring communities, and other planned villages and Special 
Use Districts (SUDs) in the City planning area.  The report concluded there would be minimal 
potential for urban decay.3  Please see Section 4.10, Visual Resources, for additional information. 

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, Placer County LAFCO must approve the annexation of 
the project site to the City of Lincoln.  Therefore, LAFCO must find that the Proposed Project is 
consistent with LAFCO policies.  The City of Lincoln cannot make the determination of consistency 
for LAFCO.  In addition, the evaluation in this Draft EIR on the subject of General Plan consistency 
represent the best attempt of City staff and the City’s EIR consultant to advise the City Council of 
their opinions as to whether the Proposed Project is consistent with identified goals and policies of 
the City’s General Plan. It should be recognized, however, that the opinions expressed in this Draft 
EIR are in no way binding on the City Council. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts associated with changes in land use are considered significant 
if the Proposed Project would: 

• Conflict with the primary goals, policies, general directions, or stated intention of the City of 
Lincoln General Plan, City of Lincoln Zoning Ordinance, Placer County LAFCO, or any other 
City or County plans, policies, or ordinances adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
environmental impacts; or 

• Develop land uses that are incompatible with each other or with adjacent uses. 

Project-Specific Land Use Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.1-1 The Proposed Project could result in internal land use incompatibilities.  

                                                  
3  Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Village 7 Urban Decay Assessment, March 2009.  Available for review 

at the City of Lincoln Community Development Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln, California. 
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Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property would include predominately residential uses, with some recreation, school, and 
general commercial uses (see Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description).  Long-term land use 
incompatibilities arise when adjacent land uses result in activities that could conflict with each other.  
For example, in general, land uses that produce excessive noise, light, dust, odors, traffic, or 
hazardous emissions are undesirable when they intrude on places where people sleep and recreate 
(residences, hospitals, parks, etc.).  Therefore, some industrial or agricultural uses or busy roadways 
(which can produce noise, dust, and odors) are not considered compatible with uses where people 
sleep and recreate, unless buffers, landscaping or screening can be used to protect individuals from 
health hazards or nuisances.  The very young, sick, and elderly are more sensitive to disturbance 
and health risk factors.   

The Lewis Property would include residential uses, an elementary school, and park components. 
These are considered sensitive uses.  As shown in Figure 2-3, the Lewis Property site plan would 
place the elementary school next to medium and high density residential, commercial, and park 
uses.  The Neighborhood Commercial uses would be located north and south of Ferrari Ranch Road 
at the intersection of the North South Collector.  The remainder of the site would include a mix of 
very low, low, medium, and high density residential uses, parks, and open space.  Table 4.1-1 lists 
all the allowable uses defined in the GDP.  Uses not specifically permitted, but allowed in equivalent 
residential districts elsewhere in the City of Lincoln, may be allowed at the discretion of the 
Community Development Director, provided the use is consistent with the intent and purpose of the 
GDP and is compatible with adjacent land uses. 

TABLE 4.1-1 
 

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN PERMITTED USES 
Use LDR MDR HDR 
Single-family residential P P  
Two-family residential P P P 
Multi-family residential  P P 
Accessory uses and structures, per LMC Chapter 18.36 P P P 
Home occupations, consistent with LMC Chapter 18.62 P P P 
Community & public facilities  P P C 
Churches C C C 
Public utility facilities, per LMC Chapter 18.36 P P P 
Schools C C C 
Recreation facilities P P P 
Day care facilities C C C 
Temporary model homes P P P 
Temporary construction offices P P P 
P = Permitted by right  
C = Conditionally Permitted 
Note:  LMC refers to City of Lincoln Municipal Code 

 

The design of the community would provide a Village Center that would include two Neighborhood 
Commercial sites, one of which would include a community parkhouse, along with adjacent 
neighborhood park sites and an elementary school.  The Specific Plan roadway layout and 
pedestrian/bike trail loop system would link the Village Center with the nearby residential 
neighborhoods.  The Neighborhood Commercial parcels would be located near the primary entry 
into the Village Specific Plan along Ferrari Ranch Road adjacent to the North South Collector and 
Moore Road and adjacent to a park.  The Neighborhood Commercial use is intended to 
accommodate neighborhood-serving retail, service, and recreation uses.  Such uses may be similar 
to those provided for by the Commercial (C) district (Zoning Ordinance Section 18.22) including 
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bakery, barber shop, beauty shop, cafe, day care center, drug store, dry cleaners, general store, 
office, personal services, postal annex, stationary store, community parkhouse (recreation center), 
sales offices, and other neighborhood-scale uses.  These types of uses would be compatible close 
to residential and school uses, and would provide an entry-point into the Specific Plan area. 

The proposed school site is located on the Lewis Property and would be dedicated to provide an 
elementary school in the center of the community.  The school would become part of the Western 
Placer Unified School District and would include school facilities, a playground, and a shared-use 
parking lot.  Because the school would only include elementary school-age children, it is not 
anticipated that the school would include many night-time activities, including night-lighted sports 
activities.  Occasional meetings or evening school events would be compatible with the adjacent 
uses.  

The design guidelines in the Specific Plan and GDP include requirements for landscaping, storage 
and loading areas, trash and recycling enclosures, lighting, and architecture treatments.  The 
standards and guidelines include provisions that direct living spaces to the street, garages to the 
rear, and encourage porches and other architectural elements that would activate the relationship 
between the public and private spaces.  The GDP also provides for sidewalks that are separated 
from the street by a tree-planted landscape strip, which would create an environment that is 
attractive and safe for pedestrian walkability.  Additionally, the Lewis Property has been designed to 
include large setbacks from potential noise sources, such as the future extension of Ferrari Ranch 
Road.  These setbacks would eliminate the need for large sound walls between the Proposed 
Project and planned and existing residential uses to the east.  Compliance with the design guidelines 
would help to ensure any development within the Neighborhood Commercial area would be 
compatible with the adjacent school and residential uses.   

The Lewis Property includes some sensitive habitat areas on-site, including riparian areas along 
Ingram Slough, vernal pools, and other wetlands.  Although these open space areas are set aside to 
protect sensitive habitat on-site and to act as buffers between different uses, it is possible that the 
intrusion of people into these areas may affect sensitive habitats.  For a discussion of potential 
impacts on sensitive habitat areas on site, please see Impact 4.8-2 in Section 4.8, Biological 
Resources.  

The Lewis Property portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan has distinct residential neighborhoods 
connected by a comprehensive system of multi-use trails and pedestrian routes.  Consistent with the 
intent of the Lincoln General Plan and Planned Development district, the GDP provides for a broad 
range of housing product types, with a mix of detached and attached single-family and multi-family 
homes.  Each residential neighborhood’s central park, or Village Green, serves as a focal and 
gathering point, located such that residences are typically no farther than a one-quarter mile walk.   

The uses in this area would be required to comply with the City's General Plan, the Village 7 Specific 
Plan, and the GDP, and will be subject to review by the City prior to approval.  This would reduce the 
potential for incompatibility with internal uses.  However, internal uses related to sensitive habitat 
located within the on-site open space areas may require additional mitigation measures as 
determined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California 
Department of Fish and Game in connection with Clean Water Act 404 permits, incidental take 
permits, and Streambed Alteration Agreements.  Therefore, the Proposed Project could result in 
internal land use incompatibilities, and the impact would be considered potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to incompatibility 
of internal land uses to less than significant. 
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4.1-1(A) a)  The applicant shall construct fencing and/or post signs to inform the public of 
sensitive wetland/wildlife areas within the open space areas and in the Orchard 
Creek Wetlands Preserve that borders the Lewis Property on the south. 

b)  The applicant shall design its specific project to comply with all setback and buffer 
requirements required by any Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, incidental take 
permits and Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

c) Notify home buyers of the presence of sensitive wetland/wildlife areas within the 
open space areas. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion includes the Aitken Ranch II Property, the Scheiber Property, 
and the Remainder Area.  The uses proposed for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion include 
residential uses, parks, and open space areas.  The Village 7 Programmatic Portion does not 
include commercial uses.  Residential uses are located adjacent to parks and open space, which are 
compatible land uses. 

Residential and park/open space uses could be located near off-site locations that are and would 
continue to be actively cultivated and grazed.  The east-west segment of Moore Road, which 
separates the Lewis Property from the Aitken Ranch II, would provide a buffer between the project 
uses and agricultural uses in the Aitken Ranch II, should agricultural uses continue as the Lewis 
Property develops.  However, it is possible that adjacent agricultural uses to the north could cause a 
potential nuisance to project occupants.  Placer County has adopted a Right-to-Farm Ordinance 
(County Code 5.24.040) to reduce the loss of productivity of the County’s commercial agricultural 
resources by limiting the circumstances under which agricultural operations may be deemed to 
constitute a nuisance.  While the Right-to-Farm Ordinance would not prevent potential nuisance 
activities from occurring, it requires notification about potential nuisance activities.  With this 
notification, new home buyers would be made aware of operations on adjacent property and would 
have the opportunity to evaluate the personal significance of these potential nuisances.  Once the 
Programmatic Portion has been incorporated into the City of Lincoln in conjunction with the 
annexation, this ordinance will no longer be mandated.  However, providing information about the 
County’s Right to Farm Ordinance to home buyers would allow future residents to make an informed 
decision living near these potential nuisance activities prior to purchasing a home in the project area.  

The uses in this area would be required to comply with the City's General Plan and the Village 7 
Specific Plan, and would be subject to further environmental review prior to approval.  For the Aitken 
Ranch II Property, Scheiber Property, and Remainder Area portions of the project, uses would also 
be required to comply with a GDP, which would be reviewed by the City. This would reduce the 
potential for incompatibility with internal uses.  However, because the specific details of development 
in the Programmatic Portion are still being developed, internal uses related to sensitive habitat 
located within the on-site open space areas may require additional mitigation that will be developed 
as the Village 7 Programmatic Portion moves forward.  Therefore, the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion could result in internal land use incompatibilities, and the impact would be considered 
potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to incompatibility 
of internal land uses to less than significant. 
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4.1-1(B) a)  The applicant shall construct fencing and/or post signs to inform the public of 
sensitive wetland/wildlife areas within the open space areas.  

b) The applicant shall design its specific project to comply with all setback and buffer 
requirements required by any Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, incidental take 
permits and Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

c) The applicant shall provide to home buyers within the Proposed Project information 
about agricultural operations and potential nuisance activities occurring on lands 
adjacent to the project site, including a copy of Placer County’s Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance.  Residential development located next to active agricultural areas shall 
have a notice included in the deed notifying buyers of the agricultural use. 

4.1-2 The Proposed Project could result in land use incompatibilities with adjacent land 
uses.   

Lewis Property 

As stated in the Environmental Setting, the Lewis Property is bordered by the Lincoln Crossing 
Specific Plan area to the east, 3D and the Aitken Ranch development to the northeast, cattle grazing 
and agricultural uses to the northwest, the undeveloped wetland preserve to the south, and the 
City’s WWTRF on the west.  Although not an adjacent use, a small portion of the property is located 
within the Lincoln Regional Airport’s influence area (see Figure 4.1-3) and, therefore, must be 
compatible with the ALUCP. 

Residential Uses 

The residential development standards are structured to create neighborhoods that emphasize 
enhanced streetscapes, variable front yard setbacks, and alternative garage orientation options, 
including the use of rear-access garage lanes.  Modeled after “form-based” zoning codes, the 
Village 7 Specific Plan GDP’s development standards address the physical form of the residential 
neighborhoods by guiding how the edge between the public and private realms is defined.  The 
residential uses in the site would be compatible with existing residential development to the east.  
On the southern end of the project site, adjacent to the Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve, the Lewis 
Property includes a mix of open space, park, and low-density residential uses.  The City’s WWTRF 
is adjacent to the southwest portion of the project site, separated from residences by a large open 
space buffer area. 

Neighborhood Commercial Uses 

The two proposed Neighborhood Commercial sites would be located in the interior of the proposed 
Lewis Property site, adjacent (north and south) of the future extension of Ferrari Ranch Road.  The 
road would pass through the Lincoln Crossing residential development and through to the residential 
uses on the west.  The placement of the Neighborhood Commercial uses in this area would not 
result in an incompatibility with any residences proposed within the Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan, 
Aitken Ranch area, or land designated as open space because these uses within the Village 7 
Specific Plan Area would be buffered by Village 7 Specific Plan residential uses. 

Elementary School Use 

The elementary school site is interior to the project area and is buffered by surrounding land uses 
within the project, which include residences.  School uses are considered consistent with adjacent 
residential properties. 
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Agricultural Uses 

Agricultural activities may generate dust, smoke, and odors that could be considered a nuisance by 
future residents.  Areas adjacent to the project area, specifically near the western portion of the 
project site are actively cultivated and grazed.  Under the Proposed Project, as residential 
development occurs, residential areas would be located adjacent to areas that are and would 
continue to be actively cultivated and grazed.  Agricultural activities would generally only affect 
properties on the urban edge.  Some open space, linear park, and park and recreation areas are 
planned along the northwestern boundary of the Lewis Property, which could serve as buffer areas 
between residences and agricultural uses.  Even with buffer areas, it is possible that adjacent 
agricultural uses could cause a potential nuisance to residences.  Placer County has adopted a 
Right-to-Farm Ordinance (County Code 5.24.040) to reduce the loss of productivity of the County’s 
commercial agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under which agricultural operations 
may be deemed to constitute a nuisance.  While the Right-to-Farm Ordinance would not prevent 
potential nuisance activities from occurring, it requires notification about potential nuisance activities.  
With this notification, new home buyers would be made aware of operations on adjacent property 
and would have the opportunity to evaluate the personal significance of these potential nuisances.  
Once the project site has been incorporated into the City of Lincoln, this ordinance will no longer be 
mandated.  However, providing information about the County’s Right to Farm Ordinance to home 
buyers would allow future residents to make an informed decision living near these potential 
nuisance activities prior to purchasing a home in the project area.  

Wetland Mitigation Area 

The Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve area is located directly adjacent to the southern border of the 
project site.  It is a 632-acre site including a complex vernal pool ecosystem and provides for the 
protection of vernal pools and the associated special-status plants and animals dependent on this 
habitat.  The area is intended to remain protected in perpetuity.  Although there are large open 
space buffer areas between onsite residential uses and the preserve area, human intrusion into 
sensitive areas is a possible impact. 

City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant and Reclamation Facility 

The City’s WWTRF is located immediately west of the Lewis Property.  The nearest residences 
would be approximately 524 feet from the easternmost boundary of the WWTRF.  Open space areas 
and a park have been planned along the western boundary of the project site to provide an extra 
buffer between the WWTRF and residences to prevent odor impacts to project residents.  According 
to the City of Lincoln’s Odor Emissions Evaluation (April 2006, see also Impact 4.4-5 in Section 4.4, 
Air Quality), no odors from the WWTRF were detected beyond the plant’s property lines.  
Additionally, the evaluation found that future odors are predicted to occur outside the WWTRF 
boundaries only 20 hours out of the year, and odor impacts to the north and east are not expected to 
change significantly.  The distance from the odor impacts caused by the WWTRF, along with the 
added protection of buffer areas ensure land use compatibility between residences and the WWTRF. 

Western Regional Sanitary Landfill 

Although not adjacent to the site, the Western Placer Waste Management Authority’s (WPWMA) 
315.9-acre Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) at the intersection of Athens and Fiddyment 
Roads is southwest of the project site.  The WRSL includes a sanitary landfill and a Material 
Recovery Facility (MRF) that separates and recovers waste products for recycling, reuse, or 
conversion to energy sources.  The MRF also includes a composting operation, from which odors 
can occasionally be detected.  A one-mile buffer established at the WRSL extends slightly into the 
southwest corner of the Lewis Property.  The buffer is within proposed open space that adjoins 
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proposed low-density residential land uses.  The reader is referred to Impact 4.4-5 in Section 4.4, Air 
Quality, for additional information and analysis. 

Lincoln Regional Airport 

The Lincoln Regional Airport is located approximately two miles from the Lewis Property.  A portion 
of the site is located within the airport’s influence area, which is separated into compatibility zones.  
Each zone is used to determine whether development in the zone is compatible with the land use 
plan.  The zones also determine whether there will be issues with overflights, noise, and public 
safety.  A very small portion of the Lewis Property is located within Zone C1 near Moore Road 
(Figure 4.1-3).  The area north of Ingram Slough is located within Zone D.  An airspace review is 
required by the Airport Land Use Commission for structures greater than 70 feet high in Zone C1 
and 150 feet high in Zone D.  However, the City of Lincoln Zoning Ordinance prohibits residential 
and commercial buildings from exceeding 50 feet in height.  Consequently, development of the 
Lewis Property would not conflict with the ALUCP height restrictions.  Zone C1 also requires that 
noise and safety issues associated with overflights be disclosed to homebuyers of parcels within the 
zone.  According to the land use plan for the Village 7 Specific Plan, the areas located within Zone 
C1 within the Lewis Property would be designated as Village Country Estates (VCE), Village Open 
Space (VOS), and Village Parks and Recreation (VPR).  For the areas in the Lewis Property within 
Zone D, there would be no structures over 50 feet tall.  Therefore, development of the Lewis 
Property would not conflict with the ALUCP. 

Summary 

As discussed above, most of the uses proposed for the Lewis Property would be similar to and/or 
compatible with existing and approved adjacent uses.  For the most part, residential uses in the 
Lewis Property project area would be placed next to existing residential uses.  Residences closest to 
the western project boundary would be buffered from possible odor impacts from the WWTRF by 
open space buffer areas, linear parkway, and a large park.  The school proposed in the Lewis 
Property portion of the Proposed Project is interior to the project area.  The proposed uses within the 
airport’s influence area would be compatible with the ALUCP.   

However, some residences in the northern, western, and southern portions of the project site would 
be located adjacent to agricultural uses and a preserve area, both of which could result in 
incompatible uses.  These impacts would be potentially significant.  In addition, the potential exists 
for odors from the WWTRF and/or the WRSL to occasionally be noticeable at the site.  These 
impacts are evaluated in more detail in Impact 4.4-5 in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and mitigation 
addressing potential odor impacts is identified in that analysis. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures would reduce impacts to land use compatibility 
to less than significant.  The requirements in Mitigation Measure 4.1-2(A)(b) are intended to ensure 
consistency with General Plan policies LU-5.5 and OSC-2.2. 

4.1-2(A) a) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(A).  

b) The applicant shall provide to home buyers within the Proposed Project information 
about agricultural operations and potential nuisance activities occurring on lands 
adjacent to the project site, including a copy of Placer County’s Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance.  Residential development located next to active agricultural areas shall 
have a notice included in the deed notifying buyers of the agricultural use. 
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c) Notify home buyers within the C1 Zone regarding noise and safety issues as required 
by ALUCP. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As discussed in Impact 4.1-1(B), the Aitken Ranch II Property, Scheiber Property, and Remainder 
Area include residential, park, and open space uses.  Adjacent uses are similar to those near the 
Lewis Property.  There is also a small portion of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion area that is 
located within the airport’s influence area. 

The Aitken Ranch II Property and the Scheiber Property are adjacent to residential uses in the 
Aitken Ranch project to the east, agricultural uses to the west, and a riparian area along Auburn 
Ravine to the north.  The same types of land uses are proposed in the Aitken Ranch II Property as 
are already located in the Aitken Ranch development; therefore, they would be compatible.  
Adjacency to the Auburn Ravine riparian areas to the north would require mitigation similar to that 
required for the Lewis Property.  There are currently no plans to include a buffer between the low 
density residential uses within the Aitken Ranch II Property and agricultural uses to the west; 
however, Moore Road provides a buffer between the uses.  Although these agricultural uses have 
the potential to generate dust and odors, impacts to nearby proposed residences are not expected to 
be substantial.  Nonetheless, mitigation requiring disclosure of adjacent agricultural activities and the 
County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance to homebuyers would be required.  Most of the Aitken Ranch II 
Property is located within the airport’s Compatibility Zone D, with a small portion on the west in 
Zone C1.  However, as discussed above with regard to the Lewis Property, none of the structures 
developed as part of the Proposed Project would exceed 50 feet in height, so this would be a 
compatible use. 

The southern Remainder Area is bounded by residential uses on the Lewis Property to the east and 
south, a park to south, the WWTRF to the west, and agricultural uses to the north.  The adjacent 
residential, elementary school, and park uses are compatible with on-site land uses.  Although these 
areas are adjacent to the WWTRF, the City of Lincoln’s Odor Emissions Evaluation determined that 
the odor was not detectable beyond the WWTRF property line.  Therefore, this is not an 
incompatible land use.  The agricultural uses located to the north, however, may require mitigation.  
The entire Remainder Area is within the airport’s Compatibility Zone D, except for a portion of the 
southeast corner of the 40-acre site.  The Scheiber Property is within Zone D.  As in the Lewis 
Property, all structures built within these areas would not exceed 50 feet in height; therefore, land 
uses within these areas would be compatible with the ALUCP as required by the City of Lincoln.   

Riparian areas and agricultural uses located adjacent to the Aitken Ranch II Property, the Scheiber 
Property, and the Remainder Area may result in adjacent land use incompatibilities.  Therefore, this 
is a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures would reduce impacts to land use compatibility 
to less than significant. 

4.1-2(B) a) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(B). 

b) The applicant shall provide to home buyers within the Proposed Project information 
about agricultural operations and potential nuisance activities occurring on lands 
adjacent to the project site, including a copy of Placer County’s Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance.  Residential development located next to active agricultural areas shall 
have a notice included in the deed notifying buyers of the agricultural use. 
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c) Notify home buyers within the C1 Zone regarding noise and safety issues as required 
by ALUCP. 

4.1-3 The Proposed Project would not conflict with the City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan 
policies.  

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property is within the City’s 2050 General Plan “Village” V-7 land use designation (see 
Figure 4.1-1).  The development plan for the Lewis Property includes the creation of a residential 
community consisting of a variety of housing types (General Plan policy LU-1.7), one elementary 
school, a community park, a community center, neighborhood-serving retail uses, and extensive 
park and open space amenities.  There would be a centrally located Village Center. Proposed 
residential development along the eastern boundary – adjacent to existing residential development – 
would minimize land use incompatibilities and would provide linkages to the City (General Plan 
policies LU-2.1 and LU-9.4).  The circulation plan includes an extensive hierarchy of roads, pedestrian 
and bikeway network, and public transit options to ensure connectivity within the Lewis Property and to 
connect to existing development, consistent with General Plan policies LU-1.6 and LU-1.8.  It includes 
a substantial park and open space buffer to protect the City’s residents from exposure to WWTRF 
operations, while creating a distinct urban edge, consistent with General Plan policy LU-9.6.  Forty 
percent of the Lewis Property planning area is designated for open space and park uses, which is 
intended to preserve and enhance natural resources on the site and to allow for potential 
connectivity with larger-scale regional conservation efforts (General Plan policies LU-1.11 and LU-9.8).   

Consistent with General Plan policies LU-1.10, LU-1.13, and LU-2.6, the Lewis Property includes 
Village Country Estates (VCE), Village Low Density Residential (VLDR), Village Medium Density 
Residential (VMDR), Village High density Residential (VHDR), Rural Residential (RR) Overlay, 
Neighborhood Commercial (VMU), Elementary School (ES), Park and Recreation (VPR), Open 
Space (VOS), Major Paseos (VOS/MP), and Linear Parkways (VOS/LP).  These designations would 
be established through a General Plan Amendment and prezoning/zoning. 

The Lewis Property design emphasizes enhanced streetscapes, variable front yard setbacks, alley-
loaded garage options, and one of the primary goals is to create housing that is both high-quality 
and varied in design in order to avoid architectural repetitiveness (General Plan policies LU-1.12 and 
LU-2.9).  The specific measures that would be implemented are described in the GDP, which has 
been prepared and would be subject to approval by the City Council in conjunction with its approval 
of the Proposed Project. 

Two VMU sites would be grouped in the Village Center Core, providing opportunities for retail uses 
and a recreational facility, consistent with General Plan policies LU-3.2 and LU-3.4.  The commercial 
uses that could be developed in the Village Center would be surrounded by non-residential uses 
(e.g., open space/park and elementary school), which would help minimize potential land use 
incompatibilities.  The GDP provides additional design standards to help buffer adjoining land uses 
(General Plan policies LU-3.5 and LU-3.6).  

As discussed above, the Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project would be compatible with 
adjacent residential areas.  However, its adjacency to the Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve area to 
the south, the City of Lincoln’s WWTRF to the west, and agricultural uses to the north and northwest 
could result in some land use incompatibilities.  The Lewis Property portion of the Village 7 Specific 
Plan incorporates extensive open space areas along the western and southern boundaries, 
consistent with General Plan policy LU-1.4, which requires “buffer areas between development 
projects and significant watercourses, riparian vegetation, and wetlands,” Policy LU-5.4, which requires 
buffers between urban land uses and agricultural land uses designated for long-term protection. 



4.1  Land Use  
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.1-25 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.01 Land Use.doc  June 2009 

In addition, the project includes a specific plan, general development plan, and a development 
agreement, each of which is consistent with policies LU-2.8 and LU-3.7 of the General Plan, which 
encourages flexibility and innovation in commercial and residential land uses through the use of 
PUDs, developer agreements, or other innovative development and planning techniques.  

The General Plan includes Policy LU-6.1, which requires that the zoning of a site be changed to be 
consistent with the General Plan and that only rezoning that is consistent with the General Plan be 
approved.  The entire Village 7 Specific Plan currently has no City zoning designation as it is not 
currently within the City of Lincoln.  As part of the Proposed Project, the area would be prezoned as 
part of the annexation application process to have a Planned Development (PD) zoning designation, 
as defined by Section 18.32 of the Lincoln Zoning Ordinance.  State law also requires that the 
proposed zoning be consistent with the General Plan Land Use Map (California Government Code 
section 65860).  The intent of the City’s PD District is “to encourage and provide for a creative and 
more flexible approach to the use of land; to maximize the choices of types of living environments 
available to people in the city; and to encourage more efficient allocation and maintenance of 
privately controlled common open space through the redistribution of overall densities where such a 
rearrangement is desirable and feasible” (Zoning Ordinance Section 18.32.010).  Application of the 
PD district allows flexibility in the establishment of development standards, including required yards 
(setbacks), lot area and width, lot coverage and other provisions.  Further, as provided in Section 
18.32.020, the PD district allows “various uses to be combined…provided that combinations of uses 
results in a balanced and stable environment.”  To this end, the development standards and design 
guidelines in the GDP have been designed to provide development flexibility in creating a unique 
master planned community. 

The Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project would be generally consistent with applicable 
General Plan goals and policies, and the impact would be considered less than significant.  
However, as noted above, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the City makes 
the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-3(A) None required.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Aitken Ranch II Property, the Scheiber Property, and the Remainder Area include residential, 
park, and open space uses that are designated in the Village 7 Specific Plan, which has been 
prepared consistent with, and to implement, the adopted 2050 General Plan, as described above.  
The Aitken Ranch II Property and northern Remainder Area are adjacent to residential uses in the 
Aitken Ranch project to the east, agricultural uses, specifically cattle grazing, to the west, and 
riparian area along Auburn Ravine to the north.  The Remainder Area is bounded by residential uses 
in the Lewis Property to the east and south, a park to south, the WWTRF to the west, and 
agricultural uses to the north.  The standards, guidelines, and objectives described in the Land Use 
Plan in the Specific Plan to promote compatibility within the project and with adjacent existing land 
uses, which are summarized in the Lewis Property analysis, above, apply to development in the 
Programmatic Portion as well.  This is because development in the Programmatic Portion cannot 
proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project. 

The 2050 General Plan contains policies that cover a range of issues including requiring buffers to 
protect resources and prevent incompatibility issues, provide design guidance, and promote smart 
growth.  Any development plan proposed within the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be 
required to be compatible with the applicable goals and policies of the General Plan.  Additionally, 
the City would require that each of the planning areas within the Programmatic Portion demonstrate 
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consistency with applicable land use and design policies and the GDP.  Amendments to the GDP 
would be processed, as necessary, to ensure consistency between Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
development and the intent of the Specific Plan GDP.  Therefore, the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the City of Lincoln General Plan policies, and this s a 
less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-3(B) None required.   

4.1-4 The Proposed Project would not conflict with the Placer County LAFCO policies 
pertaining to annexations.   

The Lewis Property is within the Proposed Project, which would be annexed to the City of Lincoln as 
a whole.  No additional LAFCO policies would be applicable to only the Lewis Property portion of the 
Proposed Project, or the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, individually.  Because the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion cannot proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project,  
this impact is evaluated in its entirety. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Proposed Project includes a request to annex the project site to the City of Lincoln before it can 
be developed.  LAFCOs objectives under the Cortese/Knox Act include preserving agricultural land, 
encouraging logical patterns of growth, and discouraging urban sprawl.  This analysis addresses 
project consistency with LAFCO policies that address annexation; however, Placer County LAFCO 
has final authority to determine whether to approve annexation of the project.   

LAFCO’s Goal 1 is to encourage the orderly formation of local government agencies.  Policy 1a(3) 
addresses changes in territory as it affects service districts.  Specific requirements of Policy 1a(3) 
include disclosure of the physical boundaries to be served, extent of improvements required, 
comparison of the existing and proposed service levels, any existing resource shortages or facility 
inadequacies, and means of financing.  Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services, describes the 
extent to which service boundaries would change and infrastructure required to serve the project, 
compares existing and proposed service levels, and identifies any potential resource shortages or 
facility inadequacies.  No project-level significant impacts were identified that could not be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level.  

Policy 1(a)(4) requires that proposals for jurisdictional change include a plan for services.  Because 
the project site is located within the City’s Sphere of Influence, a Municipal Services Review would 
not be required for the proposed annexation. 

Policy 1b(2) encourages that the annexation to a city and special district be simultaneous.  The 
Proposed Project would require the expansion of the City's service area boundaries to serve the 
project area.  Applications for annexation to the City of Lincoln would be submitted simultaneously.   

Policy 1(d)(2) addresses inclusion or exclusion of roads adjacent to one or more boundaries of a 
proposed annexation.  The only existing roadway that borders the project area is Moore Road, which 
would be annexed to the City of Lincoln.  The extension of Ferrari Ranch Road would extend the 
street across the project site, connecting with Moore Road on the west.  

Policy 1(d)(3) states that the environmental document for a project that has one or more roads 
forming boundaries between the City and County shall include an analysis of placing the road within 
the jurisdiction of each.  As stated above, Moore Road is within the County boundaries and would be 
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annexed to the City as part of the project.  Moore Road would be upgraded to comply with City 
standards, including adding sidewalks and class II bike lanes.  In addition, the approaches would be 
widened.  Placement of the road in either the City’s or County’s jurisdiction would result in no change 
to the environmental analyses.   

If Moore Road was not annexed to the City, fire protection to the roadway would continue to be 
provided by the California Department of Forestry, and police protection would still be provided by 
the California Highway Patrol and the Placer County Sheriff’s Department.  Fire and police response 
to the rest of the project site would be provided by the City of Lincoln Police and Fire Departments, 
as discussed in Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services.  Potential environmental impacts would 
remain less than significant.  Potential differences in long-term maintenance costs are not an 
environmental issue and are not addressed in this EIR.  No other roadways either within the City or 
the County would form a new boundary.   

Policy 1(d)(4) requires that special districts be detached from an area when that area is annexed to a 
city that will assume the role of the district.  No special districts would need to be detached as part of 
this project because the City of Lincoln will not assume the role of any preexisting special district 
upon annexation of the project site.   

LAFCO Agricultural and Open Space Policies 2(1), 2(2), and 2(3) are intended to protect open space 
and agricultural land from premature conversion.  Policy 2(1) encourages promotion of orderly 
development and protection of agricultural lands and open space areas, including riparian areas.  
The Proposed Project would result in the loss of grazing land and designated farmland, but the 
productivity of the site for other agricultural uses is limited.  As stated above, the project site has not 
been actively used for crop production.  In addition, the project site is located between existing 
developed land within the City and the City’s WWTRF, which is also within the City.  Annexation of 
the Proposed Project would link these areas to create a contiguous City limit.  The project includes 
approximately 171 acres of open space preserve, which would include protected vernal pools, 
seasonal wetlands, swales, and Ingram Slough.  The existing trees located along Ingram Slough 
would be preserved.  

Policy 2(2) states that annexation be linked to a proposal to develop, and not be speculative in 
nature.  Development plans are to include a timetable.  The Proposed Project includes a Specific 
Plan, a General Development Plan, and a schedule for phasing of development (see Table 2-2 in 
Chapter 2, Project Description).  The Specific Plan provides land use designations for the project 
area, as well as details regarding the intensity and type of development that is proposed. 

Policy 2(3) states that annexation of farmlands shall not be permitted where significant areas of non-
productive farmland are already available.  As stated above, most of the project area is grazing land 
of low productivity.  The City of Lincoln is largely developed, with no remaining unentitled land 
available that could support the Proposed Project.  There are no off-site alternatives available.  (See 
also Chapter 7, Alternatives, for additional information regarding an off-site alternative). 

Policy 3a(1) states that vacant or underdeveloped land within the city should be considered prior to 
annexing additional land.  Within the City of Lincoln there is very little land left that is unentitled for 
future development.  As discussed above, the City of Lincoln is currently developing land within its 
existing City boundaries.  The Proposed Project site is located within the City’s Sphere of Influence 
and has a General Plan designation of Agriculture.  The project site would be pre-zoned as part of 
the application process. 

LAFCO Policy 3a(2) includes factors that LAFCO would consider in determining logical growth 
patterns when considering annexation to a city, such as adjacency to existing and planned growth in 
the city; projected growth in relation to remaining undeveloped areas in the city; ability to provide 
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services to the annexed area; and pending or anticipated development applications to the County for 
areas within the city’s sphere of influence.  Policy 3a(3) specifically discourages urban-level 
development in unincorporated areas adjacent to City boundaries.  As stated previously in this 
section, the project site is adjacent to developing areas within the City of Lincoln.  The ability of the 
City to provide services to the project site is analyzed in Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services, in 
this Draft EIR.  As discussed in those analyses, the City is able to provide utilities to the project site, 
assuming implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

A market absorption study required by LAFCO Policy 3(c)(1)(a) would be required prior to formal 
submittal to LAFCO and would analyze the proposed uses of the project in relation to similar uses 
within the city.  This study would allow for the evaluation of projected growth demand and its 
relationship to the remaining lands to be developed within the City.   

Policy 3(c)(1)(b) requires that alternative project sites elsewhere in the City and/or its existing sphere 
be analyzed.  As discussed above, there is no remaining unentitled land available within the City that 
could support the Proposed Project, and no off-site alternatives are available.   

Policy 3(c)(4) requires that all annexation proposals be prezoned.  The PD zoning would be applied 
to this project and a General Development Plan will be adopted.   

LAFCO policy 4(b)(1) states that the environmental impacts of annexation or jurisdictional 
reorganization must be considered, and that LAFCO must be treated as a responsible agency.  This 
EIR evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Project, including annexation to the City of Lincoln and 
reorganization of service districts.  LAFCO has been identified as a responsible agency in Chapter 2, 
Project Description.  

Because the both the Lewis Property and the Village 7 Specific Plan Programmatic Portion of the 
Proposed Project appear to meet the requirements set forth by LAFCO, this is considered a less-
than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-4(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property & Village 7 Programmatic Portion)   

Land Use Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The Land Use Section generally does not address cumulative impacts separately for most impacts, 
because for land use, the cumulative context to assess land use consistency and compatibility 
issues is the same as the project-specific context.  Land use effects related to General Plan Policy 
consistency and land use compatibility are localized and would not combine with similar effects in 
other locations.  The conversion of open space to developed uses could result in cumulative impacts 
related to the loss of biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality, and other environmental 
effects.  Cumulative impacts related to these issue areas and others are discussed in their 
respective sections in this Draft EIR.  Cumulative impacts with respect to General Plan consistency 
would not differ from those identified for the project; please see Impact 4.1-3. 
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES SETTING 

Agricultural Uses and Farmland Classifications 

Lewis Property 

Various agricultural uses have been attempted on the Lewis Property. Prior to the 1950s, it was 
used for growing dry land wheat and cattle grazing.  In the 1950s, an irrigation system was installed 
on the site, and assorted row crops, such as corn, were planted. From the 1960s to 2000, the site 
was used as irrigated pastureland for cattle grazing.  In 2000, the irrigated pasture was removed and 
the property has since been used for the planting of forage crops for hay production.  However, due 
to the project site’s poor soil conditions, which are described in more detail below, it is not 
considered a productive agricultural area. 

Farmland Classification 

The California Department of Conservation has developed a Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program that classifies the different agricultural soil types related to their ability to sustain agricultural 
crops.  As shown in Table 4.1-2 and Figure 4.1-4, the Lewis Property includes approximately 
7.7 acres of designated farmland of statewide importance, 319.7 acres of farmland of local 
importance, and 185.6 acres of prime farmland, for a total of approximately 513 acres of “Important 
Farmlands”.   

TABLE 4.1-2 
 

IMPORTANT FARMLANDS1 
 Lewis Property Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
Type Count Acres Count Acres 
Grazing 2 2.87 2 3.23 
Local Importance 1 319.69 1 184.16 
Prime Farmland 2 185.64 2 -- 
State Importance 3 7.71 3 -- 
Total  515.92  187.39 
Notes: 
1.  These data are derived from an approximate project boundary graphic and should be considered approximations. 
Source:  compiled from California Dept of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, 2006. 

 

Storie Index and Capability Ratings 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) (formerly U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
(SCS)) has identified and mapped soils in Placer County in the Placer County Soil Survey.  The 
NRCS rated suitability of soils in Placer County for agriculture using the Storie Index.  This index 
expresses numerically the relative degree of suitability of a soil for general intensive agriculture, as it 
exists at the time of evaluation.  The rating is based on soil characteristics only and is obtained by 
evaluating such factors as soil depth, surface texture, subsoil characteristics, drainage, salts and 
alkali, and relief.  The six grades and their range in index ratings are shown in Table 4.1-3.  
Generally, soils with a Storie Index of 60 or higher are best for agricultural production since there are 
few soil limitations.   

There are several methods of valuing soil quality for agricultural uses.  One method involves a 
capability rating provided by the NRCS.  Capability grouping shows, in a general way, the suitability 
of soils for most kinds of field crops.  The groups are made according to the limitation of the soils  
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TABLE 4.1-3 
 

STORIE INDEX RATING 
Grade Index Rating Description 

1 80-100 Few limitations that restrict their use for crops 

2 60-80 Suitable for most crops, but have minor limitations that narrow the choice of crops and have 
a few special management needs 

3 40-60 Suited to a few crops or to special crops and require special management 
4 20-40 If used for crops, are severely limited and require special management 
5 10-20 Not suited for cultivated crops, but can be used for pasture and range 
6 Less than 10 Soil and land types generally not suited to farming 

Source:  USDA, Soil Survey of Pacer County, California, Western Part.  Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with University of California 
Agricultural Experiment Station.  Issued July 1980. 

 

when used for field crops, the risk of damage when they are used, and the way they respond to 
treatment.  It does not take into consideration possible but unlikely reclamation projects, and does 
not apply to rice or other crops requiring special management.  The broadest capability groups are 
designated by Roman numerals I through VIII.  Prime Farmland usually consists of Class I and Class 
II soils.  The numerals indicate progressively greater limitation and narrower choices for practical 
use, defined in Table 4.1-4.  Generally, soils with a capability classification of I or II are suitable for 
agricultural production since these soils do not have severe limitations.   

TABLE 4.1-4 
 

SOIL CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION RATINGS 
Class Description 

Class I soils have few limitations that restrict their use 
Class II soils have moderate limitation that reduce the choice of plants or that require moderate 

conservation practices 
Class III soils have severe limitation that reduce the choice of plants, require special conservation practices 

or both 
Class IV soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants, require very careful 

management, or both 
Class V soils are not likely to erode but have other limitations, impractical to remove, that limit their use 

largely to pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife 
Class VI soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuited to cultivation and that restrict their 

use largely to pasture or range, woodland, or wildlife 
Class VII soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuited to cultivation and that restrict their use 

largely to pasture or range, woodland, or wildlife 
Class VIII soils and landforms have limitations that preclude their use for commercial plants and restrict their 

use to recreation, wildlife, or water supply, or to aesthetic purposes 
Source:  USDA, Soil Survey of Placer County, California, Western Part.  Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with University of California 
Agricultural Experiment Station.  Issued July 1980. 

 

Four soil types make up the majority of the soils found on the Lewis Property (see Figure 4.1-5):  
Cometa-Fiddyment complex, Cometa-Ramona sandy loams, Kilaga loam, and San Joaquin Sandy 
loam.  Table 4.1-5 lists the capability and Storie Index for soils found in the project area.  Cometa-
Fiddyment complex has a Storie Index of 34 and San Joaquin Sandy loam has an index of 31, which 
indicates that they are poor soils for agricultural uses.  Cometa-Ramona sandy loam has a Storie 
Index of 50 and Kilaga loam has an Index of 54, which are both Grade 3 and are suited to a few 
crops requiring special management.4   
                                                  
4  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey of Placer County, California, Western Part.  Soil Conservation 

Service in cooperation with University of California Agricultural Experiment Station.  Issued July 1980. 
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Source: CA Dept. of Conservation, Division of Land Resource, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 2006.





FIGURE 4.1-5
Soil Units
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Source: USDA, NRCS, SSURGO, Soil Survey, July 2004.
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TABLE 4.1-5 
 

SOILS WITHIN THE VILLAGE 7 SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 
Mapping 
Symbol Mapping Unit Name 

Percent 
Slope Capability1 

Storie 
Index2 Location on Project Site 

104 Alamo-Fiddyment 
complex 

0-5 IVw-5(17) 22 Very small portion located in the 
southwest corner of project site 

140 Cometa sandy loam 1-5 IIIe-3(17) 39 Very small portion located in the 
northwest corner of the western 

Remainder Area 
141  Cometa-Fiddyment 

complex  
1-5 IVe-3 (17)  34 Located north of the future extension 

of Ferrari Ranch Road 
142 Cometa-Ramona sandy 

loams 
1-5 IIIe-3 (17) 50 Mostly located north of future 

extension of Ferrari Ranch Road, 
Small portion located at the southwest 

corner of project site 
146 Fiddyment loam 1-8 IVe-3(17) 27 Very small portion located along far 

eastern edge of project site  
162  Kilaga loam  IIs-3 irrigated, 

IIIs-3 nonirrigated 
54 Located directly north and south of 

Ingram Slough  
175  Ramona sandy loam 2-9 IIe-1 irrigated,  

III-1 nonirrigated 
65 Very small portion located at western 

edge of Ingram Slough 
181  San Joaquin sandy 

loam 
1-5 IVe-3 (17) 31 Located at southern portion of project 

site 
193 Xerofluvents, 

occasionally flooded 
 IIw-2(17,18), 

irrigated and 
nonirrigated 

69 Very small portion located in the very 
northern tip of the project site 

194  Xerofluvents, frequently 
flooded  

 IVw-2 (17,18,22) 36 Small portion located along Ingram 
Slough 

Source:  USDA, Soil Survey of Placer County, California, Western Part.  Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with University of California 
Agricultural Experiment Station.  Issued July 1980. 
1.  Soil Capability rating where I is the best and VIII is the worst. 
2.  Storie Index rating where 100 is the best and 1 is the worst. 

 

Four other soil types make up the remainder of the project site to a lesser extent (see Figure 4.1-5).  
These include Alamo-Fiddyment complex, with a Storie Index of 22, Fiddyment loam, with a Storie 
Index of 27, Ramona sandy loam, with a Storie Index of 65, and Xerofluvents, frequently flooded, 
with a Storie Index of 36.   

Of all the soils presented in Table 4.1-5, only one located on the Lewis Property has a Storie Index 
rating of 60 or higher that is suitable for agricultural production: Ramona sandy loam.  This soil type 
is only located on a small portion of the site in the southwest portion adjacent to Ingram Slough. 

Two soils within the Lewis Property have a soils classification of II when irrigated:  Kilaga loam and 
Ramona sandy loam.  Under non-irrigated conditions, these soils have a classification of III.  As 
stated above, there is very little Ramona sandy loam soil located on the Lewis Property.  The Kilaga 
soil is located between the future extension of Ferrari Ranch Road and south of Ingram Slough.  The 
remaining soils on the site have a higher capability rating, indicating that there are limitations on 
agricultural use. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Farmland Classification 

As stated above, the California Department of Conservation has developed a Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program that classifies the different agricultural soil types related to their ability to 
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sustain agricultural crops.  As shown in Table 4.1-2 and Figure 4.1-4, the project site includes 
approximately 185 acres of farmland of local importance.   

Storie Index and Capability Ratings 

As stated above, the NRCS has identified and mapped soils in Placer County in the Placer County 
Soil Survey.  The NRCS rated suitability of soils in Placer County for agriculture using the Storie 
Index.  Table 4.1-5 lists the acreage, percent slope, capability, and Storie Index for soils found in the 
Village 7 Specific Plan area as a whole.  Four soil types make up the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
(see Figure 4.1-5):  Cometa sandy loam, Cometa-Fiddyment complex, Cometa-Ramona sandy 
loams, and Xerofluvents, occasionally flooded.  Cometa sandy loam has a Storie Index of 39, 
Cometa-Fiddyment complex has an index of 34, and San Joaquin Sandy loam has an index of 31, 
which indicates that they are poor soils for agricultural uses.  Xerofluvents, occasionally flooded has 
a Storie Index of 69.  Generally, soils with a Storie Index of 60 or higher are best for agricultural 
production since there are few soil limitations; however, this soil type occurs only on a very small 
portion of the site at the northern tip near Auburn Ravine.  

The soils on the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the site have a capability rating of III or higher, 
indicating that there are limitations on agricultural use.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal  

There are no federal laws that pertain to agriculture that are applicable to the Proposed Project.   

State 

Williamson Act 

Williamson Act contracts promote the preservation of land used for agricultural purposes.  When a 
jurisdiction enters into a contract with a landowner under the Williamson Act, the landowner agrees 
to limit the use of the land to agricultural and compatible uses for a period of at least ten years.  The 
jurisdiction then agrees to tax the land at a rate based on the agricultural production of the land, 
rather than its real estate market value. 

Local 

Placer County General Plan 

Placer County updated the County General Plan in 1994.  The project site is currently within Placer 
County, and subject to the Placer County General Plan.  As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, 
the Proposed Project includes annexation of the project site to the City of Lincoln.  Upon annexation, 
the project site would be subject to the City's General Plan.   

Placer County LAFCO  

LAFCOs review proposals for the formation of new local government agencies and regulate 
jurisdictional changes of existing agencies.  A LAFCO is the entity that evaluates proposals for the 
creation of cities or special districts, as well as proposals to annex land to local jurisdictions.  The 
project site is currently located within the City's Sphere of Influence (SOI), but because the site is not 
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within the City limits, annexation is required.  The objectives of a LAFCO include preservation of 
agricultural land.   

Placer County LAFCO is responsible for approval of the proposed annexation for the project, and 
this EIR will be used by the Placer County LAFCO during its review of the Proposed Project.  Placer 
County LAFCO has adopted a comprehensive list of guidelines and policies to implement its stated 
objectives; however, some policies are intended to provide guidance to the Commission and are not 
directly applicable to actions by local jurisdictions.  The following LAFCO policy relates to agriculture: 

2.  PRESERVE AGRICULTURAL LAND ANDOPEN SPACE RESOURCES 

(1)  POLICY:  The Commission encourages all agencies within the County to adopt and exercise 
development policies that promote orderly development and logical boundaries and protect 
productive agricultural lands and significant open space areas, including riparian areas. 

(2)  POLICY:  Unless the subject area is substantially developed to its ultimate use, annexation to a 
city or special district will be linked to a proposal to develop and not be speculative in nature.  
Development plans, including a timetable, will be required as part of the LAFCO application for 
annexation. 

(3)  POLICY:  Generally annexation of farmlands shall not be permitted when significant areas of 
non-productive farmland are already available.  Development of vacant land within a city or district 
should be developed prior to fringe areas. 

Placer County Right-to-Farm Ordinance 

Placer County adopted a Right-to-Farm Ordinance to reduce the loss of the County’s commercial 
agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under which agricultural operations may be 
deemed to constitute a nuisance.  The County Right-to-Farm Ordinance states the following: 

5.24.040 Right-to-farm. 

A.  It is the declared policy of the county of Placer to preserve, protect and encourage the 
development and improvement of its agricultural land for the production of food and other 
agricultural products.  When nonagricultural land uses extend into the agricultural areas, 
agricultural operations often become the subject of nuisance suits. As a result, agricultural 
operations are sometimes forced to cease or are substantially curtailed.  Others may be 
discouraged from making investments in agricultural improvements. It is the purpose of 
this section to reduce the loss to the county of its commercial agricultural resources by 
limiting the circumstances under which agricultural operations may be deemed to 
constitute a nuisance. 

B.  No agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or appurtenances thereof, conducted or 
maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner consistent with proper and 
accepted customs and standards, as established and followed by similar agricultural 
operations, shall be or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any changed 
condition in or about the locality, after the same has been in operation for more than one 
year if it was not a nuisance at the time it began. 

C.  For purpose of this section, the term "agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or 
appurtenances thereof" shall include, but not be limited to, the cultivation and tillage of 
soil, dairying, the production, cultivation, growing, and harvesting of any agricultural 
commodity including timber, Christmas trees, viticulture, apiculture, nursery stock, or 
horticulture, the raising of livestock, fur bearing animals, fish, or poultry, and game birds, 
and any practices performed by a farmer or on a farm as incident to or in conjunction with 
such farming operations, including preparation for market, delivery to storage, or to 
market, or to carriers for transportation to market. 



4.1  Land Use  
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.1-38 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.01 Land Use.doc  June 2009 

D.  For the purpose of this section, commercial "agriculture" means those agricultural lands in 
designated areas, or those lands that are within the California Land Conservation Act, or 
within a timber preserve zone or those lands that produce a gross annual income of four 
thousand five hundred dollars ($4,500.00) from the sale of agricultural products. 

E.  Each prospective buyer of property in unincorporated Placer County shall be informed by 
the seller or his/her authorized agent of the right-to-farm ordinance. The seller or his/her 
authorized agent will keep on file a disclosure statement signed by the buyer with the 
escrow process. 

F.  Whenever a building designated for residential occupancy is to be located on property in 
the unincorporated area of Placer County, the owners of the property, or their authorized 
agent, shall acknowledge receipt of the right-to-farm ordinance. (Ord. 4983-B, 1999: prior 
code §5.715) 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

The following policies related to agricultural land use protection are applicable to the Proposed 
Project:  

Land Use Element 

Goal LU-5 To retain rural designations for large parcels of land outside the city limits but 
within the Planning Area, until annexed to city.  

Policies 

LU-5.3 Protect Agriculture 

The City shall ensure that agricultural land uses are not prematurely terminated by 
protecting the continued operation of agricultural land uses. 

LU-5.4 Agricultural Buffers 

The City shall require that agricultural land uses designated for long-term protection 
(i.e. Williamson Act contract or under a conservation easement) shall be buffered 
from urban land uses through the use of techniques including, but not limited to, 
greenbelts, open space setbacks, sound walls, fencing and berming. 

LU-5.5 Agricultural Disclosure 

Residential developments locating next to active agricultural areas will have a notice 
included in the deed notifying buyers of the agricultural use. 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

Goal OSC-2 To cooperate with Placer County in preserving agricultural operations which 
are located outside the City’s planning boundaries. 

Policies 

OSC-2.1 Agricultural Buffers 

The City will provide for open space or other appropriate buffers, to protect 
agricultural operations located adjacent to the City planning boundaries, when 
reviewing land use plans for such areas. 

ODC-2.2 Agricultural Disclosures 

The City will require that developers of residential projects, which are within general 
proximity of agricultural operations in the County, provide notification to new 
homeowners within their deeds, of the County’s right to farm ordinance. 
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, Placer County LAFCO must approve the annexation of 
the project site to the City of Lincoln.  Therefore, LAFCO must find that the Proposed Project is 
consistent with the LAFCO agricultural resources policies.  The City of Lincoln cannot make the 
determination of consistency for LAFCO.  Agricultural land is defined under CEQA as “prime 
farmland, farmland of statewide importance, or unique farmland, as defined by the United States 
Department of Agriculture land inventory and monitoring criteria” (CEQA Section 21060.1)  
Therefore, the loss or conversion of these types of farmland would be considered a significant 
impact under CEQA.  The FMMP map was superimposed on the project boundaries to determine 
the types of farmland that could be affected by the Proposed Project.  Figure 4.1-4 and Table 4.1-2 
contain the results of that mapping effort.  It was determined that Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance were located on the project site; therefore, the loss of these two types of 
farmland was analyzed. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on agricultural resources are considered significant if the 
Proposed Project would: 

• Result in the conversion of Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use; or 

• Conflict with existing agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract. 

• Conflict with LAFCO agricultural resources policies. 

Project-Specific Agricultural Resources Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.1-5 The Proposed Project would convert Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance to non-agricultural uses. 

Lewis Property 

As indicated in Table 4.1-2, the Lewis Property currently contains approximately 185.6 acres of 
Prime Farmland, 7.7 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and approximately 319.7 acres of 
Farmland of Local Importance (collectively “Important Farmland”).  Development of the Lewis 
Property would result in the conversion of these Important Farmlands to urban uses.  As stated 
above in the Environmental Setting, the Lewis Property site has been used mainly as irrigated 
pastureland for cattle grazing.  Row crops have not been planted on the site since the 1950s, and 
the majority of the Lewis Property has soil index and capability ratings that are not suitable for 
agricultural uses, despite their ranking as Important Farmland.  Those soils that are suitable for 
agricultural use all require irrigation to be so classified; therefore, without irrigation, the Lewis 
Property has severe limitations on its agricultural viability and value as agricultural land.   

Land to the north of the Lewis Property is classified as Farmland of Local Importance; however, this 
land is within the Village 7 Specific Plan and would ultimately be developed with urban type land 
uses.  Land to the west is classified as Farmland of Local Importance and Grazing land and also 
includes land within the Village 7 Specific Plan, as well as the City’s WWTRF and agricultural uses.  
The Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve is to the south.  Land to the east is developed with a variety 
of urban land uses.  Therefore, the only agricultural operations surrounding the site that could be 
affected would be to the west.  These parcels are in Placer County.  The General Plan contains 
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policies designed to protect existing agricultural operations from incompatible uses.  Adherence to 
these policies is required by the City of any proposed development.  Impact 4.1-2 evaluates the 
potential for land use incompatibilities and identifies Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 to ensure consistency 
with the policies. 

Placer County has adopted a Right-to-Farm Ordinance (County Code 5.24.040) to reduce the loss of 
productivity of the County’s commercial agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under 
which agricultural operations may be deemed to constitute a nuisance.  While the Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance would not prevent potential nuisance activities from occurring, it requires notification 
about potential nuisance activities.  With this notification, new home buyers would be made aware of 
operations on adjacent property and would have the opportunity to evaluate the personal 
significance of these potential nuisances (see Impact 4.1-2).  General Plan policies LU-5.4, LU-9.6, 
and OSC-2.1 would help preserve existing farmlands from conversion.  Additionally, Implementation 
Measure #7 from the City’s adopted 2050 General Plan requires the City to adopt a right-to-farm 
ordinance that would help protect existing agricultural operations adjacent to the site. 

While implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-2(A) could help to reduce impacts of development 
on off-site agricultural areas, this would not prevent the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses. 
The portions of the Lewis Property that are classified as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance are dominated by two soil types; Cometa-Ramona sandy loam and Kilaga loam.  
Cometa-Ramona sandy loam has a capability rating of III and a Storie Index of 50.  Kilaga loam has 
a capability rating of III non-irrigated and II when irrigated and a Storie Index of 54.  Capability 
ratings of III or higher generally have severe initiations and Storie Index ratings between 40 and 60 
are suited to few crops (see Tables 4.1-4 and 4.1-2, respectively).  The capability rating and Storie 
Index demonstrate that the land has limited agricultural use.  However the development of the 
property would result in a permanent loss of approximately 513 acres of designated Important 
Farmland in the area.   

Avoiding, minimizing or reducing impacts from conversion of agricultural land would not be feasible 
under the Project as proposed.  Acquisition of off-site conservation easements would not mitigate 
the loss of farmland on the site itself, as there would still remain a net loss of farmland.  Placing 
conservation easements over agricultural properties also prevents cities and counties from 
implementing policy decisions regarding land that is proper for development as opposed to land 
better-suited for agricultural purposes.  The City's 2050 General Plan EIR evaluated conversion of 
the Proposed Project area as well as other areas of the City from agricultural to development and 
determined that impacts from conversion of agricultural lands were a significant and unavoidable 
impact and that no mitigation was feasible.  Therefore, because no mitigation is available, impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-5(A) None available.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion contains approximately 184.2 acres of Farmland of Local 
Importance.  Like the Lewis Property, the Aitken Ranch II Property, the Scheiber Property, and the 
Remainder Area have been used primarily for cattle grazing and onsite soils are not suitable for 
crops.  Development of Village 7 Programmatic Portion would result in a permanent loss of 
approximately 184.2 acres of Important Farmland in the area.   

Areas to the north and west of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion include lands that are designated 
as Farmland of Local Importance.  Prime Farmland is located to the north and west, but is not 
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adjacent to the site.  Prime Farmland is also located to the east; however, the area with this 
designation has been developed with urban land uses and is no longer farmed.   

Soils located in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion generally have a capability rating of III or higher 
and Storie Index ratings that range from 34 to 50 except for a small area of Xerofluvents, 
occasionally flooded, located at the northern tip of the project site (see Figure 4.1-5 and 
Table 4.1-3).  The Xerofluvents, occasionally flooded, are classified as II and have a Storie Index 
rating of 69; however, as stated previously these soils occupy a very small area at the northern tip of 
the site near Auburn Ravine.  The capability rating and Storie Index demonstrate that the land has 
limited agricultural use.   

Although there are policies that would help protect existing neighboring agricultural uses, as 
described for the Lewis Property, above, the City does not have a mitigation program to offset the 
loss of Important Farmlands, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact on agricultural 
resources.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-5(B) None available.   

4.1-6   The Proposed Project could conflict with an existing Williamson Act contract. 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property does not contain any land under Williamson Act contract.  Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-6(A) None required.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

A 26.5-acre portion of APN 021-350-007 is located south of Auburn Ravine and is part of the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion site (Scheiber Property).  The parcel is currently under Williamson 
Act contract, which, as discussed in the Agricultural Resources Regulatory Setting, limits uses on 
the land to agricultural and compatible uses in exchange for lower tax rates for the property 
landowner.  Under the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, however, this land would be developed with 
some incompatible uses. 

For development to proceed on the parcel, the Williamson Act contract must be terminated, either 
through non-renewal of the contract, or through cancellation.  After the landowner has filed a notice 
of non-renewal, property taxes for the parcel would increase gradually each year over the next nine 
years until the contract has expired.  Development cannot occur on the parcel until the contract has 
expired. 

Another option to remove the parcel from the contract is cancellation.  Conditions for Williamson Act 
contract cancellation can be found in Government Code § 51280 et seq.  The landowner may 
petition a local government council or board for cancellation of the contract.  The petition should 
include a proposal for an alternative use of the property, a list of government agencies that would 
have permit authority over the proposed use, description of the land, and location maps.  If the 
council or board accepts the petition, the landowner then pays a cancellation fee equal to 
12.5 percent of the unrestricted fair market value of the property, unless the contract specifies a 
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higher cancellation fee.  After all conditions for cancellation of the contract are met, the appropriate 
government agencies are notified, and the contract is cancelled.5   

The project applicant would be required to either file a notice of non-renewal or cancel the contract.  
Due to the phasing schedule for the proposed project, it is likely that the applicant would opt for 
cancellation.  These conditions must be met before development on this parcel can proceed.   

Because the Williamson Act was created to protect agricultural and open space resources, 
prematurely canceling the contract for APN 021-350-007 would remove land preserved for 
agriculture from production and convert it to developed residential uses.  As discussed above in 
Impact 4.1-5, loss of this land would be significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-6(B) 
would ensure property under Williamson Act contract would not be rezoned until the contract has 
expired or been cancelled.  However, because the City of Lincoln has not adopted a mitigation plan 
for the loss of important farmland, this impact could not be mitigated and, therefore, would remain a 
significant and unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-6(B) No land under Williamson Act contract will be rezoned until the contract has expired or 
been cancelled.  

4.1-7 The Proposed Project could conflict with the Placer County LAFCO policies pertaining 
to annexations of agricultural areas.   

The Lewis Property is within the Proposed Project, which would be annexed to the City of Lincoln as 
a whole.  Because no additional LAFCO policies would be applicable to only the Lewis Property 
portion of the Proposed Project, this impact is evaluated as a single analysis. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Proposed Project includes a request to annex the project site to the City of Lincoln before it can 
be developed.  LAFCO’s objectives under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act include preserving 
agricultural land.  This analysis addresses project consistency with LAFCO policies that address the 
preservation of agricultural resources; however, Placer County LAFCO has final authority to 
determine whether the Proposed Project is consistent with its policies.   

LAFCO Agricultural and Open Space Policies 2(1) and 2(3) are intended to protect productive 
agricultural land from premature conversion, particularly when non-productive farmland is already 
available for conversion. The Proposed Project would result in the loss of grazing land and 
designated farmland, but the productivity of the site for other agricultural uses is limited.  As stated 
above, the project site has not been actively used for crop production since the 1950s.  Further, as 
noted in Impact 4.1-4, the Proposed Project represents orderly development pursuant to a 
development plan and includes open space areas that would protect riparian areas within the 
project.  Because the Proposed Project proposes to develop lands of limited agricultural use, this 
impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-7(A)&(B) None required. 

                                                  
5  California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Williamson Act Frequently 

Asked Questions – Contract Cancellations, <www.consrv.ca.gov>, accessed July 26, 2006. 
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Agricultural Resources Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for the loss of agricultural resources includes buildout within the City of 
Lincoln’s sphere of influence and other development in western Placer County, including lands in 
and surrounding the cities of Rocklin and Roseville. 

4.1-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with future development in western Placer 
County, would convert agricultural resources, including Prime Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local Importance, and agricultural land under 
Williamson Act contract to non-agricultural uses. 

As shown on Figure 4.1-4, the area to the east of the project site is single-family residential 
developed land.  The area to the north and west of the Proposed Project site includes lands 
designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance.  In addition, there are areas in the eastern portion of the City of Lincoln’s Sphere of 
Influence that are listed as Farmland of Local Importance.  A small portion of the project site is under 
Williamson Act contract, as well as the lands directly to the north of the project site.   

Future development plans in the City include the annexation of land that is currently outside of the 
City limits, but within the Sphere of Influence.  In addition to lands within the City of Lincoln’s Sphere 
of Influence are other areas of western Placer County, which are currently planned for development, 
most notably in and surrounding the City of Roseville, which would remove significant portions of the 
County from agricultural production.  Development of the Proposed Project would result in additional 
conversion of agricultural resources, including Important Farmland and land protected by the 
Williamson Act.   

Development of the Proposed Project would result in the conversion of a total of approximately 
186 acres of Prime Farmland, approximately 7.7 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 
approximately 504 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  As discussed under Impact 4.1-6, the 
project site also includes a 26.5-acre portion of a parcel protected by the Williamson Act.  
Development of the Proposed Project would convert this land from agricultural uses.  Although the 
project site has not been actively used for agricultural production, the loss of this Important Farmland 
would result in a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact.  Because no mitigation measures 
are currently available to the City of Lincoln to mitigate the project’s contribution to the cumulative 
loss of important farmlands in the region, this would remain a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.1-8(A)&(B) None available.  
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4.2 POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR summarizes the City of Lincoln and the region’s employment and 
housing characteristics and trends.  The section also describes the potential changes to population, 
employment, and housing, including any shifts in the jobs-housing ratio, due to implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  This section also addresses affordable housing.  

The Proposed Project would include 105,000 square-feet of neighborhood-serving retail uses.  A 
study identifying retail supply and demand and potential effects on retail market areas was prepared 
as part of this Draft EIR.  The results are provided in Section 4.10, Visual Resources, under the 
heading “Urban Decay Assessment.”  

The IS concluded the project would have a less-than-significant impact regarding the displacement 
of existing housing or residents.  This issue is not addressed in this section.   

The potential for the project to induce substantial growth by concentrating population growth away 
from areas with available infrastructure and urban services is addressed in Chapter 5, CEQA 
Considerations, in this Draft EIR.   

The population, employment, and housing discussion is based on information and data from the City 
of Lincoln 2050 General Plan, the 1990 and 2000 Census, the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG), and the California Department of Finance.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Population 

Regional Setting 

Placer, El Dorado, Sacramento, and Yolo counties comprise the Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-
Roseville Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  Over the previous decade, this region was one of the 
most rapidly growing in the State.  The population in the MSA grew 21.3 percent in 10 years, from 
1.5 million people in 1990 to 1.8 million people in 2000.1   

Placer County’s growth rate exceeded the MSA during the same time period.  Between 1990 and 
2000, Placer County grew from 172,796 to 248,399 people, an increase of 44 percent; over the 
20 year period (1980 – 2000) the County’s population increased 112 percent.2  Placer County was 
one of the State’s most rapidly growing counties, with the south Placer cities of Rocklin, Roseville 
and Lincoln experiencing the most rapid growth.3  As of 2008, the County population was 

                                                  
1  U.S. Census Bureau, Population in Metropolitan and Micropolitan Areas Ranked Separately by Numerical 

Population Change for the United States and Puerto Rico, Table 4b. <www.census.gov/population/cen2000/ 
phc-t29/tab04b.pdf>,  

2  U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, and 
Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 1990, <http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/> 

3  Sacramento Regional Research Institute, Placer County Economic and Demographic Profile 2008, Figure 3. 



 4.2  Population, Employment, and Housing 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.2-2 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.02 PEH.doc  June 2009 

approximately 333,401.4  Population projections estimate the County will be home to more than 
415,000 people by the year 2025, an increase of 27 percent over the next 16 years.5  Table 4.2-1 
shows population data and projections for Placer County. 

TABLE 4.2-1 
 

PLACER COUNTY AND LINCOLN POPULATION DATA 
Location 1990 2000 2004 2010 2020 2025 
Placer County 172,796 248,399 292,100 336,805 396,785 415,335 
Lincoln 7,248 11,205 23,050 38,350 56,575 57,875 
Source:  1990 and 2000 population counts are from the U.S. Census.  2004 population counts are from the California Department of 

Finance.  2010, 2020, and 2025 population projections are from SACOG. 

 

City of Lincoln Population 

The City’s current population is approximately 39,700.6  The City of Lincoln is one of the top five 
fastest growing areas in the Sacramento region.  From 1990 to 2000, the City’s population increased 
by 54 percent.  In the following years (2000 – 2008), the City’s population experienced an increase 
of 260 percent.7  Table 4.2-1 shows population data and projections for Lincoln.  The adopted 2050 
General Plan projects a potential population of 132,000 persons at buildout in 2050. 

Employment 

Regional Employment 

The Sacramento MSA economy underwent a significant expansion during the 1990s as non-
agricultural employment continued to grow throughout the region in a variety of sectors, including: 
education, health and social services, retail trade, professional, scientific, management and 
administrative, and manufacturing.  Services, retail trade, government, and wholesale trade all 
expanded to meet the needs of the region’s expanding population base.  

Placer County’s economy is evolving from its traditional dependence on the railroad, lumber and 
wood products, and agriculture industries.  As noted by the State of California Employment 
Development Department, the County’s substantial population growth has increased consumer 
demand and the number of jobs in retail, service, and construction.  The largest private-sector 
employers in Placer County are Hewlett-Packard, Kaiser Medical Center, Thunder Valley Casino, 
Sutter Medical Center, and PRIDE Industries.8 

Over a ten-year time span, Placer County employment increased by about 59,000 jobs to almost 
141,000 total jobs in 2006 (about 15 percent of all jobs in the Sacramento Region).  This growth of 
                                                  
4  State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State with 

Annual Percent Change — January 1, 2007 and 2008. Sacramento, California, May 2008. 
<http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1_2006-07/documents/E-1table.xls> 

5  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org/ 
demographics/projections/cities/plac.pdf>, accessed on March 3, 2009. 

6  State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State with 
Annual Percent Change — January 1, 2007 and 2008. Sacramento, California, May 2008.  
<http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1_2006-07/documents/E-1table.xls> 

7  State of California, Department of Finance, E-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State, 
2001-2008, with 2000 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2008. <http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/ 
demographic/reports/estimates/e-4_2001-07/documents/E-4_2008%20Internet%20Version.xls>  

8  Sacramento Regional Research Institute, Placer County Economic and Demographic Profile 2008, p.61. 
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close to 72 percent is over twice as high as the Sacramento Region, 14 times higher than the Bay 
Area, and around four times higher than California’s rate from 1996 to 2006. Additionally, unlike the 
comparative regions, all major industry sectors in Placer County held steadily or posted positive 
growth during this time period.  The highest employment increases from 1996 to 2006 were seen in 
Placer County’s construction sector, a nearly 195 percent increase to almost 17,000 jobs, due to the 
high population growth seen in the area and the housing construction needed to support this growth. 
In 2006, Placer County had a labor force of 169,000 people, with almost 162,000 employed.  The 
County had a 2006 unemployment rate of 4.2 percent, lower than all the comparative areas, 
demonstrating Placer County’s relatively strong economy.9  

SACOG projects Placer County will increase from its 2005 employment level of 142,646 to 194,159 
in 2015, and up to 227,510 by 2025.10 

City of Lincoln Employment 

SACOG estimates Lincoln had 6,158 jobs in 2005 and will reach 15,112 jobs by 2025, a 145 percent 
increase.11 

The major employers in the City are Solectron, Western Placer School District, Sierra Pacific 
Industries, Del Webb/Sun City, Horizon Instructional Services, Gladding McBean, BZ Plumbing, 
Safeway, City of Lincoln, and Robbjack.12  The City's Economic Development Element identifies 
target industries that are considered prime for expansion or that could be attracted away from other 
areas, particularly the Bay Area.  The City of Lincoln General Plan also states that the City should 
aim economic development efforts toward these target industries and should perform activities, such 
as “gathering information on the firms, developing relationships with individual firms and industry 
associations, and developing an outreach or marketing program designed to show how Lincoln fits 
the requirements of the target firms.” 

As of 2007, Lincoln’s unemployment rate was 4.40 percent.13   

Housing 

Regional Housing 

Placer County contained 107,302 housing units and 98,382 households in 2000, with a vacancy rate 
of 13 percent and average household size of 2.63 persons.14  As of 2008, there were approximately 
147,400 housing units and 131,700 households with an average of 2.35 persons per household.  
The vacancy rate was approximately 10.6 percent.  This high vacancy rate can be attributed to the 
large number of vacation homes in eastern Placer County in the Lake Tahoe area.  SACOG projects 
the County will contain 175,039 housing units and 104,124 households by 2025.  This constitutes a 

                                                  
9  Sacramento Regional Research Institute, Placer County Economic and Demographic Profile 2008, p.43. 
10  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org/ 

demographics/projections/cities/plac.pdf>, accessed March 4, 2009. 
11  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, City of Lincoln, <www.sacog.org>, 

accessed March 4, 2009. 
12  Lincoln Chamber of Commerce, Info & FAQ’s, <www.lincolnchamber.com/infofaqs.htm> 
13  Sperling’s Best Places. Lincoln, California <http://www.bestplaces.net/city/Lincoln-California.aspx/>, 

accessed March 4, 2009. 
14  State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and 

the State, 2001-2008, with 2000 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2008. <http://www.dof.ca.gov/ 
research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5_2001-06/documents/E-5_2008%20Internet%20Version.xls> 
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77 percent increase in housing County-wide.  Vacancy rates are expected to decrease from 
8.87 percent to 8.26 percent, in 2015 and 2025, respectively.15 

City of Lincoln Housing 

As of 2008, there were 17,500 housing units and 16,900 households, averaging 2.4 persons per 
household.  The vacancy rate was approximately 3.51 percent.16  SACOG projects the number of 
housing units in the City will increase by 460 percent, to 23,212 housing units and an associated 
22,173 households in 2025.  The vacancy rate is projected to be 4.48 percent.17   

Affordable Housing 

The City of Lincoln does not require that all planned unit developments and specific plans provide a 
specified percentage of housing units affordable to low- and moderate-income households without 
subsidies or regulatory incentives.  However, the City encourages the following:  identify up to 
10 percent of housing as affordable; donate land that could be used by other to construct affordable 
housing; or pay an in-lieu fee that would result in an equivalent number of low- and/or moderate-
income units constructed.   

Jobs-Housing Balance 

A jobs-housing ratio is a numeric representation of the relationship between the total number of jobs 
and the total number of households in a specified region.  This ratio indicates the ability of a region 
to provide both adequate employment and housing opportunities for its existing and projected 
population.  The lower the jobs-housing ratio, the fewer number of jobs for residents, resulting in 
workers commuting out of the area; a higher jobs-housing ratio indicates a greater number of jobs, 
suggesting that the workers are commuting into the area.  This analysis assumes one employee per 
household as a worst-case scenario.  However, because there are households with more than one 
worker, an overall jobs-housing ratio of 1 to 1.5 is generally considered balanced (so that there is 
little in- or out-commuting), depending on local conditions.  A balance of jobs and housing can 
benefit the environment by reducing commute times and distances between residential areas and 
employment centers.  Longer commutes result in increased vehicle trip length, which creates 
environmental effects, such as those associated with traffic congestion, air quality and noise. 

Although the job-housing ratio is a planning concept, it is limited in its usefulness because it does not 
attempt to characterize the types of jobs or housing.  For example, the ratio does not take into 
account the wage level of the employment opportunities or the affordability of the housing units.  A 
region that is characterized as having an adequate jobs-housing ratio could have mostly low-wage 
jobs and up-scale housing.  The result would be employees commuting to the area and residents 
commuting to jobs outside the area, thereby exacerbating traffic and air quality problems. 

                                                  
15  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org/ 

demographics/projections/cities/plac.pdf> 
16  State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and 

the State, 2001-2008, with 2000 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2008. <http://www.dof.ca.gov/ 
research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5_2001-06/documents/E-5_2008%20Internet%20Version.xls> 

17  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org/ 
demographics/projections/cities/plac.pdf> 
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Regional 

In 2000, there were 114,812 jobs and 93,382 households within the County.18  Assuming one worker 
per household, Placer County’s 2000 jobs-to-housing ratio was 1.23.  Table 4.2-2 includes a 
summary of the jobs and housing characteristics for Placer County. 

TABLE 4.2-2 
 

2000 EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 
PLACER COUNTY AND CITY OF LINCOLN 

2000 Characteristic Placer County Lincoln 
Jobs 114,812 4,612 
Households 93,382 3,874 
Household Size 2.63 2.86 
Housing Units 107,302 4,146 
Jobs-Housing Ratio 1.23 1.19 
Source:  2000 U.S. Census; SACOG. 

 

City of Lincoln 

In 2000, there were 4,612 jobs and 3,874 households within Lincoln.19  This resulted in a jobs-
housing ratio of approximately 1.19, assuming one employee per household.  Table 4.2-2 
summarizes the jobs and housing characteristics for the City of Lincoln. 

Regulatory Context 

Federal 

There are no specific federal regulations pertaining to population and housing issues that are 
applicable to the Proposed Project. 

State 

California Government Code Section 65890.1 expresses the benefits of balanced employment and 
residential land uses, and declares the intention to move toward the goal that every California worker 
has available the opportunity to reside close to his or her job location. 

Local 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan policies that relate to population, employment, and housing issues.  Please see 
Chapter 6 for more information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No 
inconsistencies with General Plan policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its 
best to ascertain consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency 
with the General Plan. 

                                                  
18  U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, and 

Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000, <http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/>; and SACOG, 
SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org> 

19  U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, and 
Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000, <http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/>; and SACOG, 
SACOG Projections, Lincoln, <www.sacog,org> 



 4.2  Population, Employment, and Housing 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.2-6 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.02 PEH.doc  June 2009 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Method of Analysis 

This analysis determines the changes to population, employment, housing stock, and jobs-to-
housing ratio within the City of Lincoln.  Comparisons are made primarily to 2000 U.S. Census data 
for existing conditions and 2010 projections from SACOG to estimate buildout conditions.   

To determine the additional employment generated by the commercial uses in the Proposed Project, 
the analysis assumes a generation rate of 30 employees per acre.  Based on records from the 
California Department of Education, elementary schools in the Western Placer Unified School 
District have between 30 and 40 staff.  The District is in the middle of updating its Facilities Master 
Plan and is moving towards larger schools to benefit from economies of scale (site acquisition, 
school construction, maintenance and staffing costs.  Consistent with this approach, the proposed 
school in the Village 7 Specific Plan would have a capacity of 900 students, which would be larger 
than some of the existing elementary schools.  It is assumed that it would generate approximately 60 
jobs.   

The Proposed Project would include a 105,000-square-foot neighborhood-serving retail center.  In 
conjunction with preparation of this Draft EIR, an evaluation was prepared by Economic & Planning 
Systems, Inc. (EPS) to how the proposed retail uses in the project could affect retail markets in 
downtown Lincoln and other planned villages and Special Use Districts (SUDs) in the City planning 
area. The report concluded there would be minimal impact.20  Please see Section 4.10, Visual 
Resources, for additional information. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to population, employment and housing are considered 
significant if the Proposed Project would: 

• Negatively affect the jobs-housing ratio in the City of Lincoln. 

• Cumulatively exceed official regional or local adopted General Plan population projections. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.2-1 The Proposed Project would not adversely affect the jobs-to-housing ratio in the City 
of Lincoln. 

Lewis Property  

The Lewis Property would add a maximum of 2,470 housing units (total holding capacity, see 
Table 2-1) and an associated 5,322 residents to the City (based on the 2050 General Plan 
population growth rates of 2.86 persons per household for Low Density Residential, 2.0 persons per 
household for Medium Density Residential, and 1.8 persons per household for High Density 
Residential).  In addition to residential uses, the Lewis Property includes 12.2 acres of neighborhood 
commercial use and 12.0 acres for an elementary school, which would provide approximately 426 
new employment opportunities upon buildout of the project.   

                                                  
20  Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Village 7 Urban Decay Assessment, March 2009.  Available for review 

at the City of Lincoln Community Development Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln, California 
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Based on 2000 data, the total jobs, 4,612, and households, 3,874, in the City resulted in a jobs-to-
housing ratio of 1.19.  The addition of the Lewis Property to the 2000 levels of employment and 
housing in the City of Lincoln would result in 5,038 jobs, 6,344 households, and a jobs-housing ratio 
of 0.79.   

The City is projected to have 14,079 jobs and 21,008 households by 2015.21,22  The projections from 
SACOG were based on a mathematical formula used to calculate future jobs and residents.  This 
would result in a jobs-housing ratio of 0.67 by 2015.   

Although this is below the generally accepted range for a healthy jobs-to-housing ratio, a few area-
specific factors should be noted.  First, many residents of Lincoln are retired and would not need to 
commute for employment elsewhere.  In 2000, 11 percent of Lincoln’s population was 65 or older, 
and 22 percent was 55 or older.  The senior population presents an opportunity for developing a 
stronger retail market for the City.  Second, future industrial and commercial market trends in Lincoln 
will be driven by continued demand for economic growth in the region.  Additional employment 
centers have been approved for development within the City and surrounding area.  Roseville and 
Rocklin are actively developing retail, office, and industrial sites that front SR 65.  If the trend 
continues, Lincoln will have more opportunities to capture a greater share of the region’s jobs as well 
as population.  Roseville and Rocklin are forecasted to build out by 2012, and new development is 
expected to move north along SR 65 toward Lincoln.  In the future, commercial and industrial 
development is expected to increase in and around the Lincoln Regional Airport and along the SR 
65 Bypass as well.  Additionally, opportunities for developing retail and medical buildings exist in 
southern parts of the City as demand for these services grows due to Sun City Lincoln Hills.23 

Roseville and Auburn, regional employment centers in close proximity to Lincoln, provide many 
employment opportunities for residents living throughout the County.  In 2000, Roseville and Auburn 
had job to housing ratios of 1.94 and 1.98, respectively.  Employment opportunities within Roseville 
are expected to continue to increase over the next 20 years; in 2000 the City is projected to have a 
jobs-housing ratio of 2.49, and by 2025 Roseville will have a jobs-housing ratio of 2.65, assuming 
one employee per household.  Many of these jobs will be filled by employees that live outside of 
Roseville or Auburn in the more residential communities of Lincoln, Rocklin, or the unincorporated 
County.   

Thus, the proximity of these employment centers and residential centers would ensure the Proposed 
Project has a less-than-significant impact on the regional jobs-to-housing ratio. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion consists of the Aitken Ranch II Property, the Scheiber Property, 
and the Remainder Area.  Buildout of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would add 815 housing 
units and an associated 2,064 residents to the City of Lincoln (based on 2050 General Plan 
population growth rates of 2.86 persons per household for Low Density Residential, 2.0 persons per 
household for Medium Density Residential, and 1.8 persons per household for High Density 
Residential).  There are no commercial sites planned within the Village 7 Programmatic Portion. 

Based on 2000 data, the addition of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would result in the same 
number of jobs (4,612 jobs) and a total of 4,689 households to the City.  In combination with the 
Lewis Property (5,038 jobs and 7,159 total households), the resulting jobs-housing ratio would be 
                                                  
21  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, City of Lincoln, www.sacog.org. 
22  The entire Village 7 Specific Plan has been accounted for in SACOG’s projections as part of the City’s 2050 

adopted General Plan. Tina Glover, Demographer, SACOG, written communication, June 13, 2006. 
23  City of Lincoln, General Plan Background Report, August 2006, Chapter 3, Economic Profile. 
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0.70.  As discussed above, the employment centers in Roseville, Rocklin, and Auburn are expected 
to be filled to the more residential communities of Lincoln, Rocklin, or the unincorporated County.  
The proximity of these employment centers and residential centers would ensure the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion has a less-than-significant impact on the regional jobs-to-housing ratio. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.2-1(A)&(B) None required.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for the population, employment and housing analysis includes development 
through 2025 in the City of Lincoln and the neighboring communities. 

4.2-2 The Proposed Project, in combination with future development in the City of Lincoln, 
could change the City's jobs-housing balance. 

In 2025, the number of households in the City is projected to be 22,173, with an associated 17,463 
jobs.24  This would result in a 2025 jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.79.  The current SACOG projections 
are based on population and employment trends in the US and California.  A mathematical equation 
is used to make these projections.  The entire Village 7 Specific Plan has been accounted for in 
SACOG’s projections as part of the City’s adopted 2050 General Plan.25  The Proposed Project 
would result in 5,038 jobs and 7,159 households when added to 2000 levels.  This would result in a 
jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.70.  As discussed above, however, Lincoln’s proximity to regional 
employment centers would help to balance the ratio.  Currently approved and anticipated projects 
with employment-generating uses within Lincoln and in the neighboring cities comprise 1.7 million 
square feet of lower-intensity retail uses (typical shopping center), 23,000 square feet of higher-
intensity retail uses (gas stations, fast food restaurants), and 343,000 square feet of office use.  
These projects may be included in the SACOG estimates for development over the next 20 years.  
They demonstrate that development in Lincoln and the immediately surrounding region would 
provide both housing and employment opportunities.  The relatively high jobs-to-housing ratios in 
Roseville and Auburn indicate their role as regional job centers.  The presence of adequate jobs and 
housing in the City of Lincoln and its surrounding areas would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.2-2(A)&(B) None required.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.2-3 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development in the City of Lincoln 
and in the region, would not exceed adopted General Plan population projections. 

In 2025, the number of households in the City of Lincoln is projected to be 22,173. SACOG projects 
the number of housing units in the City will increase by 460 percent, to 23,212 housing units and an 
associated 22,173 households in 2025.  SACOG projects the County will contain 175,039 housing 
units and 104,124 households by 2025. The addition of the Proposed Project would add a maximum 
of 3,285 housing units and 7,386 new residents.  The adopted General Plan projects a potential 
population of 132,000 persons at buildout of the General Plan in 2050. SACOG estimates Lincoln’s 

                                                  
24 Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, City of Lincoln, <www.sacog.org>. 
25  Tina Glover, Demographer, SACOG, written communication, June 13, 2006. 
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population will increase 343 percent between 2000 and 2025.26  This growth is due, in part, to the 
development of several large housing tracts.  The City anticipates a continued high level of growth in 
the next several years, when the 2025 population is expected to increase to more than 57,000 
residents.27  Population projections estimate the County will be home to more than 415,000 people 
by the year 2025. 

The addition of the approximately 7,386 new residents associated with the project has already been 
accounted for in the projections associated with future growth in the City’s SOI in the adopted 2050 
General Plan.  Other development in the region has also already been accounted for in the SACOG 
projections.28  The project, in combination with other development in the city and in the region, would 
not exceed adopted General Plan population projections.  Therefore, the project’s contribution would 
not be considerable, resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.2-3(A)&(B) None required.  (Lewis Project and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

                                                  
26  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org/ 

demographics/projections/cities/plac.pdf>,  
27  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, Placer County, <www.sacog.org/ 

demographics/projections/cities/plac.pdf>,  
28  Tina Glover, Demographer, SACOG, written communication, June 13, 2006. 
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4.3  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This chapter analyzes the potential transportation and circulation impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  Impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian systems are analyzed under existing and cumulative conditions.  The “existing plus 
project” scenario analyzes the impacts of the project on the existing environmental setting.  The 
“cumulative plus project” scenario analyzes the project’s cumulative impacts within Lincoln and 
adjacent jurisdictions.  Appendix C of this Draft EIR includes the data supporting the impact analysis. 

This chapter is organized into three main sections.  The first section describes the environmental 
setting, which is the baseline condition upon which project impacts are evaluated.  The second 
section describes federal, state, and local transportation policies and goals that apply to the project.  
The third section describes the project’s impacts and mitigation measures including standards of 
significance and methods of analysis.  

The NOP for the Village 7 Specific Plan EIR (Appendix A in this Draft EIR) yielded comment letters 
relating to the scope of the transportation analysis from responsible agencies, including Caltrans, 
Placer County, Roseville, and the California Highway Patrol.  The comments, which are included in 
Appendix B in this Draft EIR, generally related to the study area, approach, analysis scenarios, 
acceptable forms of mitigation, and overall circulation concerns.  The analysis contained herein 
addresses those comments that are relevant to the study.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section describes the existing transportation network in the vicinity of the project site including 
the roadway, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle systems.  The environmental setting represents 
approximate 2005-2006 conditions, corresponding to the timeframe in which the NOP was released.  
CEQA statutes define the NOP release date as the baseline from which project-specific impacts 
should be judged.  Traffic patterns have changed somewhat in the study area since 2005-2006.  
Although traffic levels have likely increased on some streets, they may have decreased on others as 
a result of the economic downturn and dramatic reductions in housing-related construction.  In 
addition, some new roadway network improvements have been implemented that did not exist in 
2005-2006.  As an example, the City of Roseville staff (Bill Moore, City of Roseville) found that traffic 
levels on certain City streets actually decreased between 2004 and 2008.  As a result of economic 
conditions, updated infrastructure, and based on the observations of local officials, current traffic 
levels at study intersections are expected to be similar to levels observed in 2005-2006.  Therefore, 
the 2005-2006 data was used for the “existing plus project” analysis purposes because it is similar to 
current conditions and corresponds to the NOP release date.  

Roadway System 

Figure 4.3-1 illustrates the existing roadway system in the project vicinity and the study intersections.  
Figure 4.3-2 displays the existing number of travel lanes on all roadways in the study area.  Key 
roadways are described below. 

State Route 65 (SR 65) – is a north-south state highway that begins at Interstate 80 (I-80) and 
extends north through Lincoln to SR 70 south of Marysville.  SR 65 is a four-lane freeway from north 
of the Sunset Boulevard at-grade intersection to beyond the Twelve Bridges Drive interchange.  It 
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continues as a four- or five-lane highway into downtown Lincoln where it narrows to two lanes.  It is a 
two-lane conventional highway north of downtown Lincoln.  SR 65 currently has six signalized 
intersections between Industrial Avenue and downtown Lincoln and five signalized intersections 
through downtown. 

Ferrari Ranch Road – extends in a generally southwesterly direction from State Route 193 (SR 193), 
across SR 65 and Joiner Parkway to the western edge of the Lincoln Crossing development.  It is four 
lanes from its current western terminus (at Caledon Circle) to beyond its planned interchange with the 
SR 65 Bypass, where it widens to six lanes approaching Joiner Parkway.  It continues as a four-lane 
arterial through SR 65, narrowing to two lanes approaching Ingram Parkway. 

Joiner Parkway – extends in a southeasterly direction as a four-lane arterial from Nicolaus Road, 
across SR 65 to Sterling Parkway. It narrows to two lanes beyond Sterling Parkway, where it 
becomes East Lincoln Parkway. 

Moore Road – is a two-lane street that begins at Joiner Parkway in the City of Lincoln and extends in 
a southwestern direction to Fiddyment Road and beyond.  Segments of this street are within the City 
of Lincoln and unincorporated Placer County. 

Fiddyment Road – is a two-lane street that begins at Moore Road and extends in a southerly direction 
through unincorporated Placer County and into Roseville. 

Traffic Volumes 

An extensive study area was selected for analysis, given the project’s size, traffic generation 
characteristics, and existing/projected traffic conditions in the area.  The study intersections that were 
selected for analysis are listed below: 

Intersections 

1. Moore Road/Fiddyment Road 

2. Joiner Parkway/Nicolaus Road 

3. Joiner Parkway/3rd Street 

4. Joiner Parkway/1st Street 

5. Joiner Parkway/Moore Road 

6. Joiner Parkway/Ferrari Ranch Road 

7. SR 65/7th Street 

8. SR 65/SR 193 

9. SR 65/1st Street 

10. SR 65/Ferrari Ranch Road 

11. Joiner Parkway/Sterling Parkway/East Lincoln Parkway 

12. SR 65/Sterling Parkway 

13. SR 65/Industrial Avenue 

14. Twelve Bridges Drive/Industrial Avenue 

15. Athens Avenue/Industrial Avenue 
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16. Athens Avenue/Fiddyment Road 

17. Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks Boulevard 

18. SR 193/East Avenue 

19. SR 193Ferrari Ranch Road 

20. SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard 

21. SR 65/Sunset Boulevard 

22. SR 65 SB Ramps/Blue Oaks Boulevard 

23. SR 65 SB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

24. SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

25. SR 65 SB Ramps/Galleria Boulevard 

26. SR 65 NB Ramps/Stanford Ranch Road 

The “cumulative” scenario includes analysis of various planned intersections and roadways in 
addition to those listed above. 

Fehr & Peers performed traffic counts at the majority of the study intersections and roadways in 
February and March 2005.  Schools were in session at the time of the counts.  Streets such as Ferrari 
Ranch Road, Fiddyment Road, and Industrial Avenue, which had been subject to temporary 
construction-related closures, were open to traffic at the time of the counts.  Updated traffic counts on 
SR 65 north of SR 193 were collected in April 2006 and are reflected in the existing volumes. 

Figure 4.3-3 displays the existing weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the study 
intersections.  The peak hour is defined as the consecutive 60-minute period within the peak period 
(7-9 AM and 4-6 PM) that has the greatest traffic volume. 

Vehicle classification counts were performed at selected locations within the study area to determine 
the proportion of heavy vehicles (defined as having 3 or more axles) in the traffic stream.  
Approximately 5 percent of traffic on SR 65 south of downtown Lincoln consisted of trucks.  Truck 
traffic ranged from 3 to 6 percent of total traffic on the study segments of Athens Avenue, Industrial 
Avenue, and Fiddyment Road. 

Intersection Operations 

Operations at intersections are typically described in terms of level of service (LOS).  LOS is a 
qualitative measure of operations with LOS A representing free-flow conditions and LOS F 
representing gridlock conditions.  In accordance with direction provided by City of Lincoln staff, the 
following methodologies were used to calculate the LOS at the study intersections: 

• Signalized Intersections on streets within Lincoln and Roseville: The methodology described 
in Interim Materials on Highway Capacity – Circular 212 (Transportation Research Record, 
1980) was used with capacities of 1,500, 1,550, and 1,650 vehicles per hour per lane 
assumed for two-phase, three-phase, and four-or-more phase traffic signal operations, 
respectively.  These capacities were selected because they were used to analyze intersection 
operations for the City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan.   

• Signalized Intersections on SR 65 and SR 193 outside of downtown Lincoln – The 
methodology described in the Highway Capacity Manual – HCM (Transportation Research 
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Board, 2000) was used to calculate the average control delay and LOS.  The reported results 
represent the weighted average of all movements through the intersection. 

• Signalized Intersections on SR 65 through downtown – The three signalized study 
intersections on SR 65 through downtown were analyzed using the “Circular 212” 
methodology, but with special capacities (ranging from 1,100 to 1,200 vehicles per hour) to 
account for heavy vehicles, close signal spacing, vehicle spillbacks, on-street parking, and 
other parameters that adversely affect traffic flow through the corridor.  

• Unsignalized Intersections – The methodology described in the HCM was used to calculate 
the average control delay and LOS.  For minor-street stop-control intersections, the delay and 
LOS is reported to the minor-street approach with the greatest delay.  For all-way stop-control 
intersections, the delay and LOS is reported for all movements through the intersection. 

Table 4.3-1 shows the v/c ratio and average delay ranges associated with each LOS category for 
signalized and unsignalized intersections.  

TABLE 4.3-1 
 

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION 

Signalized Intersections1 
Unsignalized 
Intersections2 Level of 

Service Description Average Delay V/C Ratio Average Delay 

A Extremely favorable progression, short cycle lengths, 
many vehicles do not stop at all ≤ 10 sec/veh < 0.60 ≤ 10 sec/veh 

B Generally good progression, short cycle lengths, slightly 
more vehicle stops 

> 10 to 20 
sec/veh 0.61 – 0.70 > 10 to 15 sec/veh

C Fair progression, individual cycle failures occur 
occasionally 

> 20 to 35 
sec/veh 0.71 – 0.80 > 15 to 25 sec/veh

D Noticeable congestion, longer delays due to unfavorable 
progression 

> 35 to 55 
sec/veh 0.81 – 0.90 > 25 to 35 sec/veh

E High delays due to poor progression, individual cycle 
failures are frequent 

> 55 to 80 
sec/veh 0.91 – 1.00 > 35 to 50 sec/veh

F High delays that are unacceptable to most drivers, long 
cycle lengths and poor progression > 80 sec/veh > 1.00 > 50 sec/veh 

Notes: 
1.  Average delay used to calculate LOS for signalized intersections on SR 65 south of downtown.  V/C Ratio used to calculate LOS for signalized 

intersections in Lincoln, Roseville, and on SR 65 through downtown. 
2.  Average delay of vehicles on side-street approach with greatest delay at side-street stop-controlled intersections, and for all vehicles at all-way 

stop-controlled intersections. 

 

Figure 4.3-3 displays the existing lane configurations and traffic control devices at all study 
intersections with the exception of those facilities on SR 65 south of Lincoln, which are included in 
Appendix C.  Fehr & Peers analyzed operations at each study intersection using the analysis 
procedures described previously.  Table 4.3-2 displays the results (see Appendix C for technical 
calculations).   

Operations at the study intersections through downtown Lincoln are in the LOS D to F range during 
both peak hours.  This is consistent with field observations, which indicate substantial queues 
approaching downtown from the north and south during peak hours.  All other study intersections 
currently operate at LOS C or better with the exception of the Joiner Parkway/Nicolaus Road, 
SR 65/Sunset Boulevard, and SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Boulevard intersections, which 
operate at LOS D or worse during one or both peak hours. 
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TABLE 4.3-2 
 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – EXISTING CONDITIONS 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Control 
V/C or 
Delay1  

Level of 
Service 

V/C or 
Delay1 

Level of 
Service 

1 Moore Road/Fiddyment Road 2-Way Stop 10 sec/veh A 11 sec/veh B 
2 Joiner Parkway/Nicolaus Road All-Way Stop 28 sec/veh D 17 sec/veh C 
3 Joiner Parkway/3rd Street Traffic Signal 0.26 A 0.23 A 
4 Joiner Parkway/1st Street Traffic Signal 0.39 A 0.22 A 
5 Joiner Parkway/Moore Road All-Way Stop 10 sec/veh B 11 sec/veh B 
6 Ferrari Ranch Road/Joiner Parkway Traffic Signal 0.17 A 0.20 A 
7 SR 65/7th Street Traffic Signal 1.09 F 1.04 F 
8 SR 65/SR 193 Traffic Signal 0.85 D 0.97 E 
9 SR 65/1st Street Traffic Signal 1.13 F 1.09 F 

10 SR 65/Ferrari Ranch Road Traffic Signal 30 sec/veh C 27 sec/veh C 
11 Sterling Parkway/Joiner Parkway Traffic Signal 0.08 A 0.20 A 
12 SR 65/Sterling Parkway Traffic Signal 19 sec/veh B 12 sec/veh B 
13 SR 65/Industrial Avenue Uncontrolled - - - - 
14 Twelve Bridges Drive/Industrial Ave. All-Way Stop 8 sec/veh A 10 sec/veh A 
15 Athens Avenue/Industrial Avenue Traffic Signal 0.21 A 0.43 A 
16 Athens Avenue/Fiddyment Road 2-Way Stop 13 sec/veh B 14 sec/veh B 
17 Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks Blvd. 2-Way Stop 18 sec/veh C 22 sec/veh C 
18 SR 193/East Avenue Traffic Signal 14 sec/veh B 16 sec/veh B 
19 SR 193/Ferrari Ranch Road Traffic Signal 8 sec/veh B 11 sec/veh B 
20 SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard All-Way Stop 9 sec/veh A 17 sec/veh C 
21 SR 65/Sunset Boulevard Traffic Signal 40 sec/veh D 62 sec/veh E 
22 SR 65 SB Ramps/Blue Oaks Blvd. Traffic Signal 12 sec/veh B 18 sec/veh B 
23 SR 65 SB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Blvd. Traffic Signal 15 sec/veh B 20 sec/veh C 
24 SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Blvd. Traffic Signal 15 sec/veh B 44 sec/veh D 
25 SR 65 SB Ramps/Galleria Blvd. Traffic Signal 8 sec/veh A 16 sec/veh B 
26 SR 65 NB Ramps/Stanford Ranch Rd. Traffic Signal 9 sec/veh A 32 sec/veh C 
Notes: 
1.  Average delay or V/C Ratio at signalized intersections.  Average delay for stop-controlled intersections.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR.  

 

Freeway/Highway/Arterial Operations 

Operations were analyzed for the freeway and highway segments of SR 65 from I-80 (including the 
I-80/SR 65 interchange) to north of Wheatland.  This segment varies from a five-lane freeway to a 
two-lane highway.  Operations were also analyzed for SR 193 from East Avenue to I-80.  Per 
Caltrans request, these facilities were analyzed for weekday AM and PM peak hour conditions using 
the methodologies described in the HCM 2000.  Table 4.3-3 displays the results (see Appendix C for 
technical calculations).  As shown, 6 of the 16 ramps on SR 65 and I-80 currently operate at LOS E or 
F, and the 4 two-lane highway segments operate at LOS E.  

Table 4.3-4 displays the average daily traffic (ADT) volume on segments of Fiddyment Road, Athens 
Avenue, Industrial Avenue, and East Catlett Road in the project vicinity.  Since these facilities are 
under the jurisdiction of Placer County, they were analyzed using Placer County daily roadway 
segment traffic volume thresholds.  Table 4.3-4 shows that these seven roadway segments currently 
operate at LOS B or better. 
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TABLE 4.3-3 
 

FREEWAY/HIGHWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – EXISTING CONDITIONS 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Facility Facility Type 
Density or 

%TSF1 
Level of 
Service 

Density or 
%TSF1 

Level of 
Service 

SR 65 NB On-Ramp from I-80 Westbound Merge 33 D 36 E 

SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Galleria Blvd. Diverge 36 E 42 F 
SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Galleria Blvd. Merge 33 D 34 D 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Pleasant Grove Blvd. Diverge 35 E 37 E 

SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove Blvd 
to Blue Oaks Blvd. Weave 20 C 21 C 

SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. Merge 25 C 24 C 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Twelve Bridges Rd. Diverge 18 B 25 C 
SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Blue Oaks Blvd. Diverge 23 C 25 C 
SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. Merge 20 B 20 B 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd to 
Pleasant Grove Blvd. Weave 17 B 22 C 

SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. Merge 32 D 29 D 

SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Galleria Blvd. Diverge 36 E 33 D 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Galleria Blvd. Lane Add - F - F 
SR 65 between Lincoln and Wheatland Two-Lane Hwy. 77 D 84 E 
SR 65 from north of Wheatland to S. Beale Road Two-Lane Hwy. 78 E 83 E 
SR 193 from East Avenue to Sierra College Blvd. Two-Lane Hwy. 69 E 80 E 
SR 193 from Sierra College Blvd. to I-80 Two-Lane Hwy. 57 E 62 E 
I-80 EB On-Ramp from SR 65 Southbound Merge 26 C 27 C 
I-80 WB Off-Ramp to SR 65 Northbound Diverge 30 D 28 C 
I-80 WB On-Ramp from SR 65 Southbound Free - F - F 
Notes: 
1.  Density for freeway merge, diverge, and weave movements. On Class I highways (e.g., SR 65 and SR 193), the LOS is based on percent time 

spent following (%TSF) and average travel speed.  However, only %TSF is shown above due to space constraints.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

TABLE 4.3-4 
 

PLACER COUNTY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Roadway Segment Number of Lanes 
Average Daily Traffic – 

Level of Service 1 

Fiddyment Road – south City limits to E. Catlett Road 2 2,800 – A 
Fiddyment Road – E. Catlett Road to Athens Avenue 2 4,700 – B 
Fiddyment Road – south of Athens Avenue 2 5,000 – B 
Athens Avenue – East of Fiddyment Road 2 3,700 – B 
Athens Avenue – West of Industrial Avenue 4 16,000 – A 
Industrial Avenue – Twelve Bridges Drive to Athens Avenue 2 6,300 – A 
E. Catlett Road – west of Fiddyment Road 2 1,900 – A 
Notes:  
1.  LOS is based on Placer County roadway segment capacities. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

Transit System 

The City of Lincoln provides fixed route and demand-responsive public transit service to its residents. 
The fixed route service consists of three bus routes that converge at 3rd and F streets in downtown 
Lincoln.  Route 102 consists of one morning run, which covers a large area, making one loop through 
both the east and west sides of the City.  It runs Monday through Friday from 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM.  
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Routes 202 and 203 operate with hourly headways throughout the day.  Route 202 starts at the 
transfer center at 3rd and F streets, and serves the eastern side of the City with two compact loops.  
Route 203 consists of one long loop and two wider loops that serve the western side of the City and 
pass the Lincoln Airport.  These routes run Monday through Friday (except holidays) from 8:45 AM to 
5:30 PM.  Dial-a-ride service is also provided Monday through Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM.  

Placer County Transit operates the Lincoln-Rocklin-Sierra College bus route on weekdays and 
Saturdays.  The route begins in downtown Lincoln, makes a stop at the Thunder Valley Casino on 
Athens Avenue, and continues through Roseville and Rocklin before reaching its destination at Sierra 
College.  Headways are one hour. 

No transit stops are currently provided in the vicinity of the project site. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Class II bike lanes (on-street lanes with appropriate signing and striping) exist on portions of Joiner 
Parkway, East Lincoln Parkway, Ferrari Ranch Road, and Athens Avenue within the general project 
vicinity.  Sidewalks are provided on the majority of Ferrari Ranch Road and Joiner Parkway within the 
Lincoln Crossing development.  Additionally, crosswalks with push-button pedestrian actuation are 
provided at most signalized intersections in the area. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

There are no federal policies relating to transportation that are directly applicable to the project.  
Policies of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) are applicable to the project, and to 
the extent relevant, are incorporated into the standards of significance to be used to evaluate the 
significance of project impacts. In their July 3, 2006 NOP comment letter, Caltrans suggested criteria 
of LOS E on freeways and LOS D on highways and intersections for use in this study. 

City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan Policies 

Chapter 5 of the City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan Goals and Policies Report (City of Lincoln, 
October 2005) includes several policies that relate to LOS and circulation.  The applicable policies are 
listed in Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, in this EIR.  The Proposed Project 
transportation and circulation impacts were evaluated in the context of these adopted policies. 

Please see Chapter 6 for more information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No 
inconsistencies with the General Plan policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its 
best to ascertain consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency 
with the General Plan. 

Circulation policies of other nearby jurisdictions are also relevant to the extent the project may have 
potentially significant effects on their transportation systems.  The relevant policies used in the 
analysis are described in “Standards of Significance” subsection. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

This section analyzes the effects of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan (Proposed Project) on the 
transportation system.  Unlike other technical sections of this Draft EIR, this chapter analyzes 
transportation impacts for the entire project (versus the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
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Portion separately).  This is approach conservatively estimates the impacts of the Proposed Project 
because other properties within Village 7 could develop at the same time as the Lewis Property (e.g., 
Aitken Ranch II). 

This section begins with a discussion of the expected traffic generation of the Proposed Project 
followed by an assessment of the likely routes to be taken by project trips.  Traffic conditions are then 
evaluated for “existing plus project” conditions. This subsection also includes an analysis of the 
project’s effects on cumulative conditions in Lincoln, Placer County, and Roseville.  Finally, expected 
traffic operations at the two primary project accesses are analyzed. 

The specific methods and assumptions used in the analysis are described below. 

Project Traffic Characteristics 

Land Use and Access Assumptions 

According to the Project Description and information provided by the project applicant in the Specific 
Plan, the Proposed Project was assumed to consist of the following land uses for analysis purposes: 

• 2,513 single-family detached dwelling units; 

• 772 apartment units; 

• 3-acre community center (assumed to be 15,000 square feet) 

• 12-acre Elementary School (assumed to enroll 900 students) 

• Various open space areas, linear parkways, trails, and parks within each village. 

The land use totals listed above were developed using the following two assumptions, which result in 
a conservative estimate of the project’s trip generation: 

1. The project description assumes 1,385 medium density residential units, which range in 
density from 9 to 12 units per acre.  In all likelihood, these units would be constructed as a 
mix of product types including condominiums, townhomes, cluster housing, and detached 
small-lot single-family units.  For analysis purposes, all 1,385 units were assumed to be 
single-family residential so as to provide a “worst-case” analysis of project impacts.   

2. A 9.2-acre parcel located directly north of Ferrari Ranch Road is contemplated for 
neighborhood commercial uses.  This parcel has also been identified as potentially yielding 
202 apartment units should the demand for neighborhood commercial not materialize.  The 
land use totals above assume this parcel is developed with 202 apartment units because it 
provides a more conservative analysis of project impacts (i.e., generates more off-site vehicle 
trips). 

The project would extend Ferrari Ranch Road west of its current terminus to Moore Road as a four-
lane arterial.  Access to the majority of the project would be provided by a four-leg intersection on 
Ferrari Ranch Road at the main north-south collector road.  Access would also be provided at the 
Moore Road/Ferrari Ranch Road intersection, which would feature a south leg into the project. 

Trip Generation 

The trip generation of the Proposed Project was computed based on trip rates published in Trip 
Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003).  Table 4.3-5 displays the estimated daily, 
AM peak hour, and PM peak hour trip generation of the project.  The Proposed Project would 
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generate approximately 27,500 external daily trips with 2,200 trips during the AM peak hour and 
2,840 trips during the PM peak hour.  

TABLE 4.3-5 
 

TRIP GENERATION – PROPOSED PROJECT 
Trip Rate1 Trips 

Land Use  Amount Daily AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour Daily AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
Single Family Residential 2,513 du’s 9.57 0.75 1.01 24,049 1,885 2,538 
Apartment 772 du’s 6.72 0.51 0.62 5,188 394 479 
Elementary School 900 Students 1.29 0.42 0.15 1,161 378 135 
Community Center 15 KSF 22.88 1.62 1.64 343 24 25 

Gross Trips 30,741 2,681 3,177 
Internal Trips2 3,240 478 341 
External Trips 27,501 2,203 2,836 

Notes:  
1.  Trip generation rates based on data in Trip Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003).  
2.  50 percent of recreation center trips, 60 percent of school trips assumed to remain internal to the site in addition to 5 percent residential-to-

residential trips for daily and PM peak hour conditions.  
du’s = dwelling units.  KSF = 1,000 square feet  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

Trip Distribution 

The expected distribution of project trips under existing conditions (see Figure 4.3-4) was derived 
from output from the base year version of the SACMET regional travel demand model (calibrated to 
2004 conditions in South Placer County by Fehr & Peers), locations of complementary land uses 
(i.e., shopping and employment centers), and travel time studies.  Travel time studies were necessary 
to estimate the relative usage of Moore Road versus the Ferrari Ranch Road-to-Joiner Parkway route 
to access destinations on Joiner Parkway north of 1st Street.  Figure 4.3-4 shows that the relative 
usage of Moore Road and Ferrari Ranch Road changes based on the location of uses within the 
project.  Most residents in the south portion of the project will use Ferrari Ranch Road to access 
Joiner Parkway.  Conversely, residents in the most northerly villages will likely use Moore Road.  

Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Trips associated with the Proposed Project were assigned to the study intersections and roadways in 
accordance with the trip distribution percentages on Figure 4.3-4.  Project trips for each scenario 
were then added to the existing traffic volumes.  Figure 4.3-5 displays the peak hour intersection 
traffic forecasts under “Existing Plus Proposed Project” conditions.   

It should be noted that since the project would connect Moore Road with Ferrari Ranch Road, some 
traffic currently using Moore Road between the project site and Joiner Parkway would likely change 
routes.  This traffic diversion is considered in the “with project” traffic forecasts. 

Moore Road recently became a cul-de-sac at Joiner Parkway as part of the SR 65 Bypass 
construction.  However, the “Existing Plus Project” conditions analysis assumed the Proposed 
Project’s traffic would use that segment of Moore Road because, under CEQA, project-specific 
impacts are evaluated compared to the environmental baseline (existing conditions).  For this EIR, 
the “existing condition” thus corresponds to the date of NOP publication in 2006, at which time Moore 
Road connected to Joiner Parkway.  The cumulative conditions analysis assumes construction of 
SR 65 Bypass and a cul-de-sac of Moore Road.  Thus, project impacts are being evaluated under 
both conditions.  
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Table 4.3-6 displays the expected operations at each study intersection under existing conditions with 
the Proposed Project (see Appendix C for technical calculations).  Table 4.3-7 displays similar results 
for the freeway/highway analyses on SR 65, I-80, and SR 193.  Table 4.3-8 displays the results of the 
analysis of selected roadways in Placer County.  The results shown in Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 are 
discussed in more detail in Impacts 4.3-1 through 4.3-5.  All Placer County roadways (Table 4.3-8) 
would operate at LOS C or better, and there would be no significant impacts. 

TABLE 4.3-6 
 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
AM (PM) Peak Hour 

Existing Conditions 
Existing Plus  

Proposed Project 

Intersection Control V/C or Delay1  
Level of 
Service V/C or Delay1  

Level of 
Service 

1 Moore Road/Fiddyment Road 2-Way Stop 10 (11) sec/veh A (B) 12 (21) sec/veh B (C) 
2 Joiner Parkway/Nicolaus Road 4-Way Stop 28 (17) sec/veh D (C) 34 (19) sec/veh D (C) 2 

3 Joiner Parkway/3rd Street Traffic Signal 0.26 (0.23) A (A) 0.27 (0.24) A (A) 
4 Joiner Parkway/1st Street Traffic Signal 0.39 (0.22) A (A) 0.41 (0.25) A (A) 
5 Joiner Parkway/Moore Road 4-Way Stop 10 (11) sec/veh B (B) 12 (15) sec/veh B (B) 
6 Ferrari Ranch Road/Joiner Parkway Traffic Signal 0.17 (0.20) A (A) 0.39 (0.52) A (A) 
7 SR 65/7th Street Traffic Signal 1.09 (1.04) F (F) 1.12 (1.12) F (F) 
8 SR 65/SR 193 Traffic Signal 0.85 (0.97) D (E) 0.95 (1.05) E (F) 
9 SR 65/1st Street Traffic Signal 1.13 (1.09) F (F) 1.18 (1.21) F (F) 

10 SR 65/Ferrari Ranch Road Traffic Signal 30 (27) sec/veh C (C) 50 (43) sec/veh D (D) 
11 Sterling Parkway/Joiner Parkway Traffic Signal 0.08 (0.20) A (A) 0.25 (0.49) A (A) 
12 SR 65/Sterling Parkway Traffic Signal 19 (12) sec/veh B (B) 34 (24) sec/veh C (C) 
13 SR 65/Industrial Avenue Uncontrolled - - - - 
14 Twelve Bridges Drive/Industrial Ave. 4-Way Stop 8 (10) sec/veh A (A) 9 (11) sec/veh A (B) 
15 Athens Avenue/Industrial Avenue Traffic Signal 0.21 (0.43) A (A) 0.24 (0.44) A (A) 
16 Athens Avenue/Fiddyment Road 2-Way Stop 13 (14) sec/veh B (B) 19 (27) sec/veh C (D)3 
17 Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks Blvd. 2-Way Stop 18 (22) sec/veh C (C) 43 (>50) sec/veh E (F) 
18 SR 193/East Avenue Traffic Signal 14 (16) sec/veh B (B) 15 (17) sec/veh B (B) 
19 SR 193/Ferrari Ranch Road Traffic Signal 8 (11) sec/veh B (B) 9 (14) sec/veh A (B) 
20 SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard All-Way Stop 9 (17) sec/veh A (C) 9 (20) sec/veh A (C) 
21 SR 65/Sunset Boulevard Traffic Signal 40 (62) sec/veh D (E) 68 (102) sec/veh E (F) 
22 SR 65 SB Ramps/Blue Oaks Blvd. Traffic Signal 12 (18) sec/veh B (B) 12 (19) sec/veh B (B) 

23 SR 65 SB Ramps/Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. Traffic Signal 15 (20) sec/veh B (C) 16 (25) sec/veh B (C) 

24 SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. Traffic Signal 15 (44) sec/veh B (D) 15 (47) sec/veh B (D) 

25 SR 65 SB Ramps/Galleria Blvd. Traffic Signal 8 (16) sec/veh A (B) 8 (17) sec/veh A (B) 
26 SR 65 NB Ramps/Stanford Ranch Rd. Traffic Signal 9 (32) sec/veh A (C) 9 (50) sec/veh A (D) 
Notes: 
1.  Average delay or V/C Ratio at signalized intersections.  Average delay for stop-controlled intersections 
2.  Intersection is now signalized and operates at LOS C or better. 
3.  Intersection now operates as all-way stop control at LOS C or better. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 
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TABLE 4.3-7 
 

FREEWAY/HIGHWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
AM (PM) Peak Hour 

Existing Conditions 
Existing Plus  

Proposed Project 

Facility Facility Type 
Density or 

%TSF1 
Level of 
Service 

Density or 
%TSF1 

Level of 
Service 

SR 65 NB On-Ramp from I-80 Westbound Merge 33 (36) D (E) 34 (39) D (F) 

SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Galleria Blvd. Diverge 36 (42) E (F) 37 (45) E (F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Galleria Blvd. Merge 33 (34) D (D) 34 (37) D (D) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. Diverge 35 (37) E (E) 37 (41) E (E) 

SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove Blvd 
to Blue Oaks Blvd. Weave 20 (21) C (C) 22 (25) C (C) 

SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. Merge 25 (24) C (C) 26 (29) C (D) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Twelve Bridges Rd. Diverge 18 (25) B (C) 20 (30) B (D) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Blue Oaks Blvd. Diverge 23 (25) C (C) 28 (28) C (C) 
SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. Merge 20 (20) B (B) 24 (22) B (B) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd to 
Pleasant Grove Blvd. Weave 17 (22) B (C) 21 (25) C (C) 

SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. Merge 32 (29) D (D) 35 (31) D (D) 

SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Galleria Blvd. Diverge 36 (33) E (D) 39 (35) E (E) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Galleria Blvd. Lane Add - F (F) - F (F) 
SR 65 between Lincoln and Wheatland Two-Lane Hwy. 77 (84) D (E) 79 (86) D (E) 
SR 65 from north of Wheatland to S. Beale Road Two-Lane Hwy. 78 (83) E (E) 80 (85) E (E) 
SR 193 from East Avenue to Sierra College Blvd. Two-Lane Hwy. 69 (80) E (E) 71 (82) E (E) 
SR 193 from Sierra College Blvd. to I-80 Two-Lane Hwy. 57 (62) E (E) 60 (63) E (E) 
I-80 EB On-Ramp from SR 65 Southbound Merge 26 (27) C (C) 28 (29) D (D) 
I-80 WB Off-Ramp to SR 65 Northbound Diverge 30 (28) D (C) 30 (29) D (D) 
I-80 WB On-Ramp from SR 65 Southbound Free - F (F) - F (F) 
Notes: 
1.  Density for freeway merge, diverge, and weave movements. On Class I highways (e.g., SR 65 and SR 193), the LOS is based on percent time spent 

following (%TSF) and average travel speed.  However, only %TSF is shown above due to space constraints. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

TABLE 4.3-8 
 

PLACER COUNTY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS –  
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Average Daily Traffic – Level of Service 1 

Roadway Segment 
Number of 

Lanes 
Existing 

Conditions 
Existing Plus 

Project Conditions 

Fiddyment Road – south City limits to E. Catlett Road 2 2,800 – A 6,700 – C 
Fiddyment Road – E. Catlett Road to Athens Avenue 2 4,700 – B 8,300 – C 
Fiddyment Road – south of Athens Avenue 2 5,000 – B 8,000 – C 
Athens Avenue – East of Fiddyment Road 2 3,700 – B 4,300 – B 
Athens Avenue – West of Industrial Avenue 4 16,000 – A 16,600 – A 
Industrial Avenue – Twelve Bridges Drive to Athens Ave.  2 6,300 – A 8,000 – A 
E. Catlett Road – west of Fiddyment Road 2 1,900 – A 2,300 – A 
Notes:  
1.  LOS is based on Placer County roadway segment capacities. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 
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Cumulative Conditions 

Three separate and distinct cumulative impact analyses were conducted to evaluate the project’s 
impacts within Lincoln, unincorporated Placer County, and Roseville.  Each analysis is presented 
below. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis in Lincoln 

The cumulative conditions analysis within Lincoln is based on a travel demand model developed by 
DKS Associates for the City’s 2050 General Plan.  The model assumes expansion of the City to 
include a considerable amount of new residential and non-residential land uses.  It assumes buildout 
of all planned residential land uses, but not all non-residential uses in order to maintain a proper 
balance of jobs to housing within the City.  

The traffic model used in the General Plan EIR assumed that Village 7 consists of 1,746 single-family 
dwelling units, 1,152 multi-family dwelling units, and 46,000 square feet of commercial uses.  Fehr & 
Peers updated the DKS Associates traffic model to include the proposed land uses for Village 7.  This 
update caused several minor changes in v/c ratios or delays at intersections (when compared to 
output from the City’s GP analysis).  Since the updated traffic model reflects the proposed uses for 
Village 7, it accurately represents the “Cumulative Plus Proposed Project” scenario. 

Figure 4.3-6 displays the planned cumulative roadway system within the study area based on the 
City’s General Plan circulation system.  A number of major roadway improvements are assumed in 
the General Plan model including: 

• Construction of the SR 65 Bypass as a six-lane freeway from existing SR 65 (at Industrial 
Avenue) to Sheridan. 

• Construction of interchanges on the SR 65 Bypass at Ferrari Ranch Road, Nelson 
Lane/Fiddyment Road, Nicolaus Road, and Wise Road. 

• Widening of existing SR 65 to six lanes from the south City limits to Ferrari Ranch Road. 

• Widening of Ferrari Ranch Road to six lanes from the westerly Caledon Circle intersection 
easterly to the existing six-lane section (just west of the SR 65 Bypass). 

• Widening of the existing segment of Fiddyment Road to six lanes from Moore Road to south 
of Athens Avenue. 

• Extension of Fiddyment Road in a northeastern direction to connect with the SR 65 Bypass 
opposite Nelson Lane. 

• Widening of Moore Road to four lanes from Fiddyment Road to the western boundary of the 
Village 7 Specific Plan. 

Several other major roadway improvements are assumed in the traffic model.  One important 
improvement is the assumed extension of Dowd Road southerly into the Sunset Industrial 
Area/Placer Ranch Specific Plan and beyond.  In addition, construction of Placer Parkway as a four-
lane freeway with interchanges at Foothills Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, and Blue Oaks 
Boulevard/Watt Avenue was assumed.  Placer Parkway would begin at a new interchange on SR 65 
(between the Twelve Bridges Drive and Sunset Boulevard interchanges) and extend to SR 99 at a 
new interchange north of Riego Road.  The reader is referred to the City’s General Plan for a listing of 
other assumed improvements.  The General Plan assumed these improvements would be funded 
with fees collected from development as well as state and federal funding.  
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Fehr & Peers analyzed PM peak hour intersections operations for the following scenarios: 

• Cumulative No Project (no development within the Specific Plan area) 

• Cumulative Plus Proposed Project 

Figure 4.3-6 shows the 24 intersections within Lincoln selected for analysis under cumulative 
conditions.  The lane configurations, assumptions, and analysis methodologies used to evaluate 
these intersections in the City’s 2050 General Plan were also assumed for this analysis.   

Table 4.3-9 displays cumulative PM peak hour traffic operations at each study intersection under 
each cumulative scenario (refer to Appendix C for technical calculations).   

TABLE 4.3-9 
 

LINCOLN PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS  
Cumulative No  

Project Conditions 
Cumulative Plus  
Proposed Project  

Intersection Control V/C or Delay1  LOS V/C or Delay1 LOS 
Nicolaus Road/Aviation Boulevard Signal 0.67 B 0.68 B 
Joiner Parkway/Nicolaus Road Signal 0.45 A 0.45 A 
Old SR 65/7th Street Signal 30 sec/veh C 30 sec/veh C 
Old SR 65/SR 193 Signal 50 sec/veh D 51 sec/veh D 
Old SR 65/1st Street Signal 34 sec/veh D 36 sec/veh D 
Old SR 65/Ferrari Ranch Road Signal 30 sec/veh C 30 sec/veh C 
Old SR 65/Sterling Parkway Signal 15 sec/veh B 14 sec/veh B 
East Avenue/SR 193 Signal 20 sec/veh B 20 sec/veh B 
Ferrari Ranch Road/SR 193 Signal 25 sec/veh C 25 sec/veh C 
Joiner Parkway/1st Street Signal 0.47 A 0.46 A 
Fiddyment Road/Moore Road Signal 0.50 A 0.65 B 
Lincoln Parkway/Ferrari Ranch Road Signal 0.71 C 0.70 B 
Industrial Ave./Twelve Bridges Dr. Signal 0.67 B 0.68 B 
E. Lincoln Pkwy./Twelve Bridges Dr. Signal 0.68 B 0.68 B 
Fiddyment Road/Catlett Road Signal 0.71 C 0.71 C 
Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue Signal 0.80 C 0.85 D2 
E. Lincoln Pkwy./Sterling Pkwy. Signal 0.57 A 0.60 A 
Industrial Avenue/Athens Avenue Signal 0.62 B 0.66 B 
SR 65 SB Ramps/Fiddyment Road Signal 11 sec/veh B 12 sec/veh B 
SR 65 NB Ramps//Nelson Lane Signal 20 sec/veh B 20 sec/veh B 
SR 65 SB Ramps/Ferrari Ranch Rd. Signal 21 sec/veh C 20 sec/veh B 
SR 65 NB Ramps/Ferrari Ranch Rd. Signal 33 sec/veh C 29 sec/veh C 
SR 65 SB Ramps/Industrial Ave. Signal 22 sec/veh C 23 sec/veh C 
SR 65 NB Ramps/Industrial Ave. Signal 26 sec/veh C 26 sec/veh C 
Notes: 
1. Methodologies from HCM or Circular 212 used to analyze signalized intersection operations in accordance with procedures from City’s General 

Plan. 
2.  This intersection is shown as LOS D in Table 5-28 in the 2050 Lincoln General Plan DEIR under cumulative mitigated conditions. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

Cumulative Impact Analysis in Unincorporated Placer County 

The potential impacts of the Proposed Project within Placer County were analyzed for two separate 
cumulative year horizons.  The cumulative (2025) scenario represents development anticipated by 
the Year 2025 using the recently re-calibrated Placer County Travel Demand Model.  This model 
does not assume development of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, which is reasonable since 
processing of that project has ceased and land use assumptions would be speculative at this time.  
The model also excludes Placer Parkway.   
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The second horizon period is referred to as the “Super Cumulative” scenario, in which all proposed 
specific plans in South Placer County and in adjacent counties are included in the model (including 
Placer Parkway).  This scenario includes land uses that are well beyond “reasonable and 
foreseeable”.  Nevertheless, this scenario is included in this EIR to inform the decision-makers of the 
project’s potential impacts under a post-2025 scenario.  However, the analysis and identification of 
cumulative impacts is based on the Year 2025 scenario.  

Average daily traffic forecasts were developed for segments of Fiddyment Road, Athens Avenue, and 
Industrial Avenue for the cumulative (2025) and Super Cumulative scenarios, without and with the 
Proposed Project.  The traffic forecasts used the “difference method” forecasting process, which adds 
the increment in traffic growth between the base year and cumulative models to the existing volume.  
It should be noted that some level of development (but not full buildout) of the project site was 
assumed in both models.  Accordingly, the same level of project-related traffic increase expected for 
“existing plus project” conditions would not occur under cumulative conditions.   

Table 4.3-10 shows that five of the seven study roadways would operate at LOS E or F under 
cumulative no project conditions, with the remaining two operating at LOS C.  The addition of project 
trips would worsen the segment of Industrial Avenue south of Twelve Bridges Drive from LOS C to D. 
The project would also add traffic to those segments projected to operate at LOS E or F. 

TABLE 4.3-10 
 

PLACER COUNTY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 
Average Daily Traffic – Level of Service2 

Roadway Segment 
Number of 

Lanes1 
Cumulative No 

Project Conditions 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed Project 

Conditions 
Fiddyment Road – South of Moore Road 2 20,200 – E 21,800 – E 
Fiddyment Road – South of Athens Avenue 2 26,400 – F 26,800 – F 
Athens Avenue – East of Fiddyment Road 2 22,000 – E 22,400 – E 
Foothills Boulevard – South of Athens Avenue 2 21,500 – F 22,000 – F 
Athens Avenue – West of Industrial Avenue 4 25,600 – C 26,000 – C 
Industrial Avenue – South of Twelve Bridges Drive 4 28,600 – C 29,600 – D 
Industrial Avenue – South of Athens Avenue 2 20,900 – E 21,600 - E 
Notes:  
1.  Number of lanes assumed in cumulative traffic model. 
2.  LOS is based on number of lanes assumed in model, not mitigated roadway network. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

The Super Cumulative analysis results are summarized in Table 4.3-11.  As shown, five of the seven 
study roadways would operate at LOS E or F under Super Cumulative no project conditions, with the 
remaining two operating at LOS B or C.  The project would not change the LOS at any study 
locations, but would add traffic to most roadway segments. 

Roseville 2020 CIP Traffic Analysis 

This study also included an evaluation of the Proposed Project’s effects on the City of Roseville 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  The separate Roseville CIP analysis tests how the addition of 
the Proposed Project would influence signalized intersection operations throughout the City of 
Roseville under 2020 conditions.  The Roseville CIP analysis is, therefore, included not to satisfy any 
requirement of CEQA, but rather to accommodate the City of Roseville’s desire to identify how the 
possible approval of pending development projects could affect the City’s road network generally and 
its CIP specifically. The evaluation of LOS impacts in Roseville is unique compared to other 
jurisdictions in the study area because the analysis must follow a prescribed methodology.  The  
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TABLE 4.3-11 
 

PLACER COUNTY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS –  
SUPERCUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Average Daily Traffic – Level of Service2 

Roadway Segment 
Number 

of Lanes1 
SuperCumulative No 
Project Conditions 

SuperCumulative Plus 
Proposed Project 

Conditions 
Fiddyment Road – South of Moore Road 4 36,400 – F 38,200 – F 
Fiddyment Road – South of Athens Avenue 6 38,200 – C 40,000 – C 
Athens Avenue – East of Fiddyment Road 4 34,300 – E 35,000 – E 
Foothills Boulevard – South of Athens Avenue 6 32,500 - B 33,100 - B 
Athens Avenue – West of Industrial Avenue 4 33,700 – E 33,900 – E 
Industrial Avenue – South of Twelve Bridges Drive 4 32,600 – E 33,300 – E 
Industrial Avenue – South of Athens Avenue 4 32,700 – E 33,400 – E 
Notes:  
1.  Number of lanes assumed in super cumulative traffic model. 
2.  LOS is based on number of lanes assumed in model. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

modeling assumptions and LOS analysis using the City’s post-processor are specified by the City of 
Roseville and are not consistent with the land use forecasts and intersection analysis methodology 
used in this study.   

The Proposed Project was entered into the most recent City of Roseville 2020 CIP (Scenario 5) 
Traffic Model.  The summary table in the separate technical appendix displays the cumulative PM 
peak hour LOS and volume-to-capacity ratio at the 179 signalized (existing and planned) 
intersections within the City of Roseville.  This table indicates that the number of intersections 
operating at LOS C or better would decrease from 138 (77.0%) to 137 (76.5%) with the Proposed 
Project.  The intersection that worsens is SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Boulevard. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis on State Highways 

Table 4.3-12 displays cumulative no project and cumulative with Proposed Project peak hour traffic 
operations on the study segments of SR 65, I-80, and SR 193.  It includes analysis of interchange 
ramp terminal intersections and ramp junctions.  Detailed analysis of the SR 65 Bypass and SR 65 
north of Lincoln is not included in this table because the assumed number of lanes on the bypass, 
which could range from the two to six depending on availability of funding, will dictate operations on 
these segments. 

In its July 3, 2006 NOP comment letter, Caltrans requested that an analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
traffic contribution to various state facilities be conducted.  Table 4.3-13 shows the existing ADT (as 
of 2005-2006) on various segments of SR 65, SR 193, I-80, Capital City Freeway, and SR 99/70.  
This table also shows the cumulative Plus Proposed Project ADT and the amount of daily project trips 
(calculated by performing a project-only assignment) added to each segment.   

Evaluation of Project Access 

The Proposed Project would include signalized intersections on Ferrari Ranch Road at the main 
north-south collector street and Moore Road.  The operations of these intersections were analyzed for 
Cumulative With Proposed Project conditions.  Each signalized intersection was analyzed based on 
the following assumed lane configurations: 
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TABLE 4.3-12 
 

FREEWAY/HIGHWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
AM (PM) Peak Hour 

Cumulative No 
Project Conditions 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed Project 

Facility Facility Type 

Delay, V/C 
Ratio or 
Density 1  

Level of 
Service 

Delay, V/C 
Ratio or 
Density 1 

Level of 
Service 

SR 65 SB Ramps/Sunset Boulevard Intersection Traffic Signal 1.54 (1.30) F (F) 1.56 (1.31) F (F) 
SR 65 NB Ramps/Sunset Boulevard Intersection Traffic Signal 22 (63) C (E) 22 (67) C (E) 
SR 65 SB Ramps/Blue Oaks Blvd. Intersection Traffic Signal 1.34 (1.30) F (F) 1.34 (1.30) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Blvd. Intersection Traffic Signal 22 (73) C (E) 24 (74) C (E) 
SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove Blvd. Intersection Traffic Signal 28 (1.28) C (F) 29 (1.31) C (F) 
SR 65 SB Ramps/Galleria Blvd. Intersection Traffic Signal 12 (21) B (C) 12 (24) B (C) 
SR 65 NB Ramps/Stanford Ranch Rd. Intersection Traffic Signal 15 (77) B (D) 15 (77) B (D) 
SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard Intersection Traffic Signal 36 (56) D (E) 37 (62) D (E) 
SR 65 NB On-Ramp from I-80 Westbound Merge 51 (54) F(F) 51 (55) F(F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Galleria Blvd. Diverge 57 (61) F(F) 58 (62) F(F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Galleria Blvd. Merge 50 (49) F(F) 51 (51) F(F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Pleasant Grove Blvd. Diverge 56 (55) F(F) 57 (57) F(F) 
SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove Blvd 
to Blue Oaks Blvd. Weave 38 (38) E (E) 39 (39) E (E) 

SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. Merge 44 (42) F (F) 45 (47) F (F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Sunset Blvd. Diverge 49 (49) F (F) 50 (53) F (F) 
SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Sunset Blvd. Merge 35 (50) D (E) 36 (53) E (F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Whitney Ranch 
Pkwy. Diverge 40 (56) E (F) 41 (60) F (F) 

SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Whitney Ranch 
Pkwy. Merge 37 (54) E (F) 38 (58) E (F) 

SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Twelve Bridges Dr. Diverge 41 (61) F (F) 43 (65) F (F) 
SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. Merge 35 (55) D (F) 36 (60) E (F) 
SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. Merge 31 (53) D (F) 32 (57) D (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Twelve Bridges Dr. Diverge 53 (42) F (F) 58 (45) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. Merge 48 (37) F (E) 52 (39) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. Merge 51 (41) F (F) 54 (43) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Whitney Ranch 
Pkwy. Diverge 57 (46) F (F) 61 (49) F (F) 

SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Merge 48 (37) F (E) 51 (39) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Sunset Blvd. Diverge 54 (42) F (F) 57 (44) F (F) 
SR 65 Loop On-Ramp from Sunset Blvd. Merge 39 (35) F (E) 41 (37) F (E) 
SR 65 Diagonal On-Ramp from Sunset Blvd. Merge 42 (43) F (F) 44 (44) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Blue Oaks Blvd. Diverge 47 (48) F (F) 50 (50) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. Merge 36 (34) E (D) 38 (36) E (E) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd to 
Pleasant Grove Blvd. Weave 35 (42) D (E) 37 (44) E (F) 

SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove Blvd. Merge 42 (39) F (F) 44 (40) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. Merge 48 (47) F (F) 50 (48) F (F) 

SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Galleria Blvd. Diverge 55 (54) F (F) 57 (55) F (F) 
SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Galleria Blvd. Lane Add -  F (F) -  F (F) 
I-80 EB On-Ramp from SR 65 Southbound Merge 35 (38) D (F) 36 (38) E (F) 
I-80 WB Off-Ramp to SR 65 Northbound Diverge 37 (38) E (E) 37 (38) E (E) 
I-80 WB On-Ramp from SR 65 Southbound Free -  F (F) - F (F) 
Notes: 
1.  Delay in seconds per vehicle for signalized intersections.  V/C Ratio is shown for signalized intersections operating in the LOS F range.  Density in 

passenger car equivalents per lane per mile for freeway merge, diverge, and weave movements.   
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 
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TABLE 4.3-13 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE FACILITIES 
Average Daily Traffic 

 
Route Segment 

Existing 
Conditions1 

Cumulative with 
Proposed 

Project 
Proposed 

Project Trips 
West of I-80/Capital City Freeway Junction 136,000 207,800 70 
East of I-80/Capital City Freeway Junction 239,000 326,900 320 
West of Douglas Boulevard 159,000 256,900 620 
West of I-80/SR 65 Junction 150,000 244,200 1,570 

I-80 

East of I-80/SR 65 Junction 117,000 160,000 110 
I-80 to Galleria Boulevard 88,000 173,100 1,680 
Galleria Boulevard to Pleasant Grove Boulevard 88,000 174,500 2,440 
Pleasant Grove Boulevard to Blue Oaks Boulevard 86,000 171,200 3,070 
Blue Oaks Boulevard to Sunset Boulevard 65,000 156,600 4,040 
Sunset Boulevard to Whitney Ranch Parkway 47,500 139,200 5,720 
Whitney Ranch Parkway to Twelve Bridges Drive 47,500 146,600 6,730 

SR 65 

Twelve Bridges Drive to SR 65 Bypass 45,000 148,200 9,340 
North of Ferrari Ranch Road N/A 87,600 1,640 
North of Fiddyment Road N/A 66,200 1,000 SR 65 

Bypass North of City of Lincoln N/A 43,200 300 
West of Oak Tree Lane 8,100 25,000 620 SR 193 East of Oak Tree Lane 9,400 12,300 280 
West of Fiddyment Road N/A 84,400 1,240 Placer 

Parkway East of SR 99/70 N/A 65,000 690 
Capital City 
Freeway 

West of I-80/Capital City Freeway Junction 134,000 156,800 220 

SR 99/70 South of Placer Parkway 38,500 102,700 690 
Notes:   
1.  Existing volumes from Caltrans Vehicle Traffic and Data Systems Unit (2005). 
N/A = Not Applicable (roadway does not exist) 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 

 

Ferrari Ranch Road/North-South Collector Street 

• Eastbound & Westbound Approaches: 2 Left-Turn Lanes, 2 Through Lanes, and 1 Right 
Lane. 

• Northbound & Southbound Approaches: 1 Left-Turn Lane, 1 Through Lane, and 1 Right Lane. 
(northbound right-turn lane would have an overlap arrow) 

Ferrari Ranch Road/Moore Road 

• Eastbound & Westbound Approaches: 1 Left-Turn Lane, 2 Through Lanes, and 1 Right Lane. 

• Northbound & Southbound Approaches: 1 Left-Turn Lane, 1 Through Lane, and 1 Right Lane. 

With the above lane configurations and cumulative plus project traffic volumes, each intersection 
would operate at LOS A during the PM peak hour. 

Standards of Significance 

As described above, the City of Lincoln, City of Roseville, Placer County, and Caltrans have 
established policies or criteria by which impacts on the transportation network are to be evaluated in 
those jurisdictions.  Impacts associated with transportation are considered significant if the project 
would: 
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Roadway System 

1. Change the level of service from acceptable (LOS C or better) to unacceptable (LOS D or 
worse) at study intersections within and controlled by the City of Lincoln. 

2. Increase the average delay by five or more seconds at an intersection in Lincoln that currently 
(or is projected to) operate unacceptably.  

3. Change the level of service on study roadways or intersections within the City of Roseville or 
Placer County from acceptable to unacceptable (as defined by those jurisdictions). 

4. Increase the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more at an intersection or roadway in Placer County that 
currently (or is projected to) operate unacceptably. 

5. Worsen operations from LOS E or better to LOS F on a freeway, or from LOS D or better to 
LOS E or F on a state highway.  

6. Increase by five percent or greater the freeway density or highway percent time spent 
following at a facility that currently (or is projected to) operate unacceptably. 

7. Interfere with or preclude planned transportation improvements such as roadway 
widenings/extensions or trail facilities. 

8. Add traffic to a facility not constructed to current design standards, thereby resulting in 
substantially worsened conditions relating to traffic flow, safety, or driver convenience. 

9. Create vehicular travel demand above that which is planned, thereby resulting in cumulative 
level of service impacts. 

10. Create a temporary, but prolonged impact due to lane closures, need for temporary signals, 
emergency vehicle access, traffic hazards to bikes/pedestrians, damage to roadbed, or truck 
traffic on roadways not designated as truck routes. 

Transit System 

1. Create a demand for public transit services above the capacity which is provided, or planned. 

2. Interfere with existing or planned transit services or facilities. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian System 

1. Disrupt or interfere with existing or planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

2. Create inconsistencies with adopted pedestrian or bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies, 
or standards. 

Project Access and Internal Circulation 

1. Provide inadequate access and internal circulation for vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes the project-specific impacts of the Proposed Project.  The significance of each 
impact is identified, followed by the recommended mitigation, if necessary and/or available.  The 
residual significance (i.e., significance after mitigation) is then identified.  Supporting technical 
calculations are included in Appendix C in this Draft EIR. 
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4.3-1 The Proposed Project would not worsen (to a significant level) unacceptable 
operations at City of Lincoln intersections (excluding those in downtown on SR 65 
which are described separately) under existing plus project conditions. 

According to the data in Table 4.3-6 (intersection 2), the project would increase average delays from 
28 to 34 seconds during the PM peak hour at the Joiner Parkway/Nicolaus Road intersection 
assuming an unsignalized condition. However, a traffic signal was recently installed at this 
intersection. With the signal now in place, operations will improve to an acceptable LOS C or better 
under existing conditions with the Proposed Project. Therefore, this impact is considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-1 None required. 

4.3-2 The Proposed Project could temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on State 
Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under existing plus project conditions if occupancy of 
the Proposed Project occurs prior to the completion of the SR 65 Bypass.  

The addition of traffic from the Proposed Project would increase the v/c ratio at the SR 65/1st Street, 
SR 65/SR 193, and SR 65/7th Street intersections by at least 0.05 during the AM and/or PM peak 
hours (Table 4.3-6, intersections 7, 8, and 9).  Because these intersections currently operate 
unacceptably, this v/c ratio increase is considered significant.   

Construction has begun on the SR 65 Bypass of Lincoln, which will be an 11.7-mile state 
highway/freeway that will extend northerly from Industrial Avenue to north of Riosa Road in Sheridan 
west of downtown Lincoln.  Expected to open in the 2012-2013 timeframe, it will divert much of the 
“through traffic” on SR 65 away from downtown, thereby improving operations on SR 65 through 
downtown to acceptable levels under existing plus project conditions.   

Funding for the SR 65 bypass of Lincoln has been secured and construction is on-going; therefore, 
mitigation is in place for the project impacts at intersections on SR 65 through downtown.  However, if 
the Proposed Project is approved and begins developing prior to the opening of the SR 65 Bypass, 
the Proposed Project would temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on SR 65 in downtown 
Lincoln.  No other options to mitigate this impact during the short-term are available.  This impact 
would be significant and unavoidable in the short-term (until the Bypass is completed).  Upon 
completion of the SR 65 Bypass, the project impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-2 No additional mitigation is feasible or required. 

4.3-3 The Proposed Project would not cause operations at any intersections in Roseville to 
worsen to an unacceptable level under existing plus project conditions. 

As indicated in Table 4.3-6 (intersection 17), the addition of traffic from the Proposed Project to the 
stop-controlled Fiddyment Road approach to Blue Oaks Boulevard would cause operations to 
degrade from LOS C to F during the PM peak hour.  For “existing plus project” impacts, the City 
considers a reduction in LOS from C or better to D or worse to be significant unless the intersection is 
part of an excluded list permitted to operate worse than LOS C (this intersection is not on that list).   

The Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks Boulevard intersection was recently reconfigured in conjunction with 
widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Fiddyment Road to accommodate development of the West 
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Roseville Specific Plan.  The intersection now includes additional travel lanes and a traffic signal.  
Field observations indicate that this intersection now operates at LOS A.  Therefore, with the 
improvements now in place at this intersection, the Proposed Project would not cause operations at 
this intersection to worsen to an unacceptable LOS under existing plus project conditions.  Impacts 
would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-3 None required. 

4.3-4 The Proposed Project would not result in unacceptable levels of service at any 
intersections in Placer County under existing plus project conditions. 

The Placer County General Plan establishes a standard of LOS C or better for its roadway system.  
Within one-half mile of a state highway, LOS D is considered acceptable. The addition of traffic from 
the Proposed Project would cause operations at the Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue intersection to 
degrade from LOS B to D during the PM peak hour (Table 4.3-6, intersection 16).  The Fiddyment 
Road/Athens Avenue intersection was recently reconfigured to provide all-way stop-control 
intersection.  According to the technical calculations (see Appendix C of this Draft EIR), this 
intersection would operate at LOS C or better under existing plus project conditions with all-way stop-
control. Therefore, with the improvements now in place at this intersection, the Proposed Project 
would not result in an unacceptable LOS at this intersection.  This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-4 None required. 

4.3-5 The Proposed Project would worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen already 
unacceptable operations at three locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing 
plus project conditions. 

Project impacts on freeway/highway segments are shown in Table 4.3-7.  The addition of traffic from 
the Proposed Project would degrade (to a significant degree) unacceptable operations at the 
following locations: 

• SR 65/Sunset Boulevard Intersection (PM peak hour operations worsen from LOS E to F) 

• SR 65 NB On-Ramp Merge from WB I-80 (PM peak hour operations worsen from LOS E to F) 

• SR 65 NB Off-ramp Diverge at Galleria Boulevard (PM peak hour LOS F operations 
worsened) 

Construction of a new interchange on SR 65 at Sunset Boulevard began in early 2009 with funding 
through several sources including the Highway 65 JPA.  The interchange is expected to be completed 
in 2010-2011, prior to Proposed Project buildout.  With this planned improvement in place, operations 
will be restored to acceptable levels under existing plus project conditions. 

According to the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), the South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fee program is collecting funds from new development in Roseville, 
Rocklin, Lincoln, and unincorporated Placer County to help regional transportation improvements.  
SPRTA fees are expected to provide $50M toward the widening of SR 65 to six lanes.  According to 
http://www.fixplacertraffic.org, this improvement is not expected to be constructed until 2017.  
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Therefore, project impacts on SR 65 at I-80 and Galleria Boulevard ramps will remain significant 
until these improvements are in place. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-5 Prior to the issuance of Building Permits for the Proposed Project, the project applicants or 
their successors shall pay the applicable South Placer Regional Transportation Authority Fee, 
which will help fund the widening of SR 65 to six lanes. 

Given the uncertainty (e.g., environmental clearance and availability of full funding) of widening SR 65 
to six lanes and the considerable lag between the time in which project impacts would occur and 
mitigation would be place, Impact 4.3-5 is considered significant and unavoidable. 

4.3-6 The Proposed Project would add significant levels of traffic to Moore Road between the 
project site and Fiddyment Road, and to Fiddyment Road from Moore Road to the 
south City limits, which are not constructed to current design standards.  

A comparison of no project and existing plus project peak hour intersection turning movements 
indicates the Proposed Project would result in considerable increases in traffic volumes on segments 
of Moore Road and Fiddyment Road west of the project site. The segment of Moore Road west of the 
project site is a two-lane rural road with 12-foot travel lanes, no shoulders, and pavement in fair to 
poor condition.  The segment of Fiddyment Road south of the City’s WWTRF is narrow, with 
pavement in poor condition.  Because the addition of project traffic to these segments is expected to 
substantially worsen conditions relating to traffic flow, safety, and/or driver convenience, this is 
considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would improve operations on this roadway:  

4.3-6 The project applicants or their successors shall pay a fair share of the cost to upgrade Moore 
Road between Fiddyment Road and the western Proposed Project boundary, and Fiddyment 
Road from Moore Road to the south City limits, to current City of Lincoln design standards for 
a two-lane arterial.  The City may add this road improvement to the Public Facilities Element 
(PFE), with PFE credits being given to the constructing party.  Alternatively, the City may 
require the project applicants or their successors to construct the improvements and provide 
them with a right of reimbursement from third parties who also benefit from the improvements. 
The timing of the fair share payment or construction shall be as specified in the development 
agreement(s) between City and project applicants, but the required timing will be concurrent 
with the development of the threshold triggering use. 

These segments of Moore Road and Fiddyment Road would be widened to include travel lanes plus 
a median and shoulders designed to the standard in place at the time the improvement is permitted.  
This would include construction of an exclusive eastbound left-turn lane at Nelson Lane.  The City 
may also determine that on-street (Class II) bike lanes are desirable on this segment.  The City 
controls the property on the south side of this segment of Moore Road and on the east side of 
Fiddyment Road.  The City would require dedication of ROW in conjunction with development on the 
north side of Moore Road and west side of Fiddyment Road.  As such, adequate ROW will be 
available to construct the identified improvement.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 could reduce the impacts 
on Moore Road and Fiddyment Road to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to Moore Road and Fiddyment Road would require engineering and design studies for 
the new road surface, including a hydraulic analysis to address some localized roadway flooding 
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problems on Moore Road, and obtaining necessary permits and approvals from Placer County (e.g., 
improvement plan, encroachment permit).  The improvements could result in some environmental 
effects, which are summarized herein.  Construction of the improvements could result in short-term 
and periodic increases in construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions and noise levels.  
Impacts and Mitigation Measures identified in this Draft EIR (4.4-1 and 4.4-2, which address air 
emissions, and 4.5-1, which addresses noise) would apply to Moore Road and Fiddyment Road 
improvements.  The hydraulic study would be necessary to identify the appropriate roadway design 
and drainage features to ensure the improvements do not cause or exacerbate flooding conditions 
along Moore Road.  Construction could also affect biological resources that may be present at the 
time of construction. Prior to construction, biological resources surveys would be conducted along the 
affected segments of each roadway to identify measures to protect wetlands (if any), special-status 
plant and wildlife species (if any), or migratory birds (if any) per Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 through 
4.8-8.  If previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3 and 4 in the Initial Study (see Appendix A of this Draft EIR) would provide for appropriate 
management of the resources in accordance with state regulations.  Construction of the 
improvements would also require filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) and implementation of a Stormwater 
Management Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the state’s Construction 
Activities Stormwater General Permit.  This would ensure runoff from the construction site does not 
adversely affect local surface water or groundwater quality.  The Moore Road and Fiddyment Road 
improvements would not result in new impacts, or increase the severity of these impacts identified in 
this Draft EIR, or require additional mitigation beyond that identified above.  Improvements along 
Moore Road and Fiddyment Road would not result in any significant effects related to aesthetics, 
agriculture, geology/soils, hazardous materials, land use, mineral resources, population/housing, or 
services/utilities.   

4.3-7 The Proposed Project would add significant levels of traffic to portions of Nelson Lane, 
which is not constructed to current design standards.  

The Proposed Project would result in considerable increases in traffic volumes on segments of 
Nelson Lane.  Nelson Lane has three narrow bridges across Auburn and Markham ravines and no 
shoulders or centerline striping.  Because the addition of project traffic to these segments is expected 
to substantially worsen conditions relating to traffic flow, safety, and/or driver convenience, this is 
considered a significant impact. 

Improvements to Nelson Lane are not considered a feasible mitigation measure at this time since this 
segment is situated in an adjoining jurisdiction (Placer County), and widening would require further 
study of secondary impacts (i.e., right-of-way, endangered species, creeks, trees, drainage, etc.).  
Therefore, no feasible mitigation is available, and this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-7 None feasible. 

4.3-8 The Proposed Project would provide adequate facilities to accommodate its planned 
transit demand.   

According to the Village 7 Specific Plan, bus turnouts and shelters will be constructed in accordance 
with City of Lincoln improvement standards and as otherwise required by the Public Works Director.  
Such facilities are anticipated on Ferrari Ranch Road and the north-south collector street through the 
project.  City of Lincoln transit service will be expanded as needed to meet the increased transit 
demand.  Because adequate transit facilities will be provided by the City and transit service will be 
expanded, this impact is considered less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 

4.3-8 None required. 

4.3-9 The Proposed Project would provide adequate on-site facilities to support walking and 
bicycling.   

According to the Village 7 Specific Plan, walking, bicycling, and Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) 
use will be offered as viable alternatives to the automobile for travel within the Specific Plan.  Land 
uses are sited to provide close proximity between housing, open space, recreation, and the school.  
In addition, the Village Center is strategically located centrally within Village 7 along the open space 
trail system.  Village 7 includes over 18 miles of integrated path and trail systems to facilitate 
pedestrian and bicycle travel.  The network consists of approximately 7.8 miles of Multi-use Paths 
and Sidewalks, of which 1.2 miles are accessible to NEVs (along Ferrari Ranch Road), nearly 6 miles 
of Class 1 Off-street Bike Paths, pedestrian bridges, and over 4 miles of Main Pedestrian Routes.  
The Main Pedestrian Routes would connect through and provide linkages between residential 
neighborhoods and their neighborhood greens, as well as to the Class 1 bike trails and multi-use 
paths.  This hybrid system consists of a combination of sidewalks and multi-use paths within park 
areas. Two pedestrian-only bridges would be constructed across Ingram Slough to interconnect the 
residential villages.  The Class I (off-street) bike paths would loop through the open spaces areas to 
enhance park and open space accessibility, and provide a continuous system for pedestrians and 
cyclists with minimal roadway interruptions.  Because adequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities will 
be provided on-site, this impact is considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-9 None required. 

4.3-10 The Proposed Project would not conflict with planned transportation improvements.   

The project would not be inconsistent with, disrupt, or otherwise preclude any planned transportation 
improvements such as roadway expansions, new transit routes, bicycle facilities, or other 
infrastructure improvements.  Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-10 None required. 

4.3-11 The Proposed Project would cause temporary impacts along Moore Road during 
construction-related activities.   

Improvements to the segment of Moore Road between the western and eastern boundaries of the 
Proposed Project, which would provide access to Joiner Parkway, would likely require temporary 
street closures or lane blockages.  If these closures or blockages occur before the proposed 
connection to Ferrari Ranch Road is made, it could affect traffic flow, safety, or driver inconvenience. 
This is considered a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-11 None feasible.  

This westerly extension of Ferrari Ranch Road to Moore Road could provide an effective detour route 
should the segment of Moore Road (north of Ferrari Ranch Road) need to be temporarily closed for 
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construction activities.  However, if closures of Moore Road are necessary before this connection can 
be made, no other feasible mitigation measures are available.  Due to the uncertainty over when the 
westerly extension of Ferrari Ranch Road to Moore Road will be made, this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes the project’s cumulative impacts and identifies potential mitigation measures.  
As noted previously, separate cumulative analyses are performed for facilities within Lincoln, 
Roseville, and unincorporated Placer County.  The cumulative analysis within Placer County is based 
on the 2025 modeling scenario, and not Super Cumulative conditions. 

4.3-12 The Proposed Project would not cause any cumulative impacts on the City of Lincoln 
roadway system. 

Table 4.3-9 shows that traffic from the Proposed Project would not worsen to an unacceptable level 
the PM peak hour level of service at any study intersections controlled by the City of Lincoln under 
cumulative conditions.  This conclusion is to be expected since the City’s planned roadway system 
has been designed to achieve LOS C or better operations under cumulative conditions, which 
assumes development of Village 7.  Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant and 
no mitigation is required.  The project, by virtue of paying its traffic impact fees, will be paying its fair 
share of planned transportation improvements within the City. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-12 None required. 

4.3-13 The Proposed Project would worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen 
cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on roadway segments 
within Placer County. 

The Placer County General Plan establishes a standard of LOS C or better for its roadway system.  
Within one-half mile of a state highway, LOS D is considered acceptable.  A recent amendment to the 
Placer County General Plan permits specific LOS thresholds to be established within new Specific 
Plan areas.  The recently published Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan EIR (URS, January 2008) uses a 
one percent increase in the v/c ratio at an intersection or roadway as the standard of significance for 
Placer County facilities that currently (or are projected to) operate unacceptably.   

As shown in Table 4.3-10, traffic from the Proposed Project would worsen the segment of Industrial 
Avenue south of Twelve Bridges Drive from LOS C to D.  Project traffic would also worsen (to a 
significant degree) cumulatively unacceptable traffic conditions on the following Placer County 
roadways: 

• Fiddyment Road from Moore Road to Roseville City limits  

• Athens Avenue east of Fiddyment Road 

• Foothills Boulevard south of Athens Avenue 

• Industrial Avenue south of Athens Avenue 

This is considered a significant impact. 
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Mitigation Measure 

The following mitigation measure would require the project applicant to pay its fair share of the above 
roadway impacts.  The fair share payment could occur through the South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority (SPRTA) or through a possible agreement between Roseville, Rocklin, 
Lincoln, Placer County, and Caltrans for a fair share mitigation payment program for out-of-jurisdiction 
traffic impacts.  

Implementation of this measure would provide funding for some needed improvements, but may not 
be sufficient to mitigate all transportation-related improvements to less-than-significant levels.  
Further, there is not an adopted comprehensive regional roadway network plan and funding 
mechanism to ensure its implementation in a timely manner.  Therefore, this impact remains 
significant and unavoidable. 

4.3-13 Prior to the issuance of Building Permits at the Proposed Project, the project applicants or 
their successors shall pay a fair-share of the cost to improve the five Placer County roadway 
segments significantly impacted by the Proposed Project, provided that either the Placer 
County Traffic Mitigation fee program is modified and/or a regional funding mechanism is in 
place to include improvements to these roadways.  

4.3-14 The Proposed Project would worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a 
significant degree) on State Route 193 and State Route 65 through Placer County, 
Rocklin, and Roseville. 

Traffic from the Proposed Project would worsen cumulatively unacceptable traffic conditions at the 
SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard intersection and on portions of SR 65 from south of Lincoln to I-80 
(Table 4.3-12).  Below is a list of freeway/highway segments that would be significantly impacted.  In 
most instances, the impact is the result of unacceptable operations being exacerbated to a significant 
degree by the project. 

• SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard Intersection (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Blue Oaks Blvd. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Sunset Blvd. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Sunset Blvd. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Whitney Ranch Pkwy. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Whitney Ranch Pkwy. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Twelve Bridges Dr. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Diagonal On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 NB Loop On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Twelve Bridges Dr. (PM peak hour) 

• SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. (AM peak hour) 

• SR 65 SB Diagonal On-Ramp from Twelve Bridges Dr. (AM peak hour) 

• SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Whitney Ranch Pkwy. (AM and PM peak hours) 

• SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Whitney Ranch Pkwy. (AM and PM peak hours) 

• SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Sunset Blvd. (AM peak hour) 
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• SR 65 Loop On-Ramp from Sunset Blvd. (AM peak hour) 

• SR 65 Diagonal On-Ramp from Sunset Blvd. (AM peak hour) 

• SR 65 SB Diagonal Off-Ramp to Blue Oaks Blvd. (AM peak hour) 

• SR 65 SB Loop On-Ramp from Pleasant Grove Blvd. (AM peak hour) 

This is considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

A number of different improvements may be considered to restore operations to acceptable levels at 
the above locations.  Improvements to SR 65 could take the form of auxiliary lanes between 
interchanges, an additional general purpose or High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction 
of SR 65, ramp metering, additional deceleration/acceleration areas at affected ramps, increased 
parallel street capacity, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) solutions, and other options.  Given 
the uncertainty that funding will be available for the necessary improvements, the project’s impacts to 
the above affected locations are considered significant and unavoidable.  The following mitigation 
measure would require the project applicant(s) to pay their fair share of future improvements to SR 65 
and SR 193.  If a regional funding program and roadway improvement plan were adopted, this impact 
could be reduced to a less-than-significant level, however. 

4.3-14 The project applicants or their successors shall pay SPRTA Fees to help widen SR 65 to six 
lanes, and pay a fair-share of the cost to make improvements to the SR 193/Sierra College 
Boulevard intersection significantly impacted by the Proposed Project if a regional funding 
mechanism and roadway improvement plan for SR 193 are adopted prior to issuance of 
Building Permits at the Proposed Project. 

The above mitigation measure is intended to meet Caltrans’ stated desire in their NOP comment 
letter that the Proposed Project “participates in an interim regional fee program for state highway 
improvements”.  Any fair share calculation should consider Caltrans'  obligations to fund roadway 
improvements necessary to correct existing deficiencies. 

4.3-15 The Proposed Project would cause a significant cumulative impact at one intersection 
located in the City of Roseville. 

The following criteria are used to evaluate the significance of project impacts in Roseville: 

1. 70% of signalized intersections in the City of Roseville must operate at LOS C or better under 
cumulative conditions.  

2. If an intersection worsens from LOS C to D, mitigation should be identified to restore 
operations to LOS C.  Otherwise, the impact is considered significant.  

3. If an intersection worsens from LOS D to E, or from E to F as the result of a project (and no 
feasible mitigations are available), the City Council must take action to formally modify the 
projected LOS for this intersection. 

According to output from the City of Roseville (2020) CIP Traffic Model, the addition of traffic from the 
Proposed Project would cause PM peak hour operations at the SR 65 NB Ramps/Pleasant Grove 
Boulevard intersection to degrade from LOS C (v/c=0.81) to D (v/c=0.82).  The total number of 
intersections operating at LOS C or better would remain above the policy threshold of 70 percent.  
However, the above-listed individual intersection impact is considered significant. 
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The SR 65/Pleasant Grove Boulevard interchange is currently under re-construction to provide 
additional capacity.  These capacity enhancements are assumed in the City’s 2020 CIP Model.  The 
resulting v/c ratio with the project is 0.82, which is 0.01 beyond the maximum LOS C threshold.  The 
Final Traffic Report for the SR 65/Pleasant Grove Boulevard Interchange Phase 2 Project (Fehr & 
Peers, July 2007) indicates that Caltrans staff identified LOS D as their evaluation criteria for ramp 
terminal intersections.  Thus, this intersection is within Caltrans’ right-of-way and would operate at 
LOS D, which they have deemed to be acceptable.  Nevertheless, this impact is still identified as 
significant and unavoidable because this intersection is included in the City’s CIP analysis, in which 
70 percent of intersections in the City must operate at LOS C or better under cumulative conditions.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.3-15 None feasible. 
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4.4 AIR QUALITY 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section assesses the potential air quality effects of the Proposed Project and recommends 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts.  This section describes the 
climate in the project area; existing air quality conditions in the project area for both criteria air 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants; and applicable federal, state, and regional air quality 
standards.  The section also analyzes the air quality effects caused by stationary, mobile, and area 
sources related to construction and operation of the Proposed Project and the Proposed Project’s 
location relative to off-site sources of odors such as the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and 
Reclamation Facility (WWTRF) and Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL).  No comments 
related to air quality were received in response to the NOP.  The project’s contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions is evaluated separately in this Draft EIR, in Section 4.11, Climate 
Change. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A region’s air quality is influenced by the region’s climate, topography, and pollutant sources.  The 
characteristics of the region encompassing the Proposed Project are such that the area can, at 
times, have the potential for high concentrations of regional and localized air pollutants. 

Climate and Topography 

The Proposed Project is located in western Placer County.  This portion of Placer County is part of 
the larger Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB).  The climate of the SVAB is Mediterranean in 
character, with mild, rainy winter weather from November through March and warm to hot, dry 
weather from May through September.  The physiographic features giving shape to the SVAB are 
the Coast Range to the west, the Sierra Nevada to the east, and the Trinity Range to the north.  
These ranges channel winds through the Sacramento Valley, but also inhibit dispersion of pollutant 
emissions because the ranges can block pollutants from exiting the valley. 

The predominant annual and summer wind pattern is the full sea breeze from the south-southwest, 
commonly referred to as the “Delta breeze.”  These cool winds originate from the Pacific Ocean and 
flow through a sea-level gap in the Coast Range called the Carquinez Straits.  In the winter season 
(December through February), northerly winds predominate.  In the winter months, the SVAB 
experiences a high percentage of calm atmospheric conditions.  These calm conditions result in the 
stagnation of Sacramento Valley air, especially during late fall and early spring.  These calm 
conditions act to restrict dispersion of pollutants released near ground level.  Without air movement, 
air pollutants can collect and concentrate in a single area, increasing health hazards.  Air pollution 
problems in the SVAB are further exacerbated by the fact that pollution can migrate from the San 
Francisco Bay area to the foothills of the Sierra Nevada by means of the Carquinez Straits. 

Air Quality Background 

Air pollutant emissions within the SVAB are generated by stationary and mobile sources.  Stationary 
sources can be divided into two major subcategories:  point and area sources.  Point sources are 
usually subject to a permit to operate from the local air district, occur at specific identified locations, 
and are usually associated with manufacturing and industry.  Examples of point sources include 
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refineries, concrete batch plants, and can coating operations.  Smaller point sources include 
automotive refinishers and gasoline stations.  Area sources are widely distributed and produce many 
small emissions and do not require permits to operate from any air agency.  Examples of area 
sources include residential and commercial water heaters, painting operations, portable generators, 
lawn mowers, and consumer products such as barbeque lighter fluid and hairspray.  The wide-
spread use of these items and operations contributes to regional air pollution.   

A subcategory of area sources are “mobile sources,” which refers to emissions from motor vehicles, 
including tailpipe and evaporative emissions.  Motor vehicles are classified as either on-road or off-
road.  On-road sources are those that are legally operated on roadways and highways.  Off-road 
sources include aircraft, ships, trains, racecars, and construction vehicles.  Mobile sources account 
for the majority of the air pollutant emissions within the SVAB. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Criteria air pollutants are a group of pollutants for which federal or state regulatory agencies have 
adopted ambient air quality standards.  Criteria air pollutants are: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide 
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead.  
Most of the criteria pollutants are directly emitted.  Ozone, however, is a secondary pollutant that is 
formed in the atmosphere by chemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive 
organic gases (ROG).  A brief description of the criteria air pollutants is provided below.  Table 4.4-1 
lists the health effects associated with these pollutants.   

Ozone, commonly referred to as smog, is greatest on warm, windless, sunny days. The type of 
ozone referred to in this section is called tropospheric ozone (called “bad ozone” by scientists), since 
it lies very close to the earth’s surface (in the troposphere).  Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, 
but formed through a complex series of chemical reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG) 
and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  These reactions occur over time in the presence of sunlight. Ground- 
level ozone formation can occur in a matter of hours under ideal conditions.  The time required for 
ozone formation allows the reacting compounds to spread over a large area, producing a regional 
pollution concern. Once formed, ozone can remain in the atmosphere for one or two days.  Ozone is 
removed from the atmosphere through rainout, washout, and chemical reaction with plants.  The 
principal sources of the ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) are the combustion of fuels and the 
evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels.  Motor vehicles produce over 70 percent of the NOx in the 
region. 

Today, many people are aware that ozone can greatly impair visibility and create an unsightly haze. 
But ozone is also a public health concern because adverse health effects due to photochemical 
oxidants range from mild irritation of the eyes, nose and throat to possible impairment of lung 
functions. Other effects include aggravation of respiratory and cardiac diseases, and pulmonary 
dysfunction. Ozone, the primary constituent of photochemical smog, is a severe irritant to all mucous 
membranes and primarily affects the respiratory system.  A 10-year study funded by the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) – the nation’s first large-scale effort to explore the effects of long-term 
exposure to outdoor air pollution – revealed that exposure to high air pollution levels can slow down 
the lung function growth rate of children by up to 10 percent.  Ozone can also cause substantial 
damage to leaf tissues of crops and natural vegetation and can damage many natural and manmade 
materials by acting as a chemical oxidizing agent.1 

                                                  
1  Placer County Air Pollution Control District, Summary Report 2002. p. 17.  
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TABLE 4.4-1 
 

HEALTH EFFECTS OF MAIN CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 
Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Ozone 

-  Ozone can irritate lung airways and cause inflammation. Other symptoms include wheezing, coughing, and 
breathing difficulties during exercise or outdoor activities. People with respiratory problems are most vulnerable, 
but even healthy people that are active outdoors can be affected when ozone levels are high.  

-  Repeated exposure to ozone pollution for several months may cause permanent lung damage.   
-  Even at very low levels, ground-level ozone triggers a variety of health problems including aggravated asthma, 

reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis. 
-  Ground-level ozone interferes with the ability of plants to produce and store food, which makes them more 

susceptible to disease, insects, other pollutants, and harsh weather.   
-  Ozone reduces crop and forest yields and increases plant vulnerability to disease, pests, and weather. 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

-  The health threat from lower levels of CO is most serious for those who suffer from heart disease. For a person 
with heart disease, a single exposure to CO at low levels may cause chest pain and reduce that person's ability to 
exercise; repeated exposures may contribute to other cardiovascular effects. 

-  Healthy people can be affected by high levels of CO as well. People who breathe high levels of CO can develop 
vision problems, reduced ability to work or learn, reduced manual dexterity, and difficulty performing complex 
tasks. At extremely high levels, CO is poisonous and can cause death. 

-  CO contributes to the formation of ground-level ozone, which can trigger serious respiratory problems. 

Particulate 
Matter 

-  Particle pollution, especially fine particles, contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small that they 
can get deep into the lungs and cause serious health problems. Numerous scientific studies have linked particle 
pollution exposure to a variety of problems, including:  

• increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing;  
• decreased lung function, aggravated asthma, development of chronic bronchitis;  
• irregular heartbeat, nonfatal heart attacks; and  
• premature death.  

-  Particles can be carried over long distances by wind and then settle on ground or water.  The effects of this 
settling include: making lakes and streams acidic; changing the nutrient balance in coastal waters and large river 
basins; depleting the nutrients in soil; damaging sensitive forests and farm crops; and affecting the diversity of 
ecosystems. 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

-  One of the main ingredients involved in the formation of ground-level ozone, which can trigger serious respiratory 
problems.  

-  Reacts to form nitrate particles, acid aerosols, as well as NO2, which also cause respiratory problems.  
-  Contributes to formation of acid rain; to nutrient overload that deteriorates water quality; and to atmospheric 

particles that cause visibility impairment.  
-  Reacts to form toxic chemicals and contributes to global warming. 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

-  Contributes to respiratory illness, particularly in children and the elderly, and aggravates existing heart and lung 
diseases. 

-  Contributes to the formation of acid rain, which; damages trees, crops, historic buildings, and monuments; and 
makes soils, lakes, and streams acidic.  

-  Contributes to the formation of atmospheric particles that cause visibility impairment, most noticeably in national 
parks. 

Lead 

-  Lead causes damage to the kidneys, liver, brain and nerves, and other organs.  Exposure to lead may also lead 
to osteoporosis (brittle bone disease) and reproductive disorders. 

-  Excessive exposure to lead causes seizures, mental retardation, behavioral disorders, memory problems, and 
mood changes. Low levels of lead damage the brain and nerves in fetuses and young children, resulting in 
learning deficits and lowered IQ. 

-  Lead exposure causes high blood pressure and increases heart disease, especially in men.  Lead exposure may 
also lead to anemia, or weak blood. 

-  Wild and domestic animals can ingest lead while grazing.  They experience the same kind of effects as people 
who are exposed to lead.  Low concentrations of lead can slow down vegetation growth near industrial facilities. 

-  Lead can enter water systems through runoff and from sewage and industrial waste streams. Elevated levels of 
lead in the water can cause reproductive damage in some aquatic life and cause blood and neurological changes 
in fish and other animals that live there. 

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency, 2006. <www.epa.gov/air/urbanair/6poll.html>.  
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Carbon Monoxide is a colorless, odorless gas that is formed when carbon in fuel is not burned 
completely.  It is a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes about 56 percent of all 
CO emissions nationwide.  Other non-road engines and vehicles (such as construction equipment 
and boats) contribute about 22 percent of all CO emissions nationwide.  Higher levels of CO 
generally occur in areas with heavy traffic congestion.  In cities, 85 to 95 percent of all CO emissions 
may come from motor vehicle exhaust. Other sources of CO emissions include industrial processes 
(such as metals processing and chemical manufacturing), residential wood burning, and natural 
sources such as forest fires. Woodstoves, gas stoves, cigarette smoke, and unvented gas and 
kerosene space heaters are sources of CO indoors. The highest levels of CO in the outside air 
typically occur during the colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent.  
The air pollution becomes trapped near the ground beneath a layer of warm air. Through control 
measures adopted by state, local, and federal agencies, all areas of the SVAB have attained the 
state and federal CO standards.  However, the potential still exists for incidents of high localized 
concentrations of CO to occur. 

Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) consist of extremely small, 
suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter.  Some sources 
of suspended particulate matter, like pollen and wind blown dust, occur naturally.  However, in 
populated areas, most fine suspended particulate matter is caused by road dust, diesel soot, 
combustion, abrasion of tires and brakes, and construction activities. Fine particles can remain 
suspended in the air and travel long distances.  

The health effects of particulate matter (PM) depend on the nature of the particulate matter.  For 
example, health effects may be associated with metals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and other 
toxic substances absorbed onto fine particulates or with fine dust particles of silica or asbestos. 
Generally, health effects associated with PM may result from both short-term and long-term 
exposure to elevated levels.  These effects may include increased mortality, reduced lung function, 
aggravation of asthma and bronchitis symptoms, and respiratory disease. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is generated by the burning of fuel and can produce lung damage in 
exposed individuals.  NO2 can also react in the atmosphere to form acid rain.  NO2 is one component 
of NOx, which is an ozone precursor. 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) can be produced by coal or oil burning power plants or industries, refineries, 
and diesel engines.  SO2 can increase lung disease and breathing problems in asthmatics, and can 
react in the atmosphere to form acid rain. 

Lead concentrations in the air are generated by industrial processes, primarily metals processing. 
The highest air concentrations of lead are usually found near lead smelters.  Other stationary 
sources are waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid battery manufacturers.  In the past, motor 
vehicles were the major contributor of lead emissions to the air. As a result of EPA’s regulatory 
efforts to reduce lead in gasoline, air emissions of lead from the transportation sector, and 
particularly the automotive sector, have greatly declined over the past two decades. 

Regional Air Quality 

Criteria air pollutants are classified in each air basin, county, or in some cases, within a specific 
urbanized area.  The classification is determined by comparing actual monitoring data with state and 
federal standards.  If a pollutant concentration is lower than the standard, the area is classified as 
“attainment” for that pollutant.  If an area exceeds the standard, the area is classified as “non-
attainment” for that pollutant.  If there is not enough data available to determine whether the 
standard is exceeded in an area, the area is designated “unclassified.”   
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Placer County is currently designated as a non-attainment area for state and federal ozone 
standards and state particulate matter (PM10) standards.  For all other air pollutants for which a 
standard has been adopted, Placer County is either in attainment or unclassified. In relation to the 
federal ozone standard, Placer County is located within an area designated by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as the Sacramento Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area.  
This area includes all of Sacramento and Yolo counties, and portions of El Dorado, Solano, Placer, 
and Sutter counties.  For Placer County, the Nonattainment Area extends from the Sacramento/ 
Placer County line east to the summit of the Sierra Nevada.  

In 2004, the Sacramento region was classified as a “serious” ozone nonattainment area with an 
attainment deadline of June 15, 2013.  However, since the Sacramento region needs to rely on the 
longer term emission reduction strategies from state and federal mobile source control programs, the 
2013 attainment date cannot be met.  Consequently, on February 14, 2008, CARB, on behalf of the 
air districts in the Sacramento region, submitted a letter to EPA requesting a voluntary 
reclassification (bump-up) of the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area from a “serious” to a 
“severe” 8-hour ozone nonattainment area with an extended attainment deadline of June 15, 2019.   

The five districts in the nonattainment area – Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District (SMAQMD), the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD), the Placer County 
Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District 
(EDCAQMD), and the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) – prepared a draft 
“Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan” in 
September 2008.  The plan includes the information and analyses to fulfill the federal Clean Air Act 
requirements for demonstrating reasonable further progress and attainment of the 1997 8-hour 
ozone NAAQS for the Sacramento region. In addition, this plan establishes an updated emissions 
inventory, provides photochemical modeling results, proposes the implementation of reasonably 
available control measures, and sets new motor vehicle emission budgets for transportation 
conformity purposes.2 

Existing Local Air Quality 

CARB collects ambient air quality data through a network of air monitoring stations throughout the 
state.  These data are summarized annually and are published in CARB’s California Air Quality Data 
Summaries.  The monitoring stations that are closest to the City of Lincoln are located in Rocklin and 
Roseville.  Table 4.4-2 identifies the national and state ambient air quality standards for air pollutants 
and Table 4.4-3 lists the ambient pollutant concentrations that have been measured at the 
Roseville/North-Sunrise Boulevard Monitoring Station through the 2006 to 2008.  

According to the most recent emissions inventory data for Placer County, mobile sources are the 
largest contributors of both ROG and NOx.3  In the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, emissions of NOx 
decreased from 1990 to 2005 and are projected to continue decreasing from 2005 to 2020.  More 
stringent mobile source emission standards and cleaner burning fuels have largely contributed to the 
decline in NOx emissions.  ROG emissions have been decreasing for the last 30 years due to more 
stringent motor vehicle standards and new rules for control of ROG from various industrial coating 
and solvent operations.4 

                                                  
2  Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone and Reasonable Further Progress Plan, draft, September 2008, 

Section 1.2. 
3 CARB, <www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat_query>.  
4  California Air Resources Board, ARB Almanac 2008, p. 4-58. 
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TABLE 4.4-2 
 

FEDERAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 
Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standard California Standard 

Ozone 1-hour 
8-hour 

- 
0.075 ppm 

0.09 ppm 
0.07 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 1-hour 
8-hour 

35.0 ppm 
9.0 ppm 

20.0 ppm 
9.0 ppm 

PM10 
24-hour 
annual 

150 ug/m3 
50 ug/m3 

50 ug/m3 
20 ug/m3 

PM2.5 
24-hour 
annual 

35 ug/m3 
15 ug/m3 

- 
12 ug/m3 

Notes: 
ppm = parts per million 
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2009.  www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/aqfaq/stdtable.html 

 

TABLE 4.4-3 
 

SUMMARY OF AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 
Year Air Pollutants Monitored at Roseville –  

North Sunrise Blvd. Monitoring Station 2006 2007 2008 
Ozone    
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 0.121 ppm 0.109 ppm 0.134 ppm 
Number of days exceeding state 1-hour standard 16 4 20 
Maximum 8-hour concentration measured 0.098 ppm 0.101ppm 0.107 ppm 
Number of days exceeding national 8-hour standard 25 8 22 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)    
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 0.063 ppm 0.058 ppm 0.067 ppm 
Number of days exceeding state 1-hour standard 0 0 0 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)    
Maximum 24-hour concentration measured 55.0 µg/m3 45.0 µg/m3 73.9 µg/m3 
Number of days exceeding national standard 0 0 0 
Number of days exceeding state standard 1 0 1 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)    
Maximum 24-hour concentration measured 54.7 µg/m3 48.7 µg/m3 149.7 µg/m3 
Number of days exceeding 2006 national standard 2 0 1 
Notes: 
Pollutants are identified in concentrations of parts by volume per million of air (ppm) and micrograms per cubic meter of air (µg/m3).  See Table 4.4-2 
for applicable state and national standards against which the CARB determines whether there are exceedences. 
Source: California Air Resources Board, Data Statistics, Top 4 Summaries, 2009.<www.arb.ca.gov/adam>. 

 

Existing Odor Sources 

The project site is primarily undeveloped and vacant and is not a source of odors. 

The City of Lincoln WWTRF is located immediately west of the Proposed Project site.  Wastewater 
treatment plants are known to be potential sources of odors that may subjectively be considered 
offensive.  Odor Science and Engineering, Inc. conducted several odor surveys in the area 
surrounding the Lincoln WWTRF, the results of which were reported in City of Lincoln Odor 
Emissions Evaluation (April 2006).  The objectives of the surveys were to establish the extent to 
which odors from the WWTRF and the maturation ponds could be detected off-site and to document 
other odors in the area.  As part of the study, odor samples were subjectively evaluated by qualified 
personnel to establish concentration levels at which the odor is detected.  The report concluded that 
no WWTRF odors were detected beyond the plant’s property lines.  Odors from the maturation 
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ponds, which are located to the west of the WWTRF, were detected up to 1,500 feet downwind 
(generally to the north) of the WWTRF.5 

The odor concentration is quantified in terms of odor units, expressed as the “D/T level.”  Threshold 
level odors of 1 D/T are generally not considered objectionable.  Odors with a concentration of 2 D/T 
are most often not considered to represent a nuisance, but according to the study, are 
representative for evaluation of odor impact areas. 

In the study, quantitatively derived odor intensities were input into an EPA-approved dispersion 
model to generate contours of odor perception (D/T level) around the WWTRF.  Figures 4.4-1a and 
4.4-1b shows the contour lines (in yellow) of calculated odor concentrations associated with the 
WWTRF maturation ponds, based on the model.  As shown in Figure 4.4-1a, the higher 
concentrations (i.e., above 2 D/T) are around the maturation ponds and do not extend into the 
Proposed Project site.  The model projects a 1 D/T odor intensity into a small portion of the western 
side of the site, based on the size and footprint of the current plant and maturation ponds.  Assuming 
a planned expansion of the WWTRF (see Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services), the 1 D/T 
contour is projected to extend further east into the project site; however, the 2 D/T contour would not 
extend into the project site.  As noted above, threshold level odors of 1 D/T are generally not 
considered objectionable.  The Odor Emissions report concluded that beyond the maturation ponds 
area the odors would be considered neutral, unlike the odors typically associated with wastewater 
treatment plants, which are universally considered unpleasant.  The report also noted that the wider 
area surrounding the WWTRF was often blanketed with odors from composting operations at the 
materials recovery facility on Athens Road.6  

The Western Placer Waste Management Authority’s (WPWMA) 315.9-acre Western Regional 
Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) at the intersection of Athens and Fiddyment Roads is southwest of the 
project site.  The WRSL includes a sanitary landfill and a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) which 
separates and recovers waste products for recycling, reuse, or conversion to energy sources.  The 
MRF also includes a composting operation.  The reader is referred to Section 4.9, Utilities and 
Service Systems, for additional information about solid waste facility operations.  The WPWMA has 
implemented a number of physical and operational improvements intended to reduce the potential 
for odors at the facilities.  These efforts include improvements to the landfill gas system and 
modifications to the composting operations.  The WPWMA prepares odor complaint updates on a 
quarterly basis.  In 2007, 24 odor complaints were received.  For the fourth quarter 2008, only two 
complaints were received.7  A one-mile buffer established at the WRSL extends slightly into the 
southwest corner of the Lewis Property.  The buffer is within proposed open space that adjoins 
proposed low-density residential land uses.  WRSL activities have the potential to generate odors 
that could be noticed at the Proposed Project on days when winds originate from the southwest (the 
prevailing wind direction).8 

Because development of the Proposed Project would be phased over several years, adjacent 
agricultural operations in the Programmatic Portion could continue to be a source of odors produced 
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, along with agricultural operations to the west.  Residential 
development to the east and the wetlands conservation bank to the south are not odor sources. 

                                                  
5  ECO:LOGIC Engineering, City of Lincoln Odor Emissions Evaluation. April 2006, p. 2. 
6  ECO:LOGIC Engineering, City of Lincoln Odor Emissions Evaluation. April 2006, Appendix A p. ii. 
7  Western Placer Waste Management Authority, Quarterly Odor Complaint Update, February 19, 2009. 
8  Based on anecdotal reports from residents in existing development in project area, according to City staff. 
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Existing Regional Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions 

In addition to the criteria air pollutants, another group of airborne substances, called toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) are known to be highly hazardous to health, even in small quantities.  TACs 
are airborne substances capable of causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or 
carcinogenic) adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or illness). 

TACs can be emitted from a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, automobiles, 
dry cleaners, industrial operations, and painting operations.  Farms, construction sites, and 
residential areas can also potentially contribute to toxic air emissions.  There are almost 
200 compounds that have been designated as TACs in California. The ten TACs posing the greatest 
known health risk in California, based primarily on ambient air quality data, are: acetaldehyde, 
benzene, 1,3-butadiene, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, 
formaldehyde, methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, and diesel particulate matter.9  Table 4.4-4 
shows TAC emission sources and the percentage that each source contributes to the Sacramento 
Valley Air Basin measured ambient levels. Table 4.4-5 lists annual average concentrations and 
associated health risks in the SVAB. 

TABLE 4.4-4 
 

SOURCES CONTRIBUTING TO TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANT AMBIENT LEVELS 
IN SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN 

Source Acetaldehyde Benzene 
1,3-

Butadiene 
Carbon 

Tetrachloride 
Hexavalent 
Chromium 

para-
Dichloro-
benzene 

Formal-
dehyde 

Methylene 
Chloride 

Perchloro-
ethylene 

Diesel 
PM 

Stationary 2% 14% <1% 3% 31% 0% 8% 30% 63% 7% 
Area-wide 29% 1% 11% 0% 3% 100% 16% 70% 37% 0% 
On-road 
Mobile 26% 47% 26% 0% 29% 0% 29% 0% 0% 46% 

Other Mobile 42% 38% 24% 0% 37% 0% 47% 0% 0% 47% 
Natural  0% 0% 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Source: California Air Resources Board, ARB Almanac 2008, Chapter 5, Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions, Air Quality, and Health Risk, pp.5-78 – 5-82. 

 

The project site does not contain any operations that are sources of TACs, nor are there any existing 
or proposed stationary source facilities or operations in the vicinity of the site that have TAC 
emissions that would be of concern at the project site.  The SR 65 Lincoln Bypass project currently 
under construction would have a high volume of vehicle traffic, which would be a source of DPM in 
the project vicinity.  The northeast corner of the project site is approximately 1,000 feet from the 
Bypass. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some individuals are considered to be more sensitive than others to air pollution.  Reasons for 
greater sensitivity can include existing health problems, duration of exposure to air pollutants, or 
certain peoples’ increased susceptibility to pollution-related health problems due to factors such as 
age.  Land uses such as primary and secondary schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are 
considered to be sensitive receptors to poor air quality because the very young, the old, and the 
infirm are more susceptible to respiratory infections and other air quality related health problems 
than the general public.  Residential uses are considered sensitive because people in residential 
areas are often at home for extended periods of time, so they can be exposed to pollutants for  

                                                  
9  California Air Resources Board, ARB Almanac 2008, Chapter 5. 
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FIGURE 4.4-1b

Odor Concentration Contours for the Future Expanded Plant Operations 
Including Maturation Ponds
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TABLE 4.4-5 
 

ANNUAL AVERAGE TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANT LEVELS AND HEALTH RISK IN THE 
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN (2004-2006) 

Contaminant Concentration/ Risk 2004 2005 2006 
Acetaldehyde Annual average 1.09 1.15 0.92 

 Health Risk 5 6 4 
Benzene Annual average 0.406 0.335 0.268 

 Health Risk 38 31 25 
1,3-Butadiene Annual average 0.093 0.08 0.051 

 Health Risk 35 30 19 
Carbon Tetrachloride Annual average    

 Health Risk    
Chromium, hexavalent Annual average 0.068 0.058 0.041 

 Health Risk 10 9 6 
Para-dichlorobenzene Annual average 0.15 0.15 0.15 

 Health Risk 10 10 10 
Formaldehyde Annual average 2.76 2.68 2.54 

 Health Risk 20 20 19 
Methylene chloride Annual average 0.07 0.08 0.07 

 Health Risk <1 <1 <1 
Perchloroethylene Annual average 0.015 0.021 0.015 

 Health Risk <1 <1 <1 
Diesel PM Annual average    

 Health Risk    
w/o Diesel PM 118 106 83 

Average Basin Risk w/Diesel PM 520 
Notes: 
Concentrations for hexavalent chromium are ug/m3; diesel PM is ug/m3; all others are parts per billion (ppb) 
Health risk represents the number of excess cancer cases per million people based on a 70-year exposure. 
Diesel PM estimates are based on receptor modeling techniques. Estimates are not available for years 2004-06 and being reviewed by the CARB. 
Source:  California Air Resources Board, ARB Almanac 2008, Chapter 5, Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions, Air Quality, and Health Risk. 

 

extended periods.  Recreational areas are considered moderately sensitive to poor air quality 
because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on the human 
respiratory function. 

The Proposed Project is located on land that has been in agricultural use.  Surrounding land uses 
are also agricultural with scattered residences.  Existing on-site receptors include one rural 
residence in the northwestern portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan area.  Adjacent development 
(e.g., Lincoln Crossing, 3D, and Sorrento) includes residences and schools.  Also off-site are single-
family residences along Moore Road, Nelson Road, and Fiddyment Road. Because the Proposed 
Project would include multiple uses, including residences and schools, new sensitive receptors 
would also be present as part of the Proposed Project.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

Air quality in the Proposed Project area is regulated by the federal EPA, CARB, and the PCAPCD.  
These agencies develop rules and regulations to meet the goals or directives imposed on them 
through legislation.  Although federal EPA regulations may not be superseded, both state and local 
regulations may be more stringent than the federal standards.  In general, air quality evaluations are 
based on air quality standards developed by the federal and state governments.  Emissions 
limitations are then imposed upon individual sources of air pollutants by the various air agencies.  
Mobile sources of air pollutants are largely controlled through federal and state agencies, while most 
stationary sources are regulated by the local air pollution control or air quality management districts. 
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Federal 

The EPA is the federal agency responsible for setting and enforcing the federal ambient air quality 
standards for atmospheric pollutants.  The EPA regulates emission sources that are under the 
exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives. 

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the EPA requires each state with nonattainment areas to 
prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that describes a strategy for the means to 
attain the federal standards for ozone and particulate matter.  The SIP must integrate federal, state, 
and local plan components and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a 
combination of performance standards and market-based programs.  Areas designated as serious 
non-attainment are required to achieve attainment by June 15, 2013. 

Clean Air Act 

The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), as amended, establishes air quality standards for several 
pollutants.  These standards are divided into primary standards and secondary standards.  Primary 
standards are designed to protect public health, and secondary standards are intended to protect 
public welfare from effects such as visibility reduction, soiling, nuisance, and other forms of damage. 
The FCAA requires that regional plans be prepared for non-attainment areas illustrating how the 
federal air quality standards could be met.   

Regulation of TACs is achieved through federal and state controls on individual sources.  The 1990 
FCAA Amendments offer a comprehensive plan for achieving significant reduction in both mobile 
and stationary source emissions of certain designated Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP), with a goal 
of achieving the EPA’s one in one million cancer risk from TACs.  All major stationary sources of 
designated HAPs are required to obtain and pay the required fees for an operating permit under 
Title V of the FCAA Amendments. 

State 

The CARB, a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA), is responsible for 
the coordination and administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs within 
California.  In this capacity, the CARB conducts research, sets State ambient air quality standards, 
compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and provides oversight of 
local programs.  The CARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California, 
consumer products (such as hairspray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types 
of commercial equipment.  It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.  
Additional requirements pertaining to greenhouse gas emissions reduction are described in Section 
4.11, Climate Change. 

California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 requires nonattainment areas to achieve and maintain 
the state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practicable date and local air districts to 
develop plans for attaining the state ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide 
standards.  The CARB has primary responsibility for the development of California’s SIP, for which it 
works closely with the federal government and the local air districts.  The state submitted its latest 
SIP to the federal EPA in November 2007.  The SIP identifies measures that will be implemented to 
reduce ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) emissions to meet federal standards. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Regulation of TACs is achieved through federal and state controls on individual sources. 

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588), California Health and 
Safety Code Section 44300 et seq., provides for the regulation of over 200 air toxics and is the 
primary air contaminant legislation in the state.  The purpose of AB 2588 is to identify and inventory 
toxic air emissions and to communicate the potential for adverse health effects to the public.  The 
TAC control strategy involves reviewing new sources to ensure compliance with required emission 
controls and limits, maintaining an inventory of existing sources of TACs, and developing new rules 
and regulations to reduce TAC emissions.  

The Children's Environmental Health Protection Act (Senate Bill 25) establishes specific 
requirements to determine if children are adequately protected from the harmful effects of air 
pollution. This Act requires that the state's list of TACs be reviewed to identify contaminants that 
might cause infants and children to be especially susceptible to illness and to institute Air Toxic 
Control Measures (ATCM) that would be needed to reduce exposures. 

CARB has published the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-
Fueled Engines and Vehicles. This plan identifies diesel particulate matter as the predominant TAC 
in California and proposes methods for reducing diesel emissions from mobile, stationary, and area-
wide sources.  CARB has also prepared an informational document, Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook A Community Health Perspective (2005), with recommended guidelines for siting 
sensitive land uses near sources of mobile TAC emissions such as DPM. 

The California Code of Regulations, Title 3, Division 6, regulates the application of aerial pesticides.  
The regulation requires the applicator of such pesticides to prevent substantial pesticide drift, and 
prohibits the application of pesticides when there is the reasonable possibility of contamination of 
persons or animals not involved in the application. 

Local 

Placer Air Pollution Control District 

The PCAPCD is the primary agency responsible for planning to meet federal and State ambient air 
quality standards in Placer County.   

Rules 

The PCAPCD has several rules that relate to the Proposed Project, which are summarized below: 

• Rule 205 – Nuisance 

Prohibits a person from discharging, from any source whatsoever, such quantities of air 
contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any 
considerable number of persons or to the public or which endanger the comfort, repose, 
health or safety of any such person or the public or which cause or have a natural tendency 
to cause injury or damage to business or property. 

• Rule 217 – Cutback and Emulsified Paving Materials 

Limits the types of asphalt that can be used for paving purposes. 
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• Rule 218 Architectural Coatings 

Sets volatile organic compound (VOC) limits for architectural coatings products used and 
sold within Placer County. 

• Rule 228 Fugitive Dust 

Aims to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air, or discharged 
into the ambient air, as a result of anthropogenic (man-made) fugitive dust sources by 
requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. 

• Rule 235 – Adhesives 

Sets VOC limits from the application of commercial and industrial adhesive or sealant 
products, and from related solvents and strippers. 

• Rule 236 – Wood Products Coating Operations 

Establishes VOC limits from coatings and strippers used on wood products, and from 
products used in surface preparation and cleanup. 

• Rule 246 – Natural Gas-Fired Water Heaters 

Limits NOx from natural gas-fired water heaters. 

Off-Site Air Quality Mitigation Fund 

The PCAPCD encourages permanent on-site air quality mitigation to reduce project emissions.  
However, if sufficient measures cannot be implemented on-site to adequately reduce a project’s 
emissions, then payment into the PCAPCD’s Off-Site Air Quality Mitigation Fund is used to offset air 
quality impacts.  The PCACPD has adopted a policy to receive and distribute air quality mitigation 
funds from development projects under this program.  A copy of the Off-Site Air Quality Mitigation 
Fund policy is included in this Draft EIR in Appendix D. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The PCAPCD is also responsible for the control of toxic air contaminants generated by stationary 
sources within the County.  As part of the permitting process for new stationary sources of 
emissions, the PCAPCD would review the permit application and determine whether the equipment 
has the potential to generate levels of toxic air contaminants that would expose the local population 
to a maximum individual cancer risk of 10 in one million.  If so, a health risk assessment must to be 
prepared to evaluate the potential cancer risk.  If a potential maximum individual cancer risk of more 
than 10 in one million is identified, the equipment would need to incorporate the best available 
control technology to and/or limit its operations to ensure that this threshold is not exceeded.  This 
would only apply to the Proposed Project if TAC-producing stationary equipment were developed on 
the Proposed Project site. 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan goals and policies that relate to air quality.  Please see Chapter 6 for more information 
on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with General Plan policies 
were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the City 
Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The analysis in this section focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in ambient air quality 
due to construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Air pollutant emissions associated with 
the Proposed Project would result from construction activities, increased residential population, 
commercial uses, and increased traffic volumes.   

The PCAPCD has worked cooperatively with other air districts in the Sacramento area to produce 
guidance for CEQA analyses (CEQA Guide to Air Quality Assessment [CEQA Guide].  The 
document is designed to assist lead agencies in evaluating impacts to air quality from their proposed 
projects and recommends methods for use by lead agencies when making a determination of 
significance.  The CEQA Guide establishes standards for three types of impacts: 

1. short-term impacts from construction,  

2. long-term impacts from project operation, and  

3. cumulative impacts.   

The PCAPCD recommends using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s 
(SMAQMD) July 2004 guidance document, Guide to Air Quality Assessment (Guide), to evaluate the 
impacts of projects.  In addition, the PCAPCD has set its own numerical thresholds of significance, 
which are different from those set by the SMAQMD.  The net increase in emissions generated by 
these activities and other secondary sources have been estimated and compared to numerical 
thresholds of significance recommended by the PCAPCD. 

Construction Impacts 

The Proposed Project area comprises approximately 703 acres of undeveloped grasslands.  The 
demolition, clearing, grading, and construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would 
all generate emissions.  Daily construction emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 
emissions model.  Input assumptions are based on the unit and acreage values listed in Table 2-1 
and in the phasing timeline shown in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, Project Description.  Emissions from 
overlapping phases were then combined to determine the maximum daily emissions that would 
occur from the grading of the Proposed Project during a specific phase.  Appendix D contains the 
detailed URBEMIS 2007 modeling output. 

Construction emissions were separately estimated for the Lewis Property development and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion.  However, because land uses in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion cannot 
proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project, the analysis also 
conservatively analyzes a scenario that accounts for the overlap of Lewis Property development with 
Aitken Ranch II part of the Programmatic Portion for the years 2011-2017 to estimate potential 
maximum daily construction emissions estimates.   

Operational Emissions 

Operational emissions refer to the emissions that are generated by the normal day-to-day activity of 
the project.  These activities include “area source emissions” from heating and cooling of buildings, 
landscape maintenance, and the use of consumer products, and mobile emissions associated with 
vehicle traffic. 
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The average daily operational emissions of criteria pollutants were estimated by using the URBEMIS 
2007 model.  Emissions from increased vehicle traffic were calculated using the daily trip generation 
rates used in the traffic study, which are shown in Table 4.3-5 in Section 4.3, Transportation and 
Circulation, as described in greater detail below.  Area source operational emissions are based on 
the proposed land uses, acreages, and number and type of units or development listed in Table 2-1 
in Chapter 2, Project Description.  Please refer to Appendix D for modeling assumptions and results. 

As explained in Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, the traffic impact study analyzed 
transportation impacts for the entire project (versus the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion separately).  This is approach conservatively estimates the impacts of the Proposed Project 
because other properties within Village 7 could develop at the same time as the Lewis Property 
(e.g., Aitken Ranch II).  It does not distinguish between Lewis Property-only traffic and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion-only traffic because land uses in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion cannot 
proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project.   

Operational emissions were estimated for the Lewis Property for year 2020 using the development 
assumptions in Table 2-1, the timeline for Phases 1 through 6 (Table 2-2) for the Lewis Property 
only, and the trip generation rates in Table 4.3-5.  The year 2020 was selected because it represents 
a maximum buildout condition of the Lewis Property within the same timeframe as the buildout 
scenario for the entire Village 7 Specific Plan (i.e., the maximum buildout trip-generation in the traffic 
impact study).  This accounts for any potential overlap with occupancy of Aitken Ranch II or other 
properties.   

Emissions associated with buildout of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan were based on the trip 
generation rates and gross trip rates in Table 4.3-5 to conservatively estimate operational emissions 
from mobile sources. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

To determine whether the Proposed Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would result in a 
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact, 
this analysis uses CO2 emissions as a proxy for all GHG emissions.  Estimated CO2 emissions from 
mobile and area sources were generated in the URBEMIS 2007 model using information from the 
traffic analysis conducted for the Proposed Project, at full buildout, and land use assumptions in 
Table 2-1.  The reader is referred to Section 4.11, Climate Change, of this Draft EIR for the detailed 
analysis of GHG and climate change. 

Localized CO Concentrations 

CO concentration levels are highest near crowded or congested intersections where traffic is slow or 
idling.  The Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, possibly 
degrading the existing level of service (LOS) and increasing CO concentrations at nearby 
intersections.  Normally, barring other environmental considerations, CO concentrations are typically 
analyzed at intersections classified as LOS “D” or worse, which is usually considered to be 
“unacceptable” for traffic circulation.   

The CALINE4 dispersion model for predicting CO concentrations is the preferred method of 
estimating pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptors near congested roadways and 
intersections.  For each intersection analyzed, CALINE4 adds roadway-specific CO emissions 
calculated from peak-hour turning volumes to the existing ambient CO air concentrations.  For this 
analysis, CO concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure.  
The simplified model is intended as a screening analysis in order to identify a potential CO hotspot.  
This methodology assumes worst-case conditions and provides a screening of maximum, worst-
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case CO concentrations. The closest monitoring station to the Proposed Project site is the Roseville 
– North Sunrise Boulevard station.  To ensure that an adequate margin of safety was used, the 
highest 8-hour CO reading from the Roseville – North Sunrise Boulevard station was used as the 
background concentration.  Year 2020 was selected for the existing plus project condition for the 
reasons explained under Operational Emissions, above.  Year 2025 was selected for the cumulative 
analysis, consistent with the cumulative year 2025 used in the traffic impact study.  Appendix E 
contains the CO data. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The specific businesses that could operate in the Specific Plan have not been determined; therefore, 
the impact analysis approach is qualitative based on the general types of land uses proposed in the 
Specific Plan.  Proximity to off-site sources of TACs is also evaluated qualitatively.  CARB has not 
yet issued or adopted a statewide guidance for diesel toxic impact analyses for various source 
categories.  Therefore, construction diesel particulate and operation emissions are qualitatively 
evaluated based on general assumptions identified by CARB in its risk reduction plan and risk 
scenarios. 

Odors 

The odor study prepared for the WWTRF (April 2006)10 used data from a surveying program as input 
values into the EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex-Short Term (ISCST3) atmospheric 
dispersion model. The results of the model were used to generate contours of odor perception 
around the City of Lincoln WWTRF.  This approach served to predict odor impacts outside the 
boundary of the WWTRF under worst-case meteorological conditions.  The results of this study were 
incorporated into the odor impact evaluation in this section.  Potential odor impacts from the WRSL 
and agricultural operations were qualitatively evaluated. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on air quality would be considered significant if the Proposed 
Project would: 

• Cause a predicted violation of the State CO ambient air quality standards due to project 
traffic on the local street network on both a project-only and a cumulative level; 

• Create emissions of an ozone precursor PM10, or CO exceeding the PCAPCD-recommended 
thresholds of significance.  The PCAPCD considers the following generation of emissions to 
represent a significant adverse impact: 

o 82 pounds per day of ROG 

o 82 pounds per day of NOx 

o 550 pounds per day of CO 

o 82 pounds per day of PM10 

• Result in an exceedance or provide a substantial contribution to an existing violation of the 
CAAQS for any other criteria pollutant on either a project-specific or cumulative level; 

• Create a considerable risk to human health from TACs; 

• Create the potential to frequently expose members of the public to objectionable odors; or 

                                                  
10  ECO:LOGIC Engineering, City of Lincoln Odor Emissions Evaluation. April 2006.  
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• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

As identified in the SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment (July 2004), a proposed project is 
considered cumulatively significant if:  

• The project requires a change in the existing land use designation (i.e., general plan 
amendment, rezone), and projected emissions (ROG, NOx or PM10) of the proposed project 
are greater than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the existing land 
use designation. 

• Projected emissions (ROG, NOx), or emission concentrations (criteria pollutants), of the 
proposed project are greater than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under 
the existing land use designation. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.4-1 Grading and other earth-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Project 
would generate emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. 

Lewis Property  

Grading (including clearing and grubbing, trenching, placement of fill, and soil compaction) of the 
Lewis Property portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan would result in the emission of PM10 and PM2.5.  
Because the project site would not be graded all at once but in separate phases, PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions from grading would be spread out over a period of years.  As shown in Table 2-2 in 
Chapter 2, Project Description, the Lewis Property would be built out in six phases from 2010 to 
2017, with a total of 515.9 developed acres.  The results of this modeling are shown in Table 4.4-6.  
The PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for each pollutant by year in Table 4.4-6 reflect the total PM10 and 
PM2.5 emissions generated during the various phases of construction (earthwork/grading, 
construction, finish work such as painting, asphalt paving, and construction worker trips).  For 
detailed information regarding the specific PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with each of these 
phases, please see the URBEMIS model output in Appendix D in this Draft EIR.  As shown, PM10 
emissions (mitigated) during grading would substantially exceed the PCAPCD PM10 threshold of 
significance of 82 pounds per day in all years but 2017.  This would be a significant impact.   

Site development would also generate PM2.5 emissions.  Table 4.4-6 shows the estimated levels.  
The PCAPCD has not adopted an impact threshold for PM2.5. 

Because sensitive receptors are located in close proximity to the construction site and would be 
periodically and temporarily subjected to emissions that could exceed adopted thresholds, the 
impact would be considered short-term significant and unavoidable. 

4.4-1(A) The following mitigation measures shall be implemented by the applicant during all 
grading activities:  

• The applicant shall submit to the City of Lincoln, as the lead agency, and receive 
approval of a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan prior to groundbreaking. 
This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements found in 
section 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust.  The applicant shall have 
a pre-construction meeting for grading activities for 20 or more acres to discuss 
the construction emission/dust control plan with employees and/or contractors 
and the District is to be invited.  The applicant shall suspend all grading 
operations when fugitive dusts exceed District Rule 228 Fugitive Dust limitations.  
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TABLE 4.4-6 
 

LEWIS PROPERTY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR 
(MAXIMUM POUNDS PER DAY) 

Emissions and 
Impact Threshold 

ROG 
82 lbs/day 

NOx 
82 lbs/day 

CO 
550 lbs/day 

PM10 
82 lbs/day 
(mitigated) 

PM2.5 
(mitigated) 

2010 
Emissions 53.2 294.41 142.41 397.91 93.89 

Exceeds threshold? No yes No Yes  
2011 

Emissions 103.45 341.55 300.31 401.75 96.9 
Exceeds threshold? Yes Yes No Yes  

2012 
Emissions 75.51 62.15 153.98 4.65 3.75 

Exceeds threshold? No No No No  
2013 

Emissions 105.79 248.99 243.86 339.2 80.02 
Exceeds threshold? Yes Yes No Yes  

2014 
Emissions 168.57 339.04 323.78 459.49 108.49 

Exceeds threshold? Yes Yes No Yes  
2015 

Emissions 357.4 298.02 354.74 298.08 74.02 
Exceeds threshold? Yes Yes No Yes  

2016 
Emissions 353.0 112.64 133.6 171.04 39.88 

Exceeds threshold? Yes Yes No Yes  
2017 

Emissions 132.92 0.04 0.8 0.01 0.01 
Exceeds threshold? yes No no no  
Source:  PBS&J, 2008.  Compiled from URBEMIS 2007 output included in Appendix D. 

 

An applicant representative, certified by CARB to perform Visible Emissions 
Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate compliance to Rule 228, Fugitive 
Dust. This requirement for a VEE is for projects grading 20 or more acres 
regardless of how many acres are to be disturbed daily. It is to be noted that 
fugitive dust is not to exceed 40% opacity and not go beyond property boundary 
at any time. If lime or other drying agents are utilized to dry out wet grading areas 
they shall be controlled as to not exceed District Rule 228 Fugitive Dust 
limitations. 

• Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite. 
Operational water truck(s) shall be onsite, as required, to control fugitive dust.  
Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, 
and dirt from being released or tracked off-site. 

• Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative mats, or other appropriate 
best management practices to manufacturers specifications, to all-inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours). 

• Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking areas 
and wet broom or wash streets if silt is carried over to adjacent public 
thoroughfares. 

• Install wheel washers or wash all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 
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• Vegetation materials removed from the site during construction shall not be 
burned in the open.  Vegetative material should be chipped or delivered to waste-
to-energy facilities. 

• Active grading sites shall be watered at least twice daily. 

• A traffic speed limit of 15 miles per hours shall be posted and enforced on all 
unpaved construction roads. 

• All excavating and grading activities shall be suspended when wind speeds (as 
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour and dust is transported onto 
adjacent developed properties. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be developed over a period of approximately 10 years, 
from 2011 to 2020, as shown in Table 2-2.  Development of the Aitken Ranch II portion of the 
Programmatic would overlap with development of the Lewis Property in years 2011 to 2017. 

Table 4.4-7A shows the mitigated PM10 emissions that would be generated by development of the 
Programmatic Portion only.  As the data indicate, construction of the Programmatic Portion would 
generate PM10 emissions that are projected to exceed the impact criterion of 82 lbs/day in years 
2011, 2012, 2018, and 2019, but the levels would not be as high as the PM10 emissions estimated 
for the Lewis Property (see Table 4.4-6).   

Because land uses in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion cannot proceed without approval of the 
entire Village 7 Specific Plan project, this impact conservatively analyzes a scenario that accounts 
for the overlap of Lewis Property development with Aitken Ranch II for the years 2011-2017 to 
estimate potential maximum daily PM10 emissions estimates.  The results of the analysis are shown 
in Table 4.4-7B.  In this scenario, PM10 emissions would substantially exceed the threshold in all 
years except 2017.  After buildout of the Lewis Property and Aitken Ranch II, PM10 emissions would 
still also exceed the threshold in 2018 and 2019. 

Therefore, because PM10 emissions are estimated to exceed the threshold of significance of 
82 pounds per day for the Programmatic Portion, this is considered a significant impact.   

As described for the Lewis Property, PM2.5 emissions would also be generated during earth-
disturbing construction activities in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  Estimated levels are shown 
in Tables 4.4-7A and 4.4-7B. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures could reduce the magnitude of the PM10 
emissions impact to levels below the PCAPCD threshold during certain days or years of 
construction.  However, there would be periods when levels would exceed the threshold.  Because 
sensitive receptors are located in close proximity to the construction site and would be periodically 
and temporarily subjected to emissions that could exceed adopted thresholds, the impact would be 
considered short-term significant and unavoidable. 

4.4-1(B) The following mitigation measures shall be implemented by the applicant during all 
grading activities:  

• The applicant shall submit to the City of Lincoln, as the lead agency, and receive 
approval of a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan prior to groundbreaking.  
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TABLE 4.4-7A 

 
VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION ONLY  

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR  
(MAXIMUM POUNDS PER DAY) 

Emissions and 
Impact Threshold 

ROG 
82 lbs/day 

NOx 
82 lbs/day 

CO 
550 lbs/day 

PM10 
82 lbs/day 
(mitigated) 

PM2.5 
(mitigated) 

2011 
Emissions 10.55 89.8 46.39 193.27 43.41 

Exceeds threshold? no yes no yes  
2012 

Emissions 14.53 84.04 44.05 192.93 43.1 
Exceeds threshold? No no no yes  

2013 
Emissions 19.47 66.9 89.15 4.52 3.8 

Exceeds threshold? no no no No  
2014 

Emissions 4.82 25.83 65.41 1.92 1.51 
Exceeds threshold? no no no no  

2015 
Emissions 4.4 23.4 60.78 1.82 1.41 

Exceeds threshold? no no no no  
2016 

Emissions 4.02 21.31 57.05 1.65 1.25 
Exceeds threshold? no no no no  

2017 
Emissions 95.97 19.47 54.24 1.53 1.15 

Exceeds threshold? no no no no  
2018 

Emissions 100.95 88.16 65.7 123.75 29.11 
Exceeds threshold? yes Yes no Yes  

2019 
Emissions 62.4 104.25 106.91 124.74 29.86 

Exceeds threshold? No Yes No Yes  
2020 

Emissions 59.77 8.99 13.59 0.4 0.42 
Exceeds threshold? no no no no  
Source:  PBS&J, 2008.  Compiled from URBEMIS 2007 output included in Appendix D. 
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TABLE 4.4-7B 
 

LEWIS PROPERTY PLUS AITKEN RANCH II (OVERLAPPING PHASES 2011-2017) 
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR 

(MAXIMUM POUNDS PER DAY) 

Emissions and 
Impact Threshold 

ROG 
82 lbs/day 

NOx 
82 lbs/day 

CO 
550 lbs/day 

PM10 
82 lbs/day 
(mitigated) 

PM2.5 
(mitigated) 

2011 
Emissions 114.0 294.41 346.7 595.02 140.31 

Exceeds threshold? yes yes No Yes  
2012 

Emissions 90.04 431.35 198.03 197.58 46.85 
Exceeds threshold? Yes yes No yes  

2013 
Emissions 125.26 146.19 333.01 343.72 83.82 

Exceeds threshold? yes yes No Yes  
2014 

Emissions 173.39 315.89 389.19 461.41 110.0 
Exceeds threshold?   No Yes  

2015 
Emissions 361.8 364.87 415.52 299.9 75.43 

Exceeds threshold? Yes yes No Yes  
2016 

Emissions 357.02 321.42 109.65 172.69 41.13 
Exceeds threshold? yes Yes No yes  

2017 
Emissions 228.89 133.95 55.04 1.54 1.16 

Exceeds threshold? yes yes no no  
Source:  PBS&J, 2008.  Compiled from URBEMIS 2007 output included in Appendix D. 

 

This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements found in 
section 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. The applicant shall have 
a pre-construction meeting for grading activities for 20 or more acres to discuss 
the construction emission/dust control plan with employees and/or contractors 
and the District is to be invited. The applicant shall suspend all grading 
operations when fugitive dusts exceed District Rule 228 Fugitive Dust limitations. 
An applicant representative, certified by CARB to perform Visible Emissions 
Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate compliance to Rule 228, Fugitive 
Dust. This requirement for a VEE is for projects grading 20 or more acres 
regardless of how many acres are to be disturbed daily. It is to be noted that 
fugitive dust is not to exceed 40% opacity and not go beyond property boundary 
at any time. If lime or other drying agents are utilized to dry out wet grading areas 
they shall be controlled as to not exceed District Rule 228 Fugitive Dust 
limitations. 

• Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite. 
Operational water truck(s) shall be onsite, as required, to control fugitive dust.  
Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, 
and dirt from being released or tracked off-site. 

• Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative mats, or other appropriate 
best management practices to manufacturers specifications, to all-inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours). 
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• Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking areas 
and wet broom or wash streets if silt is carried over to adjacent public 
thoroughfares. 

• Install wheel washers or wash all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 

• Vegetation materials removed from the site during construction shall not be 
burned in the open.  Vegetative material should be chipped or delivered to waste-
to-energy facilities. 

• Active grading sites shall be watered at least twice daily. 

• A traffic speed limit of 15 miles per hours shall be posted and enforced on all 
unpaved construction roads. 

• All excavating and grading activities shall be suspended when wind speeds (as 
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour and dust is transported onto 
adjacent developed properties. 

4.4-2 Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would generate 
emissions of criteria air pollutants ROG and NOx that would exceed PCAPCD 
thresholds. 

Lewis Property  

Off-road heavy equipment would be used during all phases associated with the construction of the 
residences, commercial buildings, elementary school, and associated infrastructure.  This 
construction activity would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants. Emissions from construction 
activity were modeled, with the results of this modeling shown in Table 4.4-6.  Emissions from 
overlapping phases were combined to determine peak construction emission levels. 

The ROG, NOx, and CO emissions for each pollutant by year in Table 4.4-6 reflect the total ROG, 
NOx, and CO emissions generated during the various phases of construction (earthwork/grading, 
construction, finish work such as painting, asphalt paving, and construction worker trips).  For 
detailed information regarding the specific ROG, NOx, and CO emissions associated with each of 
these phases, please see the URBEMIS model output in Appendix D in this Draft EIR.   

As shown in Table 4.4-6, peak construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed PCAPCD 
thresholds of significance during the majority of construction.  Some mitigation measures are 
available to reduce NOx emissions from construction activities, but there are no mitigation measures 
for ROG or CO that could substantially reduce emissions of these pollutants below adopted 
standards.  This would be a significant impact for ROG and NOx.  CO thresholds would not be 
exceeded. 

Mitigation Measure 

In addition to measures required by policies in the City of Lincoln General Plan (see Chapter 6, for a 
list of relevant General Plan policies), implementation of the following mitigation measure would 
lessen the magnitude of the construction NOx impact, but would not reduce it to levels below the 
PCAPCD thresholds during periods of exceedance.  The requirements listed in the mitigation 
measure would help reduce emissions of particulate matter, ROG, and CO, but not below PCAPCD 
thresholds. Consequently, this would remain a short-term significant and unavoidable impact. 
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4.4-2(A) During all phases of construction, the project applicant shall ensure that the following 
mitigation measures are implemented: 

• During second stage smog alerts (0.350 ppm of ozone), the construction day 
shall be shortened and the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the 
same time shall be reduced. 

• Construction equipment operators shall shut off equipment when not in use to 
avoid unnecessary idling.  Vehicle idling shall be kept below 10 minutes. 

• 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 and the equipment must be 
repaired within 72 hours. An applicant representative, certified to perform Visible 
Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and 
heavy-duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement 
for projects grading more than 20 acres in size regardless in how many acres are 
to be disturbed daily. 

• The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory (i.e. 
make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 
horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the 
construction project. The project representative shall provide the District with the 
anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone 
number of the project manager and on-site foreman. The project shall provide a 
plan for approval by the District demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 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 up to 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction 
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average.  The District should be 
contacted for average fleet emission data.  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.  Contractors can access the PCAPCD or 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District's web site to determine 
if their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure. 

• The following measure shall be incorporated into construction bid documents:  All 
applicable pieces (at a minimum three pieces) of diesel equipment used on the 
site during the demolition, earthmoving and clearing stages of construction shall 
be fitted with a level 3 California Air Resources Board verified diesel emission 
control system.  Prior to the issuance of a demolition or grading permit, the 
construction contractor and/or applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and the City 
a certified list of the non-road diesel powered construction equipment that will be 
retrofitted with emission control devices or that will use Clean Fuels. The Clean 
Fuels shall consist of low NOx and PM10 emission diesel fuel that (1) can be used 
without engine modification, (2) is certified to provide a minimum emissions 
reduction of 30 percent PM10 and 10 percent NOx when compared to No. 2 
Diesel Fuel, and (3) is included on the CARB Verification List. For each non-road 
diesel powered construction equipment that will not be retrofitted or use Clean 
Fuels, the project applicant shall provide an explanation detailing why such 
measures are not employed.  The list shall include (1) the equipment number, 
type, make, and contractor/sub-contractor name; (2) the emission control device 
make, model and EPA or CARB verification number; and/or (3) the type and 
source of fuel to be used.  If any diesel powered non-road construction 
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equipment is found to be in non-compliance with this specification, the contractor 
will be issued a Notice of Non-Compliance and given a 24 hour period in which to 
bring the equipment into compliance or remove it from the project. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would include residential units, parks, and open 
space, which would generate construction ROG, NOx, and CO emissions as described above.  
Table 4.4-7A shows the estimated emissions from the Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, and Remainder 
properties, if they were developed after buildout of the Lewis Property.  There would be a few 
exceedences of adopted thresholds.   

However, as explained in Impact 4.4-1, because land uses in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
cannot proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project, this impact 
conservatively analyzes a scenario that accounts for the overlap of Lewis Property development with 
Aitken Ranch II for the years 2011-2017 to estimate potential maximum daily ROG, NOx, and CO 
emissions estimates.  The results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.4-7B.  ROG and NOx 
emissions would substantially exceed the threshold in years 2011-2017. After buildout of the Lewis 
Property and Aitken Ranch II, the emissions would still also exceed the threshold in 2018 and 2019. 

This would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

In addition to measures required by policies in the City of Lincoln General Plan (see Chapter 6, for a 
list of relevant General Plan policies), implementation of the following mitigation measure would 
lessen the magnitude of the construction NOx impact, but would not reduce it to levels below the 
PCAPCD thresholds during periods of exceedance.  The requirements listed in the mitigation 
measure would help reduce emissions of particulate matter, ROG, and CO, but not below PCAPCD 
thresholds. Consequently, this would remain a short-term significant and unavoidable impact. 

4.4-2(B) During all phases of construction, the project applicant shall ensure that the following 
mitigation measures are implemented: 

• During second stage smog alerts (0.350 ppm of ozone), the construction day 
shall be shortened and the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the 
same time shall be reduced. 

• Construction equipment operators shall shut off equipment when not in use to 
avoid unnecessary idling.  Vehicle idling shall be kept below 10 minutes. 

• 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 and the equipment must be 
repaired within 72 hours. An applicant representative, certified to perform Visible 
Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and 
heavy-duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement 
for projects grading more than 20 acres in size regardless in how many acres are 
to be disturbed daily. 

• The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory 
(i.e. make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment 
(50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for 
the construction project. The project representative shall provide the District with 
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the anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone 
number of the project manager and on-site foreman. The project shall provide a 
plan for approval by the District demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 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 up to 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction 
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average.  The District should be 
contacted for average fleet emission data.  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. Contractors can access the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District's web site to determine if their off-
road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure. 

• The following measure shall be incorporated into construction bid documents:  All 
applicable pieces (at a minimum three pieces) of diesel equipment used on the 
site during the demolition, earthmoving and clearing stages of construction shall 
be fitted with a level 3 California Air Resources Board verified diesel emission 
control system.  Prior to the issuance of a demolition or grading permit, the 
construction contractor and/or applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and the City 
a certified list of the non-road diesel powered construction equipment that will be 
retrofitted with emission control devices or that will use Clean Fuels. The Clean 
Fuels shall consist of low NOx and PM10 emission diesel fuel that (1) can be used 
without engine modification, (2) is certified to provide a minimum emissions 
reduction of 30 percent PM10 and 10 percent NOx when compared to No. 2 
Diesel Fuel, and (3) is included on the CARB Verification List. For each non-road 
diesel powered construction equipment that will not be retrofitted or use Clean 
Fuels, the project applicant shall provide an explanation detailing why such 
measures are not employed. The list shall include (1) the equipment number, 
type, make, and contractor/sub-contractor name; (2) the emission control device 
make, model and EPA or CARB verification number; and/or (3) the type and 
source of fuel to be used.  If any diesel powered non-road construction 
equipment is found to be in non-compliance with this specification, the contractor 
will be issued a Notice of Non-Compliance and given a 24 hour period in which to 
bring the equipment into compliance or remove it from the project. 

4.4-3 Operation of the Proposed Project would generate emissions of criteria pollutants. 

Lewis Property  

Residential units would be occupied and commercial and school uses would be operational upon 
completion of construction. Operational uses would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants.  
While some of these emissions would be from the use of consumer products (natural gas heating of 
residences and use of landscaping equipment), the vast majority of emissions would be generated 
by residential and commercial vehicle use. Peak daily operational emissions associated with the 
Lewis Property are shown in Table 4.4-8.  Operational emissions reflect the prohibition of wood-
burning fireplaces (modeling is based on this assumption).   

Emissions during both summer and winter months would exceed PCAPCD thresholds of significance 
for ROG, NOx, and CO.  
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TABLE 4.4-8 
 

LEWIS PROPERTY ESTIMATED PEAK DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
(POUNDS PER DAY) 

Summer  
Source ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Water and Space Heating 2.74 35.94 18.96 0.07 0.07 
Fireplaces (Natural gas only)a      
Landscape Maintenance 14.07 0.92 80.43 0.22 0.22 
Consumer Products 120.84     
Architectural Coatings Off-gas 34.69     
 Total Area Source 172.34 36.86 99.39 0.29 0.29 
Motor Vehicles 116.21 106.40 1,123.59 334.79 63.79 

Total Emissions 288.55 143.26 1,222.98 335.08 64.08 
PCAPCD threshold 82 82 550 82  
Significant Impact Yes yes yes yes (c) 

Winter  
Source ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Water and Space Heating 2.74 35.94 18.96 0.07 0.07 
Fireplaces (Natural gas only) 1.07 18.35 7.81 1.48 1.47 
Landscape Maintenanceb      
Consumer Products 120.84     
Architectural Coatings Off-gas 34.69     
 Total Area Source 159.34 54.29 26.77 1.55 1.54 
Motor Vehicles 117.03 154.99 1,212,24 334.79 63.79 

Total Emissions 276.37 209.28 1,239.01 336.34 63.79 
PCAPCD threshold 82 82 550 82  
Significant Impact yes yes yes yes (c) 
Notes: 
a no summer emissions 
b no winter emissions 
c PCAPCD has not established a threshold 
Source:  PBS&J, 2008, compiled from URBEMIS 2007 output included in Appendix D. 

 

The Proposed Project includes several design components that aim to reduce consumption of fossil 
fuels, which would help reduce criteria air pollutant emissions.  For example:  

• Village 7’s planning and design principles are based on an integrative planning approach 
utilizing current progressive thinking from resources such as The Congress for New 
Urbanism, Ahwahnee Principles, Principles of Smart Growth, Urban Land Institute, SACOG, 
and the Local Government Commission.   

• The Village 7 Specific Plan circulation system includes a hierarchy of roads, an extensive 
pedestrian and bikeway network, multi-use trails, and public transit options. Emphasis is 
placed on ensuring connectivity between uses and in creating a safe and efficient circulation 
system that complies with City policies and allows for new and innovative transportation 
alternatives.  Land uses are sited to provide proximity between housing, open space, 
recreation, and schools. Each of the residential neighborhoods are organized so that 
residents are typically no farther than an easy one-quarter mile walk from the focal and 
gathering point for each neighborhood - the village green (park) and/or open space element.   

• Village 7’s roadway system has also been designed to allow the safe and convenient use of 
neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs).  These vehicles are efficient, particularly for local 
trips, and reduce the consumption of fossil fuels, have zero emissions at the point of use, 
and are less noisy than gas vehicles.  Electric vehicles can be used on all roadways with a 
speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less.   
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• Bus service will be expanded to the area based upon demand and funding.  Bus turnouts 
and transit shelters on roadways that are to be served by bus transit in the future will be 
identified and constructed in accordance with City improvement standards and as otherwise 
required by the Public Works Director. Such facilities are anticipated along Ferrari Ranch 
Road and the north-south collector.  Dial-A-Ride transit services will be available to 
Village 7’s residents as demand for this service occurs.  

• The General Development Plan includes project-level strategies for future development 
within each planning area.  This includes approaches such as green building design that 
encourages energy-efficient homes, and the use of recycled and renewable products.  At the 
landscape level, recycled water would be obtained from the City’s WWTRF as it becomes 
available, and plants will be selected that are water conserving, can mitigate wind, and 
provide for sun/shade control.   

• Building-specific strategies to be considered as Village 7 develops will be implemented 
through the GDP and will include, but are not limited to, low-emitting products for furnaces 
and air conditioners, as well as potential photo-voltaic (solar power) systems. Coordinated 
tree plantings and building orientation would also be used to reduce anticipated heating and 
cooling needs. (policies OSC-3.2, OSC-3.7, Further strategies include, but are not limited to 
prohibiting use of wood-burning fireplaces. 

While these design features would help reduce operational emissions, they would not reduce them 
below PCAPCD thresholds of significance.  This would be considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the mitigation measures would further help lessen the severity of impacts from 
operation of the Lewis Property, but emissions of criteria pollutants would still be above PCAPCD 
thresholds of significance.  Even participation in PCAPCD off-site mitigation program (included in 
Appendix D in this Draft EIR) cannot fully mitigate operational impacts from the Proposed Project, 
and no other feasible mitigation measures can be implemented. Consequently, this would be a 
significant and unavoidable impact. 

4.4-3(A) The project applicant shall implement the following mitigation measures prior to issuance 
of building permits:  

• Only low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace shall be installed in residential units 
containing open hearth fireplaces. Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, 
the applicant must provide written proof of compliance with this measure to the 
City and PCAPCD.   

• Only Energy Star-labeled (or equivalent) appliances shall be installed. 

• The project applicant shall participate in the PCAPCD off-site mitigation program 
for post-mitigated emissions that exceed PCAPCD thresholds. Off-site mitigation 
strategies include retrofitting existing on-road heavy-duty vehicles/equipment with 
cleaner burning engines, retrofitting or purchasing new low emission agriculture 
pumps, transit vehicles, and CNG fueling infrastructure. To participate in the off-
site mitigation program, the applicant shall pay into the PCAPCD off-site 
mitigation program, included in Appendix D in this Draft EIR, in consultation with 
PCAPCD.   
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Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Operation of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would include residential units, parks, open space, 
and an elementary school.  As explained in Impact 4.4-1, because land uses in the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion cannot proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project, 
this impact conservatively analyzes a scenario that accounts for the overlap of Lewis Property 
development with the Village 7 Programmatic Portion to estimate potential maximum daily ROG, 
NOx, and CO emissions estimates.  The results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.4-9.  The levels 
would exceed PCAPCD established thresholds of significance.  Accordingly, this would be 
considered a significant impact.  

TABLE 4.4-9 
 

VILLAGE 7 SPECIFIC PLAN ESTIMATED PEAK DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
(POUNDS PER DAY) 

Summer  
Source ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Water and Space Heating 3.52 46.16 23.31 0.09 0.09 
Fireplaces (Natural gas only)a      
Landscape Maintenance 20.64 1.33 116.82 0.31 0.31 
Consumer Products 160.71     
Architectural Coatings Off-gas 46.28     
 Total Area Source 231.15 47.49 140.13 0.40 0.40 
Motor Vehicles 153.97 142.8 1,508.78 449.36 85.61 

Total Emissions 385.12 190.26 1,648.91 449.76 86.01 
PCAPCD threshold 82 82 550 82  
Significant Impact yes yes yes Yes (c) 

Winter  
Water and Space Heating 3.52 46.16 23.31 0.09 0.09 
Fireplaces (Natural gas only) 1.47 25.11 10.69 2.03 2.01 
Landscape Maintenanceb      
Consumer Products 160.71     
Architectural Coatings Off-gas 46.28     
 Total Area Source 211.98 71.27 34.00 2.12 2.10 
Motor Vehicles 157.09 208.01 1,627.40 449.36 85.61 

Total Emissions 369.07 279.28 1,661.40 451.48 87.71 
PCAPCD threshold 82 82 550 82  
Significant Impact yes yes yes yes (c) 
Notes: 
a no summer emissions 
b no winter emissions 
c PCAPCD has not established a standard 
Source:  PBS&J, 2008, compiled from URBEMIS 2007 output included in Appendix D. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

The design features summarized for the Lewis Property would also apply to development in the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  As described for the Lewis Property, above, while implementation 
of the design features and the following mitigation measure would lessen the severity of impacts 
from operation of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, emissions of criteria pollutants would still be 
above PCAPCD thresholds of significance.  Consequently, this would be a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
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4.4-3(B) The project applicant shall implement the following mitigation measures prior to issuance 
of building permits:  

• Only low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace shall be installed in residential units 
containing open hearth fireplaces. Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, 
the applicant must provide written proof of compliance with this measure to the 
City and PCAPCD. 

• Only Energy Star-labeled (or equivalent) appliances shall be installed. 

• The project applicant shall participate in the PCAPCD off-site mitigation program 
for post-mitigated emissions that exceed PCAPCD thresholds. Off-site mitigation 
strategies include retrofitting existing on-road heavy-duty vehicles/equipment with 
cleaner burning engines, retrofitting or purchasing new low emission agriculture 
pumps, transit vehicles, and CNG fueling infrastructure. To participate in the off-
site mitigation program, the applicant shall pay into the PCAPCD off-site 
mitigation program, included in Appendix D in this Draft EIR, in consultation with 
PCAPCD. 

4.4-4 Operation of the Proposed Project would increase CO levels at nearby intersections, 
but not to levels that would exceed established thresholds. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Operation of the Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project would increase vehicle trips on 
existing roadways, as would the Programmatic Portion.  The traffic impact study (see Section 4.3, 
Transportation and Circulation, in this Draft EIR) examined 17 intersections that would be most 
affected.  According to the traffic report, six of these intersections would experience LOS of “D” or 
worse at one time or another once the project is built and fully operational.  Of these six 
intersections, three would experience either unacceptable LOS or have their already unacceptable 
LOS further degraded.  These three intersections were modeled for their potential to produce an 
exceedance of the CO CAAQS using the simplified CALINE4 screening procedure (see Appendix 
E).  The analysis conservatively estimates the impacts of the Proposed Project because other 
properties within Village 7 could develop at the same time as the Lewis Property (e.g., Aitken Ranch 
II).  It does not distinguish between Lewis Property-only traffic and Village 7 Programmatic Portion-
only traffic because land uses in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion cannot proceed without 
approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project.  

The results of this modeling are shown in Table 4.4-10.  As shown in the table, none of the 
intersections that would experience LOS “D” or worse would have the potential to exceed the 
CAAQS of 9.0 ppm over eight hours or 20 ppm over one hour under existing plus project conditions.  
Consequently, the impact would be considered less than significant.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.4-4(A)&(B) None required (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion). 
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TABLE 4.4-10 
 

LOCALIZED CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 
(EXISTING PLUS PROJECT) 

CO Concentrations in Parts per Million1 
25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet 

Intersection 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 
Joiner Pkwy/Nicolaus Road 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.7 1.4 
SR 65/1st Street 2.1 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.8 1.6 
Fiddyment Rd./Blue Oaks Blvd. 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 
SR 65/7th Street 2.0 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.5 
SR 65/SR 193 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 
SR 65/Ferrari Ranch Road 2.0 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.5 
State 1-hour standard is 20 parts per million.  State 8-hour standard is 9.0 parts per million. 
Source: PBS&J, 2008.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix E. 

 

4.4-5 Project occupants could be exposed to intermittent odors from the City of Lincoln 
Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF), Western Regional Sanitary 
Landfill (WRSL) Material Recovery Facility (MRF), or nearby agricultural operations. 

Lewis Property 

Development of the Lewis Property would place the closest new residential development 
approximately 524 feet to the east of the easternmost property line of the WWTRF. As described in 
the Environmental Setting, ECO:LOGIC Engineering conducted several odor surveys in the area 
surrounding the Lincoln WWTRF, the results of which were reported in City of Lincoln Odor 
Emissions Evaluation (April 2006).11  The objectives of the surveys were to establish the extent to 
which odors from the WWTRF and the maturation ponds could be detected off-site and to document 
other odors in the area.  The report concluded that no WWTRF odors were detected beyond the 
plant’s property lines.  Odors from the maturation ponds, which are west of the WWTRF, were 
detected up to 1,500 feet downwind, but do not impact the project site.  The report stated that 
beyond the ponds area the odors would be considered neutral, unlike the odors typically associated 
with wastewater treatment plants, which are universally considered unpleasant.  Further, the 
WWTRF is required to operate in compliance with applicable regulations and in a manner that 
minimizes off-site odors.  The report also determined that the wider area surrounding the WWTRF 
was often blanketed with odors from the MRF on Athens Road. 

The location of the land uses proposed in the Lewis Property in the southwest corner of the site 
reflects a one-mile buffer around the WRSL.  While it is not anticipated odors from the MRF would 
affect the project site on a regular basis, there may be times when the velocity of prevailing winds 
from the southwest may be sufficient enough to carry odors emanating from the MRF into the project 
site.  The odors may be perceived as unpleasant by some individuals. 

Agricultural activities may generate odors that could be considered a nuisance by future occupants 
and visitors.  Numerous open space, linear park, roadway landscape setbacks, and park and 
recreation areas are planned, which would serve as buffers between residences and agricultural 
uses.  Even with buffer areas, it is possible that adjacent agricultural uses could cause a potential 
odor nuisance to project residences.  Placer County has adopted a Right-to-Farm Ordinance 
(County Code 5.24.040) to reduce the loss of productivity of the County’s commercial agricultural 
resources by limiting the circumstances under which agricultural operations may be deemed to 
constitute a nuisance.  As described in Impact 4.1-2 in Section 4.1, Land Use, the Right-to-Farm 
                                                  
11  Available for review at the City of Lincoln, Community Development Department. 
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Ordinance would not prevent potential nuisance activities that generate odors from occurring.  
However, it requires notification about potential odor-generated activities.  With this notification, new 
home buyers would be made aware of operations on adjacent property and would have the 
opportunity to evaluate the personal significance of potential nuisances, such as odors.   

Because the Proposed Project would not frequently expose project occupants and visitors to 
objectionable odors, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Improvement Measure 

While it is unlikely that project occupants and visitors would be affected by odors from off-site 
sources, it is difficult to account for variability in personal sensitivity.  Although the Lewis Property 
would not result in a significant impact and mitigation would not be required, implementation of the 
following improvement measure is recommended to further reduce this less-than-significant impact 
by providing notification to potential buyers (some of whom might be especially sensitive to odors) of 
potential odor impacts. The following measure is recommended to ensure that full disclosure is 
achieved.  

4.4-5(A)  Record perpetual notices for all lots within the Village 7 Specific Plan indicating that 
odors from the Lincoln WWTRF, WRSL, and agricultural operations could occur, and 
provide copies of this notice to all buyers of these properties.  

Village 7 Programmatic Area 

The Remainder Area portions of the Village 7 Programmatic area would be adjacent to and within 
several hundred feet of the WWTRF’s northeastern boundary.  The distance between the 
“headworks” at the WWTRF to the nearest residential land use (in the Remainder Area) area would 
be approximately 3,200 feet.  The Remainder Area would be outside the one-mile WRSL buffer.  
Agricultural operations could occur in the vicinity of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion. However, as 
described for the Lewis Property, there would not be a permanent or substantial source of odors that 
would affect the Proposed Project.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Improvement Measure 

While it is unlikely that project occupants and visitors would be affected by odors in the 
Programmatic Area, as described for the Lewis Property, it is difficult to account for variability in 
personal sensitivity.  Buyers should be informed of the locations of potential odor sources.  The 
following measure is recommended to further reduce this less-than-significant impact by providing 
notification to potential buyers (some of whom might be especially sensitive to odors) of potential 
odor impacts. The following measure is recommended to ensure that full disclosure is achieved.  

4.4-5(B)  Record perpetual notices for all lots within the Village 7 Specific Plan indicating that 
odors from the Lincoln WWTRF, WRSL, and agricultural operations could occur, and 
provide copies of this notice to all buyers of these properties.  

4.4-6 The Proposed Project would expose new sensitive receptors to TACs or create 
sources of TACs that could affect existing or future sensitive receptors, but not at 
levels that would be considered substantial. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Construction and operational activities associated with both the Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion would produce TAC or expose occupants to TAC from on- and off-site 
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sources.  TACs associated with the project would be generated by stationary sources on-site, by 
mobile sources making trips to and from the area, and mobile sources in the surrounding area.  As 
described in “Existing Regional Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions” and “Toxic Air Contaminants” 
above, TACs can produce both acute (short-term) non-cancer impacts and chronic (long-term) 
impacts.  Because of the similar land uses proposed within the Lewis Property and the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion, and the project site’s proximity to existing and future TAC sources, this 
analysis considers the impacts of TAC exposure in the context of the entirety of the Proposed 
Project. 

Construction 

Construction of the Proposed Project would generate TACs through the burning of diesel fuel, mainly 
producing diesel particulate matter.  While much of the construction equipment that would operate 
during the construction phases of the Proposed Project would be diesel-fueled, these diesel TAC 
emissions would not be ongoing.  Construction of the Proposed Project would occur over years, 
during which diesel-fueled engines would work intermittently.  This time period is much shorter than 
the 70-year continuous exposure that is normally used to examine TAC health impacts. While 
construction of the Proposed Project would expose existing and new residents to levels of TACs, it is 
not possible to gauge significance in the absence of established acute exposure thresholds for 
public health.   

Operational 

Once the Proposed Project is built and occupied, TACs would be generated from project-associated 
stationary and mobile sources.  For instance, if any occupied use in the Proposed Project included 
backup diesel generators, this would have the potential to emit diesel TAC.  Office and residential 
buildings are rarely prioritized as high-risk facilities since interior uses do not usually consist of large 
TAC sources.  Even if the Proposed Project were to incorporate a large TAC source (e.g., a dry 
cleaning operation) in future plans, a risk reduction and audit plan would have to be prepared by the 
facility.  Furthermore, permitting and operation of any such stationary source would be overseen by 
the PCAPCD.  

Mobile sources associated with the Proposed Project would also generate TAC, including diesel-
fueled delivery trucks, diesel-fueled automobiles, and gasoline-fueled automobiles. It is expected 
that truck volumes would be typical of a suburban environment, typically less than ten trucks per 
day, since the Proposed Project would not develop truck-intensive uses such as a commercial 
shipping warehouse.  

In the vicinity of the Proposed Project, new development would occur in the future that would create 
additional sources of TAC, most likely including mobile sources such as diesel delivery trucks, and 
stationary sources such as gas stations and dry cleaners.  However, even with this new 
development, CARB predicts that TAC risk levels in the region would consistently decrease as 
engine technology improves and would be below 250 excess cancer cases in one million by 2010 
once new CARB controls have been put in place.  

TAC impacts could also occur if the Proposed Project would place new sensitive receptors near high 
traffic-volume roadways, such as the Lincoln SR65 Bypass (currently under construction).  
According to CARB’s guidelines in its Air Quality and Land Use Handbook A Community Health 
Perspective, for roadways where large volumes of diesel truck traffic would occur, such as busy 
freeways, the CARB document recommends 500 feet as a distance that is needed for new uses that 
include sensitive receptors to be protected from diesel TAC impacts from a freeway or urban 
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roadway with 100,000 vehicles per day.12  The northeast corner of the Programmatic Portion would 
be approximately 1,000 feet from the Bypass, which passes through the existing 3D residential 
development.  The projected year 2050 traffic volume along that segment would be approximately 
98,500 average daily trips,13 and would be outside the CARB-recommended distance. 

In summary, there is no substantial evidence that construction or operation of the Proposed Project 
would be a source of TACs at levels that would pose a health risk to project uses, and the project 
site would not be exposed to substantial TAC concentrations.  Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.4-6(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion)  

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

For evaluation of cumulative impacts, the cumulative setting would depend on the pollutant being 
evaluated.  For regional pollutants, the cumulative setting extends over the entire SVAB.  For 
pollutants with localized impacts, such as CO, the cumulative context would include other sources of 
the pollutant in the area in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 

As discussed previously in this section, ozone is a regional pollutant.  This means that ozone 
precursors generated in one location do not necessarily have ozone impacts in that area.  Instead, 
precursors from across the region can combine in the upper atmosphere and be transported by 
winds to various portions of the air basin.  Consequently, all ozone precursors generated throughout 
the air basin are part of the cumulative context for ozone.   

PM10 and PM2.5 generated during construction would include other construction, such as that 
associated with the Lincoln Crossing, Sorrento 3D, and other development in Lincoln, Roseville, and 
south Placer County (e.g., Placer Vineyards, West Roseville Specific Plan, to name a few), and 
agricultural activity in the vicinity of project-related construction.  PM10 (and PM2.5) is a problem 
regionally, but unlike ozone, PM10 (and PM2.5) is directly emitted.  As such, it does not travel over 
very long distances.  Because PM10 (and PM2.5) are localized pollutants, the cumulative context for 
these pollutants would not cover other areas of the region.  PM10 (and PM2.5) generated in other 
parts of the region would not travel to the portion of the region containing the Village 7 Specific Plan 
area.  The localized nature of PM10 (and PM2.5) means that emissions generated by project-related 
activity would only affect the area in, and directly around, the plan area.  Consequently, only PM10 
(and PM2.5) emissions from non-project sources near the project site could conceivably combine with 
project-emitted PM10 (and PM2.5) emissions and create a cumulative impact.  As stated above, the 
construction that could occur simultaneously with project construction would be construction related 
to nearby development projects.  These developments are large in size.  Much of the construction 
activity would be too far from the plan area to create a cumulative effect.  However, construction 
occurring near the borders of the properties, near the plan area, could have the potential to combine 
with plan area emissions to have a cumulative effect.  

For CO, which is the product of fuel combustion, the cumulative context would be all existing and 
future traffic on local roads in the vicinity of the plan area.  This existing and future traffic would 
include all the development currently contributing to traffic volumes on the local roads analyzed in 

                                                  
12  California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook A Community Health Perspective,  

April 2005, Tables 1-1 and 1-2. 
13  City of Lincoln, General Plan Draft EIR, October 2006, Vol. III, Appendix E, Transportation Analysis 

Background, DKS Associates, Figure 2. 
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the traffic study, as well as all reasonably foreseeable future development, including the plan area, 
that would contribute to traffic volumes on the local roads analyzed in the traffic study.  This traffic is 
accounted for in the traffic study produced for the Proposed Project, and CO modeling at 
intersections uses the cumulative numbers in the traffic study.  

4.4-7 Construction of the Proposed Project would add to cumulative emissions of PM10 and 
PM2.5. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As discussed in Impact 4.4-1, the construction of the Proposed Project would have an impact that 
would exceed PCAPCD thresholds of significance for PM10.  PM2.5 emissions would also be 
generated, although they are not quantifiable at this time.  Even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1, the Proposed Project’s individual impact would remain above significant levels.  
Because PM10 and PM2.5 are localized pollutants, the cumulative context would include other PM10 
and PM2.5 sources in the vicinity of the construction activity.  It is reasonably foreseeable that other 
construction activity in the vicinity of the Proposed Project would occur at the same time as project 
construction.  Depending on meteorological conditions during project construction, it is possible that 
surrounding construction emissions (in addition to other activities) could combine with those from the 
project to adversely affect neighboring sensitive receptors.  While data from the CARB monitoring 
station indicates that background levels of PM10 in the area of the Proposed Project site are not high, 
the monitoring station does not account for localized concentrations (which could be higher or lower 
than measured levels).  Due to the close proximity of sensitive receptors, the length of the 
construction schedule, and the fact that project-specific levels are above established thresholds, the 
impact would be considered significant.  Considering sources of PM10 and PM2.5 that could combine 
with project-related emissions, such as re-suspended roadway dust and small construction projects, 
construction of the Proposed Project would have a disproportionate effect on ambient levels. 
Consequently, project emissions would be cumulatively considerable, and the short-term impact 
would be considered cumulatively significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 would substantially lessen the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution 
to the significant cumulative PM10 impacts, but the incremental contribution would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 would also help reduce PM2.5 
emissions as well. 

4.4-7(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion) 

4.4-8 Construction of the Proposed Project would generate emissions of ozone precursors 
that could combine with other precursor emissions and temporarily increase ozone 
levels in the region. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As discussed in Impact 4.4-2, construction activities would generate emissions of ROG and NOx.  
While these emissions would be temporary during the construction period, they would nevertheless 
be a part of overall ozone precursor emissions in the Sacramento metropolitan region.  Western 
Placer County is in nonattainment of State and federal ozone standards, and the region is especially 
prone to experiencing ozone exceedances during the summer months.  During these high ozone 
periods, the Proposed Project’s construction emissions would add to the total amount of ozone 
precursors available for ozone production. 
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On any given day in Placer County and the greater Sacramento region, ozone precursors are 
generated by a large number of different sources.  These sources include fuel combustion, waste 
disposal, architectural coatings, solvent evaporation, industrial processes, and natural sources.  
Ozone precursors from construction of the Proposed Project would combine with these other 
sources in the region to create a cumulative effect.  Because the region is in nonattainment of 
applicable ozone standards, this cumulative effect would be significant.  As stated in Impact 4.4-2, 
the construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project would be above PCAPCD 
thresholds of significance for construction.  These thresholds have been set at a level that will help 
ensure that construction emissions do not hinder the region’s ability to meet attainment goals for 
ozone.  The fact that these thresholds would be exceeded indicates that the Proposed Project would 
conflict with attainment of the regional ozone attainment plan. The project’s contribution to the 
cumulative impact would be considerable; consequently, the Proposed Project would have a 
cumulatively significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 would reduce emissions of ozone precursors during 
construction.  However, as discussed in Impact 4.4-2, these mitigation measures would not reduce 
emissions to levels below PCAPCD thresholds of significance.  This indicates that, even with 
mitigation, the cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

4.4-8(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion) 

4.4-9 The Proposed Project’s operational emissions of criteria air pollutants would add to 
cumulative emissions, which would result in a net increase of ozone precursor 
emissions that could obstruct implementation of the local air quality plan.   

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As discussed in Impact 4.4-3, the Proposed Project would generate emissions of criteria pollutants in 
excess of PCAPCD thresholds of significance.  The Sacramento Region, in which the Proposed 
Project is located, is in nonattainment of State and federal ozone standards.  This demonstrates that 
the many sources of ozone precursors in the region, including the Proposed Project, combine to 
create a cumulative significant impact.  Although development of the Proposed Project was 
accounted for in the General Plan and would not result in an intensification of land use not previously 
considered by the City, the Proposed Project would contribute air emissions at levels that cannot be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. Consequently, the Proposed Project’s contribution to the existing 
significant cumulative impact would be considerable, and the impact would be considered 
cumulatively significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 would reduce operational emissions of ozone 
precursors.  However, as discussed in Impact 4.4-3, these mitigation measures would not reduce 
emissions from the Proposed Project to levels below PCAPCD numerical thresholds of significance.  
Thus, ozone precursor emissions from operation of the Proposed Project would incrementally 
contribute to a net increase of a criteria air pollutant for which the region is non-attainment under 
federal and state standards.  Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to the existing 
cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

4.4-9(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion) 
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4.4-10 The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative levels of CO, but this would not 
result in a significant cumulative impact. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As discussed in Impact 4.4-4, the Proposed Project would contribute CO emissions from the 
operation of motor vehicles.  These project-related CO emissions would combine with CO emissions 
generated by other existing and future projects.  Future CO emissions were modeled using the 
simplified CALINE4 model and the traffic volume data in Appendix C. The results of this modeling 
are shown in Table 4.4-11.  The table shows that CO levels at the most congested intersections 
would not be approach exceeding CAAQS for CO under cumulative plus project conditions.  
Therefore, the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

TABLE 4.4-11 
 

LOCALIZED CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 
(CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT) 

CO Concentrations in Parts per Million1 
25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet 

Intersection 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 
Moore Road/Fiddyment Road 1.8 1.5 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 
Ferrari Ranch Road/Joiner Pkwy 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.7 1.4 
SR 65/1st Street 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 
Twelve Bridges/Industrial Ave. 2.1 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 
SR 65/7th Street 2.2 1.8 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.5 
SR 65/SR 193 1.7 1.4 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.4 
SR 65/Ferrari Ranch Road 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 
Nelson Lane/SR 65 Bypass 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.5 
Ferrari Ranch Road/Caledon Circle 2.0 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.5 
SR 65 SB Ramp/Industrial Ave. 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.5 
SR 65 NB Ramp/Industrial Ave. 2.1 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 
State 1-hour standard is 20 parts per million.  State 8-hour standard is 9.1 parts per million. 
Source: PBS&J, 2008.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix E. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

4.4-10(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.4-11 The Proposed Project, in addition to other area odor sources, would not expose 
sensitive receptors to odors that could be cumulatively considerable. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Proposed Project would not be a source of odors that could affect occupants within or adjacent 
to the Village 7 Specific Plan area.  Potential buyers would be informed of the WWTRF, WRSL MRF, 
and agricultural operations and their possible odor impacts.  Adjoining residential development to the 
east and conservation lands to the south are not sources of odors.  As such, there would be no 
cumulative impact. 

Improvement Measure 

Although not required because no project or significant effects were identified, implementation of the 
following measure is recommended to notify potential buyers (some of whom might be especially 
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sensitive to odors) of potential odor impacts. The following measures shall be implemented to 
ensure that full disclosure is achieved.  

4.4-11(A)&(B) Implement Improvement Measure 4.4-5. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion) 

4.4-12 The Proposed Project would contribute to and expose receptors to cumulative 
ambient levels of TAC, but this would not represent a substantial, adverse health risk.   

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would produce TACs and would contribute to 
current and future ambient levels, as described in Impact 4.4-6.  The subsequent analysis considers 
the Sacramento metropolitan region (which includes the Proposed Project) to be the cumulative 
context.  

Tables 4.4-4 and 4.4-5 show TAC emission sources and the percentage that each source 
contributes to the Sacramento Valley Air Basin measured ambient levels and risk. The existing 
approximately 520 excess cancer cases in one million health risk associated with those levels basin-
wide is the result of numerous TAC sources in the area, both large and small.  Diesel PM poses the 
greatest health risk among the TACs, accounting for approximately 360 excess cancer cases per 
million (approximately 70 percent of the total).  Approximately 93 percent of the emissions of diesel 
PM in the air basin is from mobile sources.14   

As stated in Impact 4.4-6, new development in the vicinity of the Proposed Project would occur in the 
future that would create additional sources of TAC, most likely including mobile sources such as 
diesel delivery trucks, and stationary sources such as gas stations and dry cleaners.  However, even 
as new development occurs in the region, CARB predicts that TAC risk levels in the area would 
consistently decrease as engine technology improves and would be below 250 excess cancer cases 
in one million by 2010 once new CARB controls have been put in place.  Accordingly, TAC impacts 
from future cumulative development are expected to be reduced in magnitude in future years.   

As discussed under Impact 4.4-6, the Proposed Project in and of itself would not be a major source 
of TAC emissions because the development is primarily residential and retail uses.  TAC emissions 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project, would, therefore, not be considered 
cumulatively considerable.  The cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.4-12(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

                                                  
14  California Air Resources Board, ARB Almanac 2008, Chapter 5: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions, pp. 5-82 

and 5-83. 
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4.5 NOISE 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section discusses the existing noise environment in the project vicinity and the potential of the 
Proposed Project to increase noise levels due to project construction and operation.  Noise levels 
are compared to existing local noise standards.  Potential groundborne vibration impacts from the 
Proposed Project are also evaluated. 

As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), the area is not located within the study-area 
noise contours of any airport or airstrip and does not fall within the 60 dBA noise contour for noise 
generated by any airport.  Consequently, the issue of aircraft noise is not addressed in this section.  
No comments related to noise were received in response to the NOP.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Motor vehicle traffic is the major contributor to the existing noise environment in the area of the 
Proposed Project.  Traffic on nearby roads, such as Moore Road and Nelson Lane, is light, with 
vehicles passing only intermittently, and there are few non-traffic noise sources in the area.  The 
reader is referred to Figure 4.3-3 in Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, for a map of local 
roadways and traffic volumes. 

Fundamentals of Environmental Sound and Noise 

Sound can be described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch).  The standard unit 
of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB).  The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 
describes the intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up a sound.  The pitch of the sound is 
correlated to the frequency of the sound’s pressure vibration.  Because humans are not equally 
sensitive to a given sound level at all frequencies, a special scale has been devised that specifically 
relates noise to human sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) does this by placing more 
importance on frequencies that are more noticeable to the human ear. 

Noise is typically defined as unwanted sound.  Typically, noise in any environment consists of a 
base of steady “background” noise made up of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources.  
Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources.  These sources 
can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from traffic on a 
major highway.  Table 4.5-1 lists representative noise levels. 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of noise on people.  Since 
environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise upon people 
is largely dependent upon the volume of the noise, as well as the time of day when the noise occurs.  
Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a 
stated period of time.  Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the 
same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure.  For evaluating 
community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs 
during the day or the night. 
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TABLE 4.5-1 
 

REPRESENTATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE LEVELS 
Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 
 —110— Rock Band 
Jet Fly-over at 100 feet   
 —100—  
Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet   
 —90—  
  Food Blender at 3 feet 
Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet —80— Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 
Noisy Urban Area during Daytime   
Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet —70— Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial Area  Normal Speech at 3 feet 
Heavy Traffic at 300 feet —60—  
  Large Business Office 
Quiet Urban Area during Daytime —50— Dishwasher in Next Room 
   
Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime —40— Theater, Large Conference Room (background) 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime   
 —30— Library 
Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime  Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 
 —20—  
  Broadcast/Recording Studio 
 —10—  
   
Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing —0— Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
Source:  California Department of Transportation 1998. 

 

• Ldn, the Day Night Average Level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “weighting” added 
to noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the 
nighttime. 

Noise caused by natural sources and human activities is usually well represented by median noise 
levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period.  Environmental noise levels are generally 
considered low when the Leq is below 60 dBA, moderate in the 60 to 70 dBA range, and high above 
70 dBA.  Examples of settings with low daytime background noise levels are isolated, natural 
settings that can provide noise levels as low as 20 dBA and quiet, suburban, residential streets that 
can provide noise levels around 40 dBA.  Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can potentially disrupt 
sleep.  People may consider louder environments adverse, but most people living or working in 
urban residential or residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial areas 
(65 to 80 dBA) accept the higher noise levels commonly associated with these land uses. 

Noise levels from a particular source decline as distance to a receptor increases.  The weather and 
even the makeup of intervening terrain can also help intensify or reduce noise levels at any given 
location.  A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of distance 
from the source, the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., the 
area between the noise source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed 
soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” locations (i.e., the area between the 
source and receptor is normal earth or has vegetation, including grass).  Noise from stationary or 
point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at acoustically hard 
and soft locations, respectively.  Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures, such 
as a row of buildings, a solid wall, or a berm located between the receptor and the noise source.  
The manner in which older homes in California were constructed generally provides a reduction of 
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exterior-to-interior noise levels of about 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows.  The exterior-to-interior 
reduction of newer residential units is generally 30 dBA or more. 

Fundamentals of Groundborne Noise and Vibration 

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground.  The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of room 
surfaces is called groundborne noise.  The ground motion caused by vibration is measured in the 
U.S. as vibration decibels (VdB).  The background vibration velocity level in residential and 
educational areas is usually around 50 VdB.  Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources 
within buildings, such as the operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the 
slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction 
equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  If a roadway is smooth, the 
groundborne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible.  The range of interest is from approximately 
50 VdB, which is the typical background vibration velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general 
threshold where damage can occur in fragile buildings.   

Accurate estimates of groundborne vibration are complicated due to the many factors that influence 
vibration levels at potential receivers. Main factors that have significant effects on levels of 
groundborne vibration are: 

Geology: Soil conditions are known to have a strong influence on the levels of groundborne 
vibration. Among the most important factors are the stiffness and internal damping of the soil and the 
depth to bedrock. Experience has shown that vibration propagation is more efficient in clay soils as 
well as areas with shallow bedrock; the latter condition seems to channel or concentrate the 
vibration energy close to the surface, resulting in groundborne vibration problems at large distances 
from the source. Factors such as layering of the soil and depth to water table can also have 
significant effects on the propagation of groundborne vibration. 

Receiving Building: Groundborne vibration problems occur almost exclusively inside buildings. 
Therefore, the characteristics of the receiving building are a key component in the evaluation of 
groundborne vibration. Vibration may be perceptible to people who are outdoors, but it is very rare 
for outdoor vibration to cause complaints. The vibration levels inside a building depend on the 
vibration energy that reaches the building foundation, the coupling of the building foundation to the 
soil, and the propagation of the vibration through the building structure. The general guideline is that 
the more massive a building is, the lower its response to incident vibration energy in the ground.1 

The human response to different levels of groundborne noise and vibration is described in 
Table 4.5-2.  The first column lists vibration velocity levels, and the next two columns list the 
corresponding noise levels assuming that the vibration spectrum peaks at either 30 hertz or 60 hertz. 
A hertz (Hz) is a measurement for the frequency of any periodic (repeating) event meaning “one per 
second.”  For instance, the ticking of a clock could be expressed as 1 Hz or one tick per second. 
Similarly, the human heart might be said to beat at 1.2 Hz or 1.2 beats per second.  Generally, the 
A-weighted noise level will be approximately 40 dB less than the vibration velocity level if the 
spectrum peak is around 30 Hz, and 25 dB lower if the spectrum peak is around 60 Hz.  Achieving 
either the acceptable vibration or acceptable noise levels does not guarantee that the other will be 
acceptable. For example, the noise caused by vibrating structural components may be very 
annoying even though the vibration cannot be felt. 

                                                  
1  U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation 

Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, October 2005, p. 6-7. 
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TABLE 4.5-2  
 

HUMAN RESPONSE TO DIFFERENT LEVELS OF GROUNDBORNE NOISE AND VIBRATION 
Noise Level Vibration 

Level Low-Frequency1 Mid-Frequency2 Human Response 

65 VdB 25 dBA 40 dBA 
Approximate threshold of perception for many humans. Low-
frequency sound usually inaudible, mid-frequency sound excessive 
for quiet sleeping areas. 

75 VdB 35 dBA 50 dBA 

Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly 
perceptible. Many people find vibration at this level unacceptable. 
Low-frequency noise acceptable for sleeping areas, mid-frequency 
noise annoying in most quiet occupied areas. 

85 VdB 45 dBA 60 dBA 

Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events 
per day. Low-frequency noise unacceptable for sleeping areas, mid-
frequency noise unacceptable even for infrequent events with 
institutional land uses such as schools and churches. 

Notes:  
1.  Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 30 Hz. 
2.  Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 60 Hz. 
Source:  Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact 

Assessment, October 2005, p. 6-8. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Existing Receptors 

Some land uses are more sensitive to noise than others.  These sensitive uses are commonly 
referred to as “sensitive receptors”, and normally include residences, hospitals, churches, libraries, 
schools, and retirement homes.  Noise-sensitive land uses are typically given special attention 
because activities at these uses require relatively quiet environments.  The Proposed Project would 
be built on land that is currently undeveloped, with the exception of a few existing residences.  
However, the Proposed Project would also be adjacent to residential uses in the Lincoln Crossing, 
3D, and Sorrento developments to the east, and scattered rural residential development along 
Moore Road (west of the project boundary), and would be near Nelson Road and Fiddyment Road.  
The residences in the adjacent developments and those along nearby roadways are the closest 
sensitive receptors to the Proposed Project, and are served by roadways (Moore Road, Ferrari 
Ranch Road) that would also be used to access the Proposed Project.  A segment of the SR 65 
Lincoln Bypass project (currently under construction) would pass through the adjacent 3D 
development at the northeast part of the project site just before the Lincoln Bypass crosses Auburn 
Ravine.  Projected traffic on that segment (approximately 1,000 feet from the project site) would 
contribute to ambient noise levels when the Bypass becomes operational.  Noise analyses prepared 
for the EIS/EIR for the Lincoln Bypass project predicted noise levels would slightly exceed the 
60 dBA CNEL in that area, and soundwalls will be constructed in 3D to attenuate noise levels.2 

Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

The scientific instrument used to measure noise is the sound level meter.  Sound level meters can 
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within 1 dBA. 

                                                  
2  U.S. Department of Transportation and California Department of Transportation, Lincoln Bypass Placer 

County, State Route 65, Final EIS/EIR (SCH #1990020626), May 2006, Section 4.5, Noise Impacts, Table 
4-10, Table 4-14, and Figure 4-1.  
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Existing ambient daytime noise levels were measured at three selected locations in and around the 
Proposed Project site.  These locations are identified in Figure 4.5-1.  The noise levels were 
measured using a Larson-Davis Model 814 precision sound level meter, which satisfies the 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise measurement 
instrumentation.  The average noise levels and sources of noise measured at each location are 
identified in Table 4.5-3.  These measurements provide a picture of the ambient noise levels that are 
found in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. 

 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

There are no federal regulations related to noise that apply to the Proposed Project. 

State 

The California Government Code requires that a noise element be included in the general plan of 
each county and city in the State.  Also, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations codifies Sound 
Transmission Control requirements, which establishes uniform minimum noise insulation 
performance standards for new hotels, motels, dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other 
than detached single-family dwellings.  Specifically, Title 24 states that interior noise levels 
attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dBA CNEL (the CNEL and Ldn standards are 
essentially identical) in any habitable room of new dwellings of these types.  Dwellings are required 
to be designed so that interior noise levels will meet this standard for at least ten years from the time 
of building permit application.  There are no other State regulations that apply to the Proposed 
Project. 

Local 

City of Lincoln 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan’s goals and policies that relate to noise.  Please see Chapter 6 for more information on 
consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with either the General Plan 
policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the 
City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan.  Table 8-1 

TABLE 4.5-3 
 

EXISTING (MEASURED) DAYTIME NOISE LEVELS AT SELECTED LOCATIONS 
Noise Level Statistics 

Noise Measurement Location Primary Noise Sources Leq Lmin Lmax
#1 Western boundary of Proposed Project site where Moore 
Road intersects site from the west. 

Traffic on Moore Road 52.1 35.6 65.3 

#2  Nelson Road north of Moore Road. Traffic on Nelson Road, dogs 
barking at a nearby house. 

70.8 35.6 90.6 

#3  Moore Road, eastern boundary of Aitken Ranch II 
portion of Specific Plan. 

Traffic on Moore Road. 51.9 38.1 65.8 

Source:  PBS&J, 2005. 
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(reproduced as Table 4.5-4 in this Draft EIR) shows the adopted 2050 General Plan Noise Element’s 
community noise exposure levels (CNEL). 

TABLE 4.5-4 
 

LINCOLN GENERAL PLAN HEALTH AND SAFETY ELEMENT 
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE LEVELS BY LAND USE 

Community Noise Exposure 
Ldn or CNEL, dB 

Land Use Category Normally Acceptable Conditionally Acceptable 
Residential – Low Density Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes < 60 < 70 
Residential – Multi Family < 60 < 70 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes < 60 < 70 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks < 70 -- 
Source: City of Lincoln, 2050 General Plan, adopted March 2008, Table 8-1. 

 

Policy HS-8.2 of the General Plan directs the City to strive to achieve exterior noise levels for 
existing and future dwellings in residential areas that do not exceed exterior noise levels of 60 dBA 
CNEL and interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL.  Under Policy HS-8.1, mitigation is required to 
satisfy the noise levels specified in General Plan Table 8-1 (Table 4.5-4 this Draft EIR). 

City of Lincoln Municipal Code 

The City of Lincoln Municipal Code Chapter 9.04 addresses noise control in the City.  This chapter, 
however, only addresses noise from sound-emitting devices such as a sound system, loudspeaker, 
or radio.  The City’s Municipal Code does not provide guidance for other activities that would apply 
to the Proposed Project such as construction equipment or other stationary sources. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The analysis in this section focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in the noise 
environment associated with implementation of the Proposed Project.  The primary temporary 
source of noise associated with the project would be construction activities.  Construction noise 
could affect existing receptors, as well as possibly affecting newly created receptors.  Permanent 
noise increases could be generated by the greater traffic volumes associated with project-related 
trips.  Secondary sources of noise would include the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units 
that would be part of the Proposed Project.  The net increase in noise levels associated with these 
activities and sources have been quantitatively estimated using methods discussed below.  The 
levels are then compared to applicable noise standards and thresholds of significance. 

Construction Noise 

Construction noise levels were estimated using data published by the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA).  The EPA has identified typical noise levels for construction equipment 
that will be used during construction of the Proposed Project.  Potential noise levels from 
construction are identified as they would affect existing nearby noise receptors. 
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Project-Related Traffic Noise 

Noise levels were calculated for various roadways in and around the Proposed Project site.  This 
task was accomplished using the Federal Highway Administration Highway Noise Prediction Model 
(FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic volumes from the project traffic analysis.  The model output is 
included in Appendix F in this Draft EIR.  The model calculates the average noise level at specific 
locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, and site environmental 
conditions.  The average vehicle noise rates used in the FHWA Model have been modified to reflect 
average vehicle noise rates identified for California by Caltrans.  The Caltrans data show that 
California automobile noise is 0.8 to 1.0 dBA higher than national levels and that medium and heavy 
truck noise is 0.3 to 3.0 dBA lower than national levels. 

Noise level contours were estimated for the segment of Ferrari Ranch Road east of the Proposed 
Project site (through Lincoln Crossing) using the model output data shown in Appendix F.  The 
contours (shown in Figure 4.5-2), which show ambient noise levels at off-site existing residential land 
uses under existing plus project conditions were developed by adjusting the alpha factor used in the 
FHWA model to account for the sound wall along Ferrari Ranch Road east of the project boundary to 
Joiner Parkway in Lincoln Crossing, and for acoustic setbacks included within the Specific Plan for 
Ferrari Ranch Road and Moore Road. 

Standards of Significance 

Noise 

The City’s adopted 2050 General Plan provides standards for noise that account for allowable 
outdoor and indoor noise levels for each type of land use.  The standards are listed in Table 4.5-4. 
As previously noted, Policy HS-8.2 of the General Plan directs the City to strive to achieve exterior 
noise levels for existing and future dwellings in residential areas that do not exceed exterior noise 
levels of 60 dBA CNEL and interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL. 

For this EIR, noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be considered significant if 
the following were to occur: 

• Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
General Plan or noise ordinance; 

• Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project; 

• Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; or 

• Be located within an airport land use plan area. 

The effects of noise on people can be subjective (annoyance and dissatisfaction), interference with 
activities such as speech, sleep, learning, and/or physiological effects such as hearing loss or 
sudden startling.  There is a wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and different 
tolerances to noise.  An important way of predicting human reaction to a new noise environment is 
the way it compares to a baseline noise condition to which one has adapted (the “ambient noise 
level”).  In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the 
less acceptable the new noise would be judged by those hearing it.  With regard to A-weighted noise 
levels, the following relationships exist: 

• Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, a trained health human ear is able to 
discern changes in sound levels of 1 dBA; 
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• Outside of such controlled conditions, the trained ear can detect changes of 2 dBA in normal 
environmental noise; 

• It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear, however, can barely perceive noise level 
changes of 3 dBA; 

• A change in a level of 5 dBA is a readily perceptible increase in noise level; and 

• A 10 dBA change is recognized as twice as loud as the original source. 

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel system. 

Consistent with the approach used in the EIR for the adopted 2050 General Plan and these 
relationships, the criteria for determining whether Proposed Project-generated increases in ambient 
noise levels would be considered significant are: 

• The noise level resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a 5 dBA 
or greater increase and would exceed the “normally acceptable” range for a given land use in 
Table 4.5-4 where the existing noise level is within the normally acceptable range. 

• The noise level resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a 3 dBA 
or greater increase and would exceed the “normally acceptable” range for a given land use in 
Table 4.5-4 where the existing noise level exceeds the normally acceptable range; or 

• The noise level resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a 10 dBA 
or greater increase and would be within the “normally acceptable” range for a given land use. 

Vibration 

A project’s groundborne vibration impacts must also be evaluated according to the CEQA 
Guidelines.  While CEQA states that the potential for any excessive groundborne vibration levels 
must be analyzed, it does not define “excessive”, and there are no formal federal, State or local 
standards for groundborne vibration.  Consequently, this analysis uses the Federal Transit 
Administration’s vibration impact thresholds for sensitive buildings, residences, and institutional land 
uses, reproduced as Table 4.5-5.   

TABLE 4.5-5 
 

GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION (GBV) IMPACT CRITERIA FOR GENERAL ASSESSMENT 
GVB Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch/second) 

Land Use Category Frequent Events1 Occasional Events2 Infrequent Events3 
Category 1: Buildings where vibration would interfere 
with interior operations. 654 654 654 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
normally sleep. 72 75 80 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 
daytime uses. 75 78 83 
Notes: 
1 “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
2 “Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
3 “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 
4 This criterion limit is bases on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes.  Vibration-sensitive 

manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels.  
Source:  Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 
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For this EIR, vibration impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be considered significant 
if the following were to occur: 

• Project construction or operation results in groundborne vibration of 80 VdB at residences 
and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences and day care facility) or 
83 VdB at institutional buildings. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.5-1 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily increase ambient noise 
levels. 

Lewis Property  

During construction of the Lewis Property, noise levels would be produced by the operation of 
heavy-duty equipment and various other construction activities.  This construction noise could affect 
surrounding uses, but would be temporary, lasting only until the Lewis Property is constructed.  As 
discussed in the environmental setting, there are substantial residential uses to the east of the Lewis 
Property, and a few scattered rural residences to the west.  Some of these residences are fairly 
close to the Lewis Property boundary. 

Table 4.5-6 shows typical noise level ranges for various pieces of construction equipment at a 
distance of 50 feet.  Because the project would not be constructing tall buildings, the use of impact 
equipment such as pile-drivers, is not expected.  However, some of the equipment that would most 
likely be used during construction has the potential to produce high noise levels.   

TABLE 4.5-6 
 

NOISE RANGES OF TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 
Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA Leq at 50 feet1 
Front Loader 73-86 
Trucks 82-95 
Cranes (moveable) 75-88 
Cranes (derrick) 86-89 
Vibrator 68-82 
Saws 72-82 
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83-88 
Jackhammers 81-98 
Pumps 68-72 
Generators 71-83 
Compressors 75-87 
Concrete Mixers 75-88 
Concrete Pumps 81-85 
Back Hoe 73-95 
Pile Driving (peaks) 95-107 
Tractor 77-98 
Scraper/Grader 80-93 
Paver 85-88 
Notes: 
1. Machinery equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing design features does not generate the same level 

of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
Source: U.S. EPA, 1971. 

 

As shown in Table 4.5-6, noise from the operation of equipment such as trucks and backhoes could 
reach peak levels of 95 dBA, and peak noise levels from tractors could reach 98 dBA.  Construction 
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of the Lewis Property portion of the Specific Plan is likely to use all of these pieces of equipment at 
one time or another during the construction period.  Grading and building activities would occur as 
close as 300 feet, at some points, to existing residential development.  In addition to effects on 
existing residential uses, because the Lewis Property would have a phased construction plan (see 
Table 2-2), construction impacts could occur for residential units within the project site after they 
have been constructed.  Noise from a semi-stationary source such as construction equipment 
attenuates at approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance.  Consequently, a residence 50 feet 
away from construction activity could be expected to experience noise levels of up to 83 dBA at 
times.  While these maximum noise levels would likely only occur for periods of short duration, 
construction noise generally would result in higher ambient noise levels during the construction 
period.  Because construction activities could occur close to the proposed residential areas within 
the Lewis Property due to phased construction, the high noise levels resulting from construction 
could result in annoyance for residents within the Lewis Property.  This would be a short-term 
potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  There is generally an increase in ambient noise between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.  By 
limiting the hours of construction to these hours, the potential for nuisance noise is reduced because 
project construction-related noise increases would be less noticeable.  The use of mufflers on 
construction equipment would decrease the overall noise generated during construction.  Because 
sound diminishes with distance, locating noise-generating equipment away from noise sensitive 
uses would reduce overall noise impacts associated with project construction. 

4.5-1(A) The City shall ensure construction contractors comply with the following: 

• Construction hours shall be limited to 7am to 7pm, Monday through Friday (unless 
extended by a special permit). 

• All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise sources (such as diesel 
generators) shall have manufacturer-installed mufflers. 

• Equipment warm up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be 
located in an area as far away from existing residences as is feasible. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Construction impacts for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, which would include the Aitken Ranch 
II Property, the Scheiber Property, and the Remainder Area, would be similar to the impacts 
identified above for the Lewis Property.  Construction under the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
would result in noise levels produced from the operation of heavy-duty equipment and various other 
construction activities.  This construction noise could affect surrounding uses, but would be 
temporary, lasting only until the construction is complete.  Similar to construction at the Lewis 
property, construction noise levels could result in impacts for residential uses that are fairly close to 
the Project’s property boundary.  Impacts could also occur for sensitive receptors within the Project 
Site as the Project includes a phased construction plan, and there is the potential for residential or 
other sensitive land uses to be occupied during construction of another  

As discussed above, and shown in Table 4.5-6, operation of construction equipment such as trucks 
and backhoes could reach peak levels of 95 dBA, and peak noise levels from tractors could reach 
98 dBA.  Construction of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would likely use all of these pieces of 
equipment at one time or another during the construction period.  A residence 50 feet away from 
construction activity could be expected to experience noise levels of up to 83 dBA at times.  While 
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these maximum noise levels would likely only occur for periods of short duration, construction noise 
generally would result in higher ambient noise levels during the construction period.  Because 
construction activities could occur close to the proposed residential areas within the project site due 
to phased construction, the high noise levels resulting from construction could result in annoyance 
for residents within the Project site.  Because construction activities could occur close to proposed 
residential areas and could result in annoyance for residents at the project site, this would be a 
short-term potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  There is generally an increase in ambient noise between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.  By 
limiting the hours of construction to these hours, the potential for nuisance noise is reduced because 
project construction-related noise increases would be less noticeable.  The use of mufflers on 
construction equipment would decrease the overall noise generated during construction.  Because 
sound diminishes with distance, locating noise-generating equipment away from noise sensitive 
uses would reduce overall noise impacts associated with project construction. 

4.5-1(B) The City shall ensure construction contractors comply with the following: 

• Construction hours shall be limited to 7am to 7pm, Monday through Friday (unless 
extended by a special permit). 

• All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise sources (such as diesel 
generators) shall have manufacturer-installed mufflers. 

• Equipment warm up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be 
located in an area as far away from existing residences as is feasible. 

4.5-2 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily increase levels of 
groundborne vibration. 

Lewis Property  

In addition to producing noise, construction activity would also produce groundborne vibration.  
Table 4.5-7 shows typical levels of vibration from different pieces of construction equipment at 
various distances.  As discussed in Impact 4.5-1, construction equipment would operate temporarily 
in close proximity to existing residences.  As shown in the table, only receptors that would be within 
50 feet of construction activity would be subject to groundborne vibration levels in excess of the 
80 VdB threshold of significance.  While construction activity associated with the Lewis Property may 
occur near existing residences, it is unlikely that any construction would occur within 50 feet.  
Consequently, it is unlikely that nearby residences would be affected by groundborne vibration and 
the impact would be considered less than significant. 

TABLE 4.5-7 
 

VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 
Approximate VdB 

Construction Equipment 25 Feet 50 Feet 60 Feet 75 Feet 100 Feet 
Large Bulldozer 87 81 79 77 75 
Loaded Trucks 86 80 78 76 74 
Jackhammer 79 73 71 69 67 
Small Bulldozer 58 52 50 48 46 
Source:  Federal Railroad Administration, 1998; and PBS&J, 2005. 
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Mitigation Measure 

4.5-2(A) None required.  

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Vibration impacts associated with the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be similar to those 
identified above for the Lewis Property.  As discussed above, only receptors that would be within 
50 feet of construction activity would be subject to groundborne vibration levels in excess of the 
80 VdB threshold of significance.  While construction activity associated with the Proposed Project 
may occur near existing residences, it is unlikely that any construction would occur within 50 feet.  
Consequently, it is unlikely that nearby residences would be affected by groundborne vibration and 
the impact would be considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.5-2(B) None required.  

4.5-3 Operational activities associated with the Proposed Project would expose new 
sensitive receptors within the Proposed Project to increased ambient noise levels. 

Development of the Proposed Project would generate noise that would contribute to ambient noise 
levels.  Most noise would be related to project-generated traffic on internal and local roadways 
adjacent to locations where new residences would be constructed (e.g., Ferrari Ranch Road).  Also, 
noise associated with the operations of commercial and educational uses could affect nearby 
receptors as well. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As stated in the Introduction to Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, the impacts of traffic 
generated by the entire Village 7 Specific Plan were considered together.  Thus, the traffic-
generated noise impact analysis is evaluated in terms of the entirety of the Proposed Project. 

Traffic-Generated Noise 

Development of the Proposed Project would introduce new residents, commercial uses, and other 
mixed-use activities into the area.  These uses would create new traffic on roads within the project 
site.  As traffic volumes increase, noise levels would increase as well.  As phased development 
occurs, new residents or other sensitive receptors located near these affected roadways would be 
exposed to increased noise levels.  Table 4.5-8 shows existing noise levels without Proposed 
Project development at specific roadway segments and noise levels at noise-sensitive locations 
within the Proposed Project. 

Prior to development of the Specific Plan design for the Lewis Property portion of the Proposed 
Project, a site-specific noise analysis was prepared to determine an appropriate roadway setback 
and buffer design that would minimize the need for solid noise attenuation features such as 
soundwalls.  As discussed in the design guidelines listed in the General Development Plan, there 
are several setbacks and design features incorporated into the project to attenuate noise increases 
within the Village 7 Specific Plan.  For example, housing located adjacent to Ferrari Ranch Road, 
there would be an acoustic setback of approximately 114 feet from the edge of the roadway. The 
setback would include a 12-foot landscape corridor, a 10-foot multi-use path, and approximately 
90 feet for an agrarian zone.  In addition, thematic walls and/or fencing would be built adjacent to 
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Ferrari Ranch Road.  The low fencing and walls would be a maximum of four feet in height.  When 
combined with the setback (based on the 300-foot right-of-way indicated in the Specific Plan), this 
would reduce noise levels at the exterior yards of the adjacent proposed single-family residential 
uses to “normally acceptable” levels (less than 60 dB Ldn) along Ferrari Ranch Road within the 
project site (see Table 4.5-8).   

TABLE 4.5-8 
 

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS WITH AND WITHOUT PROJECT 
Noise Levels (dB Ldn)

Roadway Segment 
Existing 

No Project  
Existing 

Plus Project Change 
On-Site     

Moore Road 
East of Fiddyment Road, between Lewis Property & 

Aitken Ranch II 56.6 59.9 3.3 
Ferrari Ranch Road Between Caledon & Moore (no road) 57.9 NA 
Off-Site     
Moore Road East of Fiddyment, western boundary of Lewis Property 56.6 60.9 4.3 
Moore Road  West of Fiddyment Road 44.0 47.0 3.0 
Fiddyment Road North of Athens Ave. 60.7 63.2 2.5 
Fiddyment Road South of Athens Ave. 61.0 63.1 2.1 
Athens Ave East of Fiddyment 59.7 60.4 0.7 
Industrial Ave South of Twelve Bridges Dr. 62.0 62.7 0.7 
Joiner Parkway South of Moore Road to Ferrari Ranch Road 54.7 55.2 0.5 
Joiner Parkway  North of Moore Road 63.4 64.0 0.6 
Ferrari Ranch Road Between Caledon & Joiner Parkway (Lincoln Crossing) 47.2 58.4 11.2 
Source:  PBS&J, 2008.  Noise modeling data are included in Appendix F in this Draft EIR. 

 

Moore Road through the Specific Plan (i.e., between Aitken Ranch II in the Programmatic Area and 
the Lewis Property) is planned as a two-lane collector with a median and an acoustic setback.  
Based on the 172-foot right-of-way indicated in the Specific Plan and anticipated traffic volumes, 
noise levels at new residences along Moore Road within the project site would not exceed the 
“normally acceptable” standard.  It should be noted the estimated noise levels shown in Table 4.5-8 
assume conditions in which Moore Road provides access to SR 65.  As noted under the heading 
“Existing Plus Project Conditions” in Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, Moore Road is now 
a cul-de-sac at Joiner Parkway. Upon completion of the SR 65 Bypass, the traffic-generated noise 
levels along Moore Road within the project site would experience reductions because there is no 
longer a connection to SR 65 at Moore Road.  On the east side of the north-south portion of Moore 
Road that forms the western project boundary, there are no proposed residential land uses that 
could be affected.   

For Moore Road along the western project boundary, there is a predicted 4.3 dBA increase to 
60.9 dBA, which slightly exceeds the “normally acceptable” criterion for residential uses.  However, 
residential development along the east side of Moore Road is limited to a small area of Village 
Country Estate (see Figure 2-3), which would be set back from Moore Road with a landscape buffer 
as described above.  Remaining uses along the east side of Moore Road are park/open space, and 
the estimated 60.9 dBA noise level would be well below the CNEL for that land use.  As described in 
greater detail in Impact 4.5-4, below, future traffic-generated noise levels along that north-south 
segment of Moore Road would not exceed the established “normally acceptable” CNEL for 
residential land use the over the long-term.  Impacts would be less than significant.   

The reader is referred to Impact 4.5-4 for the analysis of traffic noise level effects at off-site receptors 
(such as Ferrari Ranch Road through Lincoln Crossing and rural residential development along 
Moore Road west of the Proposed Project). 
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Non-Traffic-Generated Noise 

The commercial uses that would be developed as part of the Proposed Project could create noise 
from rooftop HVAC equipment, and the sounds of other activity as customers patronize commercial 
shops.  These commercial uses, however, are buffered from residential uses by parks and open 
space, and the distance between commercial and residential is sufficient enough that adverse 
impacts would likely not be experienced at sensitive receptors.  The school within the Proposed 
Project could also create noise, mostly noise from school bells ringing and the sound of children 
playing during recess and school events.  Residential units would adjoin the proposed school site on 
the west (in the Remainder Area), and on the south in the Lewis Property.  School noise levels 
would only occur intermittently throughout the day and would do little to influence 24-hour noise 
levels or exceed General Plan standards for residential uses.  Non-traffic-generated noise Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.5-3(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion)   

4.5-4 Traffic-generated noise associated with the Proposed Project would expose existing 
off-site sensitive receptors to permanent increases in ambient noise levels. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Plan 

As described for Impact 4.5-3, the traffic-generated noise level effects of the Proposed Project are 
evaluated within the context of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan.  The Proposed Project would result 
in increased traffic volumes on Moore Road adjacent to the 3D development, on Joiner Parkway 
through 3D and Lincoln Crossing, on Ferrari Ranch Road adjacent to and through Lincoln Crossing, 
and on Industrial Avenue south of Twelve Bridges Drive (Lincoln 270).  Traffic volumes would also 
increase on rural roadways such as Moore Road (west of the project boundary), Nelson Road, and 
Fiddyment Road, where there is scattered residential development.  Existing residences in these 
developed areas would be exposed to project-generated traffic noise.  Table 4.5-8 shows existing 
noise levels without Proposed Project development at specific roadway segments and noise levels 
at noise-sensitive locations adjacent to the Proposed Project.  All evaluated segments would 
experience increases in traffic-generated noise levels.  For all but one segment (Ferrari Ranch Road 
east of the site), the applicable CNEL in Table 4.5-4 would not be exceeded for the specific land use, 
or the noise level increase would not exceed the numerical significance threshold associated with 
the existing plus project condition when evaluated against the existing condition/land use.  One other 
segment (Moore Road along the western boundary) would experience a projected level slightly 
above the 60.0 dBA CNEL criterion for residential uses. 

Along Ferrari Ranch Road through Lincoln Crossing (between the project site and Joiner Parkway), 
the Proposed Project would increase noise levels by 11.2 dB from 47.2 to 58.4 dB Ldn.  Figure 4.5-2 
illustrates the distances at which predicted noise levels would be expected.  The existing soundwalls 
along Ferrari Ranch Road would attenuate noise levels under existing plus project conditions to less 
than 60 dB at the property line.  While the 11.2 dB increase would normally be significant because it 
would exceed the 10 dB threshold, the existing soundwalls provide mitigation to ensure noise levels 
would not exceed the 60 dB Ldn “normally acceptable” criterion established in the General Plan for 
residential land uses (see Table 4.5-4), and additional mitigation is not required to ensure 
consistency with General Plan Policy HS-8.1.  Further, even with the increase that exceeds the 
10 dB threshold, the exterior noise levels at the fenceline would not exceed 60 dBA, which is 
consistent with General Plan Policy HS-8.2.  As such, the impact is considered less than 
significant. 
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For Moore Road along the western project boundary, the predicted 4.3 dBA increase to 60.9 dBA 
causes a slight exceedance of the “normally acceptable” criterion for residential uses.  However, it 
would not exceed the 5 dBA or greater increase significance criterion for the condition in which the 
existing noise level is less than 60 dB Ldn.  Further, it should be noted that the noise level estimate 
conservatively assumes Village 7 Specific Plan buildout conditions, which would occur in the 2018-
2020 timeframe.  The analysis also assumes Moore Road provides access to SR 65.  Completion of 
the SR 65 Bypass is anticipated in 2013, which would occur prior to Proposed Project buildout 
conditions.  As stated previously, Moore Road is now a cul-de-sac at Joiner Parkway  Upon 
completion of the bypass, there would no longer be a connection to SR 65 at Moore Road.  As a 
result, traffic volumes along Moore Road would decrease (as compared to the estimated with project 
condition with the Moore Road connection to SR 65), so traffic-generated noise levels would return 
to levels that would be similar to existing conditions (i.e., less than 60 dB) over the long-term.  
Impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.5-4(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

For evaluation of cumulative impacts, the cumulative setting would be other existing and future 
development that would add stationary or mobile source noise at the project site and the area 
around the project site. 

4.5-5 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily add to cumulative noise 
levels in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

During construction of the Lewis Property, noise would be created by the activity of the construction 
equipment.  As discussed in Impact 4.5-1, this could adversely affect residents on the Project Site 
that could be located close to construction of projects during later phases of development.  The 
Proposed Project site is relatively rural and undeveloped in nature, and there is currently little in the 
way of additional noise sources present in the vicinity of the site to add to this impact.  However, 
construction of other approved or foreseeable developments in the project vicinity could occur in the 
area at the same time as the construction associated with the Proposed Project.  The combined 
effect could result in exposure of residents to higher noise levels than would be predicted for the 
Proposed Project.  Though other construction may occur in tandem with the Proposed Project, 
because of the size of the Project Site, it is likely that construction of the Proposed Project would be 
the major source of noise affecting receptors within the Project Site, thereby making the project 
contribution cumulatively considerable.  Consequently, construction noise associated with the 
Proposed Project would be considered a temporary but significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 would minimize the cumulative noise impacts from 
construction of the Proposed Project.  While noise levels would be minimized for residents when 
feasible with implementation of this mitigation measure, because construction equipment could still 
be operating adjacent to a residential property, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

4.5-5(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5-1. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion) 
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4.5-6 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily add to cumulative 
groundborne vibration levels in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As discussed in Impact 4.5-2, construction of the Proposed Project would not create significant 
amounts of groundborne vibration by itself.  However, if other sources of groundborne vibration 
occur simultaneously, the combined impact of these sources plus Proposed Project construction 
vibration could be significant.  Because of the undeveloped and rural nature of the area in the vicinity 
of the Proposed Project site, there are no existing sources of groundborne vibration that could 
combine with Proposed Project construction vibration to create a significant cumulative impact.  
There is the possibility that construction of other developments in the area could coincide with that of 
the Proposed Project.  However, for construction to create a cumulative vibration impact, intense 
construction activity would have to occur from separate projects would have to occur simultaneously 
in very close proximity to a receptor.  It is very unlikely that separate development projects would be 
using construction equipment simultaneously within 50 – 100 feet of existing receptors.  
Consequently, there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.5-6(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.5-7 Increases in traffic associated with the Proposed Project would create noise that 
could combine with other roadway noise and affect sensitive receptors. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development in the vicinity of the Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes on local 
roadways and freeways, thereby increasing noise levels along these roadways.  Table 4.5-9 shows 
projected noise levels that could occur without the Proposed Project.  As the data illustrate, ambient 
traffic noise levels would exceed the City’s 60 dBA criterion for “normally acceptable” on all but two 
analyzed segments, even if the Proposed Project is not constructed.  For those locations where 
residential land uses are present, this is significant cumulative impact.   

TABLE 4.5-9 
 

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS - CUMULATIVE WITH AND WITHOUT PROJECT 
Noise Levels (dB Ldn) 

Roadway Segment 
Cumulative 
No Project  

Cumulative 
Plus Project  Change  

Moore Road East of Fiddyment Road 65.7 66.0 0.3 
Moore Road  West of Fiddyment Road 62.8 63.4 0.6 
Industrial Ave South of Twelve Bridges Dr. 68.3 68.3 0 
Joiner Parkway South of Moore Road to Ferrari Ranch Road 58.2 58.4 0.2 
Joiner Parkway  North of Moore Road 66.1 66.4 0.3 
Ferrari Ranch Road Between Caledon & Joiner Parkway 60.3 61.0 0.7 
Ferrari Ranch Road Between Caledon & Moore (on-site) 56.0 59.0 1.0 
Source:  PBS&J, 2008.  Noise modeling data are included in Appendix F in this Draft EIR. 
 

The Proposed Project, including the Lewis Property, would be a contributor to these cumulative 
noise levels.  Table 4.5-9 shows cumulative noise levels with the Proposed Project at various 
affected roadways.  Cumulative noise levels would be in excess of the City’s “normally acceptable” 
standards as specified in the General Plan for all but two analyzed roadway segments, but noise 
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levels would not, at any location, exceed the City’s 70 dBA “conditionally acceptable” standard for 
new residential uses.   

Projected traffic on the Lincoln Bypass, a segment of which will pass through the adjacent 3D 
development northeast of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion (approximately 1,000 feet from the 
project site), would contribute to ambient cumulative noise levels, which includes a contribution from 
the Proposed Project.  Noise analyses prepared for the EIS/EIR for the Lincoln Bypass project 
predicted noise levels would slightly exceed the 60 dBA CNEL in that area, and soundwalls will be 
constructed in 3D to attenuate noise levels.3  Future residents in the Proposed Project would not be 
exposed to Bypass noise levels exceeding the “normally acceptable” CNEL.  

As illustrated in Table 4.5-9, the Proposed Project’s contribution to increases in cumulative ambient 
noise levels would be no more than a 1 dBA Ldn change at any location, which would not be 
considered substantial.  However, because noise-sensitive land uses would be exposed to noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the General Plan, this is considered a cumulative 
impact. The Proposed Project’s contribution (although small) would exacerbate the cumulative 
condition.  Therefore, the cumulative impact would be significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

The City would allow the development of new noise sensitive land uses in areas exposed to existing 
or projected levels of noise that satisfy the levels in Table 8-1 of the General Plan (reproduced as 
Table 4.5-4 in this Draft EIR), consistent with General Plan Policy HS-8.1.  The City would be 
responsible for ensuring appropriate mitigation is included in such projects to ensure consistency 
with the policy.  However, the ability to mitigate potential cumulative impacts (e.g., shielding or 
soundwalls) to less-than-significant levels depends on a variety of factors, including the severity of 
the noise impact, existing land use conditions at the time, and technical feasibility.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

4.5-7(A)&(B) None available. 

                                                  
3  U.S. Department of Transportation and California Department of Transportation, Lincoln Bypass Placer 

County, State Route 65, Final EIS/EIR (SCH #1990020626), May 2006, Section 4.5, Noise Impacts, 
Table 4-10, Table 4-14, and Figure 4-1.  
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4.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND PUBLIC SAFETY 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the potential adverse impacts on human health due to exposure to hazards 
that could result from the development of the Proposed Project.  Hazards evaluated in this section 
include soil and groundwater contamination, hazardous materials transportation, storage and use, 
and hazardous waste.  Included in the discussion is a summary of applicable hazardous materials 
laws and regulations and agencies responsible for their implementation.  Potential hazards and 
associated impacts related to toxic air contaminant emissions and odors are discussed in Section 
4.4, Air Quality. 

Sources of information used to describe existing conditions and to analyze potential impacts include 
a variety of City of Lincoln planning documents, agency and provider correspondence, a Phase I 
Environmental Assessment (EA) report prepared for the Lewis Property portion of the project and 
the Aitken Ranch II portion, and published technical information available through various 
documents and websites.   

The IS for the Proposed Project (Appendix A) concluded that impacts related to routine use of 
hazardous materials and hazardous waste generation near schools, listed hazardous materials sites 
(Cortese List) compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, emergency response, and 
wildland fires would be less than significant.  The IS determined that impacts associated with airport 
safety would be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 1.  Mitigation 
Measure 1 will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the project.  Therefore, 
these issues will not be addressed in this Draft EIR.  Issues related to the site’s proximity to the 
Lincoln Regional Airport were raised in response to the NOP (see Appendix B).  This issue is 
discussed in Item 10 (e) of the IS Checklist (see Appendix A).  Potential safety hazards related to the 
rail line proximity to sensitive land uses were also addressed in response to the NOP (see Appendix 
B).  The project site is not in close proximity to an existing rail line.  Therefore this issue is not 
analyzed in this Draft EIR. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The presence of hazardous materials or other safety hazards is a part of everyday urban life that 
could affect residents, workers, and visitors within and adjacent to the project area.  Some of these 
activities can pose a risk of exposure to people or the environment due to accidental releases, such 
as spills, or as a result of soil or groundwater contamination related to past uses of properties within 
and adjacent to the project site.  Transportation of hazardous materials through or near the project 
area could also present hazards. 

The term “hazardous material” is defined in different ways for different regulatory programs.  For 
purposes of this EIR, the definition of “hazardous material” is similar to that in the California Health 
and Safety Code, Section 25501, where “because of their quantity, concentration, or physical or 
chemical characteristics, (they) pose a significant present or potential hazard to human health and 
safety or to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment.” Hazardous materials 
can be categorized as hazardous non-radioactive chemical materials, radioactive materials, and 
biohazardous materials.  No radioactive materials or biohazardous materials exist on the project site. 

“Hazardous waste” is a subset of hazardous materials.  For the purposes of this EIR, the definition of 
hazardous waste is essentially the same as that in the California Health and Safety Code, Section 
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25517, and in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Section 66261.2, where “because 
of their quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either cause, 
or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or pose a 
substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, 
stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed”. 

The following section discusses existing and proposed land uses that have the potential to result in 
accidental releases of hazardous materials or present other health risks to localized sensitive 
receptors and identifies existing hazardous materials management programs applicable to the 
project area.  For purposes of this EIR, the term “hazardous materials” refers to both hazardous 
substances and hazardous wastes.   

Project Site 

The project site consists of approximately 703 acres of primarily undeveloped agricultural and cattle 
grazing land.  The Lewis Property portion of the site currently contains one residential unit, 
associated outbuildings or barns, nine irrigation ponds, and three inactive irrigation wells.  The Lewis 
Property site at one time had a second residential unit that has since been removed.  

The existing terrain slopes slightly from the northeast to the southwest.  Ingram Slough drains 
through the project site in a southwesterly direction, emptying into Orchard Creek.  Small ephemeral 
drainages and swales also traverse the project area.  Vegetation on the site consists of a mixture of 
native and non-native grasses and a limited number of ornamental trees.  Miscellaneous chemicals, 
including diesel gasoline and petroleum based lubricants have been stored in outbuildings/barns on 
the project site.1  

The remaining portions of the Village 7 Specific Plan area are undeveloped and open space land 
with no evidence of previous structures.  An additional occupied residential unit is present on the 
northern portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan, within the Aitken Ranch II area.  The Aitken Ranch II 
area also contains scattered barns that were formerly used for turkey farming.  The turkey barns are 
currently not in use.  A few residential units and a barn are located in the eastern half of the 
Remainder Area.   

Phase I Environmental Assessment 

Phase I EAs are used to assess whether potentially hazardous materials are located on a property.  
Standards for Phase I EAs have been developed by the American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) and are used routinely to determine the presence or likely presence of any hazardous 
substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a 
past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products, 
onto the surface or into the ground, groundwater or surface water of the property.  If a Phase I EA 
finds that hazardous materials on the property may have been released, then a Phase II EA is 
usually recommended.  A Phase II investigation typically includes collection and analysis of soil and 
water samples.  Based on the results, the Phase II EA may recommend additional testing, 
remediation, or other controls to address contamination.  

Lewis Property 

A Phase I EA was prepared by GeoTrans, Inc. in June 2001 for the proposed Lewis Property.  The 
Phase I EA evaluation divided the project site into three categories:  the farm site, the residence 
                                                  
1 GeoTrans, Inc., Phase I Environmental Assessment 512-Acre Nader Property, 2675 Moore Road, Lincoln, 

June, 2001, p. 4. 
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area (which has since been demolished), and the remainder of the property (Figure 4.6-1).  The area 
identified as the farm site appears to have the highest contamination risk due to the presence of a 
variety of farm-related equipment.   

The parcel is, and has historically been, used for the cultivation of grain crops and for cattle grazing 
since at least 1910.  Historically there were two residences, associated outbuildings/barns, and 
multiple irrigation ponds located on the project site.  Two active domestic water supply wells and 
underground septic tanks and leach field systems also exist on-site.  The EA states that there were 
three debris areas located on the project site that contained old tires, concrete, and wood, 
respectively.  The EA identified two PG&E utility easements, one along the eastern portion of the 
property boundary and the other within the southern portion of the property.  In addition, the City of 
Lincoln maintains a utility easement along the western boundary of the project site for the City’s 
wastewater infrastructure, which conveys wastewater from the City of Lincoln to the City’s 
Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF) located west of the Proposed Project 
area.   

According to site reconnaissance and interviews with the property owner, sanitary waste was 
discharged to an underground septic tank and leach fields located on-site.  The Phase I EA also 
identified the presence of minor oil stains on the project site in the area of the farm site that 
previously contained the 500 gallon propane UST.  The UST was removed prior to 1998, and the 
results of soil testing the vicinity of the former UST indicated that soil was not impacted by the 
release of petroleum hydrocarbons.2  

Eight pole mounted transformers have been identified on the Lewis Property.  Polychlorinated 
biphenyl oils (PCBs) are associated with older transmission lines and can be found on pole-mounted 
electrical transformers.  PCBs are considered hazardous materials due to their toxicity and their 
tendency to accumulate in animal tissues.  The Toxic Substance Control Act of 1976 banned the 
manufacture, processing, distribution and use of PCBs in totally enclosed systems.  According to the 
EA, it is unknown whether the transformers are oil cooled or if cooling oils contain PCBs. No staining 
or evidence of leaking PCBs was found on the project site.3 

Evaluation of the site did not identify the presence of pesticide use or storage on the site.  However, 
phenoxy herbicides, such as “RoundUp” may have been used on-site to provide weed control.  
Phenoxy herbicides traditionally are applied via spraying and can result in soil contamination.  
Additional soil contamination may have occurred due to leaks from stored household and farm 
chemicals. 

To further assess the potential for on-site hazards and hazardous materials, the Phase 1 EA 
performed a search of federal, State, and local regulatory agency databases that contain all facilities 
that store or use hazardous substances.  The Lewis Property site was not listed on any of the 
databases.  The Antonio Mountain Ranch property, was identified as a potential release site within a 
mile radius of the Lewis Property site.  This property is approximately one half mile west of the 
Proposed Project.  The Antonio Mountain Ranch Property would result in no risk to the Proposed 
Project, as the damaged soil was excavated in 1992, no groundwater impact occurred as a result of 
the release, and the site is located in an area that is downstream of the project site.4   

                                                  
2  Geotrans, Inc., Phase I Environmental Assessment 512-Acre Nader Property, 2675 Moore Road, Lincoln, 

California, June 2001, p. 11. 
3 GeoTrans, Inc., Phase I Environmental Assessment 512-Acre Nader Property, 2675 Moore Road, Lincoln, 

June, 2001, p. 19. 
4 Geotrans, Inc., Phase I Environmental Assessment 512-Acre Nader Property, 2675 Moore Road, Lincoln, 

California, June 2001, p. 15. 
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The EA concluded that there is no evidence of potential environmental conditions that require 
subsequent analysis.  No further investigations would need to be completed prior to development on 
the project site, unless new evidence of potential contamination was found during construction 
activities.5 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

A Phase 1 EA was prepared for the Aitken Ranch II portion of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  
This is the only parcel within the Programmatic Portion for which a Phase 1 EA is known to have 
been prepared. 

According to the Aitken Ranch II EA report, the site was used for alfalfa and grain farming prior to 
1972.  The site and an adjacent parcel was then developed by the land owner as a turkey farming 
operation until 1994.  The turkey farm included a two barns, a turkey yard, dry wells for disposal of 
deceased turkeys, water well, hired hand house, septic system for the ranch house, garage, and 
composting operation.  Figure 4.6-2 shows the locations of these historic features. 

The farm raised approximately 200,000 turkeys in the 1970s, approximately 300,000 turkeys in the 
late 1980s, and approximately 28,000 turkeys towards the end of operations.  The turkeys were 
commercially slaughtered and processed at an off-site facility.  Deceased turkeys were buried on the 
site and adjacent parcel until approximately 1993.  During the last stages of operations, dead turkeys 
were removed from the dry wells and subsequently disposed off-site.  Other activities at the site 
included hay farming and minor cattle and other livestock ranching operations in the northern part of 
the Aitken Ranch II site.  A database review of regulatory agency files did not, however, list the site 
as a known or potential contaminated site.6 

The Phase 1 EA reported the following conclusions and recommendations for the Aitken Ranch II 
site.  Soils beneath the barns are likely to contain elevated nitrate levels.  Although arsenic was a 
component of turkey feed and other chemicals used for disinfecting the barns, the Phase 1 
concluded there were no indications of arsenic contamination.  The turkey disposal dry wells are 
expected to contain decomposed turkey remains and elevated concentrations of nitrate.  The water 
production well appears to be intact and will require proper abandonment.  A debris pile at the hired 
hand house and garage will need to be removed, and it is likely the house and garage contain lead-
based paint and asbestos, which could be present in soils around the structure.  The septic system 
may have been used for disposal of chemicals, which could have adversely affected soil or 
groundwater.  Because the composting operation was not well documented, nitrate and potentially 
arsenic may be present in soils in that area.  Chemical use related to the agricultural uses in the 
northern part of the site are unknown.7 

Transportation of Hazardous Materials Within and Adjacent to the Project Area 

In general, hazardous materials are routinely transported by truck or rail.  With few exceptions, 
Section 31303 of the California Vehicle Code and U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) 
regulations prohibit the through-transportation of hazardous materials in residential neighborhoods 
and requires that hazardous materials be transported via routes with the least overall travel time.  

                                                  
5 GeoTrans, Inc., Phase I Environmental Assessment Nader Property, June, 2001, p. 20. 
6  EKI, Erler & Kalinowski, Inc., Phase I Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment Aitken II Property, Lincoln, 

California, August 16, 2006, pp. 8 -11. 
7  EKI, Erler & Kalinowski, Inc., Phase I Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment Aitken II Property, Lincoln, 

California, August 16, 2006, pp. 11-12. 
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Aitken Ranch II (Village 7 Programmatic Portion)
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SR 65 is a major truck route, but is approximately three miles away from the Proposed Project site.  
With the exception of high-level radioactive materials and certain poisons and explosives, all classes 
of hazardous materials can be transported on major roadways within and adjacent to the project site.  
Because Section 31303 of the California Vehicle Code and DOT regulations require that hazardous 
materials be transported via routes with the least overall travel time, local streets in the project site 
would not be used for through transportation of hazardous materials; however, local deliveries and 
pickups would be allowed.  When completed, hazardous materials transportation will occur on the 
Lincoln SR 65 Bypass.  The SR 65 Bypass alignment is approximately 1,000 feet north of Aitken 
Ranch II planning area. 

No rail lines are located within the vicinity of the Proposed Project.  The closest rail line is 
approximately three miles to the east along SR 65. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

The following discussion summarizes federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to hazardous 
materials management and cleanup.   

Federal 

Several federal agencies regulate hazardous materials.  These include the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA), and the DOT.  Applicable federal regulations are contained primarily 
in Titles 10, 29, 40, and 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). 

Hazardous Waste Handling 

The U.S. EPA has authorized the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to 
enforce hazardous waste laws and regulations in California.  Requirements place “cradle-to-grave” 
responsibility for hazardous waste disposal on the shoulders of hazardous waste generators.  
Generators must ensure that their wastes are disposed of properly, and legal requirements dictate 
the disposal requirements for many waste streams (e.g., banning many types of hazardous wastes 
from landfills).   

Hazardous Materials Transportation 

The DOT has developed regulations pertaining to the transport of hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes by all modes of transportation.  The U.S. Postal Service (USPS) has developed 
additional regulations for the transport of hazardous materials by mail.  DOT regulations specify 
packaging requirements for different types of materials.  EPA has also promulgated regulations for 
the transport of hazardous wastes.  These more stringent requirements include tracking shipments 
with manifests to ensure that wastes are delivered to their intended destinations.   

State 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) and the Office of Emergency Services 
(OES) establish regulations governing the use of hazardous materials in the State.  The California 
Highway Patrol (CHP) and Caltrans are the enforcement agencies for hazardous materials 
transportation regulations.  Transporters of hazardous materials and waste are responsible for 
complying with all applicable packaging, labeling, and shipping regulations. 
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Within Cal/EPA, the DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility for hazardous waste management 
and cleanup.  Enforcement of regulations has been delegated to local jurisdictions that enter into 
agreements with DTSC for the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials under the 
authority of the Hazardous Waste Control Law.  State regulations applicable to hazardous materials 
are contained in Title 22 of the CCR.  Title 26 of the CCR is a compilation of those sections or titles 
of the CCR that are applicable to hazardous materials management.  

The DTSC and RWQCB are the two primary state agencies responsible for issues pertaining to 
hazardous materials release sites.  The California Legislature has enacted legislation to establish a 
regulatory process to address the release of hazardous substances that may be harmful to public 
health and the environment.  This process, which is consistent with federal regulations, requires 
responsible parties to clean up contamination.  The regulatory guidelines, standards, and methods 
established as part of that process to evaluate potential risks and identify the need for remedial 
action at contaminated sites are relevant and were used to support the conclusions regarding 
existing and potential future risks to human health and the environment as a result of past uses in 
the Village 7 Specific Plan area.   

Hazardous Materials Management Plans 

In January 1996, Cal/EPA adopted regulations implementing a “Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program” (Unified Program).  The six program 
elements of the Unified Program are hazardous waste generators and hazardous waste on-site 
treatment, underground storage tanks, above-ground storage tanks, hazardous material release 
response plans and inventories, risk management and prevention program, and Uniform Fire Code 
hazardous materials management plans and inventories.  The program is implemented at the local 
level by a local agency – the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).  The CUPA is responsible 
for consolidating the administration of the six program elements within its jurisdiction.  The Placer 
County Department of Environmental Health Services (PCDEHS) is the CUPA for Placer County. 

State and federal laws require detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly 
handled, used, stored, and disposed of, and, in the event that such materials are accidentally 
released, to prevent or to mitigate injury to health or the environment.  California’s Hazardous 
Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law, sometimes called the “Business Plan Act,” 
aims to minimize the potential for accidents involving hazardous materials and to facilitate an 
appropriate response to possible hazardous materials emergencies.  The law requires businesses 
that use hazardous materials to provide inventories of those materials to designated emergency 
response agencies, to illustrate on a diagram where the materials are stored on site, to prepare an 
emergency response plan, and to train employees to use the materials safely.   

Worker Safety 

Occupational safety standards exist in federal and state laws to minimize worker safety risks from 
both physical and chemical hazards in the workplace.  The California Division of Occupational Safety 
and Health (Cal/OSHA) is responsible for developing and enforcing workplace safety standards and 
assuring worker safety in the handling and use of hazardous materials.  Among other requirements, 
Cal/OSHA obligates many businesses to prepare Injury and Illness Prevention Plans and Chemical 
Hygiene Plans.  The Hazard Communication Standard requires that workers be informed of the 
hazards associated with the materials they handle.  For example, manufacturers are to appropriately 
label containers, Material Safety Data Sheets are to be available in the workplace, and employers 
are to properly train workers. 
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School Siting 

The Village 7 Specific Plan calls for the development of one elementary school south of Ferrari 
Ranch Road.  The California Department of Education maintains specific guidelines regarding the 
placement of school facilities that are at times more stringent than other types of development.  
Additionally, if any state school bonds are used for the proposed school land use, then the school 
district must prepare EA’s and any other DTSC-ordered studies to ensure safety on the school site.  
While the proposed school site is located within the areas evaluated as a part of the Phase 1 EA, the 
results of the evaluation would be subject to review by the DTSC prior to development of the parcel, 
due to the planned school use.  If the DTSC determines that no further investigation is needed, the 
site would be cleared for DTSC approval.  However, if the DTSC does not approve the Phase I, a 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) would be required.   

The evaluation of the school uses would be subject to a subsequent CEQA review process by the 
school district upon purchase or intent to purchase the identified site due to these potential impacts 
and because approval of the school falls under a separate jurisdiction than the Village 7 Specific 
Plan Project. 

Local 

Placer County Department of Environmental Health Services (PCDEHS) 

The PCDEHS is responsible for promoting a safe and healthy environment in the County and for 
monitoring the proper use, storage, and clean-up of hazardous waste.  The County also provides the 
necessary permits required for hazardous materials storage and use; monitoring wells; removal for 
leaky underground storage tanks; and permits for the collection, transport, use, or disposal of refuse.  
The PCDEHS, Fire Safety, Sheriff, and Emergency Services are responsible for implementing 
various aspects of the County’s emergency plan.  The plan includes the Hazardous Materials 
Response Program, which is done in conjunction with the City of Roseville, City of Auburn, and City 
of Truckee.8 

Hazardous Materials Management Plan 

Hazardous waste laws and regulations are enforced locally by the PCDEHS.  The proposed 
institutional buildings (school campus and community center) would file a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan with the PCDEHS.  This information would be updated when there is a substantial 
change in operations.  Should the facilities handle certain very hazardous substances, they would be 
required to undertake a systematic analysis of their operations, study the potential consequences of 
possible worst-case accidents, and prepare Risk Management Plans to reduce apparent risks.  The 
preparation of such a plan would not be required due to the anticipated uses of the project.  
PDCEHS would also notify local emergency services for fire code regulations pertaining to 
hazardous materials storage. 

Lincoln Fire Department 

The Lincoln Fire Department, a first-responder to emergency calls, provides hazardous materials 
incident response services.  The PCDEHS Hazardous Materials Division, the Placer Operational 
Area OES, and the California Department of Forestry (CDF) also provide additional hazardous 
materials incident emergency response to the unincorporated communities in the county, including 

                                                  
8 Placer County Office of Emergency Services, <www.placer.ca.gov/emergency/aspx>, accessed November 

26, 2008. 
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the project site.  Other agencies, such as the State OES, the CDF, and the CHP, may be called 
upon if additional resources are necessary to respond to a hazardous materials incident that could 
affect the Proposed Project site. 

Building Safety 

The City of Lincoln Community Development Department, Building Division, enforces the 2001 
California Building Code, and the Lincoln Fire Department enforces the 2000 Uniform Fire Code as 
amended.  These laws specify management practices for flammable materials, including some 
packaging and containment requirements.  They also set forth appropriate construction standards 
(e.g., fire separations and fire suppression systems) depending on building occupancy 
classifications.  The Building Division reviews proposed building design plans to ensure compliance 
with Uniform Building Code requirements. 

Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan goals and policies that relate to hazardous materials.  Please see Chapter 6 for more 
information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with policies 
were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the City 
Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

This analysis considers the range and nature of foreseeable hazardous materials use, storage, and 
disposal resulting from the Proposed Project and identifies the primary ways that these hazardous 
materials could expose individuals or the environment to health and safety risks.  Compliance with 
applicable federal, state, and local health and safety laws and regulations by residents and 
businesses in the Village 7 Specific Plan area would generally protect the health and safety of City 
and County residents. Local and state agencies would be expected to continue to enforce applicable 
requirements to the extent that they do so now. 

The qualitative analysis of the potential hazardous materials related impacts is based on information 
derived from the 2001 Phase 1 EA of the Lewis Property by GeoTrans, Inc., and the Phase 1 EA for 
the Aitken Ranch II property, as well as site photos generated by EIP Associates staff.  The Phase I 
EAs can be reviewed at the City of Lincoln’s Community Development Department.  The information 
obtained from these sources was reviewed and summarized to establish existing conditions and to 
identify potential environmental effects, based on the standards of significance presented in this 
section. In determining the level of significance, the analysis assumes that development of the 
Proposed Project would comply with relevant federal, State, and local ordinances and regulations.  
The general types of businesses and the range and types of uses that are expected to be located in 
the project area can be identified; however, the specific businesses that could locate in the project 
area are unknown at this time.  

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, hazards and hazardous material impacts would be considered 
significant if the Proposed Project would: 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials; or 
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• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.6-1 Construction of the Proposed Project could result in the generation or exposure of 
hazardous materials that could create a health or safety hazard to workers, the public, 
or the environment. 

Lewis Property 

Hazardous Materials Contamination 

Project construction activity would include the demolition of existing buildings on the Lewis Property 
and the use and transport of construction material and equipment.  The Lewis Property project site 
was historically used for agricultural purposes and cattle grazing and contains a farm unit 
constructed in 1952 and a site where a former residence was constructed between 1975 and 1977.   

The Phase I EA evaluation of the Lewis Property identified the presence of a variety of other items 
that could contain hazardous materials, as noted in the Environmental Setting.  Evaluation of the site 
did not identify the presence of pesticide use or storage on the site.  Pole-mounted transformers also 
were evaluated and found to be in good condition and showed no sign of leakage.   

Based on the age of the standing building and the demolished building, there remains a high 
likelihood that asbestos-containing building materials and lead-based paint are present.  It also 
remains likely that the farm structure contains a variety of household and/or farm-related products 
that could contain hazardous materials.  If not properly identified and managed, the accidental or 
inadvertent release of these materials could result in adverse health risks to construction workers, or 
result in environmental contamination.  This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Use of Hazardous Materials During Construction 

Due to the increase in construction equipment and activities within close proximity of existing 
residential communities such as the adjacent Aitken Ranch (Sorrento) and Lincoln Crossing 
developments, risks associated with the transportation of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, 
and solvents could increase over existing conditions during construction.  Transportation of 
hazardous construction materials could increase the risk of exposure to workers and the public 
through accidental spills due to transportation-related accidents.  To minimize the potential for 
accidental spills of hazardous materials during transit, construction personnel and equipment 
transporters would be required to follow DOT, CHP, and USPS regulations for packaging and 
handling hazardous materials.  Consistent with federal, State, and local laws addressing hazardous 
materials management and environmental protection (including, but not limited to, Titles 8 and 22 of 
the Code of California Regulations, Uniform Fire Code, and Chapter 6.95 of the California Health 
and Safety Code), transportation, use and storage of hazardous materials must be in compliance 
with applicable regulations and codes; equipment refueling and maintenance must take place only 
within the staging area; construction vehicles would be inspected daily for leaks; and a spill 
prevention and countermeasure plan would be prepared and implemented.  CHP regulations also 
set forth requirements for testing of vehicles, inspecting vehicles, and training drivers.  With these 
requirements, transport vehicles are less likely to release their contents in the event of an accident.  
Construction-related hazardous materials release impacts are, therefore, considered less than 
significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1(A) would ensure that identified or potential hazards related to construction 
of the Lewis Property are remediated and that an evaluation of locations not previously investigated 
is prepared.  Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level.  For the proposed school site, additional investigation would be conducted in 
accordance with the Education Code and DTSC recommendations, and any recommendations 
implemented.  

4.6-1(A) Prior to demolition of existing on-site structures and/or development of the Lewis 
Property, the project applicant shall implement all recommendations from the Phase I EA 
completed by GeoTrans, Inc.  Specifically, the project applicant shall: 

• Contact and coordinate with the PCDEHS and/or the local air management 
district to determine if asbestos sampling and abatement is required prior to 
demolition of the on-site structures. If such a survey is required, all soils 
surrounding the existing and former structures shall be sampled for residual 
fragments of lead-based paint, as well.  

• Prior to the development of the property, the project applicant shall abandon all 
domestic and irrigation wells in accordance with state and local requirements. 

• The project applicant shall remove and properly dispose of, or recycle, all 
petroleum chemicals and hazardous materials from the property. 

• The project applicant shall remove the concrete, tires, and wood debris from the 
on-site dumping areas. The soils beneath the debris shall be observed for stains 
or discoloration. 

 If evidence of contamination is found, construction activities shall cease and an 
environmental professional shall assess the situation.  If necessary, the environmental 
professional shall prepare a sampling plan to collect soil and/or groundwater samples to 
determine whether or not the site has been adversely affected by past activities.  The 
samples shall be analyzed for the contaminants determined to be a potential health 
concern by the environmental professional.  Depending on the nature of the 
contamination (if any), the PCDEHS shall be contacted for further direction, which could 
include further investigation or remediation. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Hazardous Materials Contamination 

The Phase 1 EA for the Aitken Ranch II property identified a number of potential hazards within the 
site; however, the report did not specify whether additional testing is required to determine if possible 
contaminants are present at levels that would present a health or environmental risk.  It remains 
unknown whether soil or groundwater has been contaminated, or could become contaminated, due 
to residual materials in the soil resulting from past turkey farming operations.  In addition, as with the 
Lewis Property, the ages of the buildings suggest that lead-based paint, asbestos, or other 
hazardous materials could be present.  This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Similar to the Lewis Property, hazardous materials use during construction is not expected to 
present an unacceptable risk to the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.   
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Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measures 4.6-1(B) (a) through (c) would ensure that identified or potential hazards related 
to construction of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion are identified and remediated, as necessary.  
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  

4.6-1(B) a) Prior to demolition of existing on-site structures and/or development of the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion, the project applicants shall contact and coordinate with the 
PCDEHS and/or the local air management district to determine if asbestos sampling 
and abatement is required prior to demolition of the on-site structures. If such a 
survey is required, all soils surrounding the existing and former structures shall be 
sampled for residual fragments of lead-based paint, as well.  

b) For the Aitken Ranch II area, the applicant shall have a qualified professional review 
the results of the Phase 1 EA and develop specific recommendations for removal of 
potentially contaminated items, soil and/or groundwater testing as needed, and any 
subsequent remedial actions to ensure that development of the project site will not 
result in adverse human health or environmental risks during construction or 
occupancy. 

c) The project applicant shall hire a certified hazardous material specialist to prepare a 
formal Phase I EA to analyze the potential for hazardous materials within the 
Remainder Area.  The project applicant shall incorporate all applicable and feasible 
recommendations in order to reduce the risk of hazardous material release during 
construction to a less-than-significant level.  

4.6-2 Construction of the Proposed Project could create a health hazard to workers, the 
public, and the environment due to previously unidentified contaminated soil and 
groundwater. 

Lewis Property 

The site evaluation and database search concluded there is no evidence or indication of the 
presence of Recognized Environmental Conditions on the Lewis Property.  However, the potential 
risk of contamination could be present due to the site’s existing environmental conditions including, 
but not be limited to, unpermitted disposal/debris sites, septic tanks, wells, or other underground 
storage devices.  The presence of any of these at the project site could generate conditions that 
could be a hazard to public health and the environment, as described above.  Therefore, the 
presence and discovery of unknown hazards during construction of the Lewis Property could create 
a significant hazard to workers, the public or the environment through the release of hazardous 
materials, which would be a potentially significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2(A) would ensure that identified or potential hazards are remediated and 
that an evaluation of locations not previously investigated is prepared.  Implementation of the 
following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

4.6-2(A) If, during construction activities, evidence of hazardous materials contamination is 
observed or suspected (i.e., stained or odorous soil, or oily or discolored water), 
construction activities shall cease and an environmental professional shall assess the 
situation.  If necessary, the environmental professional shall prepare a sampling plan to 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to determine whether or not the site has been 
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adversely affected by past activities. The samples shall be analyzed for the contaminants 
determined to be a potential health concern by the environmental professional.  
Depending on the nature of the contamination (if any), the PCDEHS shall be contacted 
for further direction, which could include further investigation or remediation. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The majority of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion was historically used for agricultural purposes, 
cattle grazing, and turkey farming.  The Phase 1 EA for the Aitken Ranch II property identified the 
potential for hazardous materials to be present in buildings, soil, or groundwater.  The Remainder 
Areas have not been investigated.  Therefore, the presence and discovery of unknown hazards 
during construction of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion could create a significant hazard to 
workers, the public or the environment through the release of hazardous materials, which would be a 
potentially significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measures 4.6-2(B) would ensure that identified or potential hazards are remediated and 
that an evaluation of locations not previously investigated is prepared.  Implementation of the 
following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

4.6-2(B) If, during construction activities, evidence of hazardous materials contamination is 
observed or suspected (i.e., stained or odorous soil, or oily or discolored water), 
construction activities shall cease and an environmental professional shall assess the 
situation.  If necessary, the environmental professional shall prepare a sampling plan to 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to determine whether or not the site has been 
adversely affected by past activities. The samples shall be analyzed for the contaminants 
determined to be a potential health concern by the environmental professional.  
Depending on the nature of the contamination (if any), the PCDEHS shall be contacted 
for further direction, which could include further investigation or remediation.   

4.6-3 Operation of the Proposed Project would not result in the generation or exposure of 
hazardous materials which could create a health hazard to sensitive receptors and the 
environment. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The land uses associated with the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be 
residential and commercial development that could use hazardous chemicals including but not 
limited to oil and or diesel fuel, solvents, paint and paint waste, cleaning supplies, car batteries, and 
pesticides. In some cases, it is the type of hazardous material that is potentially hazardous; in 
others, it is the amount of hazardous material that could present a hazard.  The amount and types of 
these materials used or stored associated with the Village 7 Specific Plan would be small, however, 
based on the anticipated site uses.  Use of such materials would be extremely limited and would not 
be expected to present a health risk when used according to manufacturers’ instructions.  To ensure 
local safety, residents and business operators within the project area would be required to comply 
with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations regarding the storage and transportation of 
hazardous materials, including but not limited to, Titles 8 and 22 of the Code of California 
Regulations, Uniform Fire Code, and Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code.   

Therefore, the Lewis Property and the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would have a less-than-
significant impact.  
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Mitigation Measure 

4.6-3(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for hazardous materials and public safety includes development of the 
Proposed Project, in addition to future development in the City of Lincoln General Plan area. 

4.6-4 The Proposed Project, in combination with the buildout of the City of Lincoln General 
Plan could result in hazardous material release impacts associated with construction 
and/or operation. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The cumulative development of the City of Lincoln upon buildout of the General Plan would result in 
an increased generation of hazardous of materials related to construction and operation.  The 
surrounding development projects would be subject to the same federal, state, and local hazardous 
materials management requirements as the Proposed Project, which would minimize potential 
release risks associated with increased use and transportation of hazardous materials in the 
community, including potential effects during construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  
Despite these standards, cumulative release risks would still exist that could affect sensitive 
receptors.  For individuals involved in construction activities, the disturbance of on-site ASTs, USTs, 
PCB, and other known hazardous materials during development would be the greatest hazard, but 
they would be limited to the construction area and would not combine with similar effects elsewhere.  

For individuals not involved in construction activities, the greatest potential source of exposure to 
contaminants would be airborne emissions, primarily through construction-generated dust.  Other 
potential pathways, such as direct contact with contaminated soils or groundwater would not pose as 
great a risk to the public because such exposure scenarios would typically be confined to the 
construction zones.  Moreover, an individual who is directly outside the construction zone of one 
source would be unlikely to be exposed to maximum levels from another source.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution would not be considerable, and the cumulative impact would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.6-4(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.6-5 The Proposed Project, in combination with the buildout of the City of Lincoln General 
Plan, could result in construction projects at locations where soil or groundwater 
contamination may be present.  

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The development of the area surrounding the Proposed Project was anticipated as a part of the 
General Plan buildout.  The area directly south of the project is and will be maintained in the future 
as an agricultural preserve.  The remainder of the project is surrounded by existing and planned 
residential (to the north and east) and the Lincoln WWTRF (to the west).   

For any projects in the City of Lincoln General Plan area that would involve development or 
redevelopment of an existing site in which soil or groundwater contamination may have occurred, the 
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potential exists for release of hazardous materials during construction and/or remediation of those 
sites.  Compliance with standard risk management controls (BMPs) and applicable laws and 
regulations pertaining to site cleanup could reduce cumulative impacts.  These regulations include 
Titles 29 of the CFR and 8 of the CCR, which address workplace safety.  These regulations would 
be implemented through a variety of agencies including the regional OSHA office, DTSC, CalEPA, 
and the PCDEHS.   

Effects would be site-specific and limited to the immediate area and would not combine with similar 
conditions elsewhere.  Any soil or groundwater contamination identified would be remediated in 
conformance with applicable hazardous material laws and regulations.  Thus, the project’s 
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.6-5(A)&(B) None required.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.6-6 The Proposed Project, in combination with the buildout of the City of Lincoln General 
Plan, could result in the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, 
which could, through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions, result in 
the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Cumulative development of the City of Lincoln would also include continued operation or 
development of light-industrial uses, commercial uses, residential uses, medical facilities, open 
space, and public/quasi-public facilities (e.g., sanitary sewer facilities).  Many of these development 
projects, including medical and industrial projects, would increase the use of hazardous materials 
within the area and would be subject to project specific mitigation measures above what is required 
by federal, State, and local jurisdictions, resulting in potential health and safety effects related to 
hazardous materials use.  The effect generated from the cumulative buildout of these projects could 
result in a potentially cumulative significant impact.   

The Proposed Project would include only areas designated for residential, open space, public 
facility, and commercial uses.  The anticipated land uses associated with the Proposed Project 
would not generate the use or transport of large amounts of hazardous materials, outside of the 
construction period.  Implementation of applicable hazardous materials management laws and 
regulations adopted at the federal, state, and local level including but not limited to Titles 10, 29, 40, 
and 49 of the CFR, which address the regulation of the handling (including transportation), storage, 
and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes; Titles 8, 22, and 26 of the CCR, which address the 
handling, storage, disposal and management (including workplace safety) of hazardous materials 
and wastes; and, the Unified Program, which coordinates with the PCDEHS, to administer state 
hazardous materials management and planning, would ensure the Proposed Project’s contribution to 
risk of hazardous materials release via transport would remain less than considerable.  These 
regulations would be monitored during construction through a variety of agencies including the 
regional OSHA and EPA offices, CHP, DOT, DTSC, CalEPA, and the PCDEHS.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with hazardous material 
transportation related release would be less than considerable resulting in a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.6-6(A)&(B) None required.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 
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4.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR identifies regional and local surface water and groundwater resources 
that could affect or be affected by the Proposed Project.  Specifically, this section addresses 
potential hydrologic effects related to stormwater runoff, flooding, post-construction stormwater 
runoff water quality, and groundwater recharge.  Site characteristics such as regional and local 
drainage and flooding conditions and water quality are described based on site-specific information 
developed for the Proposed Project and published technical information, as indicated in footnoted 
references.  The primary source of information regarding drainage and flooding conditions is a 
technical report prepared by Wood Rodgers, Inc. (Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the 
Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study, August 2006), which is available for 
review at the City of Lincoln, Community Development Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln, 
California, during normal business hours.   

The Initial Study for the Proposed Project (see Appendix A) concluded there would be no impacts 
related to flooding as a result of a failure of a dam or levee, or impacts resulting from seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow.  Construction stormwater runoff was addressed in the Initial Study for the 
Proposed Project and determined to be less than significant with implementation of existing 
regulations that would be enforced by the City during the grading permit process.  Because the 
Proposed Project would not result in industrial land uses, an industrial stormwater permit would not 
apply and is, therefore, not addressed in this Draft EIR. 

Issues related to the potential environmental effects related to proposed water supplies are 
addressed in Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Regional Hydrology 

The Proposed Project is located in the western portion of the City of Lincoln’s Sphere of influence, in 
Placer County.  The project site is located outside the existing City limits and would be annexed to 
the City of Lincoln as part of the project.  Placer County is located in the Central Valley, northeast of 
Sacramento, along the base of and into the Sierra Nevada foothills.  Auburn Ravine, Ingram Slough, 
Orchard Creek, Markham Ravine, and Coon Creek are westerly-flowing major streams that pass 
through the City of Lincoln (see Figure 4.7-1).   

Auburn Ravine is a perennial stream originating just west of the town of Auburn, approximately 
10 miles east of the City of Lincoln. From Auburn, the creek flows southwest through Lincoln, 
eventually emptying into the Natomas East Side Canal, which, in turn, empties into the Natomas 
Cross Canal approximately one mile east of State Route 99 (SR 99).  The Natomas Cross Canal 
passes through an extensive levee network before discharging into the Sacramento River just south 
of its confluence with the Feather River approximately 11 miles west of Lincoln. 

Ingram Slough is an intermittent watercourse originating in the foothills east of the City of Lincoln.  
The slough drains storm runoff from the area to the east but also serves to deliver irrigation water 
west of State Route 65 (SR 65).  Low-flow channels of both branches of Ingram Slough intersect and 
combine approximately 500 feet east of SR 65.  The slough passes under SR 65 approximately one-
half mile south of Auburn Ravine Bridge. West of the highway, Ingram Slough enters an artificial 
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channel for approximately one mile.  Ingram Slough is a tributary to Orchard Creek, and 
subsequently Auburn Ravine downstream of Lincoln, as depicted in Figure 4.7-1.   

Orchard Creek originates in the foothills in the eastern part of Lincoln. Unlike Ingram Slough, 
however, flows in Orchard Creek are primarily attributed to winter storm runoff and, for much of the 
year, the South Branch of Orchard Creek remains dry.  The Orchard Creek watershed includes 
areas drained by the main channel and two tributaries.  Orchard Creek joins Auburn Ravine 
approximately 1.5 miles west of Lincoln.  Orchard Creek flows discharge downstream to Auburn 
Ravine and ultimately to the Natomas Cross Canal in Sutter County and the Sacramento River. 

Project Site Characteristics and Hydrology 

The Proposed Project site lies within the Auburn Ravine, Ingram Slough, and Orchard Creek 
watersheds (see Figure 4.7-1).  Ingram Slough bisects the southern portion of the project site.  The 
north and south branches of Ingram Slough are located along the eastern boundary of the project 
site between the project site and the Lincoln Crossing development as shown in Figure 4.7-1.  The 
majority of stormwater from the Lewis Property portion of the site flows into Ingram Slough and then 
into Orchard Creek.  The northernmost watershed of the project site encompassing the Village 7 
project area currently drains north into Auburn Ravine, while a small shed located north of Moore 
Road drains south in to a small swale near the road.   

Existing drainage facilities on the project site include one culvert along Moore Road in the northern 
part of the project area, and the City of Lincoln Stormwater Retention Basin Inlet Channel. The 
culvert that crosses Moore Road discharges to an off-site open channel and flows in a southwesterly 
direction, crosses Nelson Lane and Fiddyment Road, and eventually empties into Auburn Ravine.  
The City of Lincoln Retention Basin Inlet Canal, located within the southwestern portion of the 
project site, conveys a portion of surface runoff flows in Ingram Slough to the City’s Stormwater 
Retention Facility approximately one-quarter mile west of the project site. 

The Proposed Project site is non-irrigated grazing land.  The existing terrain is generally level, with 
natural drainage patterns within the Lewis Property running in a southwesterly direction along 
Ingram Slough, a major tributary of Orchard Creek and within the Village 7 project area running in a 
northwesterly direction towards and along Auburn Ravine.  Small ephemeral drainages and swales 
also traverse the project site.  Vegetation on the project site consists of native and non-native annual 
grasslands, a limited number of oak trees, in addition to riparian vegetation located along Ingram 
Slough.  The site is dotted with seasonal depressions containing seasonal wetlands and vernal 
pools.   

The analysis of existing conditions in these drainages at the project site indicates that shallow 
overbank flow (flooding) occurs throughout the southern and eastern portions of the project site 
along areas of Ingram Slough.1 

100-Year Floodplain 

The portions of Ingram Slough that traverse the project site are mapped by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) in the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the City of Lincoln.  
Approximately seven acres of the Proposed Project site are located in the 100-year floodplain along 
Ingram Slough and its tributaries (see Figure 4.7-2).  The Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance 
and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study prepared by Wood Rodgers, 
Inc. presents a more detailed boundary of the 100-year floodplain for the Lewis Property site.  The 
map for this figure was prepared by the City of Lincoln for a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 
                                                  
1 Wood Rodgers, Inc., Master Drainage Analysis, Nader Property Specific Plan, April 2005, Figure 7. 
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application to FEMA.  The LOMR will be used to adjust the 100-year floodplain as a result of planned 
development in areas adjacent to and upstream of the Proposed Project.   

Regional Drainage and Stormwater Management Considerations 

Auburn Ravine, Ingram Slough, and Orchard Creek 

Stormwater Peak Flows and Detention Facilities 

In the past, during periods of heavy rains, several areas of the City of Lincoln experienced flooding 
from Auburn Ravine due to pass-through flows from outside of the City.  When stormwater runoff 
levels were high, existing bridges created barriers to the flow, which resulted in flooding of land east 
of SR 65, flooding of SR 65, and overland flow to the west of SR 65.  Areas historically subject to 
100-year flooding effects (primarily due to overtopping as a result of culvert capacity limitations) 
were located on the east side of SR 65 between Auburn Ravine and south of Ingram Slough.  In 
recent years, both Placer County and the City of Lincoln have addressed flooding in the Cross Canal 
watershed within their jurisdictions by identifying and constructing drainage and flood control 
improvements to areas within the watershed.  

These flood control improvements were identified in the South Lincoln Master Plan: Auburn Ravine, 
Ingram Slough, and Orchard Creek, Final Report (SLMP), prepared by the City of Lincoln, 
Montgomery Watson, and Civil Solutions in 1998, and subsequently amended in the Storm Drainage 
Master Plan Modified Analysis for the Revised Ferrari East/West Land Phase I Expansion Area of 
Lincoln Hills, prepared by Civil Solutions in May 2000.   

Using Placer County Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM) criteria, the SLMP estimated 
existing and future peak flows and runoff volumes for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, 200-, and 500-
year storms based on land uses that were anticipated at the time the amended SLMP was 
prepared.2  The SLMP included the Sun City Lincoln Hills project, Twelve Bridges development, 
Lincoln Crossing, and the 3D property.  The Orchard Creek watershed includes part of the Twelve 
Bridges development, upstream of the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project is within the SLMP 
project limits, and runoff from developments upstream and within the SLMP project limits, has been 
accounted for in estimating existing flows in the drainage plan for the Proposed Project. 

The SLMP was adopted by the City of Lincoln in 1998 and is the “Master Drainage Plan” for 
development in the City of Lincoln south of Auburn Ravine.  Some of the projects identified in the 
SLMP have already been completed or are under construction; others have been approved but are 
not yet constructed, or are in the design phase.3  The area subject to 100-year flooding east of 
SR 65 and south of Auburn Ravine has been greatly reduced, particularly at SR 65, as a result of 
these improvements. 

                                                  
2 City of Lincoln, Civil Solutions, Storm Drainage Master Plan Modified Analysis for the: Revised Ferrari 

East/West Land PHI Expansion Area, prepared by Civil Solutions, May 5, 2000, p. 3 through 18 (Summary 
of Pre-Development and Post-Development Flows at Key Locations). 

3 The environmental effects of SLMP-AIO improvements in the Revised Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Area 
and Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan Area were addressed in the EIRs for those projects.  In addition, the City 
prepared the following environmental documents for specific projects under the SLMP-AIO.  Ingram Slough 
Flood Control Improvements, Addendum to the Revised Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Subsequent EIR, 
November 1998, Addendum to the Revised Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Subsequent EIR for the Auburn 
Ravine Overflow Weir; May 1999, Addendum to the Lincoln General Plan Public Facilities Element for the 
Ravine Meadows Flood Control Project, September 1999, and Filling of Parcels 40 and 41 Addendum to the 
Revised Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Subsequent EIR, October 1999.  These documents are available for 
public review at the City of Lincoln Community Development Department, 640 Fifth Street, Lincoln, CA. 
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The SLMP hydrologic analysis showed the total estimated peak flow response time of Auburn 
Ravine varies from 6 to 12 hours, and that Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek discharge their peak 
flow rates to Auburn Ravine one to three hours prior to the peak flow rates in Auburn Ravine.  
Certain improvements were identified in the SLMP for the Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek 
drainage systems to control peak flows by detaining them.4  To mitigate for the increases in peak 
flows at the confluence of Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek, and Orchard Creek at Auburn Ravine, 
the SLMP identified detention facilities for the Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek drainages, which 
have been constructed within the upper Orchard Creek watershed, upstream of the Proposed 
Project.5  Locating detention in the Ingram Slough tributaries and lower Orchard Creek tributaries 
could cause peak events in Auburn Ravine to coincide and increase the risk of flooding.6 

The current approach to minimizing new developments’ contribution to downstream flooding 
(pursuant to Lincoln General Plan Public Facilities Element [PFE] Policy 4-1[b]) considers the overall 
regional hydrology when optimizing the system to reduce peak flow rates to the extent practical.  
This approach is also consistent with Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(PCFCWCD) SWMM Policies II.C.1.a and VII.C.3, listed in “Regulatory Setting,” below.  These 
policies recognize the need to account for regional conditions so that downstream conditions are not 
worsened by the design and operation of detention systems in new development projects.  
Consistent with this approach, the models used for the May 2000 SLMP were subsequently refined 
to better characterize existing conditions and the effects of new development in the watershed.   

Stormwater Volume and Retention Facilities7 

Additional development, along with updated methodology and assumptions to calculate the runoff 
volumes, has resulted in the construction of the City of Lincoln Stormwater Retention Facility 
(SWRF) to mitigate flow and volumes from new development in the Orchard Creek watershed.  This 
facility was developed as a result of a Settlement Agreement established between Sutter County and 
the City of Lincoln in 1998.8  Table 4.7-1 shows the proposed developments to be mitigated by the 
City of Lincoln Stormwater Retention Facility (SWRF) and the runoff volumes to mitigate the 1986 
8-day storm duration.  Upon completion, the SWRF will have a capacity of 720 acre-feet, 86 acre-
feet more capacity than required to mitigate the current runoff volumes (634 acre-feet).9  The 
remaining 86 acre-feet of basin volume will be used to provide the required four feet of freeboard in 
the basin and to ensure no net loss of area for irrigation fields at the Lincoln Wastewater Treatment 
Reclamation Facility (WWTRF).10  Although the retention basin Phase 1 was completed, the City of 
Lincoln approved an additional retention facility in the Coon Creek watershed, north of the Auburn 
Ravine watershed to expand storage space in the City (“Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation 
Facility”).  After constructing the new retention basin, the City would potentially remove the peak flow 
diversion at the existing SWRF basin off of Ingram Slough and use the existing SWRF basin at the 
 
 

                                                  
4 Detention facilities are those that are able to contain stormwater flows and volumes for a short period of time 

to reduce overall flows and volumes conveyed in natural or man-made drainage channels. 
5 City of Lincoln, Montgomery Watson, and Civil Solutions, South Lincoln Master Drainage Plan: Auburn 

Ravine, Ingram Slough, and Orchard Creek, Final Report, August 1998, p.56. 
6  Civil Solutions, Aitken Property, City of Lincoln, CA, Preliminary Hydrology Report, December 2002, p.15. 
7 Retention facilities are able to contain stormwater volumes and flows for an indefinite time in natural or man-

made drainage channels.  
8  A legally binding agreement between Sutter County and the City of Lincoln to mitigate flooding near the 

Cross Canal confluence with Auburn Ravine in Sutter County.  The agreement is binding fro development in 
the SLMP. 

9  Wood Rodgers, Pre-Design Report for City of Lincoln Retention Basin, City of Lincoln, CA, Revised 
November 2002, pp. 15 and 29. 

10 City of Lincoln, Draft Addendum to the Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility EIR for the 
Lincoln Stormwater Retention Facility, prepared by EIP Associates, April 2003, p. 2-4. 
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TABLE 4.7-1 
 

CITY OF LINCOLN REGIONAL RETENTION BASIN CAPACITY 

Proposed Development 

Total Retention 
Volume 

(acre-feet) 
Del Webb Lincoln Hills Development – including Placer Holdings property and Ferrari Expansion 286 
Twelve Bridges Development – Remaining acres to be developed 150 
Lincoln Crossing and 3D Development Areas 153 
City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility Impervious Area (estimate) 11 
Estimated 100-Year Flood Plain areas to be replaced with equivalent volume in basin 34 
Freeboard Safety Storage 86 
Total 720 
Notes: 
1.   This capacity is more than required by the Settlement Agreement, however, additional development, along with changes to parameter 

assumptions, have revised the initial mitigation requirements.  In addition, updated methodology and assumptions to calculate the runoff 
volumes were used to calculate the revised volume. 

Source:  Wood Rodgers, Pre-Design Report for City of Lincoln Retention Basin, City of Lincoln, CA, Revised November 2002, p. 15. 

 

WWTRF for future wastewater storage.  An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for 
Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation Facility [LFVMF] was prepared in June 2006 and was certified 
by the Lincoln City Council in December 2006.11  The Notice of Determination for the environmental 
document was filed on December 19, 2006.  The LFVMF would hold approximately 1,030 acre-feet 
of water. Permits and construction contracts for the project have been issued. 

Water Quality 

Water quality objectives for the Sacramento River and its tributaries, including Ingram Slough, 
Orchard Creek, and Auburn Ravine, are specified in The Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Sacramento River Basin and San Joaquin River Basin (Basin Plan) prepared by the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) in compliance with the federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA) and the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (see “Regulatory Setting,” below).12  
The Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives, and implementation programs to meet stated 
objectives and to protect the beneficial uses of water in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin.   

Beneficial uses for the Sacramento River include municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, 
recreation, and aquatic and wildlife habitat.  These beneficial uses also apply to Ingram Slough, 
Orchard Creek, and Auburn Ravine because these streams ultimately discharge to the Sacramento 
River.  Because the City of Lincoln is located within the CVRWQCB’s jurisdiction, all discharges to 
surface water or groundwater are subject to the Basin Plan requirements. 

Surface water quality in the project area can generally be characterized by surrounding land uses.  
The historical land use along Ingram Slough along the segment that passes through the project site 
has been agricultural, primarily for grazing and pasture.  Typical constituents in runoff from 
pasturelands would include nitrogen, phosphorus, and coliform bacteria.   

Stormwater runoff from urban development upstream of the project site (e.g., Lincoln Crossing, 
Twelve Bridges) is assumed to contain urban pollutants such as oil and grease, metals, nitrogen, 
and phosphorus from fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides, bacteria, and sediment.  During average 
                                                  
11  City of Lincoln, Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation Facility Initial Study and Notice of Intent to Adopt a 

Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH #2006062059), June 2006 (Draft) and December 2006 (Final). 
12 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, The Water Quality Control Plan 

(Basin Plan) [for] the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin, 4th edition, 1998 (Revised 
September 2004). 
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winter flow conditions, stormwater runoff from urban areas upstream from the Proposed Project 
contributes most of the constituents present in the Ingram Slough.13  Recent collection of water 
quality data for the Orchard Creek watershed determined that water quality meet the CVRWQCB 
basin plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River.14  

Groundwater Recharge 

The project site is near the eastern boundary of the 351,000-acre North American sub-basin of the 
Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin.  Little or no groundwater flows into or out of the groundwater 
basin from the Sierra Nevada along the eastern edge.15  Recharge areas for the aquifer system 
underlying the City of Lincoln generally are limited to the Coon Creek, Doty Ravine, Markham 
Ravine, Auburn Ravine, Ingram Slough, and Orchard Creek stream channels.16  

Near-surface soils in the project site consist of Ramona sandy loam, Xerofluvents, Kilaga loam, 
Cometa-Fiddyment complex, and Cometa-Ramona sandy loam, which are categorized as 
Hydrologic Group B, C, and D soils.  The PCFCWCD SWMM conservatively assumes infiltration 
rates ranging from 0.01 to 0.11 inches per hour for Group D soils,17 which is substantially less than 
permeable soils that provide greater recharge opportunity.  Soils with very low infiltration rates that 
overlie cemented hardpan limit infiltration of rainwater that can recharge underlying water-bearing 
strata and aquifer under normal conditions.  Further, as noted above, the site is not irrigated, so 
water is not returned to the underlying aquifer that would provide a source of recharge. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal and State 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FEMA is responsible for determining flood elevations based on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
studies.  FEMA is also responsible for distributing the FIRMs, which are used in the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP).  Participation in the NFIP provides an opportunity for property owners in 
the community to purchase flood insurance that is made available, provided that the community 
complies with FEMA requirements for maintaining flood protection and managing development in the 
floodplain.  Federal floodplain regulations are implemented at the local level by the City of Lincoln, 
as described in Title 8, Chapter 15.32 of the City’s Municipal Code. 

FEMA allows non-residential development in the floodplain, provided it meets regulatory standards 
for that type of development.  As noted above, FEMA regulations for floodplain development apply to 
the Proposed Project because a portion of the project site (approximately five acres in the Lewis 
Property portion south of Ingram Slough and approximately two acres in the Aitken Ranch portion) is 

                                                  
13 City of Lincoln, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility 

(SCH # 98122071), September 1999, pp. 4-22. 
14  City of Lincoln, Draft Environmental Impact Report, South Lincoln Sewer Line Project (SCH# 2002102090), 

November 2005, p. 4.2-4. 
15 Department of Water Resources, <www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/groundwater/118index.htm>, September 

2001, pp. 1-2. 
16 Spectrum Gasch Geophysics, Draft Groundwater Report for the City of Lincoln, January 1999, as reported in 

the Addendum to the Lincoln General Plan Public Facilities Element EIR for the City of Lincoln Groundwater 
Wells Project, January 1999. 

17 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Stormwater Management Manual, February 
1994, Table 5-3. 
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subject to a 100-year flood event hazard, so FEMA regulations for floodplain development apply to 
those portions of the Proposed Project.   

Water Quality 

Section 303 of the federal CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards for all surface water 
of the United States.  Where multiple uses exist, water quality standards must protect the most 
sensitive use.  Water quality standards are typically numeric, although narrative criteria based upon 
biomonitoring methods may be employed where numerical standards cannot be established or 
where they are needed to supplement numerical standards. 

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) includes U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) regulations to implement the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit system, which was established in the CWA to regulate municipal and industrial 
discharges to surface waters of the U.S.  Each NPDES permit contains limits on allowable 
concentrations and mass emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge.  Section 402 of the 
CWA contains general requirements regarding NPDES permits.  Section 307 of the CWA describes 
the factors that EPA must consider in setting effluent limits for priority pollutants. 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) are responsible for ensuring implementation and compliance with the provisions of the 
federal CWA, California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and NPDES programs.  Along 
with the SWRCB and RWQCB, water quality protection is the responsibility of numerous water 
supply and wastewater management agencies, as well as city and county governments, and 
requires the coordinated efforts of these various entities. 

NPDES Stormwater Regulations 

Two types of non-point source discharges18 are controlled by the NPDES program – non-point 
source discharges caused by general construction activities and the general quality of stormwater in 
municipal stormwater systems (either as part of a combined system or as a separate system in 
which runoff is carried through a developed conveyance system to specific discharge locations).  
The goal of the NPDES non-point source regulations is to improve the quality of stormwater 
discharged to receiving waters to the “maximum extent practicable” through the use of best 
management practices (BMPs).  BMPs can include the development and implementation of various 
practices including educational measures (workshops informing public of what impacts result when 
household chemicals are dumped into storm drains), regulatory measures (local authority of 
drainage facility design), public policy measures (label storm drain inlets as to impacts of dumping 
on receiving waters) and structural measures (filter strips, grass swales and detention ponds). 

Post-construction urban stormwater runoff measures would require the City to implement structural 
and non-structural BMPs that would mimic pre-development quantity and quality runoff conditions 
from new development and redevelopment areas.  Structural BMPs include engineered features that 
provide some treatment, such as vegetated drainage ways, detention infiltration ponds, constructed 
wetlands, or filtration basins and sand filters.  A BMP may be City- or drainage area-wide or site-
specific.  Non-structural BMPs are typically non-engineered management measures such as 
administrative and education programs focused on pollution prevention and source control. 
Development is required to incorporate structural BMPs appropriate to the type of development and 

                                                  
18 Non-point sources diffuse and originate over a wide area rather than from a definable point.  Non-point 

pollution often enters receiving water in the form of surface runoff and is not conveyed by way of pipelines or 
discrete conveyances. 
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land uses in the project site, taking into account local and regional drainage and water quality 
considerations. 

The SWMP must also identify the activities to implement the following six minimum control measures 
required under the Phase 2 General Permit:  public outreach, public involvement, illicit discharge 
detection and elimination, construction site runoff, new development and redevelopment, and 
municipal operations.  Some typical types of outreach may include a stormwater hotline, website, 
storm drain stenciling, and other programs.  Public meetings and presentations, volunteer water 
quality monitoring groups, and community cleanup days are some of the elements of the public 
involvement component.   

The 1987 amendments to the CWA directed the federal EPA to implement the stormwater program 
in two phases.  Phase 1 addressed discharges from large (population 250,000 or above) and 
medium (population 100,000 to 250,000) municipalities and certain industrial activities.  Phase 2 
addresses all other discharges defined by EPA that were not included in Phase 1, and construction 
activities that affect one to five acres.  The City of Lincoln is required to comply with the Phase 2 
requirements.  Additional information regarding the City’s compliance with the Phase 2 NPDES 
program is provided below. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan  

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan goals and policies that relate to hydrology and water quality.  Please see Chapter 6 for 
more information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 
General Plan Update policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to 
ascertain consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the 
General Plan. 

City of Lincoln Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) 

As noted above, discharges of urban runoff in Lincoln are regulated under NPDES Phase 2 
regulations applicable to smaller dischargers.  The City developed a Storm Water Management Plan 
(SWMP) describing the City’s program, which is based on the City of Sacramento’s Stormwater 
Quality Guidance Manual.  Ordinance No. 826B (adopted October 23, 2007) added Chapter 8.60 to 
the City’s Municipal Code, implementing the SWMP requirements.   

Post-Construction Stormwater Water Runoff Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 8.60) 

This ordinance applies to all subdivision plans, which would include the Proposed Project.  Section 
8.60.40 (Design Standards) requires the City approve a site-specific stormwater management plan 
that indicates how the design standards identified in Section 8.60.40(B)-(W) will be achieved.  The 
plan must illustrate sufficient engineering analysis to show that the proposed stormwater 
management measures are capable of controlling runoff from the site in compliance with a method 
deemed acceptable by the City.  Among the many measures that are required, the applicant must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City that: post-development peak stormwater runoff discharge 
rates do not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for projects where the increased peak 
stormwater discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion; development is 
designed in a manner that minimized to the maximum extent practicable, the discharge of pollutants 
and non-stormwater discharges; development considers both treatment control and source control 
(with treatment control and design approved by the City); treatment facilities based on volume 
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design are sized using the 85th percentile capture ratio volume or another method approved by the 
City; a Maintenance Plan must be submitted with the management plan that identifies long-term 
maintenance and operation to ensure effectiveness of the controls; and certification of the treatment 
facilities by a professional engineer upon completion of construction.  The City has not developed a 
design manual specifically for the city, but expects to adopt the Stormwater Quality Design Manual 
for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions (Design Manual).19 

In addition, Implementation Measure 3.0 of the adopted Public Facilities and Services Element of the 
2050 General Plan (Table 6-1) requires the City to incorporate low impact development (LID) 
alternatives for stormwater quality control into development requirements.  LID alternatives may 
include, but are not limited to, the following: (1) conserving natural areas and reducing 
imperviousness; (2) runoff storage, (3) hydromodification to mimic pre-development runoff volume 
and flow rate); and (4) public education. 

Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

The Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (PCFCWCD) was formed by 
Senate Bill 1312, effective August 23, 1984.  In 1990, it developed the SWMM that presents policies, 
guidelines, and specific criteria for the development and management of facilities and infrastructure 
for stormwater management, in addition to other natural resource management issues.  The manual 
was revised in 1992, 1994, and in 1997.  The following PCFCWCD SWMM policies are considered 
in the analysis in this section:20 

VI. Drainage Systems 

VI.B.2 Design storms.  All new development shall be planned and designed so that no 
damages occur to structures or improvements during the 100-year event and no 
inundation of private property occurs during the 10-year event. 

VI.B.2.a Local Drainage.  The 10-year event is the minimum design storm for new 
developments in all drainages, and all dedicated drainage facilities will be designed 
for this event 

VII. Storage Facilities 

VII.C.3  Avoiding Detrimental Effects. No storage facility shall worsen conditions downstream.  
Any storage facility, especially a detention basin, has the potential for creating worse 
conditions downstream by altering the timing of peak flows in the stream and its 
tributaries.  In order to avoid detrimental effects, the following alternative measures 
are suggested. 

o a hydrologic study of the watershed in which the basin would be sited.  The 
downstream limit of the study would be the point beyond which changes in peak 
flows would not be measurable.  Where they exist, watershed models supported 
by the local jurisdiction or the District should be used. 

o construction of storage basins which limit outflows to the 2-year pre-development 
peak flow rate. 

o construction of in-stream detention basins which result in reasonably the same 
outflow hydrographs as previously existed for the 2-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year 
events. 

VII.D.1.a Uncertainty in Pre-Development Flows.  When storage is to be used to mitigate 
downstream impacts due to increased flows generated by development of a site, the 

                                                  
19  Tony Rivers, City of Lincoln, personal communication, November 20, 2008. 
20 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Stormwater Management Manual, 

September 1, 1990, revised March 1992, February 1994, July 1997, and October 1997. 
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objective flow shall be taken as the estimated pre-development peak flow rate less 
10% of the difference between the estimated pre-development and post-development 
peak flow rates from the site for all standard design storms ranging in frequency from 
the 2-year and up to and including 100-year.  In no case, however, shall the objective 
flow be less than 90 percent of the estimated pre-development flow.  Figure 7-1 [page 
VII-4 in the SWMM] presents this criterion graphically. 

II. Goals and Policies 

II.C.1.a  Design Criteria.  Storm drainage planning and design in western Placer County shall 
adhere to the criteria presented in this manual… However, none of the criteria or 
guidelines are intended to substitute for the sound application of fundamental 
engineering or scientific principles or to conflict with stated goals and policies. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

Stormwater Runoff 

The Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master 
Drainage Study prepared by Wood Rodgers, Inc. is the source of information used for the drainage 
and flooding analysis presented below.  This document is available for public review at the City of 
Lincoln Community Development Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln, California.  

The Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master 
Drainage Study was prepared in accordance with the guidelines for a “Preliminary Plan” as outlined 
in the PCFCWCD SWMM.  The study also reflects peak flow and volumetric information developed 
in subsequent updates to the May 2000 SLMP. 

Stormwater Peak Flows 

Peak flow rates were estimated for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, 200-, and 500-year storm events 
consistent with Section 10-7 of the City’s Design Standards.  Consistent with PFE Policy 4-15, flow 
estimates were developed using HEC-1 hydrologic modeling methods and guidance set forth in the 
PCFCWCD SWMM.  Three modeled data sets were developed with existing and planned 
developments in the Orchard Creek watershed.  Data from existing and planned developments 
and/or drainage improvements were used for all the modeled data sets.  The first model calculated 
peak flow rates for existing pre-project conditions that include existing offsite developments and/or 
improvements (e.g. Twelve Bridges, Lincoln Crossing).  The second model calculated the post-
project conditions without mitigation, and the third model calculated the post-project conditions with 
mitigation.   

Stormwater Volume 

As described in the Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties 
Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study, calculations using soil types (i.e., B, C, etc.) and area of soil 
types were used to estimate the increases in stormwater runoff volume from the Proposed Project 
using an 8-day storm duration.  An 8-day storm duration was selected because the accumulated 
runoff volume over long-duration storms has affected low-lying areas of Sutter County.  For this 
analysis, precipitation data was used from the long term storm event from the 8-day 100-year storm 
event from February 1986.   
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Floodplain Fill and Hydraulic Elevations 

The pre-project (existing) conditions, as described above, were used for the HEC-RAS model.  The 
post-project conditions without any mitigation, described above, was used for the HEC-RAS model.  
The post-project floodplain analysis assumed any existing undeveloped offsite areas (e.g. Northwest 
Rocklin Annexation area) as developed and unmitigated.  This approach was used to view the worst-
case scenario for floodplains within the project site.  Cross sections were updated for the Proposed 
Project and included building pad elevations either one foot above 500-year or three feet above the 
design 100-year post-project water surface elevations, whichever is greater, at the direction of the 
City.  The highest pad elevation produced between the two frequencies will be used for designing 
the building pad elevations.  The HEC-RAS model was also utilized to calculate water surface 
elevations downstream of the project site.   

Water Quality 

Water quality impacts from urban stormwater runoff include sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding 
substances, road salts, heavy metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, bacteria, and viruses.  The largest 
mass of pollutants found in urban stormwater runoff is attributed to suspended sediments, which 
includes that derived from construction sites.  The petroleum hydrocarbons present in urban 
stormwater runoff is attributed to automobile sources, and the nutrient and bacterial sources are 
attributed to landscaping activities (e.g. fertilizers, grass clippings, etc.), animal feces, and faulty 
septic tanks.   

The analysis of potential water quality effects from the Proposed Project was based on a qualitative 
comparison of pre-developed and post-developed land uses.  It would be speculative to identify 
specific post-development water quality impacts that could occur because specific types of water 
quality BMPs (both construction and operational), except for in-channel water quality basins and 
grass swales, have not been determined at this stage of project development.  However, it is 
conservatively assumed for purposes of evaluation in this Draft EIR that new or additional 
stormwater runoff generated by the Proposed Project is expected to contain some level of 
contaminants associated with urban development.  

Groundwater Recharge 

Groundwater recharge related to changes in impervious surfaces was analyzed qualitatively, based 
on published technical information that identifies groundwater recharge potential in the groundwater 
basin that underlies the project site.   

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the Proposed Project would: 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that would either result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 
resulting in flooding on- or off-site; 

• Place fill or structures within the 100-year and/or 500-year floodplain that would result in 
flooding on- or off-site;  

• Create or contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems; or 
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• Substantially degrade surface and/or groundwater quality due to an increase in sediments, 
erosion and urban contaminants generated by construction activity and/or operation 
activities, or violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.7-1 Development of the Proposed Project would increase the amount of impervious 
surfaces and alter drainage patterns, compared to existing conditions, which would 
increase the potential for localized and downstream flooding as a result of project 
stormwater runoff peak flows. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development of the Proposed Project would increase the amount of impervious surface coverage 
over that which currently exists by converting undeveloped land to urban uses.  This increase in the 
amount of impervious surface coverage would increase the rate of surface runoff entering Ingram 
Slough.  In addition, development and grading would alter the existing runoff patterns and 
conveyance capacities on the property.  Increased flows and altered drainage patterns could 
increase the potential for localized and downstream flooding. 

Consistent with City PFE Policy 4-1(b) and PCFCWCD standards, peak flow runoff rates were 
determined for the Proposed Project to identify drainage features that would be necessary to 
mitigate post-development flows to 90 percent of pre-development levels for the 100-year or less 
storm event, to the extent that such features would not exacerbate downstream peak flows.  The 
Wood Rogers Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative 
Map, Master Drainage Study (available for review at the City of Lincoln) contains the model output 
data from the hydrologic modeling of peak flows for the 2- through 500-year storm events at different 
locations in the Orchard Creek, Ingram Slough, and Auburn Ravine watersheds.  The data show that 
the Proposed Project would increase outflows into Ingram Slough, Orchard Creek, and Auburn 
Ravine up to one percent of pre-project levels with incorporation of the two planned detention basins 
in the northern half of the project site, as shown in Figure 4.7-2.   

However, according to the Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties 
Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study, these increases are not large enough to result in 
measurable increases in water surface elevations at the confluence of Orchard Creek and Auburn 
Ravine or at downstream locations such that increased flood risk would occur at the confluence or 
downstream of the project site.  Further, because the Proposed Project is considered to be within a 
watershed that has a City-adopted Master Drainage Plan (the SLMP) with upstream detention to 
mitigate development peak flows, impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.7-1(A)&(B) None required (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.7-2  Development of the Proposed Project would increase the amount (volume) of 
stormwater runoff discharged to Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek. 

Lewis Property 

Stormwater runoff generated by new development in the Lewis Property, as described in 
Impact 4.7-1, would also increase the amount (volume) of stormwater runoff that would enter Ingram 
Slough.  Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling for the Lincoln Nader/Aitken 
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Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study would 
generate an increase in runoff volume of 78.0 acre-feet for the 8-day 100-year storm.  According to 
the Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master 
Drainage Study, this represents a net increase over the previously planned retention storage 
amounts identified for the SLMP.  The increase in stormwater volume, if not mitigated, could cause 
an increase in downstream water surface elevations that could, in turn, exacerbate flooding.  This is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are three options to mitigating the Lewis Property stormwater runoff volumetric impacts: use 
existing off-site storage in the watershed at the City’s Stormwater Retention Facility; the approved 
Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation Facility; or providing storage on-site.  These options could be 
implemented separately or in combination with each other to achieve the necessary retention 
storage amount within the watershed, depending on the timing of Proposed Project development 
relative to when the off-site facilities are completed and operational. 

Phase 1 of the City’s Stormwater Retention Facility (SRWF) project was constructed to 
accommodate up to 315 acre-feet from the Del Webb development.  Phase 1 of the City’s SWRF 
project has a 315 acre-foot retention storage capacity and was constructed by Del Webb to mitigate 
their project impacts.  Based on the SLMDP, the retention volume required to mitigate impacts for 
the Del Webb project totaled 286 acre-feet (Table 4.7-1).  The Phase 1 basin, therefore, has 
approximately 29 acre-feet of available storage that could be used by the Lewis Property. Additional 
phased expansions (Phases 2 and 3) are planned to accommodate up to approximately 800 acre-
feet of additional retention volume but have not been constructed. This mitigation option would not 
entirely reduce the retention volume required for the Lewis Property, but could be combined with one 
or more of the other options identified in this mitigation measure. 

Off-site storage at the Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation Facility in the Coon Creek watershed 
could also be used.  This facility has been designed to accommodate approximately 1,030 acre-feet 
of storage.  Contracts and permits for construction of this facility have been issued.  As noted in the 
Environmental Setting, use of the Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation Facility could allow the City 
to remove the peak flow diversion at the existing SWRF basin on Ingram Slough and use the 
existing SWRF basin at the City’s Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF) for 
future WWTRF storage. 

If a sufficient amount of land were available within the Lewis Property, some or all of the storage 
could be provided on-site.  Off-site facilities could be used for the remaining volume.  

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would mitigate the additional increase in runoff 
volume from the Lewis Property to a less-than-significant level by providing for the necessary 
amount of storage volume to capture project-generated flows. 

4.7-2(A) Prior to final map approval, the Applicant shall identify 78.0 acre-feet of storage capacity 
in the watershed to accommodate increased stormwater runoff volumes associated with 
the Lewis Property.  Storage capacity shall be obtained at the existing Stormwater 
Retention Facility (SWRF) and/or the approved Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation 
Facility.  

AND 

 The Applicant shall be required to cover its fair share of costs associated with 
construction, operation, and maintenance, and management of the regional retention 
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facilities to offset increased stormwater volume generated by the Lewis Property.  
Assuming the regional facility has been constructed, Applicant shall pay the appropriate 
fees prior to final map approval.   

 If at the time the final map is approved  the regional facilities are not available or 
operational, or if additional capacity is required, the Applicant shall create on-site storage 
capacity, or through a combination of on-site and off-site capacity to fully mitigate the 
78.0 acre-feet.  If off-site facilities are used, The Applicant shall be required to cover its 
fair share of costs associated with construction, operation, and maintenance, and 
management of the regional retention facilities to offset increased stormwater volume 
generated by the Lewis Property.  Assuming the regional facility has been constructed, 
Applicant shall pay the appropriate fees prior to final map approval. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Stormwater runoff generated by new development, as described in Impact 4.7-1, would also 
increase the amount (volume) of stormwater runoff from the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  
Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling indicate that the Programmatic Portion would 
generate an increase in runoff volume of 23 acre-feet for the 8-day 100-year storm.  According to the 
Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master 
Drainage Study, this represents a net increase over the previously planned retention storage 
amounts identified for the SLMP.  An on-site location for retention storage in the Programmatic 
Portion has not been identified. 

The 23 acre-feet of storage volume in and of itself could be accommodated within the capacity of the 
SWRF, absent any other contribution from the Proposed Project.  However, because the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion cannot proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project, 
the amount of retention storage required for the Programmatic Portion (23 acre-feet) must be 
considered in combination with the required storage (78 acre-feet) for the Lewis Property. The total 
increase in stormwater volume (101 acre-feet), if not mitigated, could cause an increase in 
downstream water surface elevations that could, in turn, exacerbate flooding.  This is considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures could contain the increase in runoff from the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the site.  However, it is unknown whether the applicant(s) could 
provide sufficient on-site storage to fully or partially mitigate the volumetric impact, and whether 
there is sufficient capacity in the regional retention basin to accommodate the additional runoff 
volume of 23 acre-feet from the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project, in combination with 
the Lewis Property contribution (78.0 acre-feet).  Therefore, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

4.7-2(B) a)  The Applicant(s) shall develop an additional 23 acre-feet of storage capacity in the 
watershed to accommodate increased stormwater runoff volumes associated with 
the Village 7 programmatic portion of the Proposed Project (Aitken Ranch II, 
Scheiber, Remainder Area), in addition to the 78.0 acre-feet required for the Lewis 
Property (Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(A)).  The applicant(s) shall use one of the 
following options, or a combination thereof, presented in the Lincoln Nader/Aitken 
Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master Drainage 
Study for volumetric mitigation: 
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• Participate in the City’s Proposed Phase 2 Regional Retention Basin: 
Phase 1 of the City’s Regional Retention Basin project was constructed to 
accommodate up to 315 acre-feet from the Del Webb development.  
Additional phased expansions (Phases 2 and 3) are planned to 
accommodate up to approximately 800 acre-feet of additional retention 
volume.  The Village 7 Programmatic Portion could participate in the 
construction of Phase 2 of the existing City of Lincoln retention basin to 
mitigate the Proposed Project’s runoff volumes. 

• Utilize excess capacity in the City’s Proposed Phase 1 Regional Retention 
Basin:  Phase 1 of the City’s Regional Retention Basin project has a 315 
acre-foot retention storage capacity and was constructed by Del Webb to 
mitigate their project impacts.  Based on the SLMDP, the retention volume 
required to mitigate impacts for the Del Webb project totaled 286 acre-feet.  
The Phase 1 basin therefore has approximately 29 acre-feet of available 
storage that could be used by the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  This 
mitigation option would not entirely reduce the retention volume required for 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, but could be combined with one or more 
of the other options presented herein. 

• Create a New Retention Basin: The project applicant could participate in the 
City’s future retention basin within the Cross Canal watershed.   

OR 

• Create a new on-site retention basin within the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion. 

b) If one or more of the off-site mitigation options listed in (a) are used, prior to final map 
approval, the project applicant(s) shall pay PFE fees to cover its fair share of costs 
associated with construction, operation, and maintenance, and management of off-
site regional retention facilities to offset increased stormwater volume generated by 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  

4.7-3 Implementation of the Proposed Project would include placement of fill in the 100-year 
floodplain (overbank area) to accommodate proposed residential development, but 
this would not cause or increase flood hazard risk. 

Lewis Property 

A small portion of the project site south of Ingram Slough is within an area subject to 100-year flood 
hazard.  Development of the Lewis Property would place housing or other structures in the area 
subject to 100-year flood hazard. 

The City requires that building pads for residential lots adjacent to an open water course such as the 
north reach of Ingram Slough have a minimum of three feet of freeboard to the 100-year water 
surface elevation or one foot of freeboard above the 500-year water surface elevation to finish floor 
elevation.21  To accommodate proposed residential development in those areas and to provide 
required freeboard, excavated soil obtained from other areas within the project site outside the 
floodplain would be placed in the areas subject to flooding to raise the ground surface elevation.  
Figure 4.7-2 illustrates the location of the reduced floodplain with the fill improvements.  The area 
along Ingram Slough would remain as open space. The flow line of Ingram Slough would be 
maintained, with no alteration to the low-flow channel.   
                                                  
21  City of Lincoln General Plan EIR, October 2006, p. 6-41. 
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The Lincoln Nader/Aitken Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master 
Drainage Study modeled water surface elevations that would occur at cross-sections along Ingram 
Slough from east to west (upstream to downstream) through the Lewis Property for the 100- and 
500-year events with the proposed fill improvements.  The study showed there would be no changes 
in water surface elevations with the Proposed Project for the 100- and 500-year event.  Because the 
flow line would be maintained, this would not adversely affect conditions in the floodplain.  Therefore, 
because water surface elevations would not change with the fill improvements in the floodplain, the 
Proposed Project would not cause or increase flooding risk.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.7-3(A)  None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As shown in Figure 4.7-2, a small portion of the Village 7 Programmatic site north of Moore Road (in 
Aitken Ranch II) is within an area subject to 100-year flood hazard.  This area would remain as open 
space.  Development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would not place structures or fill in the 
area subject to a 100-year flood and 500-year hazard.  Therefore, there would be no impact on 
water surface elevations.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.7-3(B)  None required. 

4.7-4 Implementation of the Proposed Project would increase the types and amounts of 
pollutants in stormwater runoff that could be discharged to Ingram Slough, which 
could affect water quality. 

Lewis Property 

Development of the Lewis Property would result in the conversion of undeveloped land to urban 
uses including residences, a school, parks and open spaces, and roadways and parking areas.  As 
discussed in Impact 4.7-1, the increase in impervious surfaces resulting from the construction of 
buildings and paved areas would increase the rate and amount of stormwater runoff.   

Activities that could increase the types or quantities of non-naturally occurring pollutants in 
stormwater runoff due to project development could include motor vehicle operations, residential 
maintenance, littering, careless material storage and handling, domestic animal wastes, and 
pavement wear.  Pollutants typically associated with urban uses, such as those that could be 
developed as a result of the Proposed Project, include oil and grease, coliform bacteria, petroleum 
hydrocarbons (gas and diesel fuels), nitrogen, phosphorus, and heavy metals such as lead, copper, 
and zinc.  Pesticides, herbicides, and other landscape maintenance products typically used in 
residential developments could also be present.  Thus, there is the potential that urban runoff from 
the Proposed Project could contain levels of pollutants that could adversely affect water quality in 
Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek by increasing sediment loads or increasing the types or 
concentrations of chemical pollutants.  Similarly, because Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek are a 
source of groundwater recharge in the project area, contaminants could migrate to groundwater, 
thereby affecting groundwater quality.   

The Proposed Project would construct stormwater quality basins, grassy vegetated swales designed 
to remove pollutants by filtration, and oil/grit separators and water quality inlet devices.  The 
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stormwater quality basins were designed in compliance with City standards that mandate a 2-year 
6-hour storm frequency treatment volume with a rainfall depth of 1.1 inches in compliance with the 
PCFCWCD standards.  However, no specific BMPs have been proposed for roads or parking areas 
to prevent urban pollutants from reaching Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek.  Further, no 
information is available on the efficiency of these basins to meet standards required by the City’s 
Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance 826b.  This is considered a potentially 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would ensure BMPs specific to the land uses in 
the Proposed Project are implemented and are monitored for their effectiveness in reducing urban 
pollutants in runoff so that Basin Plan objectives and water quality standards are not violated, and to 
ensure consistency with NPDES Phase 2 requirements and City ordinance.  Further, these 
mitigation measures would ensure that water quality improvements would be operated and 
maintained into the future.  This would reduce potential water quality effects from urban runoff to a 
less-than-significant level. 

4.7-4(A) a)  Project Conditions of Approval shall specify that appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) be incorporated into project design to reduce urban pollutants in 
runoff, consistent with goals and standards established under federal and State non-
point source discharge NPDES regulations and Basin Plan water quality objectives, 
the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance No. 826B, and 
Low-Impact Development (LID) alternatives for stormwater quality control per Public 
Facilities and Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of the adopted 2050 General 
Plan.   

b)  The proposed water quality facilities shall be identified and designed in a Stormwater 
Management Plan prepared in accordance with Section 8.60.40 of the City’s 
Municipal Code for City review and approval.  All water quality facilities identified in 
the Stormwater Management Plan shall be constructed with the installation of the 
infrastructure.   

c)  The Stormwater Management Plan shall also include the method or methods for 
funding the long-term maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities.  The City 
shall formally adopt and implement a funding mechanism specifically to fund the 
long-term maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities as proposed by the 
Stormwater Management Plan. 

d)  The project applicant shall submit a site-specific BMP plan showing the on-site 
locations and effectiveness of the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water quality 
impact reduction prior to project approval.  The plan shall include a method or 
methods for financing the long-term maintenance of the proposed site-specific 
facilities. 

e)  All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall be 
developed in accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and New 
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the CVRWQCB, 
County, and City) for the project.  The BMPs shall be designed to mitigate (minimize, 
infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff.  Flow or volume based post-construction 
BMPs shall be designed at a minimum in accordance with the PCFCWCD and City 
standards and shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs.  All BMPs shall 
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reflect the Best Available Technologies (BAT) available at the time of implementation 
and shall reflect site-specific limitations. The City shall make the final determinations 
as to the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed for the Proposed Project and the 
City shall ensure future implementation, operation, and maintenance of the BMPs. 

f)  Stormwater runoff from the Proposed Project’s impervious surfaces (including roads) 
shall be collected and routed through specially designed water quality treatment 
facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of concern (i.e. sediment, oil/grease, etc.), 
as approved by the City.  The applicant shall verify that proposed BMPs are 
appropriate to treat the pollutants of concern from the Proposed Project and shall 
provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper 
irrigation, for effective performance of BMPs.  Maintenance of these facilities shall be 
provided by the City.  Prior to project approval or Final Map approval, easements 
shall be created and offered for dedication to the City for maintenance and access to 
these facilities in anticipation of possible City maintenance.  No water quality facility 
construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or 
right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would result in the conversion of undeveloped 
land to urban uses including residences, a school, parks and open spaces, and roadways and 
parking areas.  As discussed in Impact 4.7-1, the increase in impervious surfaces resulting from the 
construction of buildings and paved areas would increase the rate and amount of stormwater runoff.   

Activities that could increase the types or quantities of non-naturally occurring pollutants in 
stormwater runoff due to project development could include motor vehicle operations, residential 
maintenance, littering, careless material storage and handling, domestic animal wastes, and 
pavement wear.  Pollutants typically associated with urban uses, such as those that could be 
developed as a result of the Proposed Project, include oil and grease, coliform bacteria, petroleum 
hydrocarbons (gas and diesel fuels), nitrogen, phosphorus, and heavy metals such as lead, copper, 
and zinc.  Pesticides, herbicides, and other landscape maintenance products typically used in 
residential developments could also be present.  Thus, there is the potential that urban runoff from 
the Proposed Project could contain levels of pollutants that could adversely affect water quality in 
Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek by increasing sediment loads or increasing the types or 
concentrations of chemical pollutants.  Similarly, because Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek are a 
source of groundwater recharge in the project area, contaminants could migrate to groundwater, 
thereby affecting groundwater quality.   

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be required to construct some form of post-construction 
stormwater quality improvements to remove pollutants by filtration, and oil/grit separators and water 
quality inlet devices, pursuant to the City’s SWMP and the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater 
Runoff Control Ordinance.  However, no specific BMPs have been proposed for the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion to prevent urban pollutants from reaching Auburn Ravine or Ingram Slough.  
This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would ensure BMPs specific to the land uses in 
the Proposed Project are implemented and are monitored for their effectiveness in reducing urban 
pollutants in runoff so that Basin Plan objectives and water quality standards are not violated, and to 
ensure consistency with NPDES Phase 2 requirements.  Further, these mitigation measures would 
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ensure that water quality improvements would be operated and maintained into the future.  This 
would reduce potential water quality effects from urban runoff to a less-than-significant level. 

4.7-4(B) a)  Project Conditions of Approval shall specify that appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) be incorporated into project design to reduce urban pollutants in 
runoff, consistent with goals and standards established under federal and State non-
point source discharge NPDES regulations and Basin Plan water quality objectives 
and the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance No. 826B, 
and Low-Impact Development (LID) alternatives for stormwater quality control per 
Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of the adopted 2050 
General Plan.   

b)  The proposed water quality facilities shall be identified and designed in a Stormwater 
Management Plan prepared in accordance with Section 8.60.40 of the City’s 
Municipal Code for City review and approval.  All water quality facilities identified in 
the Stormwater Management Plan shall be constructed with the installation of the 
infrastructure.   

c)  The Stormwater Management Plan shall also include the method or methods for 
funding the long-term maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities. The City 
shall formally adopt and implement a funding mechanism specifically to fund the 
long-term maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities as proposed by the 
Stormwater Management Plan. 

d)  The project applicant shall submit a site-specific BMP plan showing the on-site 
locations and effectiveness of the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water quality 
impact reduction prior to project approval.  The plan shall include a method or 
methods for financing the long-term maintenance of the proposed site-specific 
facilities. 

e)  All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall be 
developed in accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and New 
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the CVRWQCB, 
County, and City), or as deemed acceptable to the City for the project.  The BMPs 
shall be designed to mitigate (minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff.  
Flow or volume based post-construction BMPs shall be designed at a minimum in 
accordance with the PCFCWCD and City standards and shall be included for long-
term maintenance of BMPs.  All BMPs shall reflect the Best Available Technologies 
(BAT) available at the time of implementation and shall reflect site-specific 
limitations.  The City shall make the final determinations as to the appropriateness of 
the BMPs proposed for the Proposed Project and the City shall ensure future 
implementation, operation, and maintenance of the BMPs. 

f)  Stormwater runoff from the Proposed Project’s impervious surfaces (including roads) 
shall be collected and routed through specially designed water quality treatment 
facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of concern (i.e. sediment, oil/grease, etc.), 
as approved by the City.  The applicant shall verify that proposed BMPs are 
appropriate to treat the pollutants of concern from the Proposed Project and shall 
provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper 
irrigation, for effective performance of BMPs.  Maintenance of these facilities shall be 
provided by the City.  Prior to project approval or Final Map approval, easements 
shall be created and offered for dedication to the City for maintenance and access to 
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these facilities in anticipation of possible City maintenance.  No water quality facility 
construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or 
right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals.   

4.7-5 Development of the Proposed Project would result in the conversion of undeveloped 
land to urban uses, which could affect groundwater recharge potential. 

Lewis Property 

Groundwater supply is partly dependent on “recharge” by percolation of rainwater through 
permeable surfaces.  When impermeable surfaces (e.g., houses and roads) are constructed, 
groundwater recharge can be reduced.  As described in the Environmental Setting, soils that are 
impermeable or underlain by hardpan comprise the project site.  In these areas, infiltration is low, 
thereby limiting groundwater recharge.  Further, current uses are limited to grazing, and there is little 
irrigation.  Therefore, recharge via application of irrigation water would not be significantly affected. 

Groundwater recharge in the area occurs primarily along stream channels such as Ingram Slough 
and Orchard Creek.  The areas along Ingram Slough would remain undeveloped open space.  
Runoff from the new impervious surfaces would be collected and diverted through on-site drainage 
controls, such as swales, channels or other detention features, and ultimately released downstream.  
Some infiltration from these features would occur.  Recharge would still occur, but at different 
locations than under existing conditions.  Therefore, the Lewis Property would result in a less-than-
significant impact on groundwater recharge potential. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.7-5(A)  None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As described in the Environmental Setting, soils that are impermeable or underlain by hardpan 
comprise the project site.  In these areas, infiltration is low, thereby limiting groundwater recharge.  
Further, current uses are limited to grazing, and there is little irrigation.  Therefore, recharge via 
application of irrigation water would not be significantly affected. 

Groundwater recharge in the Programmatic Portion occurs primarily along stream channels such as 
Auburn Ravine.  The area along Auburn Ravine would remain undeveloped open space.  Runoff 
from the new impervious surfaces would be collected and diverted through on-site drainage controls, 
such as swales, channels or other detention features, and ultimately released downstream.  Some 
infiltration from these features would occur.  Recharge would still occur, but at different locations 
than under existing conditions.  Therefore, the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would result in a less-
than-significant impact on groundwater recharge potential. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.7-5(B)  None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Potential impacts on hydrology and water quality are attributed to development not only within the 
City limits, but in the watershed areas outside of the City limits.  The context for the evaluation of 
potential cumulative impacts on flood conditions and water quality is the Auburn Ravine and Orchard 
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Creek watershed that is tributary to the Cross Canal watershed, which drains to the Sacramento 
River.  The following cumulative impact analysis determines the contribution of the Proposed Project 
as a whole to the cumulative context.   

4.7-6 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development within the watershed, 
could contribute to an increase in stormwater peak flows and volumes. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Cumulative development in the Lincoln area, which includes the Orchard Creek watershed, would 
increase the amount of impervious surface cover, which would generate stormwater runoff peak 
flows.  The increased runoff to the streams in the watershed would also increase the amount of 
stormwater runoff.  As noted previously in this section, several modifications to existing channels 
and structures are planned, and in some cases have been constructed to mitigate the future 
increase in stormwater volume due to upstream developments.  These flood control structures have 
been discussed in detail in the SLMP.  However, cumulative development runoff would result in 
potentially significant cumulative impacts. 

As discussed above in Impact 4.7-1, the Proposed Project would result in an increase in peak flow 
rates for the 10-year and greater storm events, when compared to existing conditions.  These would 
be small increases in peak flows and, according to the City, are not considered large enough to 
result in measurable increases in water surface elevations at the confluence of Orchard Creek and 
Auburn Ravine or at downstream locations such that increased flood risk would occur at the 
confluence or downstream. 

Furthermore, stormwater runoff generated by new development, as described in Impact 4.7-1, would 
also increase the amount (volume) of stormwater runoff from the project site that would enter Ingram 
Slough.  Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling for the Proposed Project indicate that the 
Proposed Project would generate an increase of 62.5 acre-feet of runoff at the confluence of Ingram 
Slough and Orchard Creek and 15.5 acre-feet of runoff from the Aitken Ranch II portion of the 
project to Auburn Ravine for the 8-day 100-year storm.  According to the Lincoln Nader/Aitken 
Ranch II/Sundance and the Remainder Properties Tentative Map, Master Drainage Study, this 
represents a net increase over the previously planned retention storage amounts identified for the 
SLMP.  The Proposed Project would require 101 acre-feet of storage (78 acre-feet for the Lewis 
Property and 23 acre-feet for the Programmatic Portion).  The Proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative runoff in the watershed would be cumulatively considerable if not mitigated. 

The increase in runoff at the confluences mentioned above could be addressed by increasing the 
storage size of retention facilities in the City that are currently under construction or being planned in 
the watershed.  The increase in runoff volume generated by the Lewis Property part of the Proposed 
Project could be handled by the Lakeview Farms Volumetric Mitigation Facility in the Coon Creek 
watershed, which is currently under construction.  As further noted, results of hydrologic and 
hydraulic modeling prepared for the Lakeview retention basin project indicate that operation of the 
basin would decrease the peak flow rate and flood elevations downstream in Orchard Creek and 
Auburn Ravine.  Thus, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(A) would ultimately reduce the 
Lewis Property project-specific contributions to regional flood conditions, but it is has not been 
determined whether there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
runoff volume should on-site storage not be available, in combination with cumulative General Plan 
buildout requirements.  Further, if additional storage is required off-site to accommodate the 
Proposed Project in addition to cumulative demand, the construction or expansion of facilities could 
result in environmental impacts such as conversion of agricultural lands or loss of biological 
resources, which may not be mitigable.  Therefore, this would be considered a potentially 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 
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Mitigation Measure 

4.7-6(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion)  

4.7-7 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development in the watershed, would 
not contribute to a reduction in groundwater recharge. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development in the City of Lincoln would result in the creation of new impervious surfaces by 
converting undeveloped, primarily grazing land to urban uses.  Cumulative effects on recharge 
without the Proposed Project are not considered significant.  As discussed previously, since there 
are no irrigation areas, groundwater recharge occurs primarily along the stream channels in the 
Orchard Creek watershed.  Further, less than five percent of total recharge to the Sacramento Valley 
Groundwater Basin under natural conditions is attributable to Placer County.  Much of western 
Placer County, including the Proposed Project, consists of Hydrologic Group D soils, which are 
characterized by high runoff and low infiltration potential.  The major geologic formations that 
underlie western Placer County (Riverbank, Turlock Lake, and Mehrten, for example) also impede 
infiltration of rainwater and irrigation water.  Other areas in the City of Lincoln and western Placer 
County are situated on soil and rock units similar to the Proposed Project area, and do not have 
water-intensive irrigation uses.   

The Proposed Project is not considered a significant recharge source in the context of a regional 
source.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not substantially contribute to a loss of groundwater 
recharge on a cumulative basis, and the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.7-7(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.7-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development within the watershed, 
would contribute urban pollutants to receiving waters, which could adversely affect 
water quality. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Cumulative urban development in the Auburn Ravine, Ingram Slough, and Orchard Creek 
watersheds would involve soil-disturbing construction activities such as vegetation removal, grading, 
and excavation.  These soil disturbances would expose soil to wind- and water-generated erosion, 
possibly at accelerated rates.  Therefore, surface runoff would carry increased sediment loads.  As 
previously described, sediment from erosion can have long and short-term water quality effects 
including increased turbidity, which could result in adverse impacts on fish and wildlife habitat, 
reduced water pump life due to abrasion, impaired recreation and aesthetic values, and increased 
flooding hazard due to reduced channel capacity.  This is considered a significant cumulative impact. 

Urban development results in increased impervious surfaces which increase the rate and amount of 
runoff and can alter existing surface water quality.  The primary sources of water pollution include 
runoff from roadways, parking lots, landscaped areas, industrial activities (including wastewater 
treatment plants), non-storm water connections to the drainage system, accidental spills and illegal 
dumping.  Runoff from roadway and parking lots could contain levels of oil, grease, and heavy 
metals.  Runoff from landscaped areas could contain concentrations of nutrients, i.e., fertilizers and 
pesticides.  The Proposed Project’s contribution to stormwater pollution levels would be 
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cumulatively significant.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-8 would reduce the 
project’s contribution.  In addition, development elsewhere in southern Placer County also 
implements the measures identified in the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento 
and South Placer Regions (Design Manual) to comply with state and federal regulatory urban runoff 
standards. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures would reduce the project’s contribution to less-
than-significant levels by providing structural water quality features in the Proposed Project drainage 
design.  

4.7-8(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.7-4(a) through (f). (Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion) 
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4.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section assesses the potential effects of the Village 7 Specific Plan on biological resources 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts.  The analysis includes 
pertinent baseline information: (1) a description of project site habitats; (2) a description of special-
status plant and wildlife species that could potentially occur in the area; and (3) federal, state, and 
regional regulations pertaining to plant and wildlife species and the regulatory agencies that enforce 
these standards.   

The Initial Study (IS) for the Proposed Project (Appendix A) concluded there would be no impacts 
related to conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation 
Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  Therefore, 
this issue is not further addressed in this Draft EIR, but the Environmental Setting section includes 
an updated discussion of the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Project Location 

The Village 7 Specific Plan project site is located in Placer County in the Roseville 7.5 minute USGS 
quadrangle, at latitude 38o51’45” north, longitude 121o19’30” west.  The approximately 703-acre site 
is southwest of the City of Lincoln and is bounded by Auburn Ravine on the north, the City’s 
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility (WWTRF) and undeveloped land on the west, the 
developing Lincoln Crossing project on the east, and the Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve area on 
the south.  The site lies at the northern fork of Ingram Slough.  The slough enters the property along 
its eastern boundary then bisects the site east to west where it eventually feeds into Orchard Creek. 

Project Site Habitats 

The habitat types on the project site include annual grasslands, riparian, and a variety of wetlands 
(see Figure 4.8-1).  These habitats are described further below. 

Annual Grassland 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property portion of the project site is composed primarily of non-native annual grassland, 
irrigated pasture and an area that is dry farmed for livestock forage crops.  The most common plant 
species in this community include non-native species such as wild oats (Avena fatua), medusahead 
grass (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus 
hordeaceus), Italian rye grass (Lolium multiflorum), yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), vetch 
(Vicia spp.), curly dock (Rumex crispus) and wild mustard (Brassica spp.).  Annual grasslands (and 
to a lesser extent the irrigated pasture and dry farmed areas) provide both foraging and shelter 
habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species including deer mice (Peromyscus maniculatus), 
California vole (Microtus californicus), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), black-tail 
hare (Lepus californicus), coyote (Canis latrans), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), meadowlark 
(Sturnella neglecta), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), 
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Pacific gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer catenifer), California kingsnake (Lampropeltis getulua 
californiae) and western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis).  There are approximately 485 acres 
of annual grassland within the Lewis Property portion of the project site.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Grassland habitat is also the most extensive natural habitat throughout the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion of the project site.  Plant and wildlife species found in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of 
the project site are essentially the same as those found in the Lewis Property portion of the project 
site.  There are approximately 170 acres of grassland habitat in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
of the project site, of which approximately 106 acres occur in the Aitken Ranch II property.1 

Riparian 

Lewis Property 

In the Lewis Property portion of the project site, riparian vegetation at the site is limited to portions of 
Ingram Slough.  Ingram Slough is a highly altered/channelized perennial drainage that passes 
through the site in a generally northeast to southwest direction.  The riparian vegetation consists 
primarily of small stands of willows (Salix spp.) and scattered valley oaks (Quercus lobata) that form 
sparse coverage at various points along Ingram Slough.  Though currently limited in extent, the 
riparian vegetation along Ingram Slough provides valuable habitat for nesting and cover for a variety 
of local wildlife species including mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), black phoebe (Sayornis 
nigricans), western wood-pewee (Contopus sordidulus), California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), and 
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), opossum (Didelphis virginianus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), deer 
mouse, broad-footed mole (Scapanus latimanus), striped skunk, and gray fox (Urocyon 
cinereoargenteus).  There are approximately 4 acres of riparian vegetation along Ingram Slough. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Additional riparian woodland occurs along Auburn Ravine on the north side of the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion of the project site.  This habitat is more extensive and well developed that that 
found along Ingram Slough.  Tree species found in this habitat include valley oak, Fremont 
cottonwood (Populus fremontii), willows, and Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia).  As with the Lewis 
Property portion of the project site, the only other trees present within the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion of the project site include ornamental species associated with existing residences. 

Non-Riparian Trees 

Lewis Property 

Trees on the Lewis Property portion of the project site outside the riparian vegetation are few in 
number, and consist of ornamental species associated with the existing residences on the property.  
To date, no comprehensive tree survey or arborist report has been conducted for the Lewis 
Property. 

                                                  
1  Special-Status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California, ECORP Consulting, July 24, 2006. 
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Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Trees on the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site outside the riparian vegetation are 
also limited to ornamental species associated with the existing residences on the properties.  To 
date, a comprehensive tree survey or arborist report has only been conducted for the Aitken Ranch 
II part of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.2 

Wetlands 

Lewis Property 

A wetland delineation was conducted for the Lewis Property portion of the project site in February of 
2002 by ECORP Consultants and was verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) on 
March 20, 2002.  This delineation mapped a total of 30.63 acres of Waters of the U.S. within the 
project site boundaries, including 2.43 acres of vernal pools, 1.37 acres of seasonal wetlands, 
2.69 acres of drainage swales, 3.06 acres of freshwater marsh, 8.50 acres of irrigated swale, 
2.56 acres of farmed wetland, a 0.01-acre intermittent drainage, a 3.38-acre stock pond 
(jurisdictional) and Ingram Slough, a 6.63-acre perennial drainage that is a tributary to Orchard 
Creek (Figure 4.8-2). 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

A wetland delineation was conducted for the Aitken Ranch II property in November of 20023 and was 
verified by the Corps of February 17, 2004.  This delineation mapped a total of 5.285 acres of 
Waters of the U.S. within the project site boundaries, including 0.839 acres of vernal pools, 1.093 
acres of seasonal wetlands, and 3.353 acres of seasonal wetland swales (Figure 4.8-3).  No wetland 
delineation has been conducted for the remaining properties in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of 
the project site, but based on a review of aerial photography and a reconnaissance level site visit, it 
appears that a proportionally similar percentage of the property contains wetland habitats.  These 
habitats include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and drainage swales.  

Vernal Pools 

Vernal pools are poorly drained depressions that occur within annual grasslands.  Water ponds in 
the depressions for several weeks at a time during the rainy season and may dry completely one or 
more times during the rainy season if the duration between storm events is long.  Vernal pools are 
fed by direct rainfall or surface runoff.  Vernal pools in the project site range from well-defined basins 
with distinct boundaries to those with indistinct boundaries that have been altered over time through 
previous agricultural use.  Plant species expected to occur in vernal pools in the project site include 
winged water-starwort (Callitriche marginata), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides), horned 
downingia (Downingia ornatissima), coyote thistle (Eryngium vaseyi), bractless hedge-hyssop 
(Gratiola ebracteata), slender popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys stipitatus), spine-fruit butter-cup 
(Ranunculus bonariensis), and purslane speedwell (Veronica peregrina). 

Wildlife species expected to occur in or near vernal pools include a wide variety of insects, 
particularly native solitary bees.  Other species utilizing this habitat include vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), Pacific chorus frog 

                                                  
2  Morton & Pitalo, 2006, Certified Arborist Report, Aitken Ranch II, Lincoln, California 95648. prepared for 

Signature Properties, October 2006. 
3  Wetland Delineation for Sorrento 113 (Placer County California), ECORP Consulting, Inc., 

November 20, 2002. 
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(Pseudacris regilla), western toad (Bufo boreas), valley garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis fitchi), and 
a wide variety of bird species that forage in and around vernal pools. 

Seasonal Wetlands, Drainage Swales and Intermittent Drainages 

Seasonal wetlands and drainage swales occur within the annual grassland as shallow depressions 
underlain by slowly permeable soils.  Intermittent drainages in the project site have a defined bed 
and bank and are mostly devoid of vegetation.  These seasonal wetland depressions/swales are 
typically saturated only during the rainy season.  Those seasonal wetlands/swales that remain 
inundated/saturated for shorter periods of time may be dominated by low-growing grasses and 
annual herbs such as Italian rye grass, Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum ssp. 
gussoneanum), curly dock and hyssop loosestrife (Lythrum hyssopifolium).  Those seasonal 
wetlands/swales that remain inundated/saturated for longer periods of time may be dominated by 
Baltic rush (Juncus balticus), annual rabbit-foot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), Bermuda grass 
(Cynodon dactylon), and creeping spikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya).  When inundated, these 
seasonal wetlands, intermittent drainages, and drainage swales provide habitat for aquatic 
invertebrates and amphibians.  For most of the remainder of the year, wildlife use is similar to that of 
typical Central Valley non-native annual grassland habitat. 

Freshwater Marsh 

Freshwater marsh habitat is typically associated with the margins of rivers, streams or ponds, but 
can form anywhere shallow, slow moving perennial water is present.  In the project site, freshwater 
marsh occurs primarily along portions of Ingram Slough in the central and southwestern portion of 
the site.  Plant species likely to occur in freshwater marsh habitats in the project site include cattails 
(Typha latifolia), tule (Scirpus californicus), sedges and umbrella sedges, rushes, water primrose 
(Ludwigia peploides), water smartweed (Polygonum amphibium), parrot feather (Myriophyllum 
aquaticum), pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium), verbena (Verbena litoralis), common yellow monkey 
flower (Mimulus guttatus), and smooth cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium).  Freshwater marshes 
provide important breeding and foraging habitat for a wide variety of local wildlife such as herons 
and egrets, muskrats (Ondatra zibethicus), raccoon, red-winged blackbirds (Agelaius phoenicus) 
and a wide variety of waterfowl. 

Ingram Slough 

Both the north and south branch of Ingram Slough border the project site, with the confluence 
occurring along the eastern boundary.  From there, Ingram Slough flows east to west through the 
central portion of the project site.  This reach is perennially inundated and receives a majority of its 
flow from agricultural water purchased from the Nevada Irrigation District.  Surface runoff from 
surrounding terraces and from upstream land uses also enters Ingram Slough.  Wildlife species 
expected to use the habitat along Ingram Slough includes raccoon, muskrat, red-winged blackbirds 
and great blue herons (Ardea herodias), American bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), mosquito fish 
(Gambusia affinis) and a variety of aquatic insects. 

Auburn Ravine 

Auburn Ravine occurs along the northern boundary of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the 
project site.  This perennial waterway originates to the northeast of the project site, and travels past 
the north end of the project site in a southwesterly direction to the East Side Canal, and then 
ultimately discharging to the Sacramento River.  Wildlife species found here are typical of what is 
described above for riparian habitats and Ingram slough, though species diversity would be higher 
due to the more well developed riparian habitat. 



FIGURE 4.8-2
Wetland Delineation – Lewis Property
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FIGURE 4.8-3
Wetland Delineation – Aitken Ranch II Property
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Farmed Wetlands and Irrigated Swales 

The remnant farmed wetlands and irrigated swale are located in the northern portion of the Lewis 
Property portion of the project site.  This area has not been leveled, but has been extensively 
farmed.  As a result, the wetland basins become flooded more sporadically than in an unfarmed 
landscape.  Plants and animals in these ephemeral areas are similar to those encountered in vernal 
pool and seasonal wetland habitats. 

Stock Pond 

A stock pond is located on the southwest portion of the Lewis Property portion of the project site, 
along the south branch of Ingram Slough.  The stock pond was determined to be a jurisdictional 
Water of the U.S. in the verified wetland delineation conducted for this project in February 2002.  
Four other stock ponds are present within the project site boundaries, but were determined to be 
non-jurisdictional.  Plant and wildlife species that use the jurisdictional stock pond are similar to 
those that inhabit Ingram Slough and the freshwater marsh. 

Special-Status Species 

The potential occurrence of special-status plant and animal species within the Proposed Project site 
and surrounding area has been determined through habitat information collected through a review of 
the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) Natural Diversity Data Base,4 the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) online species list database (see Appendix G),5 and a 
reconnaissance level field survey conducted on May 12, 2004.  Additionally, EIP Associates 
reviewed a series of biological resources reports prepared by ECORP Consultants, including the 
July 10, 2001 Results of 2001 Wet Season Sampling for Listed Branchiopods at Los Prados, Placer 
County, California, the July 24, 2006 Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, 
California, the September 1, 2006, Special-status Species Assessment for Sorrento 113, Placer 
County, California, the February 8, 2002 Nader Ranch Wetland Delineation, and Morton and Pitalo, 
Inc., Certified Arborist Report, Aitken Ranch II, Lincoln California 95648. 

For the purposes of this section, special-status species include: 

• species listed, proposed, or candidate species for listing as Threatened or Endangered by 
the USFWS pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1969, as amended;  

• species designated as Species of Concern by the USFWS (note: although this status 
designation does not itself trigger any FESA requirements, many of the species that have 
this designation meet the definition of rare, threatened or endangered under CEQA);  

• species listed as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered by the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 1970, as 
amended;   

• species designated as Fully Protected under Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), and 
5050 (reptiles and amphibians) of the California Fish and Game Code; 

• species designated by the CDFG as California Species of Concern; 

• plant species listed as Category 1B and 2 by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS); and 

• species not currently protected by statute or regulation, but considered rare, threatened or 
endangered under CEQA (Section 15380). 

                                                  
4  CNDDB, August, 2006. 
5  USFWS, Species List <http://sacramento.fws.gov/es/spp_lists/auto_list_form.cfm>.  
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According to the CNDDB a total of 26 special-status species are known to occur in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project.  However, based on the available habitat at the project site, it has been 
determined that only 15 of these species have potential habitat at the project site and therefore could 
be affected by the project.  These species along with their status and likelihood of occurrence on the 
site are listed in Table 4.8-1.  A rating of “observed” indicates that the species has been observed on 
the site; “high” indicates that the species has not been observed, but sufficient information is 
available to indicate suitable habitat and conditions are present on-site and the species is expected 
to occur on-site; “moderate” indicates that it is not known if the species is present, but suitable 
habitat exists on-site; “low” indicates that species was not found during biological surveys conducted 
to date on the site and may not be expected, given the species’ known regional distribution or the 
quality of habitats located on the site, and “none” indicates that the species would not be expected to 
occur in the project area because either the site is not within the known range of the species, or 
there is no suitable habitat present there.  This includes six plants, three invertebrates, one 
amphibian, one reptile and four birds.  Descriptions of each of these species is provided below.   

Big-scale balsamroot (Balsamorhiza macrolepis var. macrolepis).  Status: CNPS 1B.  Likelihood of 
occurrence: low to moderate.  Big-scale balsamroot flowers from March through June.  This member 
of the aster family occurs in the Central Valley and ranges to the San Francisco Bay Area on dry 
slopes and valley grasslands.  Suitable habitat is present in grassland in both the Lewis Property 
and Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Big-scale balsamroot was not observed 
during surveys conducted in the Lewis Property portion of the project site, nor on the Aitken Ranch II 
property in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.6  No focused plant surveys have 
been conducted on the remainder of the Village 7property to date. 

Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla).  Status: CNPS 1B.  Likelihood of occurrence: low to moderate.  
The dwarf downingia grows in vernal pools and is known to occur in the Central Valley and San 
Francisco Bay Area.  This species flowers from March through May.  Suitable habitat is present in 
both the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Dwarf downingia 
was not observed during surveys conducted in the Lewis Property portion of the project site, nor on 
the Aitken Ranch II property in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.7  No focused 
plant surveys have been conducted on the remainder of the Village 7property to date. 

Bogg's Lake Hedge hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala). Status: State-listed endangered, CNPS 1B.  
Likelihood of occurrence: low to moderate.  Gratiola heterosepala can be found in vernal pools and 
on lake margins.  Bogg’s Lake hedge hyssop flowers from April through June.  This species occurs 
in the Sacramento Valley, Sierra foothills, and ranges to the Modoc Plateau.  Suitable habitat is 
present in both the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Bogg’s 
lake hedge hyssop was not observed during surveys conducted in the Lewis Property portion of the 
project site, nor on the Aitken Ranch II property in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project 
site.8  No focused plant surveys have been conducted on the remainder of the Village 7 property to 
date. 

Legenere (Legenere limosa). Status: CNPS 1B.  Legenere flowers May through June.  Likelihood of 
occurrence: low to moderate.  Legenere typically occurs in deep seasonal wetlands, such as vernal 
pools, seasonal swales, and ephemeral drainages that contain water for long periods during spring. 
Under these wet conditions, legenere forms dense mats.  Legenere has become restricted in  

                                                  
6  ECORP, 2006, Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California. Prepared for 

Signature Properties, July 24, 2006. 
7  ECORP, 2006, Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California. Prepared for 

Signature Properties, July 24, 2006. 
8  ECORP, 2006, Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California. Prepared for 

Signature Properties, July 24, 2006. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
 

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING WITHIN THE  
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

Fed/CA/other 
Habitat and Seasonal 

Distribution in California

Likelihood of Occurrence 
Within the project 

site/Possible Mitigation 
Plants 
Big-scale 
balsamroot 

Balsamorhiza 
macrolepis var. 
macrolepis 

None/none/1B Dry slopes and valley 
grasslands 

Low to Moderate. Grasslands 
on the project site provide 
potential habitat for this species.  
Not observed during surveys of 
the site. 

Dwarf downingia Downingia pusilla None/none/2 Vernal pools in open 
grassland habitat. 

Low to Moderate. Vernal pools 
on the project site provide 
potential habitat for this species.  
Not observed during surveys of 
the site. 

Boggs Lake 
hedge-hyssop 

Gratiola heterosepala None/SE/1B Vernal pools in open 
grassland habitat. 

Low to Moderate. Vernal pools 
on the project site provide 
potential habitat for this species.  
Not observed during surveys of 
the site. 

Legenere Legenere limosa None/none/1B Vernal pools in open 
grassland habitat. 

Low to Moderate. Vernal pools 
on the project site provide 
potential habitat for this species.  
Not observed during surveys of 
the site. 

Sacramento orcutt 
grass 

Orcuttia viscida FE/SE/1B Vernal pools in open 
grassland habitat. 

Low to Moderate. Vernal pools 
on the project site provide 
potential habitat for this species.  
Not observed during surveys of 
the site. 

Sanford’s 
arrowhead 

Sagittaria sanfordii None/none/1B Margins of ponds and 
marshes 

Low to Moderate. Marsh 
habitats on the project site 
provide potential habitat for this 
species.  Not observed during 
surveys of the site. 

Invertebrates 
Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 

Branchinecta lynchi FT/none/none Vernal pools and other 
seasonal wetlands in open 
grassland habitat. 

Observed. This species has 
been observed in vernal pools 
on the project site. 

Vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp 

Lepidurus packardi FE/none/none Vernal pools and other 
seasonal wetlands in open 
grassland habitat. 

Moderate. Vernal pools on the 
project site provide potential 
habitat for this species.  Not 
observed during protocol level 
surveys of the site. 

California 
linderiella 

Linderiella occidentalis None/CSC/none Vernal pools and other 
seasonal wetlands in open 
grassland habitat. 

Observed. Vernal pools on the 
project site provide potential 
habitat for this species.  Species 
was observed during protocol 
level surveys of the site. 

Amphibians 
Western spadefoot Spea hammondii None/CSC/none Vernal pools and other 

seasonal wetlands in open 
grassland habitat. 

Moderate. Suitable habitat is 
present in the project site within 
the seasonal wetlands and 
vernal pools.  Has not been 
observed during surveys of the 
project site. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
 

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING WITHIN THE  
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

Fed/CA/other 
Habitat and Seasonal 

Distribution in California

Likelihood of Occurrence 
Within the project 

site/Possible Mitigation 
Reptiles 
Western pond 
turtle 

Actinemys marmorata None/CSC/none Occurs in marshes, ponds, 
streams and rivers.  
Requires suitable basking 
sites and emergent 
vegetation for cover.  Also 
requires adjacent upland 
areas for nesting and 
hibernation. 

Moderate. Suitable aquatic 
habitat is present in the project 
site along Ingram Slough.  Has 
not been observed during 
surveys of the project site. 

Giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas FT/CSC/none Historically occurred in tule 
and cattail marshes on the 
Valley floor and 
Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta.  Now uses well 
vegetated marshes, 
streams and agricultural 
ditches in low elevation 
areas. 

None. The project site is at a 
higher elevation than where this 
species is known to occur.  No 
records for this species in Placer 
County. 

Birds 
Tricolor blackbird Agelaius tricolor None/CSC/none Highly colonial species. 

Most numerous in the 
Central Valley.  Requires 
open water, cattail or tulle 
marshes, protected nesting 
habitat (blackberry 
thickets), and a foraging 
area with insect prey within 
a few miles of the colony. 

Low. No large stands of cattails, 
rushes or blackberry thickets are 
present on or adjacent to the 
project site. 

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia None/CSC/CDFG 
fully protected 

Grasslands, open areas 
near human habitation; 
nests in old burrows of 
ground squirrels or other 
small mammals. 

Moderate. Grasslands at the 
site provide potential nesting 
and foraging habitat for this 
species, but burrowing owl have 
not been observed at the site. 

Swainson's hawk Buteo swainsoni None/ST/none Grasslands and cultivated 
lands with scattered trees; 
nests in large trees or 
open riparian forest. 

Moderate. Grasslands and 
agricultural land on the site 
could provide suitable foraging 
habitat for this species.  Few 
suitable nest trees are present. 

White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus None/None/CDFG 
fully protected 

Forages in grasslands and 
croplands.  Nests in large 
trees adjacent to foraging 
habitat. 

Moderate. Grasslands and 
agricultural land on the site 
could provide suitable foraging 
habitat for this species.  Few 
suitable nest trees are present. 

NOTES: 
Status: 
Federal 
FE Federally listed as Endangered 
FT  Federally listed as Threatened 
State 
ST  State-listed as Threatened 
CSC California Department of Fish and Game designated “Species of Special Concern” 
CNPS 
1B = Rare or Endangered in California and elsewhere. 
2 = Rare or Endangered in California, more common elsewhere 
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distribution as a result of habitat conversion and associated disturbance (e.g. degradation of wetland 
hydrology through plowing, grading, or grazing).  Legenere is known to occur sporadically from Red 
Bluff in the north to Merced County in the south.  Suitable habitat is present in both the Lewis 
Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Legenere was not observed during 
surveys conducted in the Lewis Property portion of the project site, nor on the Aitken Ranch II 
property in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.9  No focused plant surveys have 
been conducted on the remainder of the Village 7property to date. 

Sacramento orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida). Status: Federally listed as endangered, State-listed as 
endangered, CNPS 1B.  Likelihood of occurrence: low to moderate.  Sacramento orcutt grass occurs 
in vernal pools and flowers from May through July.  Suitable habitat for this species is present in 
both the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Sacramento orcutt 
grass was not observed during surveys conducted in the Lewis Property portion of the project site, 
nor on the Aitken Ranch II property in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.10  No 
focused plant surveys have been conducted on the remainder of the Village 7property to date. 

Sanford's arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii). Status: CNPS list 1B.  Likelihood of occurrence: low to 
moderate.  Sanford's arrowhead is a tuberous, perennial herb of fresh emergent wetlands that 
occurs in marshes and swamps throughout the Central Valley and North Coast Range and blooms 
May through August.  Suitable habitat for this species is present in both the Lewis Property and 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Sanford’s arrowhead was not observed during 
surveys conducted in the Lewis Property portion of the project site, nor on the Aitken Ranch II 
property in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.11  No focused plant surveys have 
been conducted on the remainder of the Village 7 Specific Plan property to date. 

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi). Status: Federally listed as threatened.  Likelihood of 
occurrence: observed.  Fairy shrimp are small (11 to 27 mm) crustaceans adapted to survive the 
annual flooding and drying of vernal pools. They grow for about two weeks, breed, and produce 
eggs that the females carry in an egg sac until they mature.  As the vernal pool dries, the adults die, 
and the eggs become embedded in the mud at the bottom of the pool.  These “resting” eggs are 
protected by thick outer coverings that resist cold, heat, and desiccation during the summer months.  
Vernal pool fairy shrimp occur commonly in vernal pools in the Roseville area, and were observed in 
vernal pools in the Lewis Property portion of the project site during the 2001 protocol surveys 
conducted there.12  No focused surveys for vernal pool crustaceans have been conducted to date in 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.13 

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp (Lepidurus packardi). Status: Federally listed as Endangered.  
Likelihood of occurrence: moderate.  Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are small to moderate sized 
crustaceans adapted to survive in deeper, or longer lasting vernal pools and other seasonal 
wetlands.  Like the fairy shrimp, they grow over a period of a few weeks, breed, and produce eggs 
that the females carry in an egg sac until they mature.  As the vernal pool dries, the adults die, and 
the eggs become embedded in the mud at the bottom of the pool.  These “resting” eggs are 

                                                  
9  ECORP, 2006, Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California. Prepared for 

Signature Properties, July 24, 2006. 
10  ECORP, 2006, Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California. Prepared for 

Signature Properties, July 24, 2006. 
11  ECORP, 2006, Special-status Plant Survey for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California. Prepared for 

Signature Properties, July 24, 2006. 
12  ECORP Consulting, Inc., Results of 2001 Wet Season Sampling for Listed Branchiopods at Los Prados, 

Placer County, California, July 10, 2001. 
13  ECORP, 2006b, Special-status Species Assessment for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California, prepared 

for Signature Properties, September, 1 2006. 
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protected by thick outer coverings that resist cold, heat, and desiccation during the summer months.  
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp occur more sporadically in vernal pools in the Roseville area than vernal 
pool fairy shrimp.  This species was not observed in the Lewis Property portion of the project site 
during the 2001 protocol surveys conducted there.14  No focused surveys for vernal pool crustaceans 
have been conducted to date in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.15 

California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis). Status: Federal Species of Concern. Likelihood of 
occurrence: observed.  California linderiella are a small fairy shrimp occurring in vernal pools and 
other seasonal wetlands. Their life history is very similar to that of the vernal pool fairy shrimp, but 
this species is more wide spread.  California linderiella commonly occur in vernal pools in the 
Roseville area, and was observed in vernal pools in the Lewis Property portion of the project site 
during the 2001 protocol surveys conducted there.16  No focused surveys for vernal pool 
crustaceans have been conducted to date in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.17 

Northwestern Pond Turtle (Clemmys marmorata) is a State Species of Special Concern.  Likelihood 
of occurrence: moderate.  Western pond turtle occurs in ponds and slow streams throughout 
western California, and requires a reliable source of water.  Although this species has not been 
observed, the aquatic habitat along Ingram Slough, Auburn Ravine and possibly stock ponds in the 
project site could support western pond turtle. 

Western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) is a State Species of Special Concern.  Likelihood of 
occurrence: moderate.  Western spadefoot breed and lay eggs in larger vernal pools and seasonal 
wetlands throughout the Central Valley.  After pools dry, the adults burrow into the mud, or move into 
burrows in adjacent grassland and woodland areas.  Suitable habitat for this species occurs in both 
the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Although this species is 
known to occur within 5 miles of the project area, no focused surveys have been conducted for this 
species at either the Lewis Property, or the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.18  Although western 
spadefoot larvae can frequently be observed during vernal pool crustacean surveys, this species 
was not observed during the 2001 protocol surveys conducted for the Lewis Property portion of the 
project site.19 

Tri-colored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor).  Likelihood of occurrence: low.  Tri-colored blackbird occurs 
in suitable habitat throughout much of the Central Valley of California, and along the Coast from 
approximately Mendocino County to northern Baja California, Mexico.  This colonial species is a 
year round resident in marshes, wet meadows, rice fields, and rangelands.  Tri-colored blackbirds 
require large tracts of tules, cattails, or blackberries for their nesting colonies.  Much of the historic 
habitat for this species has been eliminated due to conversion of marshes to agriculture and urban 
development.  Tri-colored blackbird is designated as a Species of Special Concern by the CDFG, 
and as a Species of Concern by the USFWS.  No tri-colored blackbirds have been observed during 

                                                  
14  ECORP Consulting, Inc., Results of 2001 Wet Season Sampling for Listed Branchiopods at Los Prados, 

Placer County, California, July 10, 2001. 
15  ECORP, 2006b, Special-status Species Assessment for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California, prepared 

for Signature Properties, September, 1 2006. 
16  ECORP Consulting, Inc., Results of 2001 Wet Season Sampling for Listed Branchiopods at Los Prados, 

Placer County, California, July 10, 2001. 
17  ECORP, 2006b, Special-status Species Assessment for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California, prepared 

for Signature Properties, September, 1 2006. 
18  ECORP, 2006b, Special-status Species Assessment for Sorrento 113, Placer County, California, prepared 

for Signature Properties, September, 1 2006. 
19  ECORP Consulting, Inc., Results of 2001 Wet Season Sampling for Listed Branchiopods at Los Prados, 

Placer County, California, July 10, 2001. 



 4.8  Biological Resources 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.8-17 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.08 Bio.doc  June 2009 

surveys of the project site.  However, the stands of cattails associated with Ingram Slough and 
Auburn Ravine could provide suitable nesting habitat for this species. 

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a federal Species of Concern, a State Species of Special 
Concern and a “fully-protected” raptor.  Likelihood of occurrence: moderate.  It is also federally 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (Federal Law 16 USC 703-711).  Burrowing owl feed 
on rodents, small reptiles, and large insects in annual grasslands, pastures, and ruderal vegetation.  
They breed between March and August in communal burrow colonies that they have taken over from 
ground squirrels and other burrowing mammals.  Both the Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion provide potential foraging and nesting habitat for burrowing owl.  No protocol-
level surveys for this species have been conducted for this project, and burrowing owl has not been 
observed during other surveys conducted within the project site to date. 

White-tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus) is a “fully protected” raptor in California.  Likelihood of 
occurrence: moderate.  White-tailed kites feed on rodents, small reptiles, and large insects in fresh 
emergent wetlands, annual grasslands, pastures, and ruderal vegetation.  They breed between 
February and October.  Unlike other raptors, kites often roost, and occasionally nest, communally; 
therefore, disturbance of a relatively small roost or nesting area could affect a large number of birds.  
The project site provides potential foraging and nesting habitat for white-tailed kite.  Although this 
species has not been observed during surveys conducted in the project site, white-tailed kite is fairly 
common in the region and therefore likely to utilize both the Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion for foraging and/or nesting. 

Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni).  Status: State threatened.  Likelihood of occurrence: moderate.  
The listing of Swainson's hawk as a State threatened species was based on the sharp reduction in 
riparian woodlands and forests throughout the State over the last 100 years, and the consequent 
reduction in populations of Swainson's hawks that use riparian woodlands for nesting.  Swainson’s 
hawks are open-country birds that forage in grasslands and agricultural fields, especially after 
disking or harvest. Swainson’s hawks can forage as much as 20 miles from the nest and 
observations of this species in the project vicinity are not uncommon.  Suitable nest trees are 
present  along Ingram Slough in the Lewis Property portion of the project site, and in the riparian 
woodland along Auburn Ravine.  Two nesting records for Swainson’s hawk occur within 5 miles of 
the project area, one of which is approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast.  Therefore, annual 
grasslands at both the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be considered 
suitable, and potentially occupied habitat for this species. 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

Federal  

Endangered Species Act (FESA) 

The FESA was enacted in 1973.  Under the FESA, the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Commerce, jointly have the authority to list a species as threatened or endangered (16 United States 
Code [USC] 1533[c]).  FESA is administered by both the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
and the USFWS.  NMFS is accountable for animals that spend most of their lives in marine waters, 
including marine fish, most marine mammals, and anadromous fish such as Pacific salmon.  The 
USFWS is accountable for all other federally-listed plants and animals. 

Pursuant to the requirements of FESA, an agency reviewing a Proposed Project within its jurisdiction 
must determine whether any federally listed threatened or endangered species may be present in 
the project site and determine whether the Proposed Project will have a potentially significant impact 
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on such species.  In addition, the agency is required to determine whether the project is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any species proposed to be listed under FESA or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be designated for such species 
(16 USC 1536[3], [4]).  Therefore, project-related impacts on these species or their habitats would be 
considered significant and would require mitigation.   

Projects that would result in “take”20 of any federally-listed threatened or endangered species are 
required to obtain authorization from NMFS and/or USFWS through either Section 7 (interagency 
consultation) or section 10(a) (incidental take permit) of FESA, depending on whether the federal 
government is involved in permitting or funding the project.  The Section 7 authorization process is 
used to determine if a project with a federal nexus would jeopardize the continued existence of a 
listed species and what mitigation measures would be required to avoid jeopardizing the species.  
The Section 10(a) process allows take of endangered species or their habitat in non-federal 
activities.   

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) regulates or prohibits taking, killing, possession of, or harm to 
migratory bird species listed in Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 10.13.  The 
MBTA is an international treaty for the conservation and management of bird species that migrate 
through more than one country, and is enforced in the United States by the USFWS.  Hunting of 
specific migratory game birds is permitted under the regulations listed in Title 50 CFR 20.  The 
MBTA was amended in 1972 to include protection for migratory birds of prey (raptors).   

Federal Clean Water Act 

Section 404 

The objective of the CWA is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
the Nation's waters.  Section 301 prohibits the discharge of any pollutant into the Nation's waters 
without a permit, and Section 402 establishes the permit program.  Under Section 404 of the CWA, 
the Corps has the authority to regulate activity that could discharge fill or dredge material or 
otherwise adversely modify wetlands or other waters of the U.S.  The Corps implements the federal 
policy embodied in Executive Order 11990, which, when implemented, is intended to result in no net 
loss of wetland values or function.  

Section 401 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has authority over wetlands through Section 
401 of the CWA, as well as the Porter-Cologne Act, California Code of Regulations Section 3831(k), 
and California Wetlands Conservation Policy. 

The CWA requires that an applicant for a Section 404 permit (to discharge dredged or fill material 
into waters of the United States) first obtain a certificate from the appropriate state agency stating 
that the fill is consistent with the State’s water quality standards and criteria.  In California, the 
authority to either grant certification or waive the requirement for permits is delegated by the 
SWRCB to the nine regional boards.  The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CVRWQCB) is the appointed authority for Section 401 compliance in the project site.  A request for 
certification or waiver is submitted to the regional board at the same time that an application is filed 
with the Corps.  The regional board has 60 days to review the application and act on it.  Because no 
                                                  
20  “Take” under the federal definition means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 

collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. 
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Corps permit is valid under the CWA unless “certified” by the state, these boards may effectively 
veto or add conditions to any Corps permit. 

State  

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 

The CESA was enacted in 1984.  Under the CESA, the California Fish and Game Commission 
(CFGC) has the responsibility for maintaining a list of threatened species and endangered species.  
CDFG also maintains lists of species of special concern which impacts would be considered 
significant under CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 and could require mitigation.  Pursuant to the 
requirements of CESA, an agency reviewing a Proposed Project within its jurisdiction must 
determine whether any state-listed endangered or threatened species may be present in the project 
site and determine whether the Proposed Project would have a potentially significant impact on such 
species.  In addition, CDFG encourages informal consultation on any Proposed Project which may 
impact a candidate species.  CESA prohibits the take of California listed animals and plants in most 
cases, but CDFG may issue incidental take permits under special conditions. 

Fish and Game Code - Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513  

Fish and Game Code Section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy 
the nests or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation made 
pursuant thereto.  Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 protects all birds-of-prey (raptors) and their 
eggs and nests.  Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory non-game 
bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   

Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 

Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and amphibians), and 5515 (fish) of the 
California Fish and Game Code designate certain species as “fully protected.”  Fully protected 
species, or parts thereof, may not be taken or possessed at any time, and no provision of the CFGC 
or any other law may be construed to authorize the issuance of permits of licenses to take any fully 
protected species.  No such permits or licenses heretofore issued may have any force or effect for 
any such purpose, except that the CFGC may authorize the collecting of such species for necessary 
scientific research.  Legally imported and fully protected species or parts thereof may be possessed 
under a permit issued by CDFG. 

CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreements 

Under sections 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game Code, the CDFG regulates activities that 
would alter the flow, or change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any perennial, 
intermittent or ephemeral river, stream and lake.   

Notification is required prior to any such activities and CDFG will issue an Agreement with any 
necessary mitigation to ensure protection of the state’s fish and wildlife resources. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state statutes, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides that a species not listed on the federal or state list of 
protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet 
certain criteria.  These criteria have been modeled after the definition in FESA and the section of the 
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California Fish and Game Code dealing with rare or endangered plants and animals, and allows a 
public agency to undertake a review to determine if a significant effect on species that has not yet 
been listed by either the USFWS or CDFG (i.e., species of concern) would occur.  Whether a 
species is rare, threatened, or endangered can be legally significant because, under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15065, an agency must find an impact to be significant if a project would 
“substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species.”  Thus, CEQA provides an agency with the ability to protect a species from a project’s 
potential impacts until the respective government agencies have an opportunity to designate the 
species as protected, if warranted. 

Local 

Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program 

The Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy Program) is 
an innovative and nationally significant endeavor initiated by the County as a basis to realize its 
objective of comprehensive planning for preservation of biological resources, agricultural lands, and 
open space, and to serve as a model for future endeavors by similar communities in the United 
States. 

The Placer County General Plan, adopted in 1994, contains policies to preserve open space and 
agricultural and natural resources, some of which are listed in this section. In December 1997, the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors directed the Planning Director to initiate a program to provide 
for long-term preservation of open space in Placer County. In April 1998, the Board of Supervisors 
formed a citizen advisory committee and initiated an open space implementation program in 
accordance with specified goals, elements, and measures of success. This program became the 
Placer Legacy Program. The specific objectives of the Placer Legacy Program are to: 

• Maintain a viable agricultural segment of the economy 

• Conserve natural features necessary for access to a variety of outdoor recreation 
opportunities 

• Retain important and historic areas 

• Preserve the diversity of plant and animal communities 

• Protect endangered and other special-status plant and animal species 

• Separate urban areas into distinct communities 

• Ensure public safety 

A core interest of the Placer Legacy Program is to enable the County to make itself a willing buyer to 
persons wishing to sell interest in lands having value for conservation purposes. 

Based on input and analysis from the Scientific Working Group, the Citizens Advisory Committee 
and the public, the County identified guidelines for preparation of joint natural community 
conservation plans/habitat conservation plans. These guidelines have been incorporated into the 
Placer Legacy Program's implementation documents, the Placer Legacy Program Summary Report 
(June 2000), and the Placer Legacy Program Implementation Report (June 2000). These guidelines 
may be modified during development of the NCCP/HCP to fulfill the requirements of State and 
federal law.  

The parties listed above and other public agencies have entered into the "Framework Agreement 
regarding the Planning, Development and Implementation of the Placer Legacy Program", which 
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established a framework for cooperation and collaboration among State and federal agencies and 
local governments in the development and implementation of the Placer Legacy Program.  The 
Framework Agreement describes opportunities for partnership and collaboration among the County, 
cities in Placer County, the Placer County Water Agency, and State and federal regulatory and land 
management agencies in the development of the Placer Legacy Program.  The City of Lincoln is 
currently involved in the development of the Plan and evaluating its participation in the NCCP/HCP 
program. 

City of Lincoln General Plan  

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan goals and policies that relate to biological resources.  Please see Chapter 6 for more 
information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with either the 
policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the 
City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Method of Analysis 

The project setting was developed by reviewing available information on wetlands and “other waters 
of the U.S.” and special-status species or their habitat known to occur in the project vicinity.  This 
review was supplemented with a field survey on May 12, 2004 to determine which of these species 
actually occurs or whether potential habitat for these species is present in the project site.  The 
information review included: 

1. A query of the CNDDB and USFWS species list databases for the Roseville, Sheridan, 
Lincoln, Gold Hill, Pleasant Grove, Rocklin, Rio Linda, Citrus Heights, and Folsom 7.5 minute 
USGS quadrangle maps;  

2. A review of the habitat requirements of the special-status species determined to have 
potential to occur in the project site through the above queries; and 

3. A review of previous environmental documents prepared for this project including: ECORP 
Consultants July 10, 2001 Results of 2001 Wet Season Sampling for Listed Branchiopods at 
Los Prados, Placer County, California, the February 8, 2002 Nader Ranch Wetland 
Delineation, the November 20, 2002 Wetland Delineation for Aitken Ranch II (Placer 
County), and the Special-status Plant Survey for Aitken Ranch II, Placer County. 

Results of the CNDDB and USFWS queries are provided in Appendix G.  A list of species likely to 
occur in and/or be affected by the Proposed Project was derived from the CNDDB and USFWS 
database queries, and is provided in Table 4.8-1.  This list represents those species identified in the 
review as having the highest likelihood to occur in the project site (i.e., within the known range, or 
with potential habitat present).  Species identified by these sources as potentially occurring in the 
area, but for which there is either no suitable habitat or the project site is outside the known range of 
the species, are not addressed further. 

Potential impacts of the Proposed Project on these resources were identified by first comparing the 
habitat requirements of those species identified during the above review to the habitat available on 
and adjacent to the project site.  A determination was then made as to what effect the loss of that 
potential habitat would have on those species. 
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Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on biological resources are considered significant if the 
Proposed Project would: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands defined by section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or by other means; 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites; or 

• Conflict with the provisions of approved local, regional or state policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.8-1 The Proposed Project would result in the filling or adverse modification of 
jurisdictional wetland/other “waters of the U.S.” 

The City of Lincoln views wetlands (including vernal pools) as a significant and unique biologic 
resource and places a high priority on their preservation, as indicated by PFE policy 9-13, calling for 
no net loss of wetland acreage.  Additionally, wetlands and other waters of the U.S. are protected 
under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, which prohibits the fill of these features without 
a permit from the Corps and RWQCB.  Streams, rivers, ponds and lakes are afforded further 
protection through Sections 1600 through 1616 of the CDFG code, which restricts work in such 
water bodies without prior approval from the CDFG.   

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project has been designed to avoid some wetland 
features by including 92.44 acres of grassland, 2.35 acres of vernal pools, 0.87 acres of seasonal 
wetland, 2.31 acres of drainage swales, 3.06 acres of freshwater marsh, 8.14 acres of irrigated 
swale, Ingram Slough (5.85 acres) and 1.18 acres of farmed wetlands in open space within the 
project site.  These habitats would be preserved and enhanced (Table 4.8-2).  The remaining 
0.08 acres of vernal pools, 0.50 acres of seasonal wetlands, 0.38 acres of drainage swale, 
0.36 acres of irrigated swale, 0.78 acres of Ingram Slough, 1.38 acres of farmed wetlands, 
0.01 acres of intermittent drainage and the 3.38 acre jurisdictional stock pond are in areas 
designated for development and would be lost due to filling, grading, or other activities related to 
development.  Therefore, the net acreage of wetland habitats that would be adversely affected is 
6.87 acres.  The USFWS issued a Biological Opinion for the Lewis Property (formerly “Nader 
Property”) project in March of 2006 (Corps File #200000386, USFWS #1-1-05-F-0079) authorizing 
direct impacts on 1.98 acres, and indirect impacts on 3.4 acres of vernal pool crustacean habitat 
(i.e., vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and seasonal swales).  Loss of the remaining non-vernal pool 
wetlands will be authorized under the corresponding Corps 404 wetland fill permit currently pending 



 4.8  Biological Resources 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.8-23 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.08 Bio.doc  June 2009 

approval (Corps File #200000386).  Prior to any ground disturbance, the project applicant is required 
to comply with the provisions of the Section 404 permit and Biological Opinion, both of which 
describe the specific mitigation measures for the loss of wetland resources on the Lewis Property 
Portion of the project site.  Typical mitigation ratios required under these permits are a minimum of 
2:1 (1:1 preservation and 1:1 creation) for most wetland types, except those that provide habitat for 
vernal pool crustaceans, then ratios are typically 3:1 or higher (1:1 preservation and 2:1 creation).  
Compliance with the provisions of the Section 404 Permit and Biological Opinion will fulfill the Lewis 
Property applicant’s obligation to mitigate for the loss of wetlands for this portion of the project area.  
This is, therefore, considered a less-than-significant impact.  

TABLE 4.8-2 
 

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGE (LEWIS PROPERTY) 
Habitat Type Existing Acreage Preserve Acreage Impact Acreage 
Vernal Pool 2.43 2.35 0.08 
Seasonal Wetland 1.37 0.87 0.50 
Drainage Swale 2.69 2.31 0.38 
Freshwater marsh 3.06 3.06 0 
Irrigated Swale 8.50 8.14 0.36 
Ingram Slough 6.63 5.85 0.78 
Farmed Wetlands 2.56 1.18 1.38 
Intermittent Drainage 0.01 0 0.01 
Stock Pond (Jurisdictional) 3.38 0 3.38 
Total 30.63 23.76 6.87 
Source: ECORP Consultants, February 2002. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

4.8-1(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

A total of 5.285 acres of Waters of the U.S. has been delineated within the Aitken Ranch II property 
in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion (Table 4.8-3).  As stated in the Environmental Setting, these 
wetlands include 0.839 acres of vernal pools, 1.093 acres of seasonal wetlands, and 3.353 acres of 
seasonal wetland swales.  No wetland delineation has been conducted for the remaining properties 
in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site, but based on a review of aerial photography 
and a reconnaissance level site visit, it appears that a proportionally similar percentage of the 
property contains wetland habitats.  Additional site-specific studies would be needed to determine 
specific acreages.  These habitats include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and drainage swales.  
Although some of these wetlands will be preserved in open space, development of the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion will result in the loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S.  This is 
considered a significant impact. 

TABLE 4.8-3 
 

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGE (AITKEN RANCH II PROPERTY) 
Habitat Type Existing Acreage Preserve Acreage Impact Acreage 

Vernal Pool 0.839   
Seasonal Wetland 1.093   
Seasonal Wetland Swale 3.353   

Total 5.285   
Source: ECORP Consultants, November 2002. 
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Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  The project applicant would preserve onsite and adequately compensate for the 
unavoidable loss of wetland habitat, so that there would be no net loss of wetlands due to project 
activities.  This needs to be negotiated through the Section 404 permit process.  Wetlands preserved 
on site in the open space areas would be protected from degradation due to urban runoff or 
construction activities. 

A wetland mitigation plan will be prepared as part of the Section 404 permit process.   

4.8-1(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a wetland 
delineation of the remaining properties in the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the 
project site.  This delineation shall be submitted to the Corps for verification prior to 
the issuance of any grading permits for the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the 
project site. 

b) The project applicant shall prepare a wetland mitigation plan that ensures no net loss 
of wetlands, consistent with Lincoln Public Facilities Element (PFE) Policy 9-13.  The 
wetland mitigation plan shall be based on the wetland delineation verified by the 
Corps.  This measure may be implemented through the 404 permit and/or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement processes.  The plan shall include the following or 
equally effective components. 

Compensation  

c) The project proponent shall compensate for the loss of wetland habitat through a 
combination of preservation of vernal pools and seasonal wetlands in open space 
preserves, on-site restoration/enhancement along Ingram Slough, and the purchase 
of mitigation credits at an approved mitigation bank.  The ratio of compensation will 
be determined in consultation with the Corps and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as 
part of the 404-permit process.  

Reduction/Avoidance 

d) Prior to any construction activities on the site, a protective fence shall be erected at 
the boundaries of the wetland preserves in the areas of construction.  This fence 
shall remain in place until all construction activity in the immediate area is completed.  
No activity shall be permitted within the wetlands preserve except for those expressly 
permitted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  

e) A buffer shall be provided along all preserved wetlands.  Only those uses allowed in 
the 404 Permit and/or the Streambed Alteration Agreements shall be permitted in the 
wetlands preserve and its buffer.  

f) Water quality in the wetlands preserve shall be protected using erosion control 
techniques including  (as appropriate), but not necessarily limited to, preservation of 
existing vegetation, mulches (e.g., hydraulic, straw, wood, etc.), geotextiles and 
mats, during construction in the watershed.  Additionally, urban runoff shall be 
managed to protect water quality in the wetlands preserve using techniques such as 
velocity dissipation devices, sediment basins and pollution collection devices.  
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g) Landscape irrigation runoff shall only be permitted to directly enter the wetlands 
preserve according to the provisions of the 404 Permit and/or the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement.  

h) Mowing and other maintenance activities shall be limited to those detailed in the 404 
Permit and/or the Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

4.8-2 Development of the Proposed Project could result in the loss of special-status vernal 
pool crustacean and amphibian species and degradation and/or loss of their habitat. 

Three special-status vernal pool crustaceans and one special-status amphibian species could occur 
in vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands within both the Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic portions of the project site.  Vernal pool crustaceans, including vernal pool fairy 
shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp and California linderiella occur in seasonally inundated shallow 
pools, such as vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands.  The special-status amphibian, western 
spadefoot, is associated with vernal pool grasslands, but can also be found in valley-foothill 
hardwood woodlands.  Vernal pools or other seasonal (or fish free perennial) wetlands are essential 
for breeding and egg-laying.  Both vernal pool fairy shrimp and California linderiella have been 
observed in the vernal pools and seasonal wetland habitats in the Lewis Property portion of the 
project site, and both vernal pool tadpole shrimp and western spadefoot could occur there as well. 

Lewis Property 

Approximately 17.91 acres of potential habitat for vernal pool crustaceans and western spadefoot 
are present on the Lewis Property portion of the project site (including 2.35 acres of vernal pools, 
0.87 acres of seasonal wetland, 2.31 acres of drainage swales, 3.06 acres of freshwater marsh, 
8.14 acres of irrigated swale, 1.18 acres of farmed wetlands).  Of this, approximately 15.21 acres 
would be preserved in open space.  The remaining wetlands are in areas designated for 
development, and would be lost due to filling, grading, or other activities related to development.  
Loss of this remaining 2.7 acres could result in the loss of these special-status crustacean and 
amphibian species and their habitat.  The USFWS issued a Biological Opinion for the Lewis Property 
in March 2006 (Corps File #200000386, USFWS #1-1-05-F-0079) authorizing direct impacts on 
1.98 acres, and indirect impacts on 3.4 acres of vernal pool crustacean habitat (i.e., vernal pools, 
seasonal wetlands and seasonal swales).  The project applicant is required to comply with the 
provisions of the Section Biological Opinion which describes the specific mitigation measures for the 
loss of wetland resources on the Lewis Property portion of the project site.  Mitigation measures 
include protection of habitat to be preserved with exclusionary fencing, worker education programs 
to inform construction workers of the need to protect resources, replacement of lost habitat for vernal 
pool crustaceans and western spadefoot at a 3:1 ratio (1:1 preservation and 2:1 creation), and 
salvage of plants and soils (seed and egg carrying soils).  Compliance with the provisions of the 
USFWS Biological Opinion for the Lewis Property will fulfill the applicant’s obligation to mitigate for 
the loss of vernal pool crustacean habitat for this portion of the project area, and would reduce the 
impact to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.8-2(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

A delineation of Waters of the U.S. within the Aitken Ranch II property in the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion of the project site has identified potential habitat for vernal pool crustaceans including 0.839 
acres of vernal pools, 1.093 acres of seasonal wetlands, and 3.353 acres of seasonal wetland 
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swales.  Additionally, a review of aerial photography and initial reconnaissance level surveys have 
identified the presence of potential vernal pool crustacean habitat within the remaining properties of 
the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project.  However, the extent of this habitat has 
not been determined for these properties to date, therefore the acreage of this habitat cannot be 
quantified at this time.  Additionally, no surveys for vernal pool crustaceans have been conducted for 
any of the properties in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site to date.  Although 
some of this habitat will be preserved in open space, development of the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion of the project site will result in the loss of potential vernal pool crustacean habitat.  This is 
considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the impact on vernal pool 
crustaceans and western spadefoot to a less-than-significant level by either preserving habitat on-
site or purchasing credits at an USFWS-approved conservation bank.  If it is determined that the 
species or their habitat could be affected by the Proposed Project, a FESA section 7 consultation 
with USFWS through the Clean Water Act Section 404-permit process is required. 

4.8-2(B)  a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a vernal pool 
crustacean survey following current USFWS protocol within the Village 7 
Programmatic portion of the project site.  Alternatively, the project applicant could 
forgo the surveys and assume presence of vernal pool crustaceans in all appropriate 
habitat within the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the project site.  The survey, or 
assumption of presence shall occur prior to the issuance of any grading permits for 
the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the project site. 

b) Surveys have determined that at least one of the federally-listed vernal pool 
crustacean species occurs on some properties at the project site.  Other federally-
listed vernal pool crustaceans and/or western spadefoot may also occur in affected 
pools within the project site.  As development of the project site could result in the 
loss of these species, the following or equally effective measures (as approved by 
the City and USFWS) shall be required.  The selected measures may be part of the 
permitting process.   

Compensation  

c) The project proponents shall obtain biological opinions from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (and if necessary, the National Marine Fisheries Service) and are 
further required to comply with the conditions and mitigation requirements of those 
agencies.  Mitigation may include, but is not limited to, both onsite and offsite 
preservation and creation of wetlands, purchase of credits at mitigation banks, 
payment of in lieu fees approved by the agencies, or other agency approved and 
required mitigation measures. 

d) Orange exclusionary fencing shall be placed and maintained around any avoided 
(preserved) vernal pool crustacean habitat during construction to prevent impacts 
from construction vehicles and equipment.  This fencing shall be inspected by a 
qualified biologist throughout the construction period to ensure that it is in good 
functional condition.  After construction, fencing around open space areas containing 
wetlands or other sensitive habitats shall be replaced by permanent fencing that will 
be maintained by the City, and/or the local home owners association.  
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e) Prior to beginning work in the project site, all on-site construction personnel shall 
receive instruction regarding the presence of listed species and the importance of 
avoiding impacts on  these species and their habitat.  

f) The project proponent shall ensure that activities that are inconsistent with the 
maintenance of the suitability of remaining vernal pool habitat and associated 
watershed on-site is prohibited as required by the USFWS and Corps.   

4.8-3   The Proposed Project could result in the loss and/or degradation of rare plant 
populations.  

Lewis Property 

Although none of the special-status plants listed in Table 4.8-1 has been recorded on the Lewis 
Property portion of the project site, dwarf downingia, legenere, Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, and 
Sacramento orcutt grass occur in seasonally saturated habitats, such as vernal pools and other 
seasonal wetlands, that are present on the project site.  Sanford’s arrowhead could occur along 
Ingram Slough, or in the freshwater marsh habitat in the project site.  Big-scale balsamroot is often 
found on serpentine soils, but occasionally occurs in grassland habitat and could occur in the 
grassland habitat on the project site.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the 
removal of habitats that could support some or all of the special status plant species listed above.  
This is considered a potentially significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts on special-status plants to 
a less-than-significant level.  This mitigation measure would identify any special status plants onsite 
and if present, reduce the magnitude of this impact by replacing the amount, type, and value of 
habitat lost to project construction through an accredited mitigation bank. 

4.8-3(A) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys 
within the project site for special-status plant species including but not limited to big-
scale balsamroot, Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf downingia, legenere, 
Sacramento orcutt grass, and Sanford’s arrowhead during the appropriate time of 
year (March through June).  If no special-status plants are located during the 
surveys, no further mitigation would be required.   

b) If Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop or Sacramento orcutt grass is located during the 
surveys in areas that cannot be avoided, the project applicant shall consult with 
CDFG to obtain an incidental take permit, under Section 2081 of the CESA.  
Mitigation can be accomplished either in the onsite mitigation preserve area, or at an 
approved offsite mitigation bank.  The ratio of mitigation credits will be determined 
during this consultation, and can be conducted concurrently with Mitigation Measure 
4.8-2.   

c) If any other special-status vernal pool plant species, including, but not limited to 
dwarf downingia and legenere are located during the surveys in areas that cannot be 
avoided, the project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, with the 
addition of soil/seed bank salvage, for use in created wetlands in mitigation areas.   

d) If any special-status upland plant species including, but not limited to big-scale 
balsamroot, or wetland species such as Sanford’s arrowhead are located during the 
surveys, the project applicant shall comply with adopted CDFG Guidelines.   
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Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

A review of aerial photography and initial reconnaissance level surveys have identified the presence 
of potential special-status plant habitat within the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the Proposed 
Project.  Species with potential to occur there include the same plants as the Lewis Property portion 
of the project site.  The extent of potential habitat for these species has not been determined for the 
Village 7 Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project to date, therefore the acreage of this habitat 
cannot be quantified at this time.  Additionally, no focused special-status plant surveys have been 
conducted for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site to date.  Although some of this 
habitat will be preserved in open space, development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the 
project site will result in the loss of potential special-status plant habitat.  This is considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts on special-status plants to 
a less-than-significant level.  This mitigation measure would identify any special status plants onsite 
and if present, reduce the magnitude of this impact by replacing the amount, type, and value of 
habitat lost to project construction through an accredited mitigation bank. 

4.8-3(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys 
within the project site for special-status plant species including but not limited to big-
scale balsamroot, Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf downingia, legenere, 
Sacramento orcutt grass, and Sanford’s arrowhead during the appropriate time of 
year (March through June).  If no special-status plants are located during the 
surveys, no further mitigation would be required.  

b) If Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop or Sacramento orcutt grass is located during the 
surveys in areas that cannot be avoided, the project applicant shall consult with 
CDFG to obtain an incidental take permit, under Section 2081 of the CESA.  
Mitigation can be accomplished either in the onsite mitigation preserve area, or at an 
approved offsite mitigation bank.  The ratio of mitigation credits will be determined 
during this consultation, and can be conducted concurrently with Mitigation Measure 
4.8-2.   

c) If any other special-status vernal pool plant species, including, but not limited to 
dwarf downingia and legenere are located during the surveys in areas that cannot be 
avoided, the project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, with the 
addition of soil/seed bank salvage, for use in created wetlands in mitigation areas.   

d) If any special-status upland plant species including, but not limited to big-scale 
balsamroot, or wetland species such as Sanford’s arrowhead are located during the 
surveys, the project applicant shall comply with adopted CDFG Guidelines.   

4.8-4 The Proposed Project could result in the loss and/or degradation of western pond 
turtles and its habitat.  

Lewis Property 

Western pond turtles are associated with slow-moving streams and ponds adjacent to upland areas 
suitable for basking.  Ingram Slough and its adjacent upland habitat within the project site supports 
suitable habitat for this species.  Construction of the Proposed Project, including the alterations to 
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approximately 0.78 acres of Ingram Slough (see Impact 4.8-8), could result in loss of individuals of 
this species.  This is considered a significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts on the western pond turtle 
and its habitat to a less-than-significant level.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
reduce the magnitude of this impact by ensuring that any western pond turtle habitat affected by the 
Proposed Project is preserved off site at a 1:1 ratio. 

4.8-4(A) a) Prior to project construction, the project applicant and/or developer shall retain a 
qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys of suitable habitat within the 
project site within 30 days prior to project construction to ensure no western pond 
turtles have established territories.  If ground-disturbing activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than 30 days after the preconstruction survey, the site shall be 
re-surveyed.   

If the above survey does not identify any western pond turtles on the project site, no further 
mitigation is required.  However, should any be found on the project site, the following mitigation 
measure shall be implemented.   

b) If individual western pond turtles are discovered during the survey on the project site, 
or immediately adjacent area, the project applicant or their agent shall initiate 
consultation with the CDFG to formulate and implement minimization measures, 
which could include capture and relocation of individuals found on-site.   

c) If surveys identify the presence of western pond turtles on site, the project applicant 
shall implement mitigation measures required by the California Department of Fish 
and Game at the time of the consultation. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Habitat for western pond turtles also occurs along Auburn Ravine and its adjacent upland habitat 
within the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Construction of the Village 7 
Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project could result in loss of individuals of this species.  This 
is considered a significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts on the western pond turtle 
and its habitat to a less-than-significant level.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
reduce the magnitude of this impact by ensuring that any western pond turtle habitat affected by the 
Proposed Project is preserved off site at a 1:1 ratio. 

4.8-4(B)  a) Prior to project construction, the project applicant and/or developer shall retain a 
qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys of suitable habitat within the 
project site within 30 days prior to project construction to ensure no western pond 
turtles have established territories.  If ground-disturbing activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than 30 days after the preconstruction survey, the site shall be 
re-surveyed.   



 4.8  Biological Resources 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.8-30 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.08 Bio.doc  June 2009 

If the above survey does not identify any western pond turtles on the project site, no further 
mitigation is required.  However, should any be found on the project site, the following mitigation 
measure shall be implemented.   

b) If individual western pond turtles are discovered during the survey on the project site, 
or immediately adjacent area, the project applicant or their agent shall initiate 
consultation with the CDFG to formulate and implement minimization measures, 
which could include capture and relocation of individuals found on-site.   

c) If surveys identify the presence of western pond turtles on site, the project applicant 
shall implement mitigation measures required by the California Department of Fish 
and Game at the time of the consultation. 

4.8-5 The Proposed Project could result in the direct loss or disturbance of nesting 
migratory birds, including raptors (birds-of-prey). 

Lewis Property 

Although low in number, trees present in the Lewis Property portion of the project site could provide 
nesting habitat for nesting birds including Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite and other raptors, as 
well as other migratory bird species.  These trees consist of valley oaks and willows occurring 
sparsely along Ingram Slough.  Additionally, ground squirrel burrows present on the project site 
supports potential nesting habitat for burrowing owls.  Migratory nesting birds are protected under 
the MBTA, and nesting raptors are further protected under Section 3503.5 of the Fish and Game 
Code of California.  Burrowing owls are a CDFG species of concern and nest on the ground.  
Construction activities in close proximity to trees or burrows located on the project site could disturb 
migratory nesting birds, if present.  Active nests could also be lost to tree removal and grading 
activities.  Disruption of migratory nesting birds, or protected raptor nests resulting in the 
abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests through structure removal would be a 
significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  If any migratory nesting birds or protected raptor nests are identified, compliance 
with this mitigation measure would ensure that the migratory birds or protected raptors would not be 
disturbed during the nesting season and a qualified biologist would monitor the site to verify that the 
area is not disturbed. 

4.8-5(A) a) If construction is to occur between March 15 through August 30, the project 
applicant, in consultation with the City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall conduct a pre-
construction breeding-season survey of the project site within 30 days of when 
construction is planned to begin.  The survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist to determine if any protected raptors or migratory birds are nesting on or 
directly adjacent to the project site.  

If phased construction procedures are planned for the Proposed Project, the results of the above 
survey shall be valid only for the season when it is conducted.  A report shall be submitted to the 
City of Lincoln, following the completion of the migratory bird and protected raptor nesting survey 
that includes, at a minimum, the following information: 

b) A description of methodology including dates of field visits, the names of survey 
personnel with resumes, and a list of references cited and persons contacted.   
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c) A map showing the location(s) of any protected raptor or migratory bird nests 
observed on the project site.   

If the above survey does not identify any protected raptor or migratory bird nests on the project site, 
no further mitigation would be required.  However, should any active nests be located on the project 
site, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented. 

d) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid 
all protected raptor and migratory bird nest sites located in the project site during the 
breeding season (approximately March 15 through August 30) while the nest is 
occupied with adults and/or young.  This avoidance could consist of delaying 
construction in close proximity to the nest during the nesting season.  Any occupied 
nest shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no 
longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, avoidance shall include the 
establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size of the 
buffer zone will be determined in consultation with the City and CDFG.  The buffer 
zone shall be delineated by highly visible temporary construction fencing.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Potential nesting habitat for birds including Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite and other raptors, as 
well as other migratory bird species occurs in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  
This habitat consists of valley oaks, Fremont cottonwoods, California black walnuts occurring in the 
riparian woodland along Auburn Ravine.  As with the Lewis Property portion, the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion of the project site contains ground squirrel burrows that represent potential 
nesting habitat for burrowing owls.  Construction activities associated with the construction of the 
Village 7 Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project in close proximity to active nest trees or 
occupied burrows could disturb nesting migratory birds or protected raptors, if present.  Active nests 
could also be lost to tree removal and grading activities.  Disruption of nesting migratory birds, and 
protected raptors resulting in the abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests through 
structure removal would be a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  If any nesting migratory birds or protected raptors are identified, compliance with 
this mitigation measure would ensure that the birds would not be disturbed during the nesting 
season and a qualified biologist would monitor the site to verify that the area is not disturbed. 

4.8-5(B)  a) If construction is to occur between March 15 through August 30, the project 
applicant, in consultation with the City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall conduct a pre-
construction breeding-season survey of the project site within 30 days of when 
construction is planned to begin.  The survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist to determine if any protected raptors or migratory birds are nesting on or 
directly adjacent to the project site.  

If phased construction procedures are planned for the Proposed Project, the results of the above 
survey shall be valid only for the season when it is conducted.  A report shall be submitted to the 
City of Lincoln, following the completion of the migratory bird and protected raptor nesting survey 
that includes, at a minimum, the following information: 

b) A description of methodology including dates of field visits, the names of survey 
personnel with resumes, and a list of references cited and persons contacted.   



 4.8  Biological Resources 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.8-32 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.08 Bio.doc  June 2009 

c) A map showing the location(s) of any protected raptor or migratory bird nests 
observed on the project site.  

If the above survey does not identify any protected raptor or migratory bird nests on the project site, 
no further mitigation would be required.  However, should any active nests be located on the project 
site, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented. 

d) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid 
all protected raptor and migratory bird nest sites located in the project site during the 
breeding season (approximately March 15 through August 30) while the nest is 
occupied with adults and/or young.  This avoidance could consist of delaying 
construction in close proximity to the nest during the nesting season.  Any occupied 
nest shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no 
longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, avoidance shall include the 
establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size of the 
buffer zone will be determined in consultation with the City and CDFG.  The buffer 
zone shall be delineated by highly visible temporary construction fencing.   

4.8-6 The Proposed Project could result in the loss of foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, 
white tailed kite, burrowing owl and other raptors. 

Lewis Property 

Swainson’s hawk, white tailed kite, burrowing owl, and other raptors forage (search for food) over 
annual grassland habitat, which is present on a majority of the project site.  Swainson’s hawk 
forages up to 10 miles from their nests, and two nests have been documented within 10 miles of the 
project site, the closest of which is approximately 4.8 miles to the south.  Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would result in the loss of approximately 363 acres of foraging habitat for these 
species.  This is considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact, through the acquisition 
and preservation of suitable foraging habitat, to a less-than-significant level by protecting foraging 
habitat off-site.   

4.8-6(A) The project applicant shall ensure that at least an appropriate number of acres (as 
approved by the City and CDFG) of annual grasslands or other suitable raptor foraging 
habitat are preserved based upon project impacts of 363 acres (0.75:1 ratio).  
Preservation may occur through either:   

a) Payment of a mitigation fee to the City of Lincoln through a negotiated agreement 
between the City, the project applicant, and CDFG.  The monies will be held in a trust 
fund, and used to preserve mitigation land through the purchase, monitoring, 
maintenance, and remediation of lands that support suitable raptor foraging habitat 
(consistent with CDFG guidelines); or 

b) Purchase of conservation easements or fee title to suitable raptor foraging habitat to 
protect the habitat from urban development; or 

c) Participate in Placer County Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan, once adopted.   
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Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Additional foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, white tailed kite, burrowing owl, and other raptors 
occurs on grasslands within the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site.  Implementation 
of the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project would result in the loss of an 
additional approximate 180 acres of foraging habitat for these species.  This is considered a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact, through the acquisition 
and preservation of suitable foraging habitat, to a less-than-significant level by protecting foraging 
habitat off-site.   

4.8-6(B) The project applicant shall ensure that at least an appropriate number of acres (as 
approved by the City and CDFG) of annual grasslands or other suitable raptor foraging 
habitat are preserved based upon project impacts of 180 acres (0.75:1 ratio).  
Preservation may occur through either:   

a) Payment of a mitigation fee to the City of Lincoln through a negotiated agreement 
between the City, the project applicant, and CDFG.  The monies will be held in a trust 
fund, and used to preserve mitigation land through the purchase, monitoring, 
maintenance, and remediation of lands that supports suitable foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk. (consistent with CDFG guidelines); or 

b) Purchase of conservation easements or fee title to suitable Swainson’s Hawk 
foraging habitat to protect the habitat from urban development; or 

c) Participate in Placer County Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan, once adopted. 

4.8-7 The Proposed Project could result in loss of nesting habitat for tri-colored blackbird. 

Lewis Property 

Tri-colored blackbirds are known to nest in dense colonies in thick stands of emergent wetland 
vegetation (e.g. cattails and tules) where there is a permanent water source.  They have also been 
observed nesting in riparian vegetation such as willows, thistles, blackberry and wild rose when 
freshwater emergent vegetation is not available.  They nest from March through September and 
nesting sites are generally in close proximity to foraging areas (rice fields, pond margins and 
grasslands).  The Lewis Property portion of the project site supports small areas of riparian and 
marsh habitats with cattails along Ingram Slough that could provide nesting habitat for tri-colored 
blackbirds.  Alterations to Ingram Slough that would occur as part of the Proposed Project (see 
Impact 4.8-8) could remove nesting habitat and/or disrupt active nesting/breeding activities resulting 
in nest abandonment if the birds occur on site.  Nest abandonment as a result of the Proposed 
Project could be considered a significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level by protecting any nesting tri-colored blackbird habitat until the young have left the 
nest. 



 4.8  Biological Resources 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.8-34 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.08 Bio.doc  June 2009 

4.8-7(A) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction 
nesting surveys for tri-colored blackbird colonies within the project site and off-site 
areas proposed for infrastructure development.  The survey should be conducted no 
more than 30 days from the onset of construction.  If ground-disturbing activities are 
delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after the preconstruction survey, the 
site shall be re-surveyed.   

If the above survey does not identify any colonies of nesting tricolor blackbirds on the project site, no 
further mitigation would be required.  However, should any active tricolor blackbird colonies be found 
nesting on the project site, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented. 

b) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid 
all active nest sites located in the project site during the breeding season while the 
nest site is occupied with adults and/or young.  This avoidance could consist of 
delaying construction to avoid the nesting season or establishing a buffer around the 
nest site.  Any occupied nest shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine 
when the nest is no longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, avoidance 
shall include the establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  
The size of the buffer zone will be determined in consultation with the City and 
CDFG, and will be, at a minimum, 250 feet.  The buffer zone shall be delineated by 
highly visible temporary construction fencing.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Based upon a review of aerial photography, and a reconnaissance visit to the site, the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion of the project site appears to support areas of riparian and marsh habitats that 
could provide nesting habitat for tri-colored blackbirds.  Alterations to this habitat that would occur 
during construction of the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project could remove 
nesting habitat and/or disrupt active nesting/breeding activities resulting in nest abandonment if the 
birds occur on site.  Nest abandonment as a result of the implementation of the Village 7 
Programmatic portion of the Proposed Project would be considered a significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level by protecting any nesting tri-colored blackbird habitat until the young have left the 
nest. 

4.8-7(B) a) The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction 
nesting surveys for tri-colored blackbird colonies within the project site and off-site 
areas proposed for infrastructure development.  The survey should be conducted no 
more than 30 days from the onset of construction.  If ground-disturbing activities are 
delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after the preconstruction survey, the 
site shall be re-surveyed.   

If the above survey does not identify any colonies of nesting tricolor blackbirds on the project site, no 
further mitigation would be required.  However, should any active tricolor blackbird colonies be found 
nesting on the project site, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented. 

b) The project applicant, in consultation with the City of Lincoln and CDFG, shall avoid 
all active nest sites located in the project site during the breeding season while the 
nest site is occupied with adults and/or young.  This avoidance could consist of 
delaying construction to avoid the nesting season or establishing a buffer around the 
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nest site.  Any occupied nest shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine 
when the nest is no longer used.  If the construction cannot be delayed, avoidance 
shall include the establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  
The size of the buffer zone will be determined in consultation with the City and 
CDFG, and will be, at a minimum, 250 feet.  The buffer zone shall be delineated by 
highly visible temporary construction fencing.   

4.8-8 The Proposed Project would result in the modification to stream corridors, disrupting 
the associated habitat. 

Lewis Property 

Ingram Slough traverses the Lewis Property portion of the project site and provides habitat for 
special status species as described in Impacts 4.8-3, 4.8-4, and 4.8-7.  These habitats include 
freshwater marsh, open water and riparian habitats.  In addition, it could provide habitat for other 
wildlife species, such as ducks, egrets, and other waterfowl associated with the Pacific Flyway.  The 
Pacific Flyway is a major north-south route of travel for migratory birds in the Americas, extending 
from Alaska to Patagonia. In the U.S., the Pacific Flyway includes Alaska, Arizona, California, Idaho, 
Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and those portions of Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, and 
Wyoming west of the Continental Divide.  Every year, migratory birds travel some or all of this 
distance both in spring and in fall, following food sources, heading to breeding grounds, or traveling 
to overwintering sites.Though the riparian habitat along Ingram Slough is sparse, it still provides 
important shelter, nesting and foraging habitat for both common and special-status wildlife species in 
the region. 

The Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project would implement a restoration program along 
Ingram Slough that would involve revegetation with selected native riparian and marsh vegetation 
and construction of additional wetland features.  While this restoration program would ultimately 
improve both the vegetative quality and quantity of the riparian and freshwater marsh vegetation, 
temporary disturbances related to the in-channel restoration activities could disrupt existing plant 
and wildlife resources through removal of existing vegetation and excavation within the bank and 
streambed. 

The CDFG, pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, regulates any diversion or 
obstruction of natural flow or changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any river, stream or lake.  Any 
construction activities within the stream would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement.  In 
addition, the Corps has jurisdiction over any construction activities that occur within waters of the 
United States (see impact 4.8-1).  Ingram Slough would be considered a water of the United States 
and any work within the channel would require approval from the Corps.  The CVRWQCB would 
also have jurisdiction under Section 401 of the CWA and would require a waiver or certification. 

The contractors would also be required to obtain and comply with the conditions of a State General 
Construction Activity Stormwater Permit adopted by the SWRCB (see Impact 4.7-8 in Section 4.7, 
Hydrology and Water Quality).  The general permit is intended to ensure compliance with State 
water quality objectives and water protection laws and regulations, including those related to waste 
discharges.  Permit applicants are required to prepare and retain at the construction site a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).  The stormwater quality management program will 
address project construction and will specify control measures and Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) designed to minimize sedimentation and release of products used during construction (e.g., 
petroleum products, paints, cements, etc.) into Ingram Slough. 

Alteration of Ingram Slough would be considered a significant impact, as it could prevent use of 
this habitat by special-status and other wildlife species.   
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Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the magnitude of this impact to a 
less-than-significant level.   

The resource agencies that issue the permits and agreements below are required to protect and 
preserve the value and function of Ingram Slough.  Their permits would include measures to either 
compensate for the loss of habitat, or ensure that the habitat remains suitable for use by wildlife.  
These measures could include protocol for revegetation of the channel with appropriate riparian, 
and/or marsh vegetation and methods to ensure water quality is not degraded (see Impact 4.7-4), in 
addition to other measures to protect this habitat. 

4.8-8(A) In addition to pre-construction surveys for special status species, as described in 
Mitigation Measures 4.8-3, 4.8-4, and 4.8-7, the project applicant shall obtain all 
necessary permits to alter Ingram Slough, including a CDFG Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, a Corps Section 404 permit, a Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 
401 Permit and a SWPPP and any FESA/CESA take permits, should special-status 
species be identified.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Auburn Ravine travels along the northern boundary of the Village 7 Programmatic portion of the 
project area.  This stream corridor contains a well developed riparian vegetation community that 
provides shelter, foraging and nesting habitat for a variety of common and special-status wildlife 
species.  However, the segment of Auburn Ravine that passes adjacent to the Village 7 
Programmatic portion of the project area will be preserved in open space, and no changes will occur 
to the stream channel as a result of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, this would be considered less 
than significant.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.8-8(B) None required. 

4.8-9 Development of the Proposed Project could result in habitat fragmentation and 
wildlife population isolation.   

Invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds and mammals currently use both the Lewis Property and 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the project site, and those species that are sufficiently mobile 
would be able to move around the project site and to adjacent habitats.  Therefore, this analysis 
does not make any distinction between Lewis Property impacts and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
impacts. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Proposed Project is adjacent to open areas of annual grassland to the south and west, 
development under construction to the east and to planned residential development to the north.  
Project activities would not fragment any habitat adjacent to planned development.  The Project has 
been designed to retain wildlife movement corridors through the site along Ingram Slough and 
Auburn Ravine, and retain connectivity with adjacent and regional areas of wildlife habitat.  Those 
less-mobile species, such as the vernal pool branchiopods and plants would be lost with project 
development.  Vernal pool branchiopods are adapted to a highly isolated life cycle, relying on 
individuals located within their individual vernal pools for reproduction.  Introduction of new 
individuals of both plants and vernal pool branchiopods can come by way of wind, water, or other 
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carriers such as birds and cattle, if present.  Development of the Proposed Project would remove 
some habitat from the site, but would not disrupt the introduction of genetic diversity from adjacent 
sites.  Birds and other carriers would continue to move through adjacent areas, and water would 
continue to flow through the site.  Furthermore, wildlife would be able to use Ingram Slough and 
Auburn Ravine and other open space corridors for movement.  Because the Proposed Project would 
not result in habitat fragmentation or population isolation, this impact is considered less than 
significant.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.8-9(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context is development assumed to occur throughout western Placer County, 
including buildout of the City’s General Plan. 

4.8-10 Construction of the Proposed Project, in combination with other development in the 
County, could contribute to the cumulative loss of native plant communities, wildlife 
habitat values, special-status species and their potential habitat, and wetland 
resources in the region. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As development in Placer County continues, including the buildout of Lincoln Crossing and Aitken 
Ranch, habitat for plant and wildlife species native to the region is lost through conversion to urban 
development. Although more mobile species may be able to survive these changes in their 
environment by moving to new areas, less mobile species would simply be extirpated.  With 
continued conversion of natural habitat to human use, the availability and accessibility of remaining 
foraging and natural habitats in this ecosystem would dwindle and those remaining natural areas 
would not be able to support additional plant or animal populations above their current carrying 
capacities through increased competition for resources, displacement and development-induced 
introduction of non-native species.   

The City concluded in the EIR for the 2050 General Plan that implementation of the General Plan, 
together with past, present, and probable future projects in the planning area (which includes the 
Proposed Project) and larger regional context would result in a cumulatively significant loss of 
biological resources in the region.  Policies in the adopted General Plan as well as state and federal 
regulations are available to mitigate impacts on biological resources.  However, this would not 
reduce impacts to levels that are less than significant.  The General Plan EIR noted that the only 
mitigation for such impacts – restricting the majority of development in the General Plan – is not 
considered feasible, given that that such a measure would fundamentally conflict with the objectives 
of the General Plan.21   

The project site supports annual grassland and jurisdictional waters of the United States, including 
suitable habitat for vernal pool crustaceans, amphibians and plants, and nesting and foraging habitat 
for Swainson’s hawk and other raptors.  The project site also includes Ingram Slough, Auburn 
Ravine and their tributaries, which could provide habitat for special status reptiles and birds.  As 
discussed in project Impacts 4.8-1 through 4.8-9, construction of the Proposed Project could result in 
the loss and/or degradation of potential Waters of the U.S., loss or degradation of special status 
species and their habitat, and loss of foraging and nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other 
                                                  
21  City of Lincoln, General Plan Update Recirculated Draft EIR, July 2007, pp. 2.2-72 to 2.2-73. 
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raptors.  Construction of the Proposed Project, in combination with other development project in the 
immediate vicinity, could therefore contribute to a fragmentation and loss of regional biodiversity 
through the incremental conversion of foraging habitat for special-status species to human use, and 
thus limits the availability and accessibility of remaining natural habitats to regional wildlife.  
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 through 4.8-9 would help reduce the project’s contribution to the loss of 
biological resources.  However, when viewed in the context of the General Plan and regional 
development, the loss of plant and wildlife habitat as a result of implementation of the Proposed 
Project would be considered cumulatively considerable and therefore, significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce project-specific impacts but not to 
levels that would be considered less than significant in the cumulative context.  The cumulative 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

4.8-10(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 through 4.8-9. (Lewis Property and Village 7 
Programmatic Portion) 
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4.9 PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The following section describes public utilities and services in the City of Lincoln that would be 
potentially affected by development of the Proposed Project:  wastewater, solid waste, electricity and 
natural gas, law enforcement, fire protection, public schools, recreation, and water supply. 

A Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project in accordance with state law is 
included as Appendix H in this Draft EIR. 

Comments received in response to the NOP include a comment from the Department of Health 
Services (DHS) to provide an application to amend the water system permit if the Proposed Project 
would make modifications to the existing domestic water treatment system.  The Placer County 
Water Agency (PCWA) requested the EIR examine existing and future water supply for the 
Proposed Project and the use of reclaimed water.  The issue of both sufficient surface and 
groundwater supplies was commented on by the Placer County Department of Agriculture.  The City 
of Roseville raised concerns about evaluating impacts on the Material Recovery Facility (MRF) and 
the provision of adequate park facilities to serve the Proposed Project.  These issues are addressed 
in this section. 

WASTEWATER SETTING 

Wastewater Treatment 

The City of Lincoln, Department of Public Works, provides wastewater conveyance and treatment 
within the City at the Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF).  Wastewater was 
previously treated at Lincoln’s Wastewater Treatment Plant, constructed in 1976.  All wastewater is 
now routed to the new WWTRF. 

The City opened the WWTRF in July 2004 with an initial treatment capacity of 3.3 million gallons per 
day (mgd).  The plant operates on 40 acres of a 760-acre site in southwest Lincoln, on Fiddyment 
Road, adjacent to the western border of the project site.  The WWTRF has a minimum dry weather 
hydraulic capacity of 4.2 mgd.  The plant currently receives approximately 2.4 mgd average daily dry 
weather flow (ADDWF), or approximately 60 percent of the current dry weather hydraulic capacity of 
the WWTRF.1  By 2014, up to a 50 percent expansion of the WWTRF is planned, which would 
provide treatment capacity for 6 to 8 mgd.  Additional capacity will be added incrementally, with 
treatment capacities of 9 mgd and 12 mgd expected near 2019 and 2024, respectively.  WWTRF 
design also includes site planning for an expansion of up to approximately 33 mgd to accommodate 
flows generated by the draft General Plan area (approximately 25 mgd) and the possible regional 
flows from Placer Nevada Wastewater Authority (approximately 8 mgd).2   

                                                  
1  City of Lincoln General Plan Update DEIR, October 2006, p. 6-10. 
2  City of Lincoln General Plan Update DEIR, October 2006, p. 6-11. 
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Wastewater Collection Infrastructure 

Wastewater infrastructure in the City is collected by a gravity system.  There are six lift stations 
located throughout the City that collect wastewater.   

The Proposed Project would include a series of gravity pipelines connecting to a 66-inch-diameter 
sewer interceptor line conveying both regional and local wastewater flows to the plant, located within 
the future alignment of Ferrari Ranch Road, which bisects the project site, then turns south to follow 
the western property boundary of the WWTRF.  Wastewater generated by the Proposed Project 
would be routed directly to the WWTRF, adjacent to the project site (see Figure 2-6 in the Project 
Description).   

WASTEWATER REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal  

Federal and State Clean Water Act 

The Federal Clean Water Act and regulations set forth by the California DHS and State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) are aimed primarily at discharges of effluent to surface waters.  
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 503, Title 23 California Code of Regulations, 
and standards established by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 
regulate the disposal of biosolids. 

State 

There are no applicable state wastewater regulations or policies that pertain to the Proposed Project. 

Local 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan policies that relate to wastewater.  Please see Chapter 6 for more information on 
consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the General Plan policies 
were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the City 
Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 

WASTEWATER IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The assessment of wastewater services includes a review of the existing services available to the 
project site and a determination as to the adequacy of the existing services to serve the needs of the 
Proposed Project.  The ADDWF wastewater generation rates listed below were applied to the 
proposed land uses.  The rates are based on the design standards presented in the City of Lincoln 
Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility Influent Sewer Design Standards.3  A peaking 
factor of 2.3 was applied to the estimated flows to determine the maximum flow under wet weather 
conditions for pipe-sizing. 

• Residential:  250 gallons per day (gpd)/dwelling unit 

• Commercial:  2,800 gpd/acre 

                                                  
3  Village 7 Specific Plan, 2009, p. 7-9. 
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• School:  5,357 gpd/acre 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, an impact on wastewater services is considered significant if the 
Proposed Project would: 

• Exceed the City's wastewater collection, treatment, or disposal capacities, resulting in the 
expansion or construction of new facilities. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-1 The Proposed Project would generate additional wastewater flows to be treated by the 
WWTRF. 

Lewis Property  

As shown in Table 4.9-1, the Lewis Property would generate dry weather flows of approximately 
715,944 gpd (0.72 mgd) and peak wet weather flows of 1.65 mgd.  The WWTRF can treat dry 
weather flows of 3.3 mgd, and currently treats an ADDWF of approximately 2.2 mgd; remaining 
capacity at the plant is 1.1 mgd.  Addition of the Lewis Property’s wastewater demands would 
increase the dry weather flows to approximately 2.92 mgd ADDWF at the Lincoln WWTRF, which 
would be within the current capacity of the plant.  The WWTRF would also be able to accommodate 
peak wet weather flows from the Lewis Property.   

TABLE 4.9-1 
 

PROJECTED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR LEWIS PROPERTY 

Land Use 
Number of Units 

or Acres 
Generation 

Rate1 
Average Daily 

Demand Peak Wet Weather Demand2 
Residential  2,470 units 250 gpd/unit 617,500 gpd 1.42 mgd 
Commercial 12.2 acres 2,800 gpd/ac 34,160 gpd 0.08 mgd 
School 12 acres 5,357 gpd/ac 64,284 gpd 0.15mgd 

Total 715,944 gpd  1.65mgd 
1. Generation rates are based on City of Lincoln WWTRF Influent Design Standards. 
2. Assumes a peaking factor of 2.3. 
Source:  PBS&J, 2008. 

 

Currently, the WWTRF has adequate capacity to treat wastewater generated by the Lewis Property 
portion of the Specific Plan.  Because the estimated wastewater flows generated by the Lewis 
Property would not exceed the treatment capacity of the WWTRF, and the Lewis Property would be 
required to pay applicable assessment fees toward operation and maintenance of the WWTRF, this 
impact would be considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-1(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would generate dry weather flows of approximately 203,750 gpd 
(0.20 mgd) and peak wet weather flows of 0.47 mgd (shown in Table 4.9-2).  This volume in and of 
itself could be accommodated within the capacity of the WWTRF, absent any other contribution from 
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the Proposed Project.  However, because neither the Lewis Property nor the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion can proceed without approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan project, this impact 
conservatively analyzes the combined total flows to the WWTRF of the Village 7 Specific Plan. 

TABLE 4.9-2 
 

PROJECTED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION 

Land Use 
Number of Units or 

Acres Generation Rate1 
Average Daily 

Demand 
Peak Wet Weather 

Demand2 
Residential  815 units 250 gpd/unit 203,750 gpd 0.47mgd 

Total 203,750 gpd 0.47 mgd 
1. Generation rates are based on City of Lincoln WWTRF Influent Design Standards, as cited in Lewis Property Specific Plan, 2005. 
2. Assumes a peaking factor of 2.3. 
Source:  PBS&J, 2008. 

 

Together, the Lewis Property and the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would generate dry weather 
flows of approximately 0.92 mgd and peak wet weather flows of 2.11 mgd.  As stated above, the 
WWTRF currently treats an ADDWF of 2.2 mgd; the Village 7 Specific Plan would increase the dry 
weather flows to approximately 3.13 mgd.  This would increase flows to the WWTRF by 
approximately 42 percent.  The WWTRF is capable of treating flows up to 3.3 mgd; however, this 
increase in wastewater flow brings the WWTRF close to reaching its current capacity.  Therefore, 
buildout of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, in combination with the Lewis Property, may result in 
wastewater flows beyond the capacity of the current facility.  This is considered a significant 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

The City is planning up to a 50 percent expansion of the WWTRF by 2014, which would provide 
treatment capacity for 6 to 8 mgd.  Additional capacity will be added incrementally, with treatment 
capacities of 9 mgd and 12 mgd expected near 2019 and 2024, respectively.  WWTRF design also 
includes site planning for an expansion of up to approximately 33 mgd dry weather flow to 
accommodate flows generated by the General Plan area (approximately 25 mgd), which includes the 
Village 7 Specific Plan planning area, and the possible regional flows from Placer Nevada 
Wastewater Authority (approximately 8 mgd).  Therefore, capacity to treat the entire buildout of the 
Village 7 Specific Plan has been planned for, but has not yet been constructed.  Implementation of 
the following mitigation measure would ensure that the Village 7 Programmatic Portion flows, when 
combined with the Lewis Property flows, could be accommodated at the WWTRF without adversely 
affecting the ability of other planned or approved projects to contribute flows to the WWTRF, thus 
reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.   

4.9-1(B) Prior to approval of the first Final Small Lot Map for the first planning area developed in 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan, the City shall ensure 
the planned expansion of the WWTRF provides adequate capacity to accommodate 
flows from the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  The project applicants shall pay fair-
share cost of required fees to fund the expansion of the WWTRF. 

4.9-2 The Proposed Project would generate additional wastewater flows, but not at levels 
that that would exceed the capacity of the existing wastewater collection 
infrastructure.   
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Lewis Property  

Existing wastewater infrastructure on the project site includes a 66-inch sewer interceptor.  The 
project site would be served by gravity lateral collector facilities, constructed by the applicant, which 
would connect to the regional interceptor.   

The Lewis Property is divided into the North Shed and South Shed.  In the North Shed, wastewater 
would be collected by 8-inch lines connected to a 36-inch trunk sewer originating offsite that would 
connect to the 66-inch interceptor, located mid-site in Ferrari Ranch Road.  In the South Shed, 8- 
and 12-inch pipes would collect and convey flows to an 18-inch main connected to the 66-inch 
interceptor on the west border of the project site, near the WWTRF.  Figure 2-6 illustrates the 
proposed wastewater collection system.   

The applicant’s engineer (Wood Rodgers) used design flows to size the on-site sewer system based 
on the Amended Public Facilities Element (October 1998).  The demand projections included peak 
flow rates and assumed a total design flow of 1.9 mgd for the Lewis Property.  In September, 2002 
the City approved new design standards for new influent gravity sewer design.  These new 
standards titled “The City of Lincoln WWTRF Influent Sewer Design Standards” are intended to 
supplement the City’s existing improvement standards. Based on these standards, the Lewis 
Property can be served via a gravity sewer system.  The backbone sewer system proposed for the 
entire Village 7 Specific Plan area has been located within existing and proposed road right of ways.  
A series of lateral collection mains will be located through the project site.  The Master Sewer Plan 
will detail the size and location of these collection lines.  Because the wastewater infrastructure 
would be designed to accommodate 1.9 mgd, the wastewater flows from the Lewis Property 
(1.6 mgd peak flow) would not cause a capacity impact. 

In addition, the physical impacts associated with installation of infrastructure to serve the project site 
are addressed in the technical sections of this Draft EIR; for example, impacts on tricolored 
blackbirds associated with the installation of gravity collector facilities are addressed in Section 4.8 
Biological Resources (see Mitigation Measure 4.8-7).  Because the Proposed Project would include 
the necessary infrastructure to accommodate wastewater from the Lewis Property to the WWTRF, 
this impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-2(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would generate dry weather flows of 0.27 mgd.  During peak 
wet weather, flows would be approximately 0.62 mgd.  Because the area outside of the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion does not have a proposed sewer infrastructure system, it is unknown whether 
or not there would be sufficient infrastructure to support the development.  This is considered a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure impacts on the capacity of existing 
wastewater treatment infrastructure would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

4.9-2(B) The project applicants for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion shall submit a wastewater 
infrastructure plan to the City of Lincoln prior to approval of the first Final Small Lot Map 
for the first planning area developed in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the 
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Village 7 Specific Plan.  The applicants shall follow mitigation measures or 
recommendations identified within the plan to ensure wastewater flows would be 
adequately conveyed to the WWTRF.   

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for wastewater treatment includes development within the City of Lincoln, 
according to its adopted 2050 General Plan.  The WWTRF treats all wastewater in the City 
boundaries. 

4.9-3 The Proposed Project, combined with other development in the City of Lincoln, could 
require the expansion or construction of a wastewater treatment facility, which could 
result in significant environmental effects. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The new WWTRF was constructed to accommodate planned growth in the City, including the 
Proposed Project (Impact 4.9-1).  As discussed in the setting, the plant is expected to expand over 
the coming years to continue to meet the growing demand from the City.  To date, the WWTRF can 
treat 3.3 mgd.  Upon full buildout of the plant, treatment capacity would reach 33 mgd. Each future 
development, including the Proposed Project, would be required to pay assessment fees 
contributing to the expansion of the treatment plant and other wastewater facilities.   

The WWTRF site was constructed to facilitate future dry weather flow capacity expansion up to 
33 mgd, as discussed above.  A preliminary design for the first WWTRF expansion is now underway 
to identify needed improvements for expansion up to 6 to 8 mgd, which would be sufficient to 
accommodate flow the from the Village 7 Specific Plan.  Influent and effluent pumping facilities at the 
WWTRF have been designed to allow expansion of hydraulic capacity up to 12 mgd by providing 
additional pumps.  Facility plans have considered site plan expansions up to 33 mgd.  The planned 
improvements include providing additional oxidation ditches, secondary clarifiers, filtration facilities, 
disinfection capacity and storage facilities. However, newer technologies, including micro-filtration, 
may be considered for future WWTRF upgrades.  If effluent discharge to Auburn Ravine continues to 
be a significant disposal option for the WWTRF, cooling towers may be required to meet the 
temperature limitations outlined in the NPDES permit.  Recycled water is also an option for limiting 
discharge of WWTRF effluent to Auburn Ravine. Currently recycled water from the WWTRF is being 
used for on-site crop irrigation (approximately 200 acres) and off-site crop irrigation at surplus 
Western Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) property (approximately 200 acres) 
southwest of the intersection of Athens Avenue and Fiddyment Road. The City has a long-term 
lease with Placer County for use of the WPWMA property.  

All planned WWTRF improvements must continue to comply with federal water quality, waste 
discharge, and total maximum daily load standards defined under the Clean Water Act.  Advanced 
treatment facilities may be required at the WWTRF for all or a portion of the plant’s effluent if future 
CVRWQCB discharge requirements for TDS and/or priority pollutants are imposed that cannot be 
met with the above treatment facilities or through a program of source control.  The City will consider 
future upgrades or expansion of the WWTRF as required to meet the needs of additional planned 
growth tied to adopted 2050 General Plan. However, additional project-level CEQA environmental 
review may be necessary before these later upgrades or expansion phases of the WWTRF can be 
implemented. 

Future expansion of the WWTRF could result in the following potentially significant environmental 
impacts: 
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• Exposure of soils to erosion and loss of topsoil during construction; 

• Surface water quality (cumulative impact); 

• Construction-related air emissions; 

• Odor impacts; 

• Construction-related noise impacts; 

• Visual and/or light and glare impacts; 

• Loss of protected species and their habitats; 

• Fisheries (cumulative impact); and 

• Exposure to pre-existing listed and unknown hazardous materials contamination. 

The adopted General Plan includes several policies and implementation measures designed to 
address environmental impacts associated with wastewater treatment plant improvements, and the 
certified EIR for the General Plan identifies additional mitigation measures. However, even with 
implementation of the policies, implementation measures, and EIR mitigation measures, the ability to 
mitigate these potential impacts is contingent on a variety of factors including the severity of the 
impact, existing land use conditions, and the technical feasibility of being able to implement any 
proposed mitigation measures. Due to these uncertainties, potential environmental impacts resulting 
from the construction and/or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities to serve General Plan 
buildout, may be significant and unavoidable.  The Proposed Project is within the scope of 
development anticipated in the General Plan and evaluated in the General Plan EIR, and, therefore, 
would contribute to the cumulative significant and unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-3(A)&(B) None feasible. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion)  
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SOLID WASTE SETTING 

The City of Lincoln provides solid waste collection and disposal services.  The solid waste is 
collected at curbside, typically in 90-gallon cans supplied by the City.  The waste is then transported 
to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) 315.9-acre Western Regional 
Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) adjacent to the intersection of Athens and Fiddyment Roads, west of 
SR 65.  The WRSL includes a sanitary landfill and a Material Recovery Facility (MRF), which 
separates and recovers waste products for recycling, reuse, or conversion to energy sources. The 
WPWMA is a joint powers authority comprised of the cities of Rocklin, Roseville, and Lincoln, and 
Placer County.  The WRSL and the MRF operate under permits issued by the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (CIWMB).  The current permits (31-AA-0201 and 31-AA-0001, 
respectively) were issued in 2003. 

In May 2003, the WPWMA approved a Capacity Enhancement Project, enabling staff to pursue 
revisions to existing permits to increase the landfill and MRF capacity.  The CIWMB approved the 
WWPMA’s request to increase the landfill and MRF capacity in August 2003.   

The current permitted maximum allowable daily tonnage at the landfill is currently 1,900 tons per 
day. The Class III non-hazardous landfill is permitted for 281 acres.  The WRSL’s maximum 
permitted capacity is 36,350,000 cubic yards.  According to the current permit, the anticipated 
closure date is 2036.4  However, based on currently permitted fill grades and waste disposal rates, 
the results of a 2007 capacity study completed by the WPWMA show a remaining capacity of 
approximately 23,800,000 cubic yards (approximately 65 percent).  Under current land use and 
development conditions, the WPWMA anticipates the landfill will reach capacity by 2042 (six years 
later than projected in the permit).  The WRSL receives, on average, approximately 824 tons per 
day.5 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) mandates that cities and 
counties develop source reduction and recycling plans.  The goal of AB 939 is to divert 50 percent of 
the waste stream from going to landfills.  The MRF was opened in 1996 to facilitate recycling per the 
new legislative requirement.  MRF operations include receiving, separating, processing, and 
marketing recyclable materials.  The current permitted capacity of the MRF is 1,900 tons per day, 
and the maximum permitted daily throughput is 1,750 tons per day.  There is also a permitted 
composting operation at the MRF.  The maximum capacity and throughput for the composting facility 
is 75,000 cubic yards.6 

The City of Lincoln generated approximately 42,600 tons of solid waste in 2007.  In 2006 (the latest 
year for which CIWMB preliminary data are available), the City had a diversion rate of 59 percent.  
Diversion rates for previous years (2001-2005) ranged from 55 to 74 percent.7  This exceeds the 
state-mandated AB 939 requirement.  The City’s “Blue Bag Recycling Program” provides residents 
with curbside recycling.  Residents can place accepted recyclable materials (newspaper, bulk mail, 

                                                  
4  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Solid Waste Facility Database, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 

SWIS/31-AA-0210/Detail/ 
5  City of Roseville, O’Brian Annexation, General Plan Amendment and Rezone, Initial Study and Mitigated 

Negative Declaration, November 2008, p.24. 
6  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Solid Waste Facility Database, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 

SWIS/31-AA-0001/Detail/ 
7  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Jurisdiction Profile for City of Lincoln, 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ profiles/Juris/JurProfile2.asp?RG=C&RES=0.68&JURID=258&JUR=Lincoln 
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scrap paper, paper board, and plastic) in a blue bag and into their garbage can.  The recyclables in 
the blue bag are then collected and delivered to the MRF.  Drop box recycling locations are available 
throughout the City and residents can also deliver recyclables directly to the MRF.  The City has also 
implemented a drop-off program for dry cell batteries and recycling, and is expanding its solid waste 
programs to provide pick-up services at residents’ homes for “universal waste” (e.g., dry cell 
batteries, fluorescent light bulbs, computers and computer monitors, televisions, thermostats and 
appliances).8 

Solid waste collection services for the City are funded through an enterprise fund.  Costs for 
operation services (containers, bins, trucks, loaders, and street sweepers) are funded by various 
fees and charges collected by the City through its utility billing for solid waste collection.  As 
development occurs in the service area, revenue is generated to finance the expansion of 
operational services through fees generated by new utility customers.  In terms of generating funding 
for the construction of needed facilities and equipment associated with the projected development, 
the City’s has an existing Public Facilities Element that is a capital facilities fee program. All new 
development must participate in the funding of needed facilities and equipment based on adopted 
program standards.  These costs are spread over new development based on an equivalent dwelling 
unit factor such that capital facilities costs are equally borne by both residential and nonresidential 
development.   

SOLID WASTE REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

Volume 40 of the CFR, Part 258 (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA, Subtitle D) 
contains regulations for municipal solid waste landfills and requires states to implement their own 
permitting programs incorporating the federal landfill criteria.  The federal regulations address the 
location, operation, design, groundwater monitoring, and closure of landfills.   

State 

Assembly Bill 939 

In 1989, the California Legislature passed a law requiring California cities to implement plans 
designed to reduce waste deposited in landfills by 50 percent per person by December 31, 2000 
(AB 939).  As part of AB 939, cities and counties were required to develop a Source Reduction and 
Recycling Element (SRRE).  Due to the solid waste diversion and recycling requirements of AB 939, 
future solid waste levels are not anticipated to increase dramatically in the future.  As stated above, 
the City had a diversion rate of 59 percent in 2006.  Diversion rates for previous years (2001-2005) 
ranged from 55 to 74 percent. 

Local 

City of Lincoln Solid Waste Reduction Program 

In 1992, the City of Lincoln adopted its SRRE to comply with the solid waste diversion requirements 
set forth by the state in AB 939.  The SRRE has been integrated into the 1994 County-wide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan prepared by Placer County.   

                                                  
8  City of Lincoln,  Public Works Solid Waste Division (2008) “Your Guide to Services” brochure. 
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The SRRE includes short-term, medium-term, and long-term planning goals that will enable the City 
to meet or exceed the mandated diversion requirements.  In addition, the SRRE includes specific 
programs, activities and recommendations all designed to enable the City to reduce its waste 
stream.  

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan goals and policies that relate to solid waste.  Please see Chapter 6 for more 
information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 
General Plan policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain 
consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General 
Plan. 

SOLID WASTE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The amount of solid waste generated by the Proposed Project is calculated by applying standard 
solid waste generation rates.  These rates were obtained from other environmental documents 
prepared by the City of Lincoln.  The factors for solid waste generation are: 

• Residential = 7.23 lbs/day/dwelling unit9 

• Commercial = 1 lb/100 sf/day10 

• School = 0.5 lbs/student//day11  

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, an impact is considered significant if the Proposed Project would: 

• Generate enough solid waste to exceed landfill capacity or substantially shorten the life of 
the landfill. 

• Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations regarding solid waste. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-4 The Proposed Project would generate solid waste that would be disposed of at the 
Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, but not at levels that would contribute to an 
exceedence of landfill capacity or substantially shorten landfill life. 

Lewis Property  

The Lewis Property includes 2,470 residential units, commercial space, and a site for a future 
elementary school with a capacity of 900 students.  Construction of the project would generate 
construction debris, which would generate increased amounts of building materials requiring 
landfilling at the WRSL over the short-term. 

                                                  
9  City of Lincoln, General Plan Update Draft EIR, October 2008, p.6-30. 
10  City of Lincoln, General Plan Update Draft EIR, October 2008, p.6-30. 
11  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates for Institutions, 

<www.ciwmb.ca.gov> 
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Operation of the Lewis Property would generate approximately 19,558 pounds per day (9.8 tons per 
day), or approximately 3,570 tons per year of solid waste (see Table 4.9-3).  It should be noted that 
this estimate is conservative because the Lewis Property would be served by the City’s existing 
recycling program.  The City implements a comprehensive recycling program in accordance with 
adopted laws and regulations, as described in the Environmental Setting.  This program would be 
available to Lewis Property development. Based on the most recent estimate, assuming 
approximately 60 percent of the waste is diverted, approximately 3.9 tons of solid waste would be 
delivered to the WRSL each day.  This would represent approximately 0.2 percent of the WRSL’s 
permitted daily throughput, which is not considered substantial. 

TABLE 4.9-3 
 

PROJECTED SOLID WASTE GENERATION FOR LEWIS PROPERTY 

Land Use 
Number of Units/Square 

Feet/Acres 
Generation Rate 

(per day) 
Solid Waste Generated 

(per day) 
Residential 2,470 units 7.23 lbs/unit 17,858 lbs 
Neighborhood Commercial/ 

Community Center 125,000 sf 1 lb/100 sf 1,250 lbs 

School 900 students 0.5lbs/student/day 450 lbs 
Parks/Open Space Preserve 281 acres -- -- 

Total   19,558 lbs 
Generation rates from: City of Lincoln, General Plan Draft EIR, October 2006, p.6-29; California Integrated Waste Management Board, Estimated 

Solid Waste Generation Rates for Institutions. 

 

The WRSL, under its current permit, has the capacity to accept waste generated by the Lewis 
Property.  The landfill has 65 percent of its capacity remaining (approximately 23,800,000 cubic 
yards, and is projected to remain operational until 2042, based on estimates prepared by the 
WPWMA.  The additional solid waste from the Lewis Property would require some of the WRSL 
remaining capacity.  Assuming the Lewis Property is occupied by 2017 (Table 2-2), a conversion 
factor of 500 pounds per cubic yard12, and 60 percent average diversion, it would deliver 
approximately 108,505 cubic yards of solid waste over the remaining 19 years of permitted disposal 
capacity through 2036.  This would represent approximately 0.45 percent of remaining capacity and 
would not cause an exceedance of landfill capacity.  Moreover, based on current projections by 
WPWMA, the landfill is expected to be able to receive waste until 2042, six years longer than 
projected in the current permit.  Therefore, the contribution of solid waste from buildout of the Lewis 
Property would not substantially shorten the life of the landfill.  This would be a less-than-
significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-4(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion includes 815 residential units, open space, and parkland.  
Based on the generation rates for solid waste from the City of Lincoln, the Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion would generate approximately 5,892 pounds per day, or 2.9 tons per day (see Table 4.9-4).  
It would generate 1,075 tons each year.  Assuming 60 percent of the waste is diverted, the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion would increase the WRSL’s daily delivery by 0.15 percent, and would not 
cause the landfill to exceed its permitted maximum daily throughput of 1,900 tons per day.   

                                                  
12  Title 14 CCR, Division 7, Chapter 3, Article 6.0, Section 17402(a)(9)(B). 
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TABLE 4.9-4 
 

PROJECTED SOLID WASTE GENERATION FOR VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION 

Land Use 
Number of Units/Square 

Feet/Acres 
Generation Rate  

(per day) 
Solid Waste Generated 

(per day) 
Residential 815 units 7.23 lbs/unit 5,892 lbs 
    
Parks/Open Space Preserve 43 acres -- -- 

Total   5,892 lbs 
Generation rates from: City of Lincoln, General Plan Draft EIR, October 2006, p.6-29. 

 

The additional solid waste from the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would require some of the WRSL 
remaining capacity.  Assuming buildout of the Programmatic Portion by 2020 (Table 2-2), a 
conversion factor of 500 pounds per cubic yard13, and 60 percent average diversion, it would deliver 
approximately 27,500 cubic yards of solid waste over the remaining 16 years of permitted disposal 
capacity through 2036.  This would represent approximately 0.11 percent of remaining capacity and 
would not cause an exceedance of landfill capacity.  Moreover, based on current projections by 
WPWMA, the landfill is expected to be able to receive waste until 2042, six years longer than 
projected in the current permit.  Therefore, the contribution of solid waste from buildout of the Village 
7 Programmatic Portion would not substantially shorten the life of the landfill.  This would be a less-
than-significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-4(B) None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for impacts on solid waste disposal facilities is buildout is development in 
Placer County that disposes of municipal solid waste at the WRSL and MRF. 

4.9-5 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development in Placer County, would 
generate additional solid waste, but it would not exceed the capacity of the Western 
Regional Sanitary Landfill. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development throughout unincorporated Placer County and the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and 
Roseville will increase the number of residents and businesses over the next 30 years.  Waste 
generated by these new homes and commercial areas would need to be processed at the existing 
MRF and ultimately disposed of at the WRSL.  Based on the WPWMA’s 2007 capacity study, the 
landfill is anticipated to have capacity to accept waste until 2042, which is six years later than the 
projected closure date identified in the current permit.  There is currently 65 percent remaining 
capacity (approximately 23,800,000 cubic yards). 

The Proposed Project would be built out by 2020 would generate approximately 136,000 cubic yards 
of solid waste that would require disposal (assuming diversion), or approximately 0.57 percent of 
remaining capacity.  Solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would not represent a 
substantial contribution to WRSL daily throughput, reduce capacity, or shorten landfill life, as 

                                                  
13  Title 14 CCR, Division 7, Chapter 3, Article 6.0, Section 17402(a)(9)(B). 
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described in Impact 4.9-4.  Impacts on solid waste capacity are not cumulatively considerable, and 
impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-5(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 
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ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS SETTING 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides electrical and natural gas services to the City of 
Lincoln through State regulated public utility contracts.  The utility company is bound by contract to 
update the systems to meet any additional demand.   

Existing electrical facilities in the Village 7 Specific Plan project area include a 12 kilovolt (kV) PG&E 
line located along Moore Road immediately east of the Aitken Ranch II Property in the northern part 
of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  The line follows Moore Road south and east until it connects with the 
existing Ferrari Ranch Road that bisects the Lewis Property from east to west.  Another 12 kV line 
emerges to the southeast from the corner of the Moore and Ferrari Ranch Road line.  There is an 
additional 12 kV line at the southeastern boundary of the project.  Service would be provided to the 
project site from existing infrastructure adjacent to the site.14   

Natural gas facilities in the project area include existing lines in the Lincoln Crossing development 
immediately east of the Proposed Project site and north of South Ingram Slough.  There are also 
existing lines within the Aitken Ranch development east of the project site and Moore Road, and 
south of Auburn Ravine.15 

PG&E provides underground electric and natural gas service within all new subdivisions in the City 
of Lincoln.  However, the construction or reconstruction of overhead distribution facilities is 
periodically required to supply the underground circuits within new developments.  The City currently 
requires the undergrounding of utilities in new developments.  Note, however, that the City does not 
require the undergrounding of utilities over 60kV.16 

The City’s ongoing development review process includes a review and comment opportunity for 
privately owned utility companies, including PG&E, to allow for informed input from each utility 
company on all development proposals. The input facilitates a detailed review of all projects by 
service purveyors to assess the potential demands for utility services on a project-by-project basis. 
The ability of PG&E to provide its services concurrently with each project is evaluated during the 
development review process. Funding for gas service is collected through company billings and 
developer fees put toward the extension of infrastructure to new development. 

Some electricity is also generated locally.  Methane generated by decomposing waste at the WRSL, 
which receives municipal solid waste from the City, is collected in a special system operated by a 
private company that uses the gas to generate electricity.  The electricity from this gas-to-energy 
system is then sold to PG&E.17   

ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission duties include the regulation of the transmission and 
sale of electricity in interstate commerce, licensing of hydroelectric projects, and oversight of related 
environmental matters. 
                                                  
14  Alan Naye, PG&E, Electric Planning and Maps Department, personal communication, August 1, 2006. 
15  Alan Naye, PG&E, Electric Planning and Maps Department, personal communication, August 1, 2006. 
16   Jennifer Skillings, Assistant Planner, City of Lincoln, personal communication, May 20, 2003; as cited in 

Lincoln 270 EIR, March 2004, p. 4.9-25, footnote 37. 
17  Western Placer Waste Management Authority, Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, 

http://www.wpwma.com/landfill.html 
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State 

The California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) sets forth specific rules that relate to the design, 
installation, and management of California’s public utilities.  Decision #77187 and #78500 state that 
utilities must be underground if the developable lots are less than three acres in size.  Decision 
#81620 states that lots over three acres (large lot subdivision) are not required to underground 
utilities.  A formal waiver from the PUC is required for exemption from complying with these tariffs.   

CPUC Decision 95-08-038 governs the planning and construction of new transmission facilities, 
distribution facilities and substations.  The Decision requires permits for the construction of certain 
power line facilities or substations if the voltages would exceed 50 kilovolts or the substation would 
require the acquisition of land or an increase in voltage rating above 50 kilovolts.  Distribution lines 
and substations with voltages less than 50 kilovolts do not need to comply with this Decision; 
however, the utility must obtain any non-discretionary local permits required for the construction and 
operation of these projects.  CEQA compliance is required for construction of facilities constructed in 
accordance with the Decision.   

Title 20 and Title 24, California Code of Regulations (CCR) 

New buildings constructed in California must comply with the standards contained in Title 20, Energy 
Building Regulations, and Title 24, Energy Conservation Standards, of the CCR.  Title 20 contains 
the statues relating to power plant siting certification.  Title 24 (AB 970) contains the energy 
efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings based on a State mandate to reduce 
California's energy demand. 

Warren-Alquist Energy Resources Conservation and Development Act 

The State Energy Commission regulates energy resources by encouraging and coordinating 
research into energy supply and demand problems and to reduce the rate of growth of energy 
consumption (Warren-Alquist Energy Resources Conservation and Development Act Government 
Code section 25000 et seq.). 

Pacific Gas and Electric 

PG&E’s Gas Rule 15 provides guidelines for the extension of gas distribution mains necessary to 
furnish permanent services to customers.  It outlines responsibilities for installation and extension 
allowances, as well as financial contributions by project applicants.  Gas Rule 16 applies to PG&E’s 
service facilities that extend from PG&E’s distribution main facilities to service delivery points, and 
the service-related equipment required on the project site to receive gas service.  It discusses 
metering facilities, distribution main extensions, service connections, and responsibilities for new 
service extensions. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the 2050 City of 
Lincoln General Plan goals and policies that relate to electricity and natural gas service.  Please see 
Chapter 6 for more information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No 
inconsistencies with the 2050 General Plan policies were identified.  However, while City staff has 
done its best to ascertain consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding 
consistency with the General Plan. 
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ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis  

The assessment of electricity and natural gas service is a qualitative review of services available to 
the project and a determination of whether they are adequate to serve project demand.  Standard 
generation rates were used for the projected electrical and natural gas demand for the project site.  
The peak electrical demand for the project is calculated by applying the following electrical demand 
rates to the proposed land uses.18  The additional electrical demand is compared to existing and 
proposed entitlements for electricity. 

• Single-Family Residential: 0.0055 MW per year per dwelling unit 

• Multi-Family Residential: 0.0035 MW per year per dwelling unit 

• Commercial:   0.116 MW per year per acre 

• Schools:   0.025 MW per year per acre 

The average natural gas demand for the project is calculated by applying the following natural gas 
demand rates to the proposed land uses.  The additional demand is compared to existing and 
proposed entitlements for natural gas. 

• Residential:    1,440 Therms per year per dwelling unit 

• Commercial/Business-Professional: 6,300 Therms per year per acre 

• Schools:    6,300 Therms per year per acre 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts are considered significant if the Proposed Project would: 

• Generate a demand for electricity or natural gas that exceeds the existing or planned 
electricity or natural gas supply or transmission facilities. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-6 The Proposed Project would use electricity, but it would not exceed the existing or 
planned electricity supply or transmission facilities. 

Lewis Property 

The development and implementation of the Lewis Property would result in residential, commercial, 
and school uses that would require electrical services. As shown in Table 4.9-5, the increased 
demand for electrical service is estimated to average 11.61 MW per year within the project site.  
Service would be provided to the project site from existing infrastructure adjacent to the site.  As 
discussed in the Environmental Setting, the City’s development review process provides PG&E 
sufficient opportunity to provide input on the Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project.  PG&E 
must provide a detailed review of their capability to provide an adequate level of service to the 
project site. 

                                                  
18  Philip McAvoy, Energy Market Analyst, Roseville Electric, personal communication, April 14, 2003.  As cited 

in West Roseville Specific Plan EIR, p. 4.11-89, footnote 120. 
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PG&E has indicated that there are no constraints to obtaining a reliable energy source to serve 
development in the project site.  

TABLE 4.9-5 
 

ELECTRICITY DEMAND FOR LEWIS PROPERTY 

Land Use 
Number of 
Units/Acres 

Demand Factor per 
year 

Estimated Electrical 
Demand (MW) per year 

Country Estates Residential (single-family) 7 units 0.0055 MW/unit 0.04 MW 
Low-Density Residential (single-family) 617 units 0.0055 MW/unit 3.39 MW 
Medium-Density Residential (multi-family) 1,074 units 0.0035 MW/unit 3.76 MW 
High Density Residential (multi-family) 772 units 0.0035 MW/unit 2.70 MW 
Commercial 12.2 acres 0.116 MW/acre 1.42 MW 
School 12 acres 0.025 MW/acre 0.30 MW 

Total   11.61 MW 
Source:  Demand factors from City of Roseville, West Roseville Specific Plan EIR, Page 4.11-94. 

 

Implementation of Title 20 and 24 of the CCR would reduce impacts associated with an increased 
demand for electricity by implementing energy efficient standards for residential and non-residential 
buildings.   

As discussed in greater detail in Section 4.11, Climate Change, the Proposed Project would include 
numerous design features that incorporate renewable energy sources such as low-emitting products 
for furnaces and air conditioners, as well as potential photo-voltaic (solar power) systems.  
Coordinated tree plantings and building orientation would also be used to reduce anticipated heating 
and cooling needs.  This would help reduce electricity demand for the Lewis Property.  Because 
there is adequate electrical supply, and no new off-site lines or infrastructure would need to be 
developed to serve the Lewis Property, the impact is considered less than significant.   

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-6(A) None required.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

Development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would result in residential uses that would 
require electrical services.  At buildout of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, the demand for 
electrical service is estimated to average 3.86 MW per year (see Table 4.9-6).  The City’s 
development review process provides PG&E sufficient opportunity to provide input on development 
projects.  PG&E must provide a detailed review of their ability to provide an adequate level of service 
to any given project site.  Because there would be adequate electrical supply from the variety of 
sources the City relies on, and service is available to the site, the impact is considered less than 
significant.   

TABLE 4.9-6 
 

ELECTRICITY DEMAND FOR VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION 

Land Use 
Number of 
Units/Acres 

Demand Factor per 
year 

Estimated Electrical 
Demand (MW) per year 

Low-Density Residential (single-family) 504 units 0.0055 MW/unit 2.77 MW 
Medium-Density Residential (multi-family) 311 units 0.0035 MW/unit 1.09 MW 

Total   3.86 MW 
Source:  Demand factors from City of Roseville, West Roseville Specific Plan EIR, Page 4.11-94. 
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Mitigation Measure 

4.9-6(B) None required.   

4.9-7 The Proposed Project would require natural gas, but it would not exceed the existing 
or planned natural gas supply or transmission facilities. 

Lewis Property 

The development of the Lewis Property would increase demand for natural gas.  As shown in 
Table 4.9-7, the Lewis Property portion of the Proposed Project would require approximately 
3.7 million Therms of natural gas per year. 

TABLE 4.9-7 
 

NATURAL GAS DEMAND FOR LEWIS PROPERTY 

Land Use Number of Units/Acres Demand Factor per year 
Estimated Natural Gas 

Demand (Therms) per year 
Residential  2,470 units 1,440 Therms/unit 3,566,800 Therms 
Commercial 12.2 acres 6,300 Therms/acre 76,860 Therms 
School 12 acres 6,300 Therms/acre 75,600 Therms 

Total   3,719,260 Therms 
Source:  Demand factors from North Roseville Specific Plan DEIR 1997; EIP Associates, 2003. 

 

There are existing natural gas facilities adjacent to the site.  As discussed in the Environmental 
Setting, the City’s development review process provides PG&E sufficient opportunity to provide input 
on the Lewis Property.  PG&E must provide a detailed review of their capability to provide an 
adequate level of service.   

The natural gas demands created by the Lewis Property are not substantial in relation to the total 
amount of energy supplied by PG&E in its northern and central California service area.  In 2005, 
844,068 million cubic feet (8.7 x 1014 Therms) of natural gas was recorded.19   

Therefore, development of the Lewis Property would not create a substantial demand in relation to 
existing demands, and infrastructure would be built as part of the Proposed Project.  This would 
ensure an adequate level of service is provided, resulting in a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-7(A) None required.  

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

The City’s development review process provides PG&E sufficient opportunity to provide input on the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  As discussed above, PG&E must provide a detailed review of their 
ability to provide an adequate level of service to meet the natural gas demand of Village 7 
Programmatic Portion, which is estimated at 1.17 million Therms (see Table 4.9-8).  The natural gas 
demands created by the Village 7 Programmatic Portion are not substantial in relation to the total 
amount of energy supplied by PG&E in its northern and central California service area.  Therefore, 

                                                  
19  PG&E, Our Business, Company Overview, <www.pgecorp.com>, accessed December 12, 2006. 
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development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would not create a substantial demand in 
relation to existing demands, and connections are readily available adjacent to the site.  This would 
ensure an adequate level of service is provided resulting in a less-than-significant impact.   

TABLE 4.9-8 
 

NATURAL GAS DEMAND FOR VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION 

Land Use Number of Units/Acres Demand Factor per year 
Estimated Natural Gas 

Demand (Therms) per year 
Residential  815 units 1,440 Therms/unit 1,173,600 Therms 

Total   1,173,600 Therms 
Source:  Demand factors from North Roseville Specific Plan DEIR 1997; EIP Associates, 2003. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-7(B) None required.  

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for electricity and natural gas is development in the City of Lincoln that would 
be served by PG&E facilities. 

4.9-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development in the City of Lincoln, 
would not exceed the electrical or natural gas supply and transmission capabilities. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The City obtains power from a variety of sources, including combustion (natural gas), hydroelectric 
facilities, and geothermal projects.  Future development in the region would increase residential and 
commercial needs for electricity and natural gas.  It is beyond the purview of this EIR to speculate 
about the impacts of increasing demand for any particular source of energy (e.g., hydroelectric, coal) 
or changes in the types of energy sources available to the City.  Utility providers have the ability to 
comment on and review all development proposals to ensure that adequate service can be provided 
prior to development approval.   

Cumulative development in previously undeveloped areas in the City could require the extension of 
existing lines, and new transmission facilities and substations would be needed.  While the Proposed 
Project would increase the demand on electricity and natural gas services, the demand would not be 
substantial in relation to the total amount of energy available, and service is readily available at 
adjacent off-site locations that are already developed with urban uses.  The Proposed Project would 
not substantially contribute to the need for increasing the capacity of, or constructing new off-site 
facilities to serve the project, in combination with other development in the City.  Impacts would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, this is a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-8(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT SETTING 

The project site is currently in unincorporated Placer County and is patrolled by the Placer County 
Sheriff’s Department.  Upon implementation of the Proposed Project, law enforcement 
responsibilities would transfer to the Lincoln Police Department (LPD) as part of the annexation 
process. 

The LPD is staffed by 43 sworn officers, including the Police Chief, 3 lieutenants, 6 sergeants, and 
33 police officers, with an additional 13 professional staff positions and 43 volunteers.20  The 
department is equipped with 12 patrol units.  LPD response times are generally 4.5 minutes for 
emergency calls and 10 minutes for non-emergency calls.  The closest police station is located at 
770 7th Street, approximately 2.5 miles from the Village 7 Specific Plan site.   

The City’s 2006 Public Facilities Fee Program (PFFP) assumes the following ratios to establish 
facility space requirements for police services: 1.87 sworn officers per 1,000 residents, 0.4 non-
sworn staff per 1,000 residents, and 475 square feet of office space per police department 
employee.21  Based on the City’s population in 2007, estimated at 37,410 by the California 
Department of Finance, the existing officer per 1,000 City residents is 1.15 and the non-sworn staff 
per 1,000 City residents is 0.35.  Each of these ratios is below the requirements set forth in the 
PFFP and the PFFP standard.  With a staff of 56, the LPD should provide 26,600 square feet of 
station space.  The current facility space (approximately 16,000 square feet) does not meet the 
PFFP space requirement, but the City collects fees to fund additional space to meet demand as the 
need arises. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

There are no federal regulations applicable to the provision of law enforcement services. 

State 

There are no State regulations applicable to the provision of law enforcement services. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the 2050 City of 
Lincoln General Plan goals and policies that relate to law enforcement.  Please see Chapter 6 for 
more information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 
2050 General Plan policies were identified. However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain 
consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General 
Plan. 

                                                  
20  City of Lincoln, Police and Fire Department Annual Report, 2007. 
21  City of Lincoln, General Plan Public Facilities Element Nexus Study Final Report, 2006. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The analysis assumes the 2006 PFFP ratios for facility space requirements: 1.87 officers and 0.4 
non-sworn staff per 1,000 residents and 475 square feet per police department staff.  The Proposed 
Project’s demand for police services and facility space was determined by calculating the number of 
sworn officers and facility space needs generated by the Proposed Project population as compared 
to existing conditions.  

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on law enforcement services are considered significant if the 
Proposed Project would: 

• Result in or require the expansion of police facilities in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios or response times. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-9 The Proposed Project could result in or require the expansion of police facilities in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios. 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property would construct 7 very low density, 617 low density, 1,074 medium density, and 
772 high density new residential units, a neighborhood commercial area, elementary school, and 
parks and open space.  The construction of the new residential units would result in 5,322 additional 
City residents (based on the 2050 General Plan assumptions of 2.86 persons per household for Very 
Low and Low Density Residential, 2.0 persons per household for Medium Density Residential, and 
1.8 persons per household for High Density Residential).  Based on the 2006 PFFP ratio of 1.87 
officers and 0.4 non-sworn staff per 1,000 residents and 475 square feet per employee, the Lewis 
Property portion of the Proposed Project would require approximately 10 officers and two non-sworn 
staff persons.  These 12 police department employees would require an additional 5,700 square feet 
of station space.   

Because the annexation of the Village 7 Specific Plan area would bring the Lewis Property into the 
PFE boundary, it would be required to pay applicable PFFP fees for the provision of expanded police 
facilities.  Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.  The construction of a new 
station or expansion of the existing station, if outside the Village 7 Specific Plan area, would be 
required to undergo separate environmental review. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-9(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

The Village 7 Programmatic portion would include 504 low density and 311 medium density new 
residential units.  This would result in approximately 2,064 residents (based on the 2050 General 
Plan assumptions of 2.86 persons per household for Low Density Residential and 2.0 persons per 
household for Medium Density Residential).  Based on the City’s 2006 PFFP ratio of 1.87 officers 
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and 0.4 non-sworn staff per 1,000 residents and 475 square feet per employee to determine space 
needs, the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would require approximately four officers and one non-
sworn staff.  These approximately five additional employees would require 2,375 square feet of 
station space.  Similar to the Lewis Property discussed above, the addition of the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion would contribute to a demand for police service facility space. The project 
proponent(s) would be required pay all applicable capital facilities fees toward the provision of police 
facility space.  

Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. The construction of a new station or 
expansion of the existing station, if outside the Village 7 Specific Plan area, would be required to 
undergo separate environmental review. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-9(B) None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context includes all development within the City of Lincoln and the LPD service area. 

4.9-10 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development within the City, could 
result in or require the expansion of facilities in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios and response times. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

As additional development outlined in and outside of the City’s General Plan and its PFE boundary 
occurs, the police staff size and facilities would not meet the facility space requirements, but fees 
would be imposed as areas are annexed into the PFE boundary to ensure service levels and facility 
space are acceptable.  This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-10(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 
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FIRE PROTECTION SETTING 

The project site is currently in unincorporated Placer County and within the jurisdiction of the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would transfer fire protection services to the Lincoln Fire Department (LFD). 

The LFD is staffed by 13 full-time Fire Suppression Officers, six full-time Acting Fire Captains, two 
full-time Fire Operations Chiefs, seven volunteer firefighters, five reserve firefighters, and one Fire 
Chief for a total of 34 personnel.22  The Department's Insurance Services Office (ISO) rating is 5 on 
a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 representing the best service.  Response times average 7.5 minutes within 
the City of Lincoln.23  The City of Lincoln participates in the Placer County Cooperative Response 
Agreement.24  

The Department operates three fire stations: 

• Station 33:  The City's main fire station, at 17 McBean Park Drive  

• Station 34:  located First Street and Joiner Parkway  

• Station 35:  located at 2525 E. Lincoln Parkway 

The project site is beyond the two-mile direct line radius from Station 33 and is 3.2 miles by direct 
surface streets to the nearest point of access on the project site, which is where Ferrari Ranch Road 
currently ends.  Approximately one-third of the Proposed Project is within a two-mile direct line 
radius from Station 34 and is 2.2 miles by direct surface streets to the nearest point of access where 
Ferrari Ranch Road currently ends.  The most easterly portion of the Proposed Project that is 
directly south of the existing Lincoln Crossing development is within the two-mile direct line radius 
from Station 35 and is 3.6 miles by direct surface streets to the nearest point of access where Ferrari 
Ranch Road currently ends.25 

The LFD is equipped with one rescue engine, six fire engines, one water tender, two command 
vehicles, and two utility vehicles.  The Fire Department has added a 100-foot aerial ladder truck that 
is not in operation as it is not yet staffed.26  Water for firefighting is provided via a single transmission 
line connecting the Sunset Water Treatment Plant (WTP) to the City's four water storage tanks, and 
from a series of recently developed wells located east of the airport that provide backup to the 
surface water.   

The City’s PFFP has established the following to determine fire protection facility space: 1.26 officers 
per 1,000 residents and 917 square feet of fire station facilities per firefighter.27  General Plan policy 
PFS-8.4 directs that City firefighting capability be sufficient to maintain a fire response time of five 
minutes or less as a general guideline for service provision and locating new fire stations.  With a 
total of 22 paid staff firefighters, the fire department provides 0.59 firefighters per 1,000 residents 
and approximately 20,000 square feet of space.  The current 24-hour staffing level is nine firefighters 
in the City of Lincoln.   

                                                  
22  Dave Whitt, Fire Chief, City of Lincoln Fire Department, personal communication, October 27, 2008. 
23 ESA, City of Lincoln General Plan Update DEIR, October 2006, p. 6-37. 
24  Dave Whitt, Fire Chief, City of Lincoln Fire Department, personal communication, February 12, 2007. 
25  Dave Whitt, Fire Chief, City of Lincoln Fire Department, personal communication, February 12, 2007. 
26  Dave Whitt, Fire Chief, City of Lincoln Fire Department, personal communication, October 27, 2008. 
27  City of Lincoln, General Plan Public Facilities Element Nexus Study Final Report, 2006. 
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FIRE PROTECTION REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

There are no specific federal regulations pertaining to fire protection that apply to the Proposed 
Project. 

State 

There are no specific State regulations pertaining to fire protection that apply to the Proposed 
Project. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the 2050 City of 
Lincoln General Plan goals and policies that relate to fire protection.  Please see Chapter 6 for more 
information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 2050 
General Plan policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain 
consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General 
Plan. 

FIRE PROTECTION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

The analysis assumes the 2006 PFFP for the City of Lincoln firefighter to resident ratio of 1.26 
firefighters per 1,000 residents and 917 square feet of fire station facilities per firefighter.  This ratio 
was used to determine the number of firefighters needed to serve the project site and associated 
facility space needs.   

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on fire protection services would be considered significant if 
the Proposed Project would: 

• Result in or require the expansion of firefighting facilities in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios or response times. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-11 The Proposed Project could result in the expansion of existing or construction of a 
new fire station in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or response times. 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property would construct 7 very low density, 617 low density, 1,074 medium density, and 
772 high density new residential units.  The construction of the new homes would result in 5,322 
additional City residents (based on the 2050 General Plan assumptions of 2.86 persons per 
household for Very Low and Low Density Residential, 2.0 persons per household for Medium 
Density Residential, and 1.8 persons per household for High Density Residential).  Based on the 
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Department ratio of 1.26 firefighters per 1,000 residents and 917 square feet of fire station facilities 
per firefighter, the Lewis Property would require approximately six to seven firefighter positions and 
5,520 square feet of fire station facilities for adequate service.   

The addition of the Lewis Property, with the current Department staff size of 31, would result in 0.99 
firefighters per 1,000 City residents (based on the City’s population in 2007, estimated at 37,410 by 
the California Department of Finance) and the need for 4,200 square feet of new fire station facility 
space.  Because the proposed General Plan Amendment would bring the Lewis Property, as well as 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, into the PFE boundary, this would increase the demand for 
services and need for construction of new facilities.  

Station 34 is approximately 2 miles from the project site and is the closest station.  Ultimately, the 
Fire Department will determine the proper location for its facilities to adequately serve development 
throughout the City. 

The project proponent would be required to pay all applicable capital facilities fees toward the 
provision of fire facility space, consistent with the City’s PFFP funding requirements for 1.26 
firefighters per 1,000 residents and 917 square feet of fire station facilities per firefighter to provide 
for appropriate fire station facilities.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-11(A) None required.  

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

There would be 504 low density and 311 medium density new residential units constructed under the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  This would result in approximately 2,064 residents (based on the 
2050 General Plan assumptions of 2.86 persons per household for Low Density Residential and 2.0 
persons per household for Medium Density Residential).  Based on the City’s PFE ratio, the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion would require approximately three firefighter positions and 2,751 
square feet of fire station facilities for adequate service.  Because the proposed General Plan 
Amendment would bring the Village 7 Programmatic Portion into the PFE boundary, the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion would be required to pay applicable capital facilities fees to ensure service 
levels are acceptable. This would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-11(B) None required.  

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context includes future development within the City of Lincoln, which constitutes the 
fire department’s service area. 

4.9-12 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development in the City of Lincoln, 
could result in or require the expansion of existing or construction of new fire stations 
to maintain adopted service ratios or response times. 
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Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development in and out of the City of Lincoln’s PFE boundary would increase the residential 
population and increase the demand for fire protection.  In order to maintain adequate staffing levels 
and response times, additional Fire Department staff, equipment, and facilities would be required.  
Each development project would be required to contribute its fair share of funds toward the provision 
of these services.  This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-12(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 
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SCHOOLS SETTING 

The City of Lincoln is in the Western Placer Unified School District (District).  The District provides 
educational services at the following schools:  seven K-5 elementary schools, one K-8 school (in 
Sheridan), two 5-8 middle schools (Glen Edwards Middle School and Twelve Bridges Middle 
School), one comprehensive 9-12 high school (Lincoln High School), and one continuation high 
school.28  The District is planning the development of another middle school and a high school.  The 
opening dates of these schools will be determined by increases in school facility demand associated 
with future development in the City of Lincoln. 

Please refer to Table 4.9-9 for a summary of enrollment characteristics for the District.   

TABLE 4.9-9 
 

WPUSD ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS 
Facility 2007-08 Enrollment Maximum Capacity 

Sheridan Elementary (K-8) 79 125 
Carlin C. Coppin Elementary 403 425 
First Street Elementary 435 650 
Creekside Oaks Elementary 600 313 
Foskett Ranch Elementary 445  
Twelve Bridges Elementary 654 600 
Twelve Bridges Middle School 744  
Glen Edwards Middle School 696 713 
Lincoln High School 1,430 783 
Lincoln Crossing Elementary 555  
Phoenix Continuation School 93 108 
Horizon Charter 3,049  
Notes: 
1.  Capacities are based on permanent facilities, except for First Street and Phoenix High, which are all relocatables. 
Source:  2007-08 enrollment data obtained from the California Department of Education, Dataquest, <http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/> and Carrie 

Carlson, Assistant Superintendent Business Services, written communication, December 18, 2006.   

 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

There are no specific federal regulations that apply to the Proposed Project as it relates to school 
services. 

State 

Proposition 1A/Senate Bill 50 

Proposition 1A/Senate Bill (SB) 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998) is a school construction measure 
authorizing the expenditure of State bonds totaling $9.2 billion through 2002, primarily for 
modernization and rehabilitation of older school facilities and construction of new school facilities.  
$2.5 billion is for higher education facilities and $6.7 billion is for K-12 facilities. 

                                                  
28  Western Placer Unified School District, About Our District, http://www.wpusd.k12.ca.us/school_sites.shtml, 

accessed December 18, 2006. 
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Of the funds for K-12 schools, $2.9 billion is for new construction, $2.1 billion is for modernization of 
older schools, $1.0 billion is for districts in hardship situations, and $700 million is for class size 
reduction.  The new construction funds are available through a 50/50 State/local match program.  
The modernization funds are available through an 80/20 State/local match program.   

Proposition 1A/SB 50 implemented significant fee reforms by amending the laws governing 
developer fees and school mitigation: 

• It establishes the base (statutory) amount (indexed for inflation) of allowable developer fees 
at $1.93 per square foot for residential construction and $0.31 per square foot for commercial 
construction. 

• It prohibits school districts, cities, and counties from imposing school impact mitigation fees 
or other requirements in excess of or in addition to those provided in the statute. 

• It also suspends for a period of at least eight years (2006) a series of court decisions 
allowing cities and counties to deny or condition development approvals on grounds of 
inadequate school facilities when acting on certain types of entitlements. 

The more recent law prohibits local agencies from using the inadequacy of school facilities as a 
basis for denying or conditioning approvals of any “legislative or adjudicative act . . . involving . . . the 
planning, use, or development of real property” (Government Code 65996(b)).  Additionally, a local 
agency cannot require participation in a Mello-Roos for school facilities; however, the statutory fee is 
reduced by the amount of any voluntary participation in a Mello-Roos. 

Satisfaction of the Proposition 1A/SB 50 statutory requirements by a developer is deemed to be “full 
and complete mitigation.”  The new law identifies certain circumstances under which the statutory 
fee can be exceeded, including preparation and adoption of a “needs analysis,” eligibility for State 
funding, and satisfaction of one of four requirements (prior to January 1, 2000) identified in the law 
including year-round enrollment, general obligation bond measure on the ballot over the last four 
years that received 50 percent plus one of the votes cast, 20 percent of the classes in portable 
classrooms, or specified outstanding debt.  After January 1, 2000, the district would have to satisfy 
two of the four requirements.   

Assuming a district qualifies for exceeding the statutory fee, the law establishes ultimate fee caps of 
50 percent of costs where the State makes a 50 percent match, or 100 percent of costs where the 
State match is unavailable.  District certification of payment of the applicable fee is required before 
the City or County can issue the building permit. 

Proposition 55 

Proposition 55 is a school construction measure passed in 2004 authorizing the sale of 
approximately $12.3 billion in bonds to fund qualified K-12 education facilities to relieve 
overcrowding and repair older schools.  Funds target areas of the greatest need and must be spent 
according to strict accountability measures.  These bonds will be used only for eligible projects.  
Approximately ten billion dollars will be allocated to K-12 schools, with the remaining 2.3 billion 
allocated to higher education facilities.   

Department of Education Standards 

The California Department of Education published the Guide to School Site Analysis and 
Development to establish a valid technique for determining acreage for new school development.  
Rather than assigning a strict student/acreage ratio, this guide provides flexible formulas that permit 
each district to tailor its ratios as necessary to accommodate its individual conditions.  The 
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Department of Education also recommends that a site utilization study be prepared for the site, 
based on these formulas. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the 2050 City of 
Lincoln General Plan goals and policies that relate to public schools.  Please see Chapter 6 for more 
information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 2050 
General Plan policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain 
consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General 
Plan. 

SCHOOLS IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

To determine the Proposed Project’s potential impact on public schools, the following student 
generation rates, confirmed by the District, were applied to the proposed land uses.29   

Single-Family Residential:   

• K-5  0.307 students per unit 

• 6-8 0.064 students per unit 

• 9-12 0.072 students per unit 

Multi-Family Residential:   

• K-5 0.425 students per unit  

• 6-8 0.075 students per unit 

• 9-12 0.100 students per unit 

The number of students generated by the Proposed Project was compared to the capacities of the 
schools serving the project site. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on public schools are considered significant if the Proposed 
Project would: 

• Result in the construction or modification of school facilities, the construction or modification 
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios for school services. 

                                                  
29  Student generation rates confirmed by Terri Ryland, Assistant Superintendent, Business & Support 

Services, Western Placer Unified School District, personal communication, September 25, 2008. 
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Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-13 The Proposed Project would require school facilities and includes a K-5 school with 
capacity for 900 students with the Village 7 Specific Plan, which would accommodate 
project demand.  Middle school and high school demand would be met with schools 
that would be operational before project buildout. Project applicants would be 
required to provide proportional funding for middle and high school construction in 
compliance with SB 50. 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property includes the construction of 7 country estates residential units, 617 low-density 
residential units, 1,074 medium-density residential units (for a total of 1,698 single-family units), and 
772 high-density units (multi-family units).30  The construction of these homes would generate 1,215 
additional students (849 in K through 5; 167 in 6 through 8; and 199 in 9 through 12), as detailed in 
Table 4.9-10.   

TABLE 4.9-10 
 

STUDENTS GENERATED BY LEWIS PROPERTY  

 
Proposed 
SFR Units 

SFR 
Generation 

Rate 
Students 

Generated 

Proposed 
MFR 

Units1 

MFR 
Generation 

Rate 
Students 

Generated 

TOTAL 
Students 

Generated 
School 

Capacity 
Schools 
Required 

Grades K-5 1,698 0.307 521 772 0.425 328 849 900 0.94 
Grades 6-8 1,698 0.064 109 772 0.075 58 167 1,100 0.15 
Grades 9-12 1,698 0.072 122 772 0.100 77 199 1,800 0.11 
Notes: 
1.  Conservatively assumes the inclusion of the 202 HDR units of holding capacity for the 9.2-acre VMU parcel in the Lewis Property. 
Source: Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 

The 849 new elementary students generated by the Lewis Property would attend the proposed 
elementary school on-site.  The capacity of the proposed elementary school would be 900 students; 
therefore, the students generated by the Lewis Property would not exceed the capacity of the 
proposed elementary school.  The project’s middle school students would attend another middle 
school currently open or one planned for development in the future.  Currently, Glen Edwards Middle 
School and Twelve Bridges Middle School are open, and another middle school within the Lincoln 
Crossing Specific Plan is planned for development in the future.  High school students from the 
Lewis Property project may attend Lincoln High School, which is currently open, or the Twelve 
Bridges High School, which is planned for development in the future. 

The addition of these students to the District, however, would not occur until occupancy of the first 
phases of the project begins, and the full number of students would not be added until project 
buildout is reached in 2017.  The Lewis Property would be required to provide proportional funding 
for school construction in compliance with SB 50.  This would ensure the Lewis Property would have 
a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-13(A) None required.   

                                                  
30  Conservatively assumes the inclusion of the 202 HDR units of holding capacity for the 9.2-acre VMU parcel 

in the Lewis Property. 
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Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would generate 361 students (250 in K through 5; 52 in 6 
through 8; and 59 in 9 through 12).  Please refer to Table 4.9-11 to view the generation rates for 
each grade level, from either single-family residential units or multi-family residential units.  The full 
number of students generated by the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would not be added until 
project buildout.  At this time, the Aiken Ranch II Property is proposed for completion in 2018, and 
the Scheiber Property and the Remainder Area are proposed for completion in 2020.  It is unknown 
at this time when the remaining projects within the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be 
completed, but the students would attend local schools as described for the Lewis Property.  
Applicants in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be required to provide proportional funding 
for school construction.  This would be a less-than-significant impact.  

TABLE 4.9-11 
 

STUDENTS GENERATED BY VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION  

 

Proposed 
SFR 
Units 

SFR 
Generation 

Rate 
Students 

Generated 
Proposed 
MFR Units 

MFR 
Generation 

Rate 
Students 

Generated 

TOTAL 
Students 

Generated 
School 

Capacity 
Schools 
Required 

Grades K-5 815 0.307 250 0 0.425 0 250 900 0.28 
Grades 6-8 815 0.064 52 0 0.075 0 52 1,100 0.05 
Grades 9-12 815 0.072 59 0 .0100 0 59 1,800 0.03 
Source: Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-13(B) None required.   

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context includes all development within the boundaries of the WPUSD, primarily the 
City of Lincoln. 

4.9-14 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development, would result in the 
need for additional schools, which could result in the construction of new or 
physically altered school facilities. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Residential development in the City of Lincoln would result in additional school-age children. New 
schools are already planned, and each residential project would be required to contribute funds in 
compliance with existing regulations (SB 50) for the construction of adequate school facilities.  This 
would ensure the impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-14(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion)  
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PARKS AND RECREATION SETTING 

There are 12 parks in Lincoln, and two additional parks are planned.  Existing parks are Brown Park, 
Coyote Pond Park, Foskett Regional Park, Joiner Park, Markham Park, McBean Park (including 
Skatepark and stadium), Pete Demas Park, Peter Singer Park, Scheiber Park, Sheffield Park, 
Twelve Bridges Park, and Wilson Park.  Planned parks are Auburn Ravine Park and Machado Park. 

Brown Park is a 0.7-acre pocket park featuring a play structure, a grassy area, and a picnic area at 
McClain Drive and Lindbergh Drive. 

Coyote Pond Park is a 24.5-acre park with a play structure, picnic area, pond, and trail system on 
Old Kenmore Drive. 

Foskett Regional Park is 42 acres with a lighted softball complex with four diamonds, lighted soccer 
complex, concessions, pedestrian and bike path, picnic areas, and children’s play equipment. 

Joiner Park at Joiner Parkway and Nicolaus Road is a 13-acre park with two football/soccer fields, 
one softball/baseball diamond, two play structures, and an approximately 4-acre vernal 
pool/intermittent wetland preserve. 

Markham Park has a play structure, picnic area, trail system, and nature interpretive facility on 4.7 
acres on Downing Circle. 

McBean Park consists of 24 acres located on McBean Park Drive. The park includes a playground, 
Skateboard Park, basketball courts, horseshoe courts, a football/baseball stadium, swimming pool, 
barbeque area, picnic areas, and open turf areas.  

Pete Demas Park, located on Stansbury Lane, is a 0.8-acre pocket park with a grassy area and 
picnic benches. 

Peter Singer Park at Danby Drive and Groveland Lane is 5 acres including baseball/softball fields, 
soccer field, play structure, picnic tables, and restrooms. 

Scheiber Park, 4.5 acres at the corner of Third and Santa Clara Way, contains play structures, 
swings, and shade structures. 

Sheffield Park is a 1.5-acre park with play structures, swings, and shade structures located on 
Sheffield Lane. 

Twelve Bridges Park on Eastridge Drive is a 5-acre park with a baseball/softball field, soccer field, 
and play structure. 

Wilson Park is adjacent to Twelve Bridges Middle School at East Lincoln Parkway and Westview.  
The park includes softball fields and play structure on 6.5 acres. 

A 10-acre park at Moore Road and Green Ravine Drive (Auburn Ravine Park) is planned as an off-
leash dog park and multi-use trail system.  Machado Park is planned as a 4.7-acre park with play 
structures and a picnic area. 
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PARKS AND RECREATION REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

There are no specific federal regulations pertaining to the provision of recreational facilities.   

State 

Quimby Act 

California Government Code Section 66477, Subdivision Map Act, referred to as the Quimby Act, 
permits local jurisdictions to require the dedication of land and/or the payment of in-lieu fees solely 
for park and recreation purposes.  The required dedication and/or fee are based upon the residential 
density, parkland cost, and other factors.  Land dedicated and fees collected pursuant to the Quimby 
Act may only be used for developing new, or rehabilitating existing, park or recreational facilities. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the 2050 City of 
Lincoln General Plan that relate to parks and recreation.  Please see Chapter 6 for more information 
on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 2050 General Plan 
policies were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the 
City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 

PARK AND RECREATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

Because the Proposed Project would require a Development Agreement, the City’s 2006 PFFP 
standard, 6 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and 3 acres of open space land per 1,000 
residents, was used to determine the demand generated by the Proposed Project.31  For the 
provision of park land purposes, the City has adopted a Municipal Code Ordinance (17.32.040) that 
sets the following population generation rates for determining the amount of required park land:32  

• Low Density Residential  3.6 persons per household (pphh) 

• Medium Density Residential  2.8 pphh 

• High Density Residential 1.8 pphh 

This demand was compared to the parks and open space included in both the Lewis Property and 
then the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  Please see Table 4.9-12 for the parks and open space 
requirements for both the Lewis Property and the Village 7 Programmatic Portion. 

                                                  
31.  City of Lincoln, General Plan Goals and Policies Report, Appendix B (Park Requirements), March 2008. 
32  Note: the park land generation rates differ from the household size rates that are used to calculate holding 

capacity (population).  See Chapter 2, Project Description, for household rate assumptions and population 
estimate. 
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TABLE 4.9-12 
 

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 

Residential Density 
Dwelling 

Units 
Persons per 
Household1 

Generated 
Population 

Park Land 
Requirement2 

Open Space 
Requirement3 

TOTAL 
REQUIRED 

Lewis Property 
Country Estates 7 3.6 25 0.15 0.08 0.23 
Low 617 3.6 2,221 13.33 6.66 19.99 
Medium 1,074 2.8 3,007 18.04 9.02 27.06 
High 7724 1.8 1,390 8.34 4.17 12.51 
Lewis Property 
Subtotal 2,470 -- 6,643 39.86 acres 19.93 acres 59.79 acres 

Aitken Ranch II Property 
Low 270 3.6 972 5.83 2.91 8.75 
Medium 230 2.8 644 3.86 1.93 5.79 

Scheiber Property 
Low 70 3.6 252 1.51 0.76 2.27 

Remainder Area 
Low 164 3.6 590 3.54 1.77 5.31 
Medium 81 2.8 228 1.37 0.68 2.05 
Village 7 
Programmatic 
Portion Subtotal 

815 -- 2,685 16.11 acres 8.06 acres 24.17 acres 

Village 7 Specific 
Plan Total 3,285 -- 9,329 55.97 acres 27.99 acres 83.96 acres 
Notes: 
1. Based on City of Lincoln Municipal Code Ordinance (17.32.040). 
2. Based on park land requirement of 6 acres per 1,000 residents for projects with a development agreement. 
3. Based on open space requirement of 3 acres per 1,000 residents for projects with a development agreement. 
4. Includes 202 HDR units of holding capacity for the 9.2-acre VMU parcel in the Lewis Property. 
Source: Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 

Partial credit (toward the General Plan park requirement) is granted to open space areas and linear 
parkways, as these areas provide pedestrian and bicycle trail systems, informal recreation facilities, 
and open space amenities.  The General Plan credits each acre of open space as 0.10 acre of 
parkland.  It should be noted that granting of park land credits is based on a review of open space 
areas and a determination as to how much credit the area in question qualifies for.  The 0.10 acre 
park land credit is a permissive City action and is not automatically granted.  These credit ratios 
were used in the analysis. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on parks and recreation would be considered significant if the 
Proposed Project would: 

• Increase use of existing park facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility could occur or be accelerated; or 

• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of existing recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-15 The Proposed Project would generate a demand for park and recreation facilities, 
which could require the construction of new or expansion of existing recreational 
facilities. 
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Table 4.9-12 lists the park and open space requirements for the Village 7 Specific Plan.  Based on 
the City’s parkland requirements, the Proposed Project would result in a total need of 83.96 acres of 
combined parkland and open space (55.97 acres for active parkland and 27.99 acres for open 
space).   

The Village 7 Specific Plan designates a total of approximately 281 acres in park, linear parkway, 
and open space uses (209 acres in the Lewis Property and 72.2 acres in the Programmatic Portion; 
see Tables 4.9-13 and 4.9-14)).  For the 703-acre site, this would achieve the City’s objective for 40 
percent open space comprised on natural areas, trails, and parks.33 

The breakdown of park and open space requirements and credits for the Lewis Property and the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion is described below. 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property would require 39.86 acres of parkland and 19.93 acres of open space to satisfy 
the General Plan requirements (see Table 4.9-12).   

Approximately 41 percent of the Lewis Property would be devoted to various park and open space 
uses, including a community park, a neighborhood parks, mini parks, linear parkways, paseos, and 
other elements.  The Lewis Property designates approximately 209 acres as park and open space; 
45.3 acres of the site is designated parkland, 36.0 acres are linear parkways, 5.8 acres are set aside 
for major paseos, and 121.9 acres of the site are designated as open space.  The Lewis Property 
would meet the specific requirements for park land (45.3 acres of parkland proposed with a 39.86 
acre minimum requirement) and open space (121.9 acres of open space proposed with a 19.93-acre 
requirement). Table 4.9-13 shows the maximum amount of credits the Lewis Property could be 
granted from the City.  

TABLE 4.9-13 
 

PARK AND OPEN SPACE CREDITS FOR LEWIS PROPERTY 
Park Type Acreage Credit Ratio Credited Acreage 

Parks 45.3 1:1 45.3 
Open Space Preserve 121.9 0.1:1 12.19 
Linear Parkways 36.0 0.2:1 7.2 
Major Paseos 5.8 0.2:1 1.16 

Total 209.0  65.85 
Source:  Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 

The physical impacts of the construction of the parks and open space included in the Lewis Property 
are analyzed in the appropriate technical sections of this Draft EIR (for example, impacts on Air 
Quality are addressed in Section 4.4, Air Quality). 

Overall, as explained above, the Village 7 Specific Plan parks and open space program provides for 
a range of park and open space that greatly exceeds the City’s requirements, with 40 percent of the 
project’s total acreage designated for park and open space uses.34  As proposed, the Lewis Property 
project would not require the expansion or construction of additional park facilities beyond those 
included in the project.  Because the Lewis Property would not result in the need for additional park 
                                                  
33  703 acres x 40% = 281.2 acres 
34  As noted in the Village 7 Specific Plan, Table 6-2 (2009), a minimum of 40 percent of each planning area 

must be reserved for open space.  Each planning area may satisfy this requirement by identifying open 
space either within the Specific Plan and Land Use Plan, or within the General Development Plan. 
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and recreational facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental effects, 
this would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-15(A) None required.   

Village 7 Programmatic Portion  

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would require 16.11 acres of parkland and 8.06 acres of open 
space to satisfy the General Plan requirements.   

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion would contain 13.5 acres of parkland, 48.7 acres of open space, 
and 10.0 acres of linear parkway.  Table 4.9-14 shows the maximum amount of credits the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion could be granted from the City.  The Village 7 Programmatic Portion could 
receive up to 20.37 credits for the parklands, open space, preserve areas, and linear parkways that 
which are part of the project.  As discussed above, all credits are not automatically granted by the 
City.  In the case that the City did not grant Village 7 additional credits for open space, preserve 
areas, and linear parkway, the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would still receive 13.5 credits from 
the 1:1 credit ratio for formal parks.  This would be below the 16.11 acres of parkland needed to 
satisfy the General Plan requirement.   

Overall, as explained above, the Specific Plan provides for a range of park and open space that 
greatly exceeds the City’s requirements, with 40 percent of the project’s total acreage designated for 
park and open space uses.35  However, because the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would result in 
the need for an additional 2.61 acres of park facilities, impacts would be significant. 

TABLE 4.9-14 
 

PARK AND OPEN SPACE CREDITS FOR VILLAGE 7 PROGRAMMATIC PORTION 
Park Type Acreage Credit Ratio Credited Acreage 

Parks 13.5 1:1 13.5 
Open Space Preserve 48.7 0.1:1 4.87 
Linear Parkways 10.0 0.2:1 2.00 

Total 72.2  20.37 
Source:  Village 7 Specific Plan, City of Lincoln, 2009. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

The Quimby Act permits local jurisdictions to require the dedication of land and/or the payment of in-
lieu fees solely for park and recreation purposes.  The required dedication and/or fee are based 
upon the residential density, parkland cost, and other factors.  Land dedicated and fees collected 
pursuant to the Quimby Act may only be used for developing new, or rehabilitating existing, park or 
recreational facilities. 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure will ensure that land is dedicated and/or fees are 
collected to help construct park facilities are constructed to meet the requirement of six acres of 
parkland per 1,000 residents.  This would ensure that an adequate amount of park facilities are 

                                                  
35  As noted in the Village 7 Specific Plan, Table 6-2 (2009), a minimum of 40 percent of each planning area 

must be reserved for open space.  Each planning area may satisfy this requirement by identifying open 
space either within the Specific Plan and Land Use Plan, or within the General Development Plan. 
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available to residents of the City, and facilities would not experience significant deterioration due to 
excessive use.  Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

4.9-15(B) The project applicant shall pay all applicable fair-share fees to the City pursuant to the 
established Park In-Lieu Fee Program and the applicable Public Facilities Element fees 
program to fund the provision of recreational facilities to meet demands created by the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion.   

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative context for parks includes development within the City of Lincoln, according to the 
General Plan. 

4.9-16 The Proposed Project, in combination with other development, could require the 
construction of new or expansion of existing parks and recreational facilities. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Existing parks are discussed in the Environmental Setting.  As additional residential development 
occurs throughout Lincoln, more parks and open space would be required to continue to meet the 
adopted standards.  This may include the construction of recreational facilities which could have 
significant impacts on the environment.  This Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of the recreational 
facilities included in the Proposed Project.  The Village 7 Specific Plan includes adequate park 
acreage to serve the Proposed Project demand.  Separate environmental analysis would be required 
for subsequent projects that would construct parks or recreational facilities.  All projects developed 
within the City are required to either dedicate parkland, per the General Plan, or contribute funds, 
per the Quimby Act, to provide adequate parks within the City.  This would ensure the cumulative 
impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-16(A)&(B) None required. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 
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WATER SUPPLY SETTING 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes water supplies and historic water demands within the City’s service area, and 
the methodology and resulting water demands projected for the Village 7 Specific Plan and the City 
of Lincoln’s service area beginning in 2008 through 2030.36  Unless otherwise noted, the water 
supply and demand data provided herein and water sufficiency analysis are from the Water Supply 
Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project, which is included as Appendix H in this Draft EIR.37  
Water treatment and distribution infrastructure are also addressed in this section. 

HISTORIC WATER SUPPLIES 

The City’s water supplies have historically been provided from treated surface water from the 
PCWA.  Groundwater is also used during periods of PCWA delivery curtailments, and to manage 
summer peak-day water demands.  Table 4.9-15 shows the City’s water supply sources for the past 
five years. 

TABLE 4.9-15 
 

CITY OF LINCOLN HISTORIC WATER SUPPLIES 
Supply (acre-feet) 

Year Groundwater Surface Water Total 
2002 713 4,063 4,776 
2003 543 4,845 5,388 
2004 298 7,241 7,539 
2005 515 7,828 8,343 
2006 648 8,780 9,428 
Note:  Historic water supply data for the City of Lincoln is based on published information contained in annual reports to the State of California 

Department of Health Services. 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 12, Table 3-1. 

 

EXISTING WATER SUPPLIES AND ENTITLEMENTS 

The City contracted with PCWA for delivery of treated surface water.  The documents that 
collectively make up the City’s contract with PCWA are in Appendix A of the Water Supply 
Assessment included as Appendix H of this Draft EIR.38  The City’s contract with PCWA has been 
amended numerous times and is supplemented frequently as the City purchases additional 
entitlements from PCWA.  The PCWA water supply contract currently entitles the City to the 
following: 

• Maximum day Regulated Deliveries of 17,774,452 gallons per day; 

• Maximum day Unregulated Deliveries of 726,972.5 gallons per day; and 

• The City has paid for an additional 408.5 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) as a contribution 
to construct the proposed Bickford pipeline from the proposed Bickford tank to the proposed 

                                                  
36  A 20-year analysis is required by Water Code § 10910, et seq. 
37  Tully & Young, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, 

August 2008.  Included as Appendix H to this Draft EIR. 
38  Documents attached in Appendix A to the WSA (see Appendix H this Draft EIR) include the 1998 contract 

and 1999, 2002, and 2005 contract supplements.  
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metering station at the City’s pond site pursuant to the Bickford Agreement (the Bickford 
Agreement is attached as Appendix B of the Water Supply Assessment included as 
Appendix H of this Draft EIR). 

These entitlements are set forth in the May 13, 2008, letter from PCWA is included in Appendix C of 
the Water Supply Assessment included as Appendix H of this Draft EIR.  Treated water supplied by 
PCWA to the City for the past five years is shown in Table 4.9-16. 

TABLE 4.9-16 
 

HISTORIC PCWA WATER SUPPLIES DELIVERED TO THE CITY OF LINCOLN 
Year Supply (acre-feet) 
2002 4,063 
2003 4,845 
2004 6,507 
2005 7,098 
2006 6,967 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, 

August, p. 13, Table 3-2. 

 

In September 2004, the City, PCWA and the Nevada Irrigation District (NID) entered into a 
temporary raw water sales agreement pursuant to which NID has supplied raw water to PCWA 
treatment facilities for delivery within the City’s water service area.  A copy of this agreement is 
attached as Appendix D of the Water Supply Assessment (include in Appendix H in this Draft EIR). 
According to City and NID records, NID provided approximately 1,994 acre-feet of water in 2006, as 
shown in Table 4.9-17.  This amount is the combination of deliveries (1,813 acre feet plus 10 percent 
above metered amounts [181 acre-feet]).   

TABLE 4.9-17 
 

HISTORIC NID WATER SUPPLIES DELIVERED TO THE CITY OF LINCOLN 
Year Supply (acre-feet) 
2004 807 
2005 803 
2006 1,994 
Note:  Historic NID water supplies delivered to the City of Lincoln include 10% above metered amounts to account for delivery losses. 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 12, 

Table 3-3. 

 

SURFACE WATER TREATMENT AND DISTRIBUTION 

PCWA 

PCWA operates two potable water treatment plants that currently serve the Lincoln area; the Foothill 
WTP and the Sunset WTP.  The Foothill WTP is one mile south of Newcastle.  Normally, the Foothill 
WTP serves the communities of Lincoln, Rocklin, Loomis and some unincorporated areas of 
Western Placer County.  The Foothill WTP recently underwent expansion from a treatment capacity 
of 27 mgd to 55 mgd.  The Sunset WTP is southeast of the project site.  The Sunset WTP serves 
Rocklin, Lincoln, and the Sunset Industrial Area in Placer County.  An expansion of the Sunset WTP 
from a capacity of 5 mgd to 8 mgd was completed in 2005. 
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PCWA delivers treated water from the Zone 1 facilities to the Lincoln area through a series of 
transmission pipelines.  Representative of these transmission facilities is the Penryn-Lincoln Pipeline 
project, which consists of three pipelines, constructed in phases (two completed and one planned).  
Phase 1 (30-inch line) is capable of delivering approximately 15 mgd to the Sunset WTP location 
from the Foothill WTP.  Phase 2 (42-inch line) delivers approximately 45 mgd from the Foothill WTP 
with up to 15 mgd delivered to the City at the Conspiracy Point metering station and 5 mgd delivered 
through the Phase 1 pipeline at the Sunset WTP.  Phase 3 of the Penryn-Lincoln pipeline is also 
intended to serve the City of Lincoln.  This future segment is planned to be a 30-inch pipeline 
extension from Phase 2 (42-inch) to the City limits near the City pond.  This pipeline will be capable 
of delivering an additional 15 mgd to the City of Lincoln.  PCWA’s ability to serve new development 
has been improved due to the completion of Phase 2 of the Penryn-Lincoln pipelines from the 
Foothill WTP to the Sunset WTP.  The completion of Phase 3 is expected to further improve service 
to the City of Lincoln.  It is not known at this time when Phase 3 will be complete.  

PCWA does not reserve water for specific projects.  Commitments for service are made only upon 
the execution of a pipeline extension or service order agreement to construct any necessary on- or 
off-site pipelines or other facilities and the payment of all required fees, including the Plant 
Expansion and Replacement Charges. 

City of Lincoln 

The majority of the PCWA water deliveries is stored in City-owned storage tanks and then passed 
into the City’s distribution system by gravity via a network of 16- to 30-inch water lines.  There are 
several existing water infrastructure systems, including City wells within or near the site, and an 
18-inch line in Ferrari Ranch Road.  In addition, there is a planned 18-inch line that will originate 
from the southern part of Lincoln Crossing that will ultimately provide a loop system to serve the 
Proposed Project as well as the southwestern part of the City.39   

HISTORIC WATER DEMANDS 

Table 4.9-18 shows historic water demands within the City’s service area for the past five years 
along with the sources of supply used to meet demands. 

TABLE 4.9-18 
 

CITY OF LINCOLN HISTORIC WATER DEMAND 
Supply (acre-feet) 

Year Population 
Active 

Connections 
Water Demand 

(acre-feet) Groundwater Surface Water Total 
2002 20,141 7,619 4,776 713 4063 4776 
2003 26,000 9,767 5,388 543 4,863 5,388 
2004 27,000 11,815 7,539 298 7,241 7,539 
2005 33,513 13,681 8,343 515 7,828 8,343 
2006 36,277 15,541 9,428 648 8,780 9,428 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 6, Table 2-1. 

 

Water demand projections within the City of Lincoln’s service area are developed using a land-use 
based approach that applies unit water demand factors to anticipated land uses within the City’s 
service area.  Unit water demand factors for various land uses are shown in Table 2-2 of the Water 
Supply Assessment (Appendix H). 

                                                  
39  City of Lincoln, General Plan Update Background Report, 2006, p. 6-8. 
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Projected Water Demands within the City’s Existing Limits 

The City’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan projected that buildout demands within the City’s 
limits would reach 23,970 acre-feet per year in 2025.40  The water demand analysis prepared as part 
of the adopted 2050 General Plan projected a buildout demand of 24,687 acre-feet per year based 
on historical use within the City’s limits and updated anticipated land uses.41  Although the 2050 
General Plan water demand analysis did not identify when buildout conditions would be reached, it is 
assumed that buildout within the City’s existing limits will occur by 2030 for purposes of this analysis.  
Projected water demands for the area encompassed by the City’s existing limits are represented in 
Table 4.9-19.42  The water demand projections depicted in Table 4.9-19 include existing uses as well 
as anticipated residential and non-residential land uses. 

TABLE 4.9-19 
 

PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS WITHIN THE CITY OF LINCOLN’S EXISTING CITY LIMITS 
Annual Water Demand 2007 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Million Gallons 3,444 6,268 9,091 11,915 14,738 8,044 
Acre-Feet 10,569 13,393 16,216 19,040 21,863 24,687 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 10, Table 2-6. 

 

PROJECTED SURFACE WATER SUPPLIES 

In addition to groundwater as discussed later in this section, the City is relying upon treated surface 
water from PCWA and the NID to meet projected water demands throughout the City and SOI.  The 
characteristics of these water supplies are detailed below. 

Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) 

The City has and will continue to rely upon treated surface water from PCWA as a primary source of 
water supply.  PCWA has indicated it can supply 34,000 acre-feet a year to the City.  It is projected 
that the City will ultimately rely upon up to 34,000 acre-feet per year from PCWA to meet buildout 
water demands within the City’s service area as defined by the adopted 2050 General Plan.  

PCWA has several sources of surface water supply entitlements available for use in western Placer 
County.  These sources are described as follows:43 

PCWA Yuba/Bear River Supply (also referred to as PG&E Supply) 

PCWA’s primary source of supply for Zone 1 (the PCWA service zone in which the City of Lincoln 
and the Village 7 Specific Plan area are located) has been a surface water supply contract with 
PG&E for 100,400 acre-feet per annum (AFA) of Yuba/Bear River water delivered through PG&E’s 

                                                  
40  Table 9 of the City of Lincoln 2005 UWMP (note that raw water is not actually provided by the City), as 

referenced in the Village 7 Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H in this Draft EIR). 
41  Analysis on pp. 9-11 in Appendix F (Water System Constraint Analysis) to the General Plan Update. , as 

referenced in the Village 7 Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H in this Draft EIR). 
42  Estimated water demands for buildout of the area encompassed by the City’s existing limits derived in the 

2005 UWMP and 2007 General Plan Update used slightly different procedures, thus arriving at slightly 
different projected values.  To be conservative, this Assessment used the higher of the two values. as 
referenced in the Village 7 Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H this Draft EIR). 

43  The water supply information in this section is as described in the WSA for the Proposed Project.  See 
Appendix H in this Draft EIR. 
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Drum Spaulding hydrogeneration system.  The term of PCWA’s contract with PG&E is to 2013, but 
PCWA has begun negotiations with PG&E on the renewal of this contract and PCWA expects to 
conclude a new water supply contract with PG&E well before the expiration of the existing contract in 
2013. 

Historically, this source of water has a high reliability during normal, single-dry, and multiple dry 
years.  For instance, between 1987 and 1992, the state experienced a five-year drought, during 
which many areas in the state had reduced water supplies.  PCWA had a full Yuba/Bear River 
supply each year of the drought.  Records indicate that 1977 is the only year in which PCWA had to 
impose drought restrictions on its customers due to reduced PG&E supply. 

There are no infrastructure limitations to the delivery of 100 percent of PCWA’s surface water supply 
entitlements under its PG&E (100,400 AFA) contract. 

PCWA Middle Fork Project/American River Supply 

PCWA augments its Bear/Yuba river surface water supply for consumptive use through its Middle 
Fork Project water rights to American River water and through a contract with the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) for a maximum of 120,000 acre-feet of Central Valley Project’s 
American River water.   

The Middle Fork Project reservoirs’ storage capacity is 340,000 acre-feet.  A Water Rights Permit 
from the California SWRCB allows the PCWA to divert up to 120,000 AFA for consumptive use.  The 
permit provides that this water supply may be diverted from the American River at either Auburn or 
Folsom Reservoir.  PCWA has performed extensive modeling of the Middle Fork Project system to 
determine its reliability during drought events using California’s hydrologic record, which dates back 
to 1921.  Based on that analysis, PCWA has concluded that the Middle Fork Project can provide 
120,000 AFA, even in dry years as severe as the 1976-1977 hydrologic event.  (PCWA 2005 
UWMP, p. 4-3.)   

PCWA is planning and developing several major water system improvements to carry American 
River water supplies to water users throughout western Placer County.  These projects include:   

• American River Pump Station:  Reclamation is constructing a $72 million project, which is 
slated to be functional by October 2007 and complete in early 2008.  The American River 
Pump Station will supply up to 35,500 AFA to Placer County via the existing three mile-long 
Auburn Tunnel.  If the 35,000 AFA Central Valley Project (CVP) water entitlement that is 
currently proposed to be taken from the Sacramento River (not to be confused with the 
existing 35,500 AFA entitlement to divert Middle Fork Project water at Auburn) is shifted to 
the American River Pump Station, an enlargement of the pump station facility would be 
required, so that the total amount to be diverted for PCWA’s purposes would be 70,500 AFA. 

• Auburn Tunnel Pump Station:  The $44 million Auburn Tunnel Pump Station is currently 
under construction at PCWA’s Ophir Road site.  The station will pump water to the surface of 
the 200-foot-deep Auburn Tunnel that runs beneath the site.  The project will also pump 
water to the Foothill WTP and into the Dutch Ravine Canal system which runs to the Lincoln 
and Rocklin areas.  The pumps will also supply the new water treatment plant in Ophir.   

• Ophir WTP and Conveyance Pipelines:  PCWA has indicated that the long-term water supply 
from the American River Pump Station source at Auburn would require constructing 
16.8 miles of new 60-inch and 6.3 miles of new 48-inch treated water pipeline connecting to 
PCWA’s existing water distribution system.  PCWA is currently in the design phase of the 
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proposed state-of-the art Ophir WTP project located adjacent to the American River Pump 
Station. 

The Ophir WTP would supply a portion of the already approved 35,500 AFA for diversion at 
the American River Pump Station.  Initially, the facility would provide 30 million gallons of 
water a day.  The plant could be expanded to handle as much as 120 million gallons of water 
daily.  The plant’s design is about 95 percent complete and a Final Environmental Impact 
Report has been certified for the project.  The next phase is acquisition of various 
environmental permits that are required.  Growth and land use policies in Placer County will 
determine expansion of the plant.  Groundbreaking is scheduled for 2009, and the plant is 
scheduled for operation in 2011.   

• Foothill Raw Water Pipeline:  A 39-45-inch-diameter pipeline is proposed to run three miles 
from the Ophir Road site to the Foothill water treatment plant.  This will serve as a backup 
water supply to the Foothill water treatment plant.  It also includes a connection to the Dutch 
Ravine Canal system and a new 18-inch treated water line to provide for local service and to 
connect to the existing 1-million-gallon Newcastle storage tank.   

Central Valley Project Supply   

PCWA has a contract with Reclamation for a maximum of 117,000 AFA of CVP water to be available 
on a build-up schedule which began with 15,000 acre-feet in 1992, building to the maximum of 
117,000 acre-feet in 2007.  Prior to delivering more than 35,000 AFA, however, Reclamation and 
PCWA must meet to determine to what extent, if any, Reclamation is obligated to deliver more than 
35,000 AFA to PCWA in the absence of Auburn Dam.   

PCWA is authorized though its contract with Reclamation to take 35,000 AFA of CVP contract water 
at Folsom Reservoir or other places that are agreed to by the affected parties.  PCWA is currently 
pursuing this 35,000 AFA diversion at the Sacramento River in accordance with the Water Forum 
Agreement.  An EIR/EIS is currently in process for the Sacramento River water diversion project and 
an initial alternatives analysis has been completed (Sacramento River Water Reliability Study Initial 
Alternatives Report).  The Draft EIR/EIS is projected for public release some time in spring 2009.44   

PCWA does not plan to use any of 35,000 AFA Reclamation contract entitlement prior to putting to 
use the full 120,000 acre-feet available to it annually from the American River pursuant to its water 
right permits.  PCWA’s CVP contract was amended in 2002 to provide for only 35,000 acre-feet of 
CVP water with an option to increase the contract if the Auburn Dam is built. 

Potential Sacramento River Supply 

A long-term cooperative project between PCWA and the cities of Sacramento and Roseville is 
currently undergoing environmental review.  The project proposes to divert 35,000 acre-feet of water 
from the Sacramento River to help accommodate the water needs of growth in western Placer 
County over the next 30 years.  This project includes a river diversion and water treatment plant 
north of the Sacramento Airport.  PCWA would be provided with 65 million gallons of treated water 
per day through a 13 mile-long, 72-inch-diameter pipeline.  PCWA is in the process of trying to meet 
mitigation requirements for the indirect impacts associated with the project.  The project is estimated 
to cost $442 million and is charged for completion in 2016.   

                                                  
44  U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Projects Database/Reports “Sacramento River Diversion Feasibility Study 

EIS/EIR”, <http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=907>.   
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At buildout, expected to occur prior to 2050, the City anticipates relying upon 34,000 acre-feet per 
year of water from PCWA as part of its water supply portfolio necessary to meet its municipal and 
industrial demands.  Although the City’s contract with PCWA does not guarantee that this amount 
will be available, PCWA’s August 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan (PCWA IWRP)45 projects 
that it will supply the City with 38,055 acre-feet of treated water per year at buildout of the City’s 
general plan area as defined by the 2050 General Plan.46  Based on PCWA’s representation of what 
will be available to the City at buildout and PCWA’s water rights and contract entitlements, it is 
reasonably certain that 34,000 acre-feet per year in normal water years will be available from PCWA 
to meet water demands at buildout of the City’s service area as defined by the adopted 2050 
General Plan.  An important aspect of the City’s projected buildout water supply from PCWA is that it 
does not rely upon the development by PCWA of additional water supply sources.  Rather, as 
indicated in the PCWA IWRP, existing PCWA water rights and contracts will be sufficient to provide 
the City with anticipated supplies.   

Dry-Year Reliability of PCWA Water Supplies  

Table 4.9-20 shows projected PCWA water supplies during normal, single-dry and multiple dry 
years. 

TABLE 4.9-20 
 

PROJECTED PCWA WATER SUPPLIES 

PCWA Supply 
Normal Year 

(acre-feet/year) 
Multiple Dry Years 

(acre-feet/year) 
Single Dry Year 
(acre-feet/year) 

Middle Fork Project 120,000 120,000 120,000 
CVP 35,000 26,250 26,250 
PG&E 100,400 75,300 50,000 

Total 255,400 221,550 196,250 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 18, 

Table 3-5. 

 

The City’s water supply contract with PCWA provides that water deliveries in dry water years may be 
reduced but does not specify how any shortages are allocated to the City or other wholesale or retail 
customers of PCWA.  PCWA’s most recent water supply planning documents are the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan (2005 PCWA UWMP)47 and the August 2006 PCWA IWRP.  Figure 9-1 
(Page 9-3 of the PCWA IWRP) illustrates projected shortages to Zone 1 customers during single-dry 
and multiple-dry years.  Specifically, the document provides that the City could potentially 
experience the following reductions in its anticipated 34,000 acre-feet of PCWA surface water 
supply: 

• up to a 5,000 acre-foot reduction in deliveries of water from PCWA to in a single dry water 
year at buildout of the City’s Sphere of Influence as defined by the adopted 2050 General 
Plan;   

• no reduction in each year of a multiple dry-year period.   

                                                  
45  The PCWA August 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan is available for review at the City of Lincoln 

Public Works Department. 
46  Per the Village 7 Specific Plan WSA, the 38,055 acre-feet value in PCWA’s document includes 3,300 acre-

feet provided through PCWA from NID water supplies that are used to serve a portion of the City’s existing 
customers within the NID service area. 

47  The PCWA 2005 Urban Water Management Plan is available for review at the City of Lincoln Public Works 
Department. 
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Nevada Irrigation District (NID) 

NID supplies irrigation, wholesale, and retail water to Nevada County and Placer County customers.  
Agricultural water use accounts for nearly 90 percent of the total demand on NID water supply.  The 
remaining 12 to 13 percent of water supplied by the District is primarily delivered to single-family 
residential accounts. NID’s service area covers Nevada County and a portion of Placer County.  
NID’s mountain watersheds cover 70,000 acres and include the upper portions of the Middle Yuba 
River above Milton Diversion, Canyon Creek above Bowman Reservoir, and Deer Creek. 

In anticipation of the City’s 2050 General Plan, the City negotiated a supply of treated surface water 
to be provided by NID.  In October 2004, NID and PCWA entered into a temporary water sales 
agreement to provide raw water to PCWA for treatment and delivery of surface water to the NID 
service area within the City of Lincoln until NID has other means available to serve Lincoln’s treated 
needs within NID’s service area boundary (see Appendix D of the Water Supply Assessment 
included as Appendix H of this Draft EIR). 

The City negotiated a Water Facilities/Planning Phase agreement with NID in 2007 to establish a 
conceptual framework for the design and construction of a new $235 million water treatment facility.  
The Water Facilities/Planning Phase agreement is included in Appendix E of the Water Supply 
Assessment (Appendix H).  The preferred site for the new plant is near NID’s Valley View site 
located northeast of the City, as identified in the Lincoln Area Water Treatment Plant Planning and 
Site Study (2005).  The proposed treatment facility would allow NID to serve treated water within the 
NID service area to customers in the Lincoln SOI.   

NID Surface Water Supplies 

NID’s surface supplies consist of watershed runoff, carryover storage in surface reservoirs, recycled 
water, and contract purchases.  The District’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan48 concludes that 
the District will not experience supply deficiencies during single and multiple dry years throughout 
the 2006-2030 planning period.  NID water supply sources are described as follows: 

• Watershed Runoff.  This supply consists of runoff from the Middle Yuba River above Milton 
Diversion, Canyon Creek above Bowman Reservoir, Texas Creek, Fall Creek and Deer 
Creek.  The amount of runoff and the manner in which it may be used depends upon the 
amount of water contained in the snow pack and the rate at which the snow pack melts.  The 
system of storage reservoirs and conduits used to transport water to NID’s service area 
boundary is referred to as the Upper Division.  Maximum capacity of conduits in the Upper 
Division limits the amount of runoff for consumptive purposes.  The 76-year average 
watershed runoff supply is 228,700 acre-feet annually.  

• Carryover Storage.  Carryover storage is the amount of water left in reservoirs at the end of 
a normal irrigation system.  NID has ten primary storage reservoirs totaling a maximum of 
280,390 acre-feet.  The 37-year average of NID’s carryover storage supply is 118,200 acre-
feet.  The only years that carryover storage fell below the 37-year average level in the past 
37 years were 1992, 1994 and 2002.   

• Recycled Water.  NID’s recycled water supply consists of effluent from municipal 
wastewater treatment plants that is captured and mixed with surface waters.  At present, this 
occurs below the Grass Valley, Nevada City, Auburn, and Placer County at Joeger Road 

                                                  
48  The NID 2005 Urban Water Management Plan is available for review at the City of Lincoln Public Works 

Department. 
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treatment plants.  With the exception of the small town of Smartville, this raw water supply is 
not used as raw water supply for NID’s treated water supply. 

In 2000, NID received 3,200 acre-feet of recycled water.  The quantity of recycled water 
available is estimated to increase as NID’s service area is developed.  NID’s 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan estimates that recycled water will supply 4,000 acre-feet annually 
by the year 2030.   

• Contract Purchases.  NID has a contract with PG&E for a maximum of 59,361 acre-feet 
during years of at least normal precipitation.  This maximum amount is reduced to 23,581 
acre-feet in dry years.  In 1995, NID purchased only 7,356 acre-feet of surface water under 
the PG&E contract and only 8,936 acre-feet in the year 2000.  NID’s 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan estimates purchasing 8,000 acre-feet a year up through the year 2030.  
The contract expires in 2013 and a renegotiated contract could affect NID’s overall water 
supply.  According to NID’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, NID does not foresee any 
major changes over present operations once negotiations have concluded.   

On February 4, 2004, the City and NID entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to 
assess the feasibility of providing the City with a treated water supply.  Among the numerous efforts 
undertaken pursuant to the MOU was completion of the Lincoln Area Water Treatment Plant 
Planning and Site Study (WTP Study) in August 2005.  As described in the WTP Study, the 
treatment plant would be capable of meeting projected annual water demand of 17,500 acre-feet per 
year.  Of this amount, approximately 70 percent would be allocated to the City, which is estimated to 
be approximately 12,000 acre-feet per year.   

On July 4, 2007, the City and NID established a conceptual framework for the development of a 
treated water facility including a Framework for Collaboration. The Framework for Collaboration 
entered into between the City and NID is included in Appendix F of the Water Supply Assessment 
included as Appendix H of this Draft EIR.  The City and NID contemplate moving forward under the 
following four definitive agreements: 

1. agreement on the respective service areas of NID and Lincoln;  

2. agreement regarding the planning required to install the water treatment plant and 
associated facilities, including environmental evaluation (adopted by NID Board and Lincoln 
City Council in 2007); 

3. agreement on terms and conditions of treated water service to be provided, at wholesale, by 
NID to Lincoln (to be entered into in 2008); and 

4. agreement on the financing and construction of said Project (to be entered into in 2008). 

Similar to the City’s water supply from PCWA, water supplies from NID would come from existing 
NID water rights and entitlements and do not require that additional water supply sources be 
developed by NID.  Therefore, the City believes with reasonable certainty that its NID water supplies 
are likely to serve the Project.  

Dry-Year Reliability of NID Water Supplies 

Although the Framework for Collaboration between the City and NID provides that any curtailments 
in water deliveries from NID would be shared equally between the City and NID’s own domestic 
water customers using the same source water, NID’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (2005 
NID UWMP) projects that no reductions are likely during dry periods.  The 2005 NID UWMP includes 
the 12,000 acre-feet per year that the City is relying upon from NID to meet its water demands at 
buildout.  Of its total annual supply of 358,900 acre-feet projected at 2030, NID projects that it will 
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have all of its available supply during multiple dry water years and 269,025 acre-feet per year 
available during a single dry water year.  

Despite potential decreases in supply, NID projects that its water demands will be 215,700 acre-feet 
in 2030.  This is over 50,000 acre-feet per year less than projected water supplies during a single dry 
water year, allowing NID to meet all projected demands during dry periods well into the future. 

GROUNDWATER 

Regional Setting 

The relevant groundwater basin for purposes of this analysis is the North American groundwater 
subbasin (North American Subbasin) as defined by the Department of Water Resources (DWR).  
The North American Subbasin is part of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin and overlies the 
City of Lincoln and other portions of Placer County.  Groundwater for the City of Lincoln is supplied 
by wells pumping from the North American Subbasin. 

The North American Subbasin has not been the subject of any proceeding to adjudicate rights to 
pump groundwater.  The most recent DWR Bulletin 118 (2002) does not identify the North American 
Subbasin as overdrafted.  

City of Lincoln Groundwater Well System 

The City of Lincoln owns and operates four groundwater wells49 as part of its conjunctive use 
program to provide emergency backup, help meet peak demands, and to supplement the PCWA 
surface water supply.  The use of groundwater assures that the City has sufficient supply if demands 
exceed the amount of water contracted through PCWA.   

The City has plans to increase the number of municipal wells within its SOI in order to supplement 
surface water supplies, increase water supply reliability, provide emergency supplies and help meet 
peak demand.  The City estimates that approximately 10 additional wells (20 mgd total capacity) are 
planned to meet the City's groundwater production goal for City buildout.  Groundwater pumping is 
based on the City’s goal of limiting of groundwater to 10 percent of demands during normal water 
years, and will depend on the growth rate experienced within the City’s service area.  At this time, 
the only development project currently in the planning stages is the Village 7 Specific Plan, but 
additional growth may occur within the City before 2030. 

Groundwater in the City receives disinfection with liquid sodium hypochlorite at each well site.  Each 
well has a 10,000-gallon hydropneumatic pressure tank.  Groundwater is distributed through a 
pressurized distribution system that consists of two service zones identified by the State DHS as, 
Zone A and Zone B.  The Proposed Project site is within Zone A. 

Regulated and unregulated chemical organics in the groundwater supply for the City of Lincoln are 
consistently below detection limits in three of the City’s four municipal supply wells.  The California 
DHS and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) set maximum contaminant levels (MCL) for 
drinking water supplies.  No primary MCL's were exceeded.  The Moore Well Road had one 
constituent, methyl chloride, which was detected during water sampling in April 1998 and 2001; 
however, the amount was below the maximum allowed by the DHS and US EPA.  No methyl 
chloride has been detected since 2001. 

                                                  
49  City of Lincoln, Department of Public Works, 2007 Annual Water Quality Report. 
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Potential Contaminating Activities (PCAs) are present in the protection zones of two of the City’s four 
wells.  One well is considered most vulnerable to electrical manufacturing and machine shops, while 
the Moore Road Well is considered most vulnerable to agricultural irrigation wells.  No contaminants 
associated with any of these activities have been detected in either well. 

Regional Groundwater Resources 

Western Placer County 

In western Placer County, the cities of Lincoln and Roseville, PCWA, and California American Water 
Company will rely upon some groundwater to meet municipal and industrial demands.  Because of 
the large amounts of surface water provided by PCWA, neither the City of Roseville, California 
Water Service Company (West Placer Service Area), nor PCWA currently pump groundwater.  As a 
result of the surface water supplies from PCWA and NID, the City of Lincoln has and will continue to 
limit groundwater to 10 percent of its overall supplies to meet emergency and peak demands during 
normal years.  Service areas of the Cities of Lincoln and Roseville, PCWA, and California American 
Water Company comprise a majority of the western portion of the North American Groundwater 
Subbasin.  As described in Subsection 3.6.5 of the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H), the 
implementation of the Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan (WPCGMP) will help ensure 
that groundwater levels are not significantly impacted as urban areas expand. 

Private agricultural users in western Placer County also pump some groundwater to supplement 
surface water deliveries.  This use is limited and, as described below, accounts for less than 
5 percent of total agricultural water supplies.  This is largely due to the availability of surface water 
supplies from PCWA.  Groundwater pumping by private agricultural users is not anticipated to 
increase from existing uses as crop types are not likely to change substantially.  Further, agricultural 
groundwater use will likely decrease as urbanization occurs throughout the area. 

Eastern Sutter County 

The portion of eastern Sutter County that overlies the North American Subbasin includes the 
Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (NCMWC) and the South Sutter Water District (SSWD).  
NCMWC’s service area includes over 33,000 acres, a portion of which lies in Sutter County.  
NCMWC has rights and entitlements to over 120,000 acre-feet per year of surface water from the 
Sacramento River.  Groundwater within NCMWC is pumped by privately-owned wells to supplement 
surface water supplies.  It is estimated that rice accounts for over 80 percent of crops grown within 
NCMWC.  Despite the predominance of this high water-using crop, groundwater levels within 
NCMWC’s service area have remained relatively stable.  Any shift toward different crop types or 
urbanization of these lands would likely reduce reliance on groundwater in the future. 

SSWD covers approximately 57,000 acres and supplies surface water to supplement groundwater 
as needed.  SSWD is considered a “supplemental” water district because it does not provide full 
service to landowners.  Instead, SSWD allocates supplemental surface water supplies according to 
acreage of land owned.  Similar to NCMWC, rice accounts for a majority of agricultural land use 
within SSWD’s service area.  Most of SSWD’s customers are agricultural-based and use private 
wells to obtain the majority of their water supplies. 

Groundwater Reliability 

As previously stated, the City intends to limit groundwater use during normal years to 10 percent of 
its overall demand, which is about 5,300 acre-feet.  However, to offset potential shortages in PCWA 
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surface water supplies of 5,000 acre-feet during a single-dry year, the City would need to increase 
groundwater pumping up to 10,300 acre-feet.   

Similar to the assumptions presented above regarding the frequency of shortfalls, increased 
groundwater pumping is expected to only occur once every 6 to 10 years.  Using this frequency, the 
long-term average groundwater use at buildout of the 2050 General Plan area would be 
approximately 11 percent of the annual demand, or about 5,800 to 6,100 acre-feet annually.  

The City’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (2005 Lincoln UWMP) projected that the City would 
rely upon 4,700 acre-feet per year of groundwater to meet expected buildout normal year demands 
of 23,970 acre-feet within the City’s current boundaries.  The current boundaries encompass 16,256 
acres (approximately 25.4 square miles).  In the 2005 UWMP, groundwater was projected to account 
for approximately 20 percent of the City’s water supplies – twice the percentage being assumed in 
the 2050 General Plan. 

RECYCLED WATER 

Lincoln recently completed a new WWTRF for the purpose of treating wastewater generated within 
the City.  The WWTRF, located west of the project site along Fiddyment Road, is capable of 
producing recycled water that meets DHS requirements in Title 22 for unrestricted reuse.  Recycled 
water from the WWTRF is currently used for agricultural purposes at four sites with a net area of 382 
acres.  These are as follows: 

1. 122 acres near the City airport 

2. 38 acres at the WWTP site 

3. 105 acres at Antonio Mountain Ranch, south of the WWTRF 

4. 117 acres at the Warm Springs site, west of the WWTRF 

An existing 18-inch line in the Proposed Project currently provides a connection between the City 
and the WWTRF.  Ultimately, this line would be converted from a force sewer main into a 
transmission main that would deliver reclaimed water to the Proposed Project (and other locations in 
the City). 

The anticipated recycled water uses within the City have been projected to account for at least 1,700 
acre-feet per year of the anticipated General Plan buildout water demand.  Uses for recycled water 
include irrigation of park, school, and median landscapes (including along the proposed Highway 65 
Bypass right of way) and industrial cooling and process water for a few of the City’s primary 
industries.  Village 7 Specific Plan project is projected to use approximately 550 acre-feet per year of 
recycled water at buildout for similar purposes.  Further, other development projects will likely also 
use recycled water for landscape irrigation bringing future use of recycled water well above the 
1,700 acre-feet per year previously projected.50   

In 2004, the City completed a Reclamation Master Plan.  This Plan was followed by an Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for Phase 1 of the Reclaimed Water Distribution System.  The 
City has been installing purple pipe within the new developments since approximately 2000 that will 
use the reclaimed water produced by the City.51 

                                                  
50  Tully & Young, Village 7 Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H in this Draft EIR), p. 25. 
51  Tully & Young, Village 7 Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H in this Draft EIR), p. 26. 
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WATER SUPPLY REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal   

There are no applicable federal regulations or policies that pertain to water supply. 

State 

Senate Bill (SB) 610 and SB 221 

SB 610 

SB 610 strengthens the process by which cities and counties determine the adequacy of water 
supplies sufficient to meet new demands imposed by large development projects.  A project is 
required to have a SB 610 Assessment if it is subject to CEQA and meets any of the following 
criteria: 

• Contains more than 500 dwelling units. 

• Proposes a shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons 
or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

• Proposes an office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 
250,000 square feet of floor space. 

• Proposes a hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 

• Proposes industrial uses planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 
40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 

• A mixed use project that includes one or more of the projects specified above. 

• A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount 
of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

SB 610 requires that water supply assessments for projects must identify existing water supply 
entitlements, water rights or water service contracts relevant to the water supply for the Proposed 
Project.  This identification must include written contracts or other proof of entitlements, copies of 
capital outlay programs for financing water deliveries, federal, state and local permits for building 
delivery infrastructure, and any other regulatory approvals needed for delivery.  Additional 
requirements apply if the supply for the project includes groundwater.   

The Lincoln City Council approved the Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Project in August 
2008. 

SB 221 Written Verification of Water Supply 

Government Code Section 66473.7(a)(1) requires an affirmative written verification of sufficient 
water supply.  Senate Bill 221 is designed as a “fail-safe” mechanism to ensure that collaboration on 
finding the needed water supplies to serve a new large subdivision occurs early in the planning 
process.  This verification must also include documentation of historical water deliveries for the 
previous 20 years, as well as a description of reasonably foreseeable impacts of the proposed 
subdivision on the availability of water resources of the region.  Government Code section 
66473.7 (b)(1) states, “The legislative body of a city or county or the advisory agency, to the extent 
that it is authorized by local ordinance to approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove the tentative 
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map, shall include as a condition in any tentative map that includes a subdivision a requirement that 
a sufficient water supply shall be available.  Proof of the availability of a sufficient water supply shall 
be requested by the subdivision applicant or local agency, at the discretion of the local agency, and 
shall be based on written verification from the applicable public water system within 90 days of a 
request.”  In other words, as a result of the information contained in the written verification, the city or 
county may attach conditions to assure there is an adequate water supply available to serve the 
Proposed Project as part of the tentative map approval process. 

Although the City Council approved the WSA, the written verification has not been completed for the 
Proposed Project yet, but it will be a condition of approval on the Lewis Property Tentative Maps and 
all other Tentative Maps within the Village 7 Specific Plan. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the 2050 City of 
Lincoln General Plan goals and policies as well as a review of the General Plan goals and policies 
that relate to water supply.  Please see Chapter 6 for more information on consistency with General 
Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with the 2050 General Plan policies were identified.  
However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the City Council makes the 
ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 

City of Lincoln Urban Water Management Plan  

The Urban Water Management Planning Act requires urban water suppliers, such as Lincoln, to 
prepare a management plan of its current and future water resources so as to continue to provide its 
customers with an adequate and reliable water supply.  The UWMP evaluates the anticipated growth 
and associated water demand in the City through year 2025.   

The City’s most recent Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) was completed in 2005 and 
described water demand and supply conditions through 2025 within the City’s previous general plan 
area and therefore did not include projected water demands and supplies for some of the additional 
land now encompassed by the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) as defined by the adopted 2050 
General Plan. 

City of Lincoln Draft Groundwater Management Plan 

The Groundwater Management Act (Water Code, § 10750 et seq.) allows certain local agencies to 
develop a groundwater management plan.  The City of Lincoln has prepared a Groundwater 
Management Plan (GMP).  The Plan’s objectives are to: (1) augment the overall water supply 
through conjunctive use and other means, (2) project groundwater quality, (3) implement a 
groundwater monitoring program, and (4) develop a public participation program.  The City adopted 
the GMP in October 2003. 

Western Placer County Groundwater Management Plan 

In 2006, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed by Lincoln, PCWA and the City of Roseville 
to proceed with the Western Placer County Groundwater Management Plan (WPCGMP) effort.  The 
Basin Management Objectives are listed below: 

• Management of the groundwater basin shall not have a significant adverse effect on 
groundwater quality; 
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• Manage groundwater elevations to ensure an adequate groundwater supply for backup, 
emergency, and peak demands without adversely impacting adjacent areas; 

• Participate in State and Federal land surface subsidence monitoring programs; 

• Protect against adverse impacts on surface water flows in creeks and rivers due to 
groundwater pumping; and 

• Ensure groundwater recharge projects comply with State and federal regulations and protect 
beneficial uses of groundwater. 

The City, working with PCWA and others, developed the WPCGMP.52  This effort builds upon and 
expands the geographic coverage of the City’s own GMP.53  As documented in both the City’s GMP 
and the WPCGMP, the groundwater conditions underlying the City and the SOI indicate currently 
and historically stable groundwater elevations and reliable water quality. 

The City is planning to install additional wells within the Lincoln Sphere of Influence to be able to, 
when necessary in back-up and emergency situations, meet 75% of the average day demand at 
buildout (approximately 34 mgd) with groundwater.  The City is conducting ongoing groundwater 
investigations to help determine optimal well spacing and pumping schedules.   

The City will continue its field and theoretical analyses over the next few years, developing a Lincoln 
area groundwater model and quantifying recharge and recoverable groundwater volumes.  The City 
is currently in discussions with the Regional Water Authority, PCWA, the County of Placer and the 
City of Roseville regarding the sharing of groundwater data in the Western Placer County area, and 
developing a mutually beneficial Integrated Water Resources Management Program.  The Integrated 
Water Resources Management Plan will address anticipated water use policies and goals regarding 
surface water, groundwater and reclaimed water in western Placer County.  A Memorandum of 
Agreement was signed by all parties in the fall of 2007 allowing implementation of the actions in the 
WPCGMP. 

WATER IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Methods of Analysis 

This section is based on the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project, which is 
included as Appendix H in this Draft EIR.  Because it is unknown when development of other villages 
and lands outside the City’s limits but within its SOI as described in the 2050 General Plan will occur, 
2030 water demands were projected for two scenarios.  Scenario 1 includes buildout demands for 
Village 7 Specific Plan development along with those associated with buildout within the City’s limits.  
Scenario 2 includes water demands associated with potential development within the City’s service 
area through 2030 according to the growth rates developed by the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) in consultation with the City and those used in the 2050 General Plan traffic 
modeling effort.  Scenario 2 projects water demands within the SOI associated with potential land 
development at rates consistent with those anticipated in the adopted 2050 General Plan. At this 
time, the only development project currently in the planning stages is the Village 7 Specific Plan, but 
additional growth may occur within the City before 2030.  

                                                  
52  Adoption by the City of Lincoln of the WPCGMP occurred in December 2007. The WPCGMP is available for 

review at the City of Lincoln Public Works Department. 
53  The City of Lincoln November 2003 Groundwater Management Plan is available for review at the City of 

Lincoln Public Works Department. 
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For the purposes of the demand projections presented in the WSA, it was assumed that 
development within the City’s existing city limit will buildout by 2030.  While this is unlikely to occur, 
this assumption is consistent with the City’s conservative approach to water planning and was made 
to ensure that sufficient water will be available to meet the City’s demands should development 
occur faster than anticipated.  The demand projections presented in this section also include those 
for the Village 7 Specific Plan. 

Standards of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR, impacts related to water supply are considered significant if the 
Proposed Project would: 

• Not have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements, 
resources, and new or expanded entitlements are needed. 

• Increase demand for water treatment, storage and distribution facilities resulting in the need 
for new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.9-17 The Proposed Project would increase the demand on water supplies.  Existing and 
planned water supplies would be sufficient to meet the demands of the Proposed 
Project in addition to the City of Lincoln’s existing and planned future uses, but the 
existing entitlements are not sufficient. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
Proposed land uses for the Village 7 Specific Plan are described in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, along with the anticipated buildout schedule for those land uses.  Development of the 
Proposed Project is anticipated to begin prior to 2010 with buildout by 2025.  Projected water 
demands for the Village 7 Specific Plan are shown in Table 4.9-21, and are from the Water Supply 
Assessment included in Appendix H in this Draft EIR.  The Water Supply Assessment evaluated the 
entirety of the Village 7 Specific Plan project.   

Village 7 Specific Plan water demands would be met with a combination of groundwater, surface 
water and reclaimed water as shown below in Table 4.9-22.  Consistent with the City’s goal, 
groundwater will be used to meet 10 percent of the Proposed Project’s annual water demands 
during normal years – an average value when considering the need to provide backup, emergency 
and peak day water supplies to appropriately manage PCWA deliveries.  Approximately 486 acre-
feet per year of reclaimed water will be used for landscape irrigation of parks, schools, open space 
and roadway medians.  Treated surface water from PCWA will meet the remaining 1,363 acre-feet 
per year of demand at buildout of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  This amount from PCWA will require 
the City to purchase of an additional maximum day capacity of approximately 3.0 mgd.  This 
capacity will be secured by the City as necessary to comply with SB 221 (Government Code 
§ 66473, et seq.).  As discussed in the WSA, PCWA has up to 34,000 acre feet of water supply 
available to sell to the City.   

The Sufficiency Analysis included in Section 4 in the WSA determined that sufficient water supplies 
will be available to meet current and planned land uses through 2030, including the demands of the 
Proposed Project, per requirement of Water Code Section 10910.  The Lincoln City Council 
approved the Village 7 Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment on August 26, 2008, finding that the 
City’s planned water supplies as described in the WSA will be available and sufficient to meet the 
demands of the Proposed Project in addition to the City’s existing and planned future uses.   
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TABLE 4.9-21 
 

PROJECTED VILLAGE 7 SPECIFIC PLAN WATER DEMANDS 
Projected Water Demand (acre-feet/year) 

Land Use 

Water 
Demand 

(gal/du/day) 

Water 
Demand 

(af/du/year) 2008 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Residential Land Uses 
Rural Residential 1,092 1.22 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Country Estate 1,092 1.22 0 2 4 6 9 9 
Low Density 460 0.52 0 113 226 339 452 452 
Medium Density 460 0.52 0 210 420 630 839 839 
High Density 260 0.29 0 56 112 169 225 225 

Residential Subtotals: 0 381 762 1,144 1,525 1,525 
Non-Residential Land Uses 
Commercial 2,500 2.80 0 9 17 26 34 34 
Public Facilities 2,500 2.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Schools (Facilities-30%) 2,500 2.80 0 3 5 8 10 10 
Schools (Fields-70%) 4,000 4.48 0 9 19 28 38 38 
Parks/Parkways/Paseos 4,000 4.48 0 108 216 324 432 432 
Major Roads (5%) 5,200 5.82 0 2 4 5 7 7 
Open Space (1%) 5,200 5.82 0 2 5 7 9 9 

Non-Residential Subtotals: 0 133 266  398  530  530 
Village 7 totals: 0 514 1,027 1,542 2,055 2,055 

Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 8, Table 2-4. 

 

TABLE 4.9-22 
 

VILLAGE 7 SPECIFIC PLAN WATER SUPPLIES 
Water Supply (acre-feet/year) 

Supply 2008 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Groundwater 0 51 103 154 205 205 
Surface Water (PCWA) 0 341 682 1,023 1,363 1,363 
Reclaimed Water 0 122 243 365 486 486 

Totals: 0 514 1,028 1,542 2,054 2,054 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 14, 

Table 3-4. 

 

However, although PCWA has a sufficient supply, the City determined the existing water supply 
entitlements are not sufficient to meet the demands of the Proposed Project because PCWA does 
not assign water supply to specific cities or projects until actual contract for water deliveries are 
entered into.  This is considered a significant impact.   

Mitigation Measure 

As described in the Regulatory Setting, Senate Bill 221 requires a condition in any tentative map that 
includes a subdivision a requirement that a sufficient water supply shall be available.  Proof must be 
requested by the subdivision applicant or local agency, at the discretion of the local agency, and 
shall be based on written verification from the applicable public water system within 90 days of a 
request.”  As a result of the information contained in the written verification, the city or county may 
attach conditions to assure there is an adequate water supply available to serve the Proposed 
Project as part of the tentative map approval process. 
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Water is available for the Proposed Project and will be secured upon written verification, which will 
include a contract for delivery from PCWA.  Implementation of the following mitigation measure will 
ensure the appropriate entitlements and written verifications are obtained prior to development of the 
Proposed Project, consistent with SB 221. This will reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

4.9-17(A)&(B) Prior to recordation of a Final Map,, the City of Lincoln shall obtain necessary 
entitlements demonstrating there will be adequate water supply to serve the portion 
of the Proposed Project defined on the Final Map, in accordance with Government 
Code Section 66473.7(a)(1) – SB 221 Written Verification of Water Supply.  (Lewis 
Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion)  

4.9-18 The Proposed Project’s demand for water would increase the demand on treated 
water, city-wide water storage and distribution facilities. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
Because development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would require the same water 
distribution infrastructure as the Lewis Property, and because development of the Programmatic 
Portion cannot proceed without approval of the entire Specific Plan, this impact analysis evaluates 
the entirety of the Proposed Project. 

As described and evaluated in the WSA for the Proposed Project (Impact 4.9-17), treated surface 
water delivered through the PCWA system will continue to be used to meet the majority of the City’s 
water demands, including the Proposed Project, and groundwater will be used to meet peak 
demands and offset any supply reductions by PCWA during dry years.   

The City has entered into a number of Development Agreements with land developers.  These 
agreements provide the funding sources for additional water storage facilities, municipal well 
construction, water transmission facilities and dedication of water rights to groundwater underlying 
those project sites.54  Because the necessary improvements have been identified in the General 
Plan and UWMP and will be paid for through development agreements, it is reasonable to assume 
that the improvements would be completed as development progresses throughout current and 
annexed areas.   

The Proposed Project will be required to connect to the existing transmission mains and complete a 
transmission loop through the site.  The proposed water infrastructure plan for the project is shown 
in Figure 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project Description.  There are several existing water infrastructure 
systems, including City wells within or near the site, an 18-inch line in Ferrari Ranch Road would 
serve the project site as well as adjacent development.  In addition, there is a planned 18-inch line 
that will originate from the adjacent Lincoln Crossing Development that will ultimately provide a loop 
system to serve the Proposed Project as well as the southwestern part of the City.  The existing 
transmission mains through and adjacent to the Proposed Project have adequate capacity to serve 
the project.  Water distribution infrastructure for the project will not require significant improvements 
to the City’s system.55  Recycled water would be obtained from the adjacent WWTRF.  An existing 
18-inch line in the Proposed Project currently provide a connection between the City and the 
WWTRF.  Ultimately, this line would be converted from a force sewer main into a transmission main 
that would deliver reclaimed water to the Proposed Project (and other locations in the City) without 
the need for significant off-site improvements. 

Therefore, impacts associated with water infrastructure and facilities are less than significant. 

                                                  
54  City of Lincoln, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, p. 4-9. 
55  City of Lincoln, Village 7 Specific Plan, 2009, pp. 7-2 to 7-4. 
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Mitigation Measures 

4.9-18(A)&(B) None required.  (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The project is located in the service area of the City’s Sphere of Influence and water distribution 
system.  The cumulative context for this project is defined as the buildout of development projects in 
the City of Lincoln under the adopted 2050 General Plan.  

4.9-19 The Proposed Project, in combination with buildout of project’s in the City of Lincoln, 
would increase the demand on PCWA water supplies. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 
During normal years, the City of Lincoln will rely upon a portfolio of water supplies consisting of 
treated surface water from PCWA and NID, groundwater and recycled water.  Water supplies that 
are projected to be available to meet water demands projected for the two scenarios shown in 
Table 4.9-23 and Table 4.9-24. 

TABLE 4.9-23 
 

PROJECTED WATER SUPPLIES FOR SCENARIO 1 DEMANDS 
Water Supply (acre-feet/year) 

Source 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
PCWA 8,959 11,109 13,258 15,408 17,227 
NID 3,109 3,855 4,601 5,348 5,979 
Groundwater 1,391 1,714 2,058 2,392 2,674 
Recycled Water 448 555 663 770 861 

Totals: 13,907 17,233 20,580 23,918 26,741 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 28, 

Table 4-1. 

 

TABLE 4.9-24 
 

PROJECTED WATER SUPPLIES FOR SCENARIO 2 DEMANDS 
Water Supply (acre-feet/year) 

Source 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
PCWA 10,742 15,205 19,667 24,129 28,592 
NID 3,728 5,277 6,826 8,374 9,923 
Groundwater 1,668 2,360 3,053 3,746 4,438 
Recycled Water 537 760 983 1,206 1,430 

Totals: 16,675 23,602 30,529 37,455 44,383 
Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 28, 

Table 4-2. 

 

According to the PCWA IWRP, up to 38,055 acre-feet56 will be available to the City of Lincoln for use 
to meet municipal and industrial demands.  Under either demand scenario shown in the above 
tables, no more than 28,592 acre-feet per year of treated surface water will be required from PCWA 
to meet demands through 2030. 
                                                  
56  Per the Village 7 Specific Plan WSA, an additional 3,300 acre-feet provided through PCWA from NID water 

supplies that are used to serve a portion of the City’s existing customers within the NID service area is 
available, for a total of 38,055 acre-feet per the PCWA IRWP. 
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As discussed above, the City is currently working with NID to ultimately receive approximately 
12,000 acre-feet per year of treated water from NID facilities.  Under either demand scenario shown 
in the above tables, no more than 9,923 acre-feet per year of water will be needed from NID through 
2030. 

As previously described, the City’s goal is to limit groundwater pumping to no more than 10 percent 
of demands during normal years.  The amount of groundwater represented in Table 4.9-23 and 
Table 4.9-24 is consistent with this goal.  In addition, the City has projected that 1,700 acre-feet per 
year of recycled water would be used within the City’s service area for various purposes including 
landscape irrigation of parks, schools and roadway medians.  The Village 7 Specific Plan alone is 
projected to use approximately 486 acre-feet per year.  The City operates its own wastewater 
treatment plant that generates effluent of sufficient quality to allow unrestricted use, including 
farming of salinity sensitive crops.  It is projected that the City will have an average dry-weather 
wastewater flow at buildout of between 22 and 24 mgd.  The WWTRF will be able to treat this supply 
for use within the City, with the potential to have more than enough to meet projected demands 
through buildout of the adopted 2050 General Plan area. 

Single-Dry and Multiple-Dry Year Sufficiency Analysis 

During single-dry and multiple-dry water years, the City’s surface water supplies may be subject to 
reductions due to characteristics of PCWA’s sources of supply.  The City could be subject to a 5,000 
acre-foot per year reduction in PCWA supplies during a single-dry year and likely no reduction 
during multiple-dry years.  These reductions are based on a full normal year delivery of 34,000 acre-
feet.  Dry period water supplies from PCWA are based on analysis by PCWA in Section 9 of its 
Integrated Water Resource Plan (PCWA IWRP) (see Figure 9-1) and discussions with PCWA.  This 
assessment, as shown in Table 4.9-23 and Table 4.9-24, does not anticipate a need for PCWA 
supplies to surpass 28,592 acre-feet by 2030 (Scenario 2 projected supply from PCWA).  Therefore, 
for this assessment projected single-dry year reductions are based on the proportion of the 
maximum anticipated single-dry year reduction (5,000 acre-feet per year) to the ultimate quantity of 
supply anticipated from PCWA (34,000 acre-feet per year), or 85.3 percent.  Potential single-dry 
year supply reductions in PCWA supplies are 2,532 acre-feet and 4,203 acre-feet in 2030 for 
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, respectively. 

Based on analyses in NID’s 2005 UWMP, it is anticipated that the City’s supply from NID will not be 
subject to curtailments during dry periods.  To manage water supplies, the City will increase 
groundwater pumping to supplement any shortages resulting from curtailments to its PCWA 
supplies.  Management of the City’s water supplies during dry periods for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 
is shown in Table 4.9-25 and Table 4.9-26, respectively. 

As illustrated Table 4.9-25 and Table 4.9-26, the City’s planned water supplies will be able to meet 
all current and future water demands in normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years without the 
need to implement demand reduction measures. 

Sufficiency of Groundwater 

Sufficiency of groundwater supplies to meet demands within the City of Lincoln through 2030 is 
based on projected pumping by numerous entities and private users throughout the portions of 
western Placer County and eastern Sutter County that overlie the North American Subbasin.  This 
subsection will analyze the impacts that additional pumping by the City of Lincoln will have on 
groundwater levels as well as generally describe future groundwater uses in this region to show that 
sufficient groundwater will be available to meet future needs as groundwater use throughout the 
region is not anticipated to change substantially. 
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TABLE 4.9-25 
 

WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY COMPARISONS DURING NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY, AND 
MULTIPLE-DRY YEARS (SCENARIO 1) 

Projected Baseline Water Demand Water Supplies 

Year 
Existing 

City Limits Village 7 Total 
Hydrologic Year 

Type 

Available 
PCWA 

Supply (AFA) 

Available 
NID Supply 

(AFA) 
Groundwater 
Supply (AFA) 

Recycled 
Water 
(AFA) 

Total Water 
Supply 
(AFA) 

Surplus/ 
(Deficit) 
(AFA) 

13,393 514 13,907 Normal 8,959 3,109 1,391 448 13,906 0 
Single Dry 7,641 3,109 2,708 448 13,906 0 

Year 1 8,959 3,109 1,391 448 13,906 0 
Year 2 8,959 3,109 1,391 448 13,906 0 

2010 13,393 514 13,907 Multiple 
Dry Year 3 8,959 3,109 1,391 448 13,906 0 

16,216 1,027 17,244 Normal 11,109 3,855 1,724 555 17,244 0 
Single Dry 9,475 3,855 3,358 555 17,244 0 

Year 1 11,109 3,855 1,724 555 17,244 0 
Year 2 11,109 3,855 1,724 555 17,244 0 

2015 16,216 1,027 17,244 
Multiple 

Dry Year 3 11,109 3,855 1,724 555 17,244 0 
19,040 1,541 20,581 Normal 13,258 4,601 2,058 663 20,581 0 

Single Dry 11,309 4,601 4,008 663 20,581 0 
Year 1 13,258 4,601 2,058 663 20,581 0 
Year 2 13,258 4,601 2,058 663 20,581 0 

2020 19,040 1,541 20,581 
Multiple 

Dry Year 3 13,258 4,601 2,058 663 20,581 0 
21,863 2,055 23,918 Normal 15,408 5,348 2,392 770 23,918 0 

Single Dry 13,142 5,348 4,658 770 23,918 0 
Year 1 15,408 5,348 2,392 770 23,918 0 
Year 2 15,408 5,348 2,392 770 23,918 0 

2025 21,863 2,055 23,918 Multiple 
Dry Year 3 15,408 5,348 2,392 770 23,918 0 

24,687 2,055 26,742 Normal 17,227 5,979 2,674 861 26,742 0 
Single Dry 14,694 5,979 5,208 861 26,742 0 

Year 1 17,227 5,979 2,674 861 26,742 0 
Year 2 17,227 5,979 2,674 861 26,742 0 

2030 24,687 2,055 26,742 Multiple 
Dry Year 3 17,227 5,979 2,674 861 26,742 0 

Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 30, Table 4-3. 

 



 4.9  Public Utilities and Services 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.9-59 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.09 Utilities & Services.doc  June 2009 

TABLE 4.9-26 
 

WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY COMPARISONS DURING NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY AND 
MULTIPLE-DRY YEARS (SCENARIO 2) 

Projected Baseline Water Demand Water Supplies 

Year 
Existing 

City Limits Village 7 Total 
Hydrologic Year 

Type 

Available 
PCWA 

Supply (AFA) 

Available 
NID Supply 

(AFA) 
Groundwater 
Supply (AFA) 

Recycled 
Water 
(AFA) 

Total Water 
Supply 
(AFA) 

Surplus/ 
(Deficit) 
(AFA) 

13,393 3,283 16,675 Normal 10,742 3,728 1,668 537 16,675 0 
Single Dry 9,163 3,728 3,274 537 16,675 0 

Year 1 10,742 3,728 1,668 537 16,675 0 
Year 2 10,742 3,728 1,668 537 16,675 0 

2010 13,393 3,283 16,675 Multiple 
Dry Year 3 10,742 3,728 1,668 537 16,675 0 

16,216 7,386 23,602 Normal 15,205 5,277 2,360 760 23,602 0 
Single Dry  5,277  760 23,602 0 

Year 1 15,205 5,277 2,360 760 23,602 0 
Year 2 15,205 5,277 2,360 760 23,602 0 

2015 16,216 7,386 23,602 
Multiple 

Dry Year 3 15,205 5,277 2,360 760 23,602 0 
19,040 11,489 30,529 Normal 19,667 6,826 3,053 983 30,529 0 

Single Dry 16,775 6,826 5,945 983 30,529 0 
Year 1 19,667 6,826 3,053 983 30,529 0 
Year 2 19,667 6,826 3,053 983 30,529 0 

2020 19,040 11,489 30,529 
Multiple 

Dry Year 3 19,667 6,826 3,053 983 30,529 0 
21,863 15,593 37,456 Normal 24,129 8,374 3,746 1,206 37,456 0 

Single Dry 20,129 8,374 7,294 1,206 37,456 0 
Year 1 24,129 8,374 3,746 1,206 37,456 0 
Year 2 24,129 8,374 3,746 1,206 37,456 0 

2025 21,863 15,593 37,456 Multiple 
Dry Year 3 24,129 8,374 3,746 1,206 37,456 0 

24,687 19,696 44,383 Normal 28,592 9,923 4,438 1,430 44,383 0 
Single Dry 28,592 9,923 4,438 1,430 44,383 0 

Year 1 24,387 9,923 8,643 1,430 44,383 0 
Year 2 28,592 9,923 4,438 1,430 44,383 0 

2030 24,687 19,696 44,383 Multiple 
Dry Year 3 28,592 9,923 4,438 1,430 44,383 0 

Source: Tully & Young, 2008, Village 7 SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, Prepared for the City of Lincoln, Final Draft, August, p. 30, Table 4-4. 

 

Impacts of Future Groundwater Pumping by the City 

In 2003, the City completed and adopted a GMP that provides a framework to effectively manage 
and protect this vital groundwater resource.  In 2007, the City, working with PCWA and others, 
completed the WPCGMP.57  This effort builds upon and expands the geographic coverage of the 
City’s own GMP.  As documented in both the City’s GMP and the WPCGMP, the groundwater 
conditions underlying the City and the SOI indicate currently and historically stable groundwater 
elevations and reliable water quality. 

Because groundwater pumping by the City at buildout of the general plan area as expanded by the 
2050 General Plan is projected to increase over what City had previously estimated, the analyses 
presented below shows that the projected increased pumping by the City will be offset by a nearly 
equal amount as agricultural use of groundwater decreases as a result of urban development.  This 
determination is important in order to demonstrate that the historically stable groundwater elevations 
are maintained as the City develops. 

As the City grows, additional municipal wells are anticipated to be placed within the SOI west of the 
City.  Currently, much of this area is in irrigated agriculture, which uses a varying amount of surface 

                                                  
57  Adoption by the City of Lincoln of the WPCGMP occurred in December 2007. 
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water and groundwater to meet crop water demands.  As the agricultural uses in this area are 
replaced with urban land uses, the historic use of groundwater for agricultural irrigation will decline.  
However, with the placement of new City wells to manage for emergency, dry, and peak water 
needs, groundwater use will continue.   

Estimates of annual applied water demands for agricultural were calculated to understand the 
relationship between existing and future groundwater use within the 2050 General Plan area.  
Table 4-5 of the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix H) indicates the estimated applied water use 
under the existing crop acreage and crop mix, as well as that expected after buildout according to 
the 2050 General Plan.  Estimates of annual applied water for irrigation uses were derived by 
multiplying existing and projected acreages for various crop types by applied water demand factors. 

Using the assumption that 12 percent of the total applied water values is met with groundwater, it is 
estimated that current use of groundwater within the SOI represents approximately 4,000 acre-feet 
annually.  Under future conditions, groundwater use for irrigated crops is estimated to be about 
1,000 acre-feet per year.  This represents a reduction of about 3,000 acre-feet per year from current 
conditions as a result of irrigated lands taken out of production for new land uses identified in the 
adopted 2050 General Plan. 

As previously stated, the City’s goal for groundwater use in normal years is 10 percent of the 
anticipated demand at buildout of the 2050 General Plan area, or about 5,300 acre-feet per year.  
Given that the City already uses groundwater and has anticipated using groundwater to meet 
emergency, dry, and back-up water demand within the existing City, a portion of the anticipated 
future demand for groundwater is already represented in planning documents or reflected in the 
current and historic stable groundwater conditions underlying the City.  Using the same 10 percent 
goal and the buildout demand of 23,970 reflected in the City’s 2005 UWMP, approximately 2,400 
acre-feet of groundwater has been anticipated to meet previously planned buildout demands. 

The increment of groundwater demand necessary to meet the expanded built-out water demand 
under the adopted 2050 General Plan is, therefore, 2,900 acre-feet per year (5,300 acre-feet minus 
2,400 acre-feet).  Comparing this to the estimated decrease in use of groundwater for irrigated 
agriculture (3,000 acre feet) indicates a nearly equal offset.  Thus, the incremental increase in use of 
groundwater as part of the City’s water supply portfolio represents a use of groundwater equivalent 
to current conditions.  As documented in the WPCGMP and the City’s GMP, the groundwater 
elevations underlying the City and the SOI have remained stable at current conditions.  Therefore, it 
is safe to conclude that the increment of additional groundwater use for the City’s planned growth 
would also still maintain current stable conditions.  Continued monitoring and management of the 
groundwater as indicated in both the WPCGMP and the City’s GMP will help maintain this condition 
over time while still providing a reliable increment of groundwater for the City’s emergency, dry and 
peak water demand needs.  No impact from the continued use of groundwater is expected, as no 
increased use is expected. 

Through 2030, the City will rely upon treated surface water from PCWA and NID, groundwater and 
recycled water to meet water demands within its service area.  During single-dry and multiple-dry 
years, the City may experience curtailments of its treated surface water supplies from PCWA.  As a 
conservative assumption, the City will increase groundwater pumping to offset this potential 
reduction in surface water supplies.   

Water demand projections were developed for the two growth scenarios.  Under both scenarios, 
sufficient water will exist to meet all current and projected water demands through 2030 during 
normal, single-dry and multiple-dry years.  Although the City will have sufficient water to meet water 
demands through 2030, the City is planning to implement long-term water conservation measures 
within its service area pursuant to its 2005 Urban Water Management Plan and its membership in 
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the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC).  The City's General Plan also includes 
goals and policies concerning water conservation over the long term.  Therefore, the water demands 
developed for the two scenarios are conservative estimates as there is also a high probability that 
water demands will actually be less than projected after long-term conservation efforts are 
undertaken.  The analysis detailed in this section provides a basis for the conclusion that sufficient 
water resources exist to meet the projected water demand associated with the Proposed Project and 
other planned future land uses within the City of Lincoln’s service area.  However, as explained in 
Impact 4.9-17, the City’s entitlements have not been obtained.  This is a cumulative significant 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure consistency with state law 
regarding water supply availability, reducing the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

4.9-18(A)&(B) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-17 (obtain entitlements prior to Tentative Map 
approval).  (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

4.9-20 The Proposed Project, in combination with buildout in the City of Lincoln, would 
contribute to increased demands on water distribution infrastructure, the construction 
or expansion of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Cumulative development in the City of Lincoln will increase the demand for additional treated water 
deliveries to the City. The development of new residential, commercial, and industrial uses will also 
contribute to the need for additional potable water supplies and utility infrastructure. City plans to 
meet these projected water demands under 2050 General Plan buildout include a combination of 
water deliveries (including those under existing contracts with PCWA and NID), as described in the 
Environmental Setting and in Impact 4.9-17.  The delivery of potable water by PCWA and NID is 
assumed through their facilities, funded by fees collected separately by the respective water 
agencies, and in combination to the City’s potable water connection fees. Required facilities include 
a new PCWA water treatment facility and water transmission system (currently under construction) 
along with several other planned water metering stations.  PCWA’s Phase II Foothill WTP and 
Pipeline project is one of several projects to be implemented by PCWA to provide future drinking 
water supplies to western Placer County (including the City of Lincoln).  The new WTP has the 
potential to be expanded to 60 mgd and will be expanded incrementally to keep pace with the 
projected water demand needs for Western Placer County.  An EIR for the Phase II project was 
certified in 2005.  However, additional project-level CEQA environmental review may be necessary 
before these future upgrades or expansions are undertaken by PCWA.  Additional PCWA facilities 
required to address water demand anticipated under 2050 General Plan buildout include metering 
stations at various locations.  Several additional NID facilities will also be required to connect with 
the City’s existing treated water supply system to help meet water demands anticipated under the 
adopted General Plan.  

All anticipated water delivery infrastructure will require additional project-level CEQA environmental 
review and may result in the following potentially significant environmental impacts: 

• Exposure of soils to erosion and loss of topsoil during construction; 

• Surface water quality (cumulative impact); 

• Construction-related air emissions; 
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• Construction and operations-related noise impacts; 

• Visual and/or light and glare impacts; 

• Loss of protected species and their habitats; 

• Conversion of existing agricultural lands or resources; 

• Fisheries (cumulative impact); and 

• Exposure to pre-existing listed and unknown hazardous materials contamination.  

The City has entered into a number of Development Agreements with land developers.  These 
agreements would provide the funding sources for additional water storage facilities, municipal well 
construction, water transmission facilities and dedication of water rights to groundwater underlying 
those project sites.58  Because the necessary improvements have been identified in the General 
Plan and UWMP and will be paid for through development agreements, it is reasonable to assume 
that the improvements would be completed as development progresses throughout current and 
annexed areas of the SOI.   

However, even with implementation of the policies and implementation measures to address the 
potential environmental impacts of future projects summarized above, the ability to mitigate these 
potential impacts is contingent on a variety of factors including the severity of the impact, existing 
land use conditions, and the technical feasibility of being able to implement any proposed mitigation 
measures for a specific project.  Due to these uncertainties, potential environmental impacts 
resulting from the construction and/or expansion of water treatment and/or distribution facilities or 
infrastructure to serve General Plan buildout, may be significant and unavoidable.  The Proposed 
Project is within the scope of development anticipated in the General Plan and evaluated in the 
General Plan EIR, and, therefore, would contribute to this cumulative significant and unavoidable 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.9-20 (A)&(B) None feasible. (Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion) 

                                                  
58  City of Lincoln, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, p. 4-9. 
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4.10 VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This section provides a description of existing visual conditions in the Lincoln area and the project 
site and describes changes to those conditions that would result from implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  Cumulative effects of the Proposed Project are evaluated in conjunction with 
other planned development within the City of Lincoln.  The results of an urban decay study 
addressing potential effects on retail markets in Lincoln are also included in this section. 

As discussed in the IS (see Appendix A), the project site is not located in an area of a scenic vista or 
within a state scenic highway; therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic resource or result in substantial damage to scenic resources visible from a state highway.   

Comments received on the Notice of Preparation did not address visual resources. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Regional Setting 

The City of Lincoln is located in southern Placer County, approximately 25 miles north of 
Sacramento.  Lincoln is situated on the eastern edge of the Sacramento Valley floor at the base of 
the Sierra Nevada foothills.  The terrain ranges from flat to open, rolling grassland.  Several 
waterways traverse the area surrounding Lincoln, including Markham Ravine and Auburn Ravine 
near downtown Lincoln, and Ingram Slough and Orchard Creek in the southern portion of the city. 

Project Vicinity 

Developed Area 

The Lincoln downtown, northeast of the project site, contains a mixture of land uses including 
commercial establishments along State Route (SR) 65.  The commercial establishments are one- 
and two-story buildings constructed of brick, wood, and corrugated metal.  There are civic uses and 
older one- and two-story wood frame and stucco residences located east of SR 65 within the 
downtown.  There is also single- and multi-family construction east of SR 65 (Twelve Bridges) and 
west of SR 65 (Lincoln Crossing) outside of downtown Lincoln.  The City of Lincoln also has rural 
residential development located on large, multi-acre parcels. 

There are three large existing residential development projects that adjoin the Village 7 Specific Plan 
on the east:  3D, Sorrento, and Lincoln Crossing. 

Two major non-residential land uses in Lincoln are the Gladding McBean Clay Plant, north of the 
downtown, and the Lincoln Municipal Airport to the west of the downtown core.   

Undeveloped Area 

The most significant visual features of the undeveloped portion of Lincoln are the gently rolling 
grasslands, and the oak woodlands, particularly along the ravines.  The higher elevations and 
steeper slopes are located in the east and southeast portions of Lincoln.   
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Vegetation in most of the undeveloped area in Lincoln is open grassland and oak savannah habitat.  
Ground cover is generally herbs, grasses, and wildflowers.  With the start of fall rains, the grasslands 
turn green and remain green through spring.  As rains diminish, the grasses dry and give the area a 
golden color. 

View Corridors 

Roadways 

SR 65 and SR 193 both serve as entrance corridors to the City of Lincoln and play key roles in the 
initial perception of the City; however, the City of Lincoln does not have a formal Scenic Highway 
Element in its General Plan.  Policies in the City's Circulation and Transit Element recognize the 
important City-entrance qualities of these highways by requiring landscape setbacks of up to 50 feet 
and retention of trees along major streets.  A portion of the project site is currently visible to the west 
from a vehicle when traveling north or south on SR 65, but it is not adjacent to SR 65.  Moreover, 
development within the adjacent Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan, 3D, and Sorrento areas to the east 
of the Village 7 Specific Plan considerably blocks views of most of the project site from SR 65.   

Ferrari Ranch Road, which provides access through and to the western boundary of Lincoln 
Crossing, has unobstructed views of the project site as one approaches the Village 7 Specific Plan.  
Views of the Village 7 Specific Plan area from Moore Road are unobstructed. 

Project Site and Vicinity Visual Character 

The project site is generally flat with some undulating terrain and contains grassland and some 
cultivated cropland, so the appearance of portions of the site varies from vegetated to disked, bare 
ground, according to the season. Ingram Slough and a tributary to Orchard Creek traverse the site, 
generally from east to southwest.  Auburn Ravine is adjacent to the northern border of the project 
site.  The site contains a limited number of trees around the residences on the site and along Ingram 
Slough and Auburn Ravine.   

The Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan area is located immediately to the east of the project site.  The 
Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan is a primarily residential, mixed-use development that will eventually 
include up to 2,958 residences.  The 3D (Aitken Ranch) residential development (approximately 472 
residential units) is currently being developed in the area to the east of the northeastern boundary of 
the site.  The area immediately north and west of the project site is undeveloped grassland.  The 
new City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF) is adjacent to the 
project’s westernmost border.  South of the project site there is undeveloped grassland containing 
the privately owned Orchard Creek Wetlands Preserve.  This area will remain undeveloped. 

Photographs from different viewpoints were taken during site visits in September 2004 and May 
2006.  The viewpoints are not intended to be all-inclusive, only to provide the reader with views that 
are characteristic of the area.  The locations and directions of the photographic viewpoints are 
presented in Figure 4.10-1, Viewpoint Location Map.  The following describes the perspective from 
each of the viewpoints shown in Figure 4.10-1: 

Views onto the Project Site 

Viewpoint 1 (Figure 4.10-2) looking southwest onto the project site, with Ingram Slough in the 
foreground, (not within the project site) and the residence on the Lewis Property in the 
background.   



FIGURE 4.10-1
Viewpoint Locations
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Viewpoint 2:  View to the Southwest from Northeastern Corner of Site

Viewpoint 1:  View to the Southwest from Eastern Border of Site

FIGURE 4.10-2
Viewpoints 1 and 2
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Viewpoint 2 (Figure 4.10-2) is at the northeast corner of the Lewis Property portion of the 
project site looking southwest onto the project site.  The northern portion of the Lewis 
Property is shown in the foreground, recently disked and devoid of vegetation.  The 
residence is located in the middle-ground (right) and the Thunder Valley Casino is in the 
background (left).  

Viewpoint 3 (Figure 4.10-3) is along Moore Road and looks north onto the Aitken Ranch II 
Property toward Auburn Ravine and the Scheiber Property in the background. 

Viewpoint 4 (Figure 4.10-3) was taken from the northwest corner of the western Remainder 
Area and looks southeast toward the two residences on the western 20-acre portion. 

Views from the Project Site 

Viewpoint 5 (Figure 4.10-4) was taken from the Lewis Property portion of the project site 
looking north.  This figure shows the rural residences south of Moore Road on the eastern 
half of the Remainder Area. 

Viewpoint 6 (Figure 4.10-4) shows a portion of Ingram Slough within the project site, looking 
south. 

Viewpoint 7 (Figure 4.10-5) is from the same location as Viewpoint 4, looking southeast.  
Ingram Slough within the project site is in the foreground and Thunder Valley Casino (off of 
the project site) is in the background (left). 

Viewpoint 8 (Figure 4.10-5) is to the southeast, looking off site.  The Orchard Creek 
Wetlands Preserve is in the foreground; Thunder Valley Casino is in the background. 

Viewpoint 9 (Figure 4.10-6) is oriented east, from the residence on the Lewis Property 
portion of the project site.  The grassland in the foreground is within the project site.  The 
green vegetation in the middle-ground of the picture is Ingram Slough, which is within the 
Lincoln Crossing Specific Plan area.  The background shows homes within the Twelve 
Bridges area and the foothills beyond. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal and State 

There are no specific federal or State regulations pertaining to visual quality applicable to the 
Proposed Project.  There are no designated State Scenic highways in the vicinity of the project site. 

Local 

City of Lincoln General Plan 

Chapter 6, General Plan Policy Consistency, includes a consistency review of the adopted 2050 
General Plan goals and policies that relate to visual resources.  Please see Chapter 6 for more 
information on consistency with General Plan goals and policies.  No inconsistencies with policies 
were identified.  However, while City staff has done its best to ascertain consistency, the City 
Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the General Plan. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Method of Analysis 

The proposed land use plan for the project was used to evaluate the potential effects of project 
development on the visual character of the project site and surrounding areas.  The analysis 
compares the Proposed Project to the existing conditions on the site, based on site visits conducted 
in September 2004 and May 2006.  The analysis focuses on the manner in which development could 
change the visual elements or features that exist on the project site.  It should be noted that the 
analysis related to changes in visual character is largely subjective. The perception of a visual 
impact is personal and subjective: what one person may perceive as a negative impact another may 
find visually pleasing.  Therefore, because of the subjective nature of interpreting visual impacts, this 
analysis does not rely upon opinion to make a determination as to the significance of impacts; rather, 
it identifies any substantive change as significant.   

The visual effects of construction activities are not evaluated in this section because they would be 
temporary.  The entire site is not anticipated to be developed in a single construction season, and 
views of construction activities would vary depending on where such activities were focused. 

Urban Decay Assessment 

Urban decay is defined as physical deterioration of a retail center or centers caused by a large 
percentage of store closures and extended vacancy.   Such deterioration may be evaluated as a 
potential adverse physical environmental effect, because it could cause or contribute to degradation 
of the visual character or quality of a site or its surroundings.   

The Proposed Project would include a 105,000-square-foot neighborhood-serving retail center.  In 
conjunction with preparation of this Draft EIR, an evaluation was prepared by Economic & Planning 
Systems, Inc. (EPS) to assess whether retail development in the Village 7 Specific Plan would cause 
urban decay in downtown Lincoln, neighboring communities, and other planned villages and Special 
Use Districts (SUDs) in the City planning area.  A copy of the study is available for review during 
normal business hours at the City of Lincoln Community Development Department, 600 Sixth Street, 
Lincoln, California. 

The assessment consisted of identifying market areas (project, primary market, and secondary 
market, and downtown Lincoln) and a quantitative comparison of retail supply and demand.  Based 
on the results of the study, EPS concluded that proposed neighborhood-serving retail development 
in the Village 7 Specific Plan would have a minimal quantifiable supply/demand effect on existing 
and future retail in the City’s planning area.  As a result, there would be minimal potential for urban 
decay that would, in turn, result in visual degradation, as a result of the Proposed Project.  The EPS 
study further concluded the economic characteristics of the neighborhood and community retail 
supply in the market areas make them less likely to experience urban decay.  The City’s downtown 
retail area also would not be adversely affected. 1 

As a result of these findings, detailed analysis of this impact is not warranted in this Draft EIR. 

                                                  
1  Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Village 7 Urban Decay Assessment, March 2009. 



Viewpoint 4:  View to the Southeast from the Western Portion of the Remainder Area on Ferrari Ranch Road

Viewpoint 3:  View to the North onto Aitken II Property from Moore Road

FIGURE 4.10-3
Viewpoints 3 and 4
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Viewpoint 5:   View to the North, toward Existing Residences in the Remainder Area, from Western Portion
 of the Lewis Property

Viewpoint 6:  View to the South from Interior of Site

FIGURE 4.10-4
Viewpoints 5 and 6
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Viewpoint 8:  View to the South from Southern Portion of Site

Viewpoint 7:  View to the Southeast from Interior of Site

FIGURE 4.10-5
Viewpoints 7 and 8
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Viewpoint 9:  View to the East from Existing Residence within the Site

FIGURE 4.10-6
Viewpoint 9
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Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on visual resources are considered significant if the Proposed 
Project would: 

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site or its 
surroundings; or 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views, or be inconsistent with General Plan Land Use Policy LU-11.3 (“Control of Light and 
Glare”). 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.10-1 Development of the Proposed Project could alter views and scenic quality in the City 
of Lincoln. 

Lewis Property 

The Lewis Property portion of the project site is mostly undeveloped and contains grassland, 
cultivated cropland, one residential house and associated buildings, and a limited number of trees 
along Ingram Slough, which traverses the site.  Although the visual character of the project site is 
dominated by open land, the riparian corridor that runs through the site provides some visual 
diversity to the site.  The existing riparian corridor would be retained within an open space area on 
the property and, approximately 209 acres would be dedicated to open space and parks, so some of 
the open character of the site would be retained.  Views of the surrounding area include 
predominantly rural uses with some agricultural fields to the west and north, and the residential 
Lincoln Crossing and 3D developments to the east, consisting of one- and two-story houses and the 
associated roadways.  The Lewis Property is currently visible from SR 65; however, when viewed 
from SR 65, the project site is in the background of the adjacent Lincoln Crossing development.   

The overall design theme of the Lewis Property would avoid visual monotony by incorporating a wide 
variety of building styles, architectural features such as porches and balconies, building materials, 
and colors.  New buildings would not exceed 50 feet in height, in compliance with the City of Lincoln 
Zoning Code.  The Village 7 Specific Plan and General Development Plan (GDP) were prepared 
with project standards designed to ensure that future development is consistent with the Village 7 
Specific Plan’s overall intent and vision.  The GDP provides specific development standards, 
permitted uses, and design guidelines for the Proposed Project.  Throughout the property, elements 
such as rear-loading, recessed, and detached garages with architectural features such as trellises, 
porte cocheres, brackets, and architectural headers would be used to de-emphasize garages and 
bring visual focus to living spaces to create an active relationship between public and private space 
(see 3.2.8, Garage Design and Orientation, in the GDP). 

The Lewis Property would consist of residential neighborhoods, each with its own defining 
characteristics while maintaining the overall design elements of the whole community. This would 
reinforce the sense of place desired.  Section 2.6, Recreational Development, of the GDP 
Development standards describes the development concept for the Specific Plan’s recreational 
component.  Each neighborhood would include a neighborhood green, which would be placed no 
further than one-quarter mile from any part of the neighborhood, as well as a system of trails and 
other pedestrian routes. 

Non-residential structures would be adjacent to open space and park areas and developed with 
similar goals in mind, mimicking architectural styles found in the surrounding residential 
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neighborhoods. Visual variety elements would be incorporated as well, with overall design 
complement the natural setting. 

Section 4 of the Village 7 Specific Plan GDP Design Guidelines includes the Landscape Design 
Guidelines that would apply to all public and private landscape areas.  A basic landscape theme 
would be designed to be used throughout the community to reinforce a sense of place in both public 
and private landscape areas.  Linear rows of trees and multi-use pathways would be located along 
street edges to create a natural, visually-pleasing, pedestrian-friendly setting. Center medians would 
be placed along the property’s larger roads, Ferrari Ranch Road and the North-South collector road.  
Roundabouts would be placed on the North-South collector road to slow traffic and provide visual 
relief.  Gateways and other entrance features would be used to reinforce the landscape design 
theme throughout the property.  Lighting themes would be created to reinforce the community’s 
sense of place while providing visual interest and safety to drivers and pedestrians. 

Upon buildout of the Lewis Property, Lincoln Crossing and Aitken Ranch would also have been 
constructed, and the three projects would appear as a single developed area when viewed from 
surrounding areas.  Views onto the site from the north and west would be similar to existing views of 
Lincoln Crossing and the rest of the developed City to the east.  Therefore, while the Lewis Property 
would change the character of the project site from undeveloped grassland to an urbanized 
community, given that the project site is adjacent to existing suburban uses, including residential 
areas similar to the Proposed Project, the conversion to a suburban character would be consistent 
with existing development.  This is considered a less-than-significant impact on visual resources. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.10-1(A) None required. 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The Village 7 Programmatic Portion is primarily undeveloped, and contains grassland, cultivated 
cropland, and some riparian areas along Ingram Slough and Auburn Ravine.  There are a few 
existing residences.  Like the Lewis Property, the riparian corridors along Ingram Slough and Auburn 
Ravine provide visual diversity.  Also like the Lewis Property, the riparian corridor along Auburn 
Ravine would be retained within an open space area.  In total, approximately 72 acres would be 
dedicated to open space, parks, and linear parkways within the Programmatic Portion.   

The intent of the Specific Plan is to provide a visually interesting streetscape that will promote a 
strong sense of place within the community and a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere.  This would be 
achieved through implementation of the General Development Plan design standards, which would 
apply to each planning area in the Programmatic Portion.   

As mentioned above, Lincoln Crossing would be completely developed upon buildout of the 
Proposed Project.  All three projects would appear as a single development when viewed from 
adjacent areas.  Therefore, while the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would change the character of 
the project site from undeveloped grassland to an urbanized community, given that the project site is 
adjacent to existing suburban uses, including residential areas similar to the Proposed Project, the 
conversion to a suburban character would be consistent with existing development.  This would be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.10-1(B) None required. 
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4.10-2 Development of the Proposed Project would increase glare and lighting in the project 
vicinity. 

Lewis Property 

Development of the Lewis Property could result in glare in the project vicinity.  Glare is caused by 
light reflections from pavement, vehicles, and building materials with reflective surfaces.  During 
daylight hours the amount of glare depends upon the intensity and direction of sunlight; at night, 
artificial lighting can create glare.   

For the most part, the type of development proposed for the Lewis Property is not likely to create 
glare because of its low-rise buildings and design (i.e., residential and small commercial uses 
seldom have large reflective surfaces).  Commercial uses proposed would be required to comply 
with the City’s Zoning Ordinance that limits building height of commercial buildings to 50 feet, and, 
because of the type of commercial use included in the project (neighborhood commercial), a building 
of that height is unlikely to be developed.  In addition, any commercial development would be subject 
to review by the City’s Design Review Board, which would review the project for aesthetic details 
and potential design issues that could result in negative effects on the surrounding areas, including 
glare.  The Board would require changes to project design where such issues existed.  Similarly, 
given the average height of a typical elementary school and the fact that individual panes of glass 
are generally used (as opposed to large panes constituting an entire wall), the school building would 
not result in a substantial amount of glare within the project site or vicinity.  Therefore, because 
building design would be required to comply with City requirements, subject to review by the City’s 
Design Review Board if required, potential impacts associated with glare would be minimized.  
Therefore, impacts associated with glare would be less than significant. 

Development of the Lewis Property would result in the addition of new sources of light on the project 
site.  Artificial lighting from urbanized uses alters the rural landscape and, in sufficient quantity, 
“lights up” the nighttime sky and reduces the visibility of astronomical features, such as stars and 
comets.  Unshielded lighting from project uses would be visible from surrounding areas.  The 
introduction of artificial lighting would alter the existing nighttime views in the vicinity of the project 
site.  Section 4.7, Street Lighting, of the GDP Design Guidelines describes potential lighting 
prototypes and includes several lighting guidelines, which are generally consistent with General Plan 
policy LU-11.3 that has specific light and glare control requirements.  Lighting fixtures would have a 
hierarchical form along the various street frontages, with larger-scale fixtures along Ferrari Ranch 
Road and the North-South collector street, and smaller pedestrian-scaled fixtures along residential 
streets.  The Lewis Property is located within an area that is developed and contains night lighting 
from existing residential sources to the east.  However, the addition of lighting from the project, 
especially unshielded light, could result in spillover light that could adversely affect existing and 
future residential uses.  This would be considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation would ensure that lighting would be directed onto 
properties on which the lighting is located, which would ensure consistency with General Plan Land 
Use policy LU-11.3.  This would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

4.10-2(A) All light standards shall be shielded and directed such that adjacent properties are not 
illuminated. 
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Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

Development of the Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, and Remainder Area portions of the Village 7 Specific 
Plan would result in lighting and glare impacts as described for the Lewis Property. While glare 
effects would not be significant, the addition of lighting from the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, 
especially unshielded light, could result in spillover light that could adversely affect existing and 
future residential uses.  This would be considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation would ensure that lighting would be directed onto 
properties on which the lighting is located, and thus would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

4.10-2(B) All light standards shall be shielded and directed such that adjacent properties are not 
illuminated. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The regional context for this analysis consists of the cities of Lincoln, Roseville, and Rocklin and all 
approved development within the vicinity.  Approved development projects within the City of Lincoln 
include the Twelve Bridges, Lincoln Crossing, and Sterling Pointe Specific Plan areas.   

4.10-3 Development of the Proposed Project, in combination with other cumulative 
development, would alter existing views and the visual character of the City of 
Lincoln.  

Historically, the visual character of the City of Lincoln has been rural and agricultural, with broad 
views of rolling grasslands and low foothills.  Although the Proposed Project would be required to 
comply with the City of Lincoln General Plan policies, implementation of General Plan policies would 
not preserve the existing undeveloped character of the site.   

There are currently several development projects being constructed within the City of Lincoln, 
including residential development, as well as planning areas for future commercial and industrial 
development.  Development of the project site, in conjunction with other development in the vicinity, 
would continue the trend of replacing the rural character of the area with suburban development.  
When the project is considered in the context of approved development within the City of Lincoln 
along the SR 65 corridor, the cumulative visual impacts would be consistent with future development 
trends, and conversion of the City from a rural area to a more suburban setting would include the 
inclusion of open space areas and the long-term growth of new trees.   

A major focus of the adopted 2050 General Plan is the enhancement of the visual quality of the City 
and its surroundings.  Through the adoption of the General Plan, which includes the Proposed 
Project, the City is taking comprehensive steps to improve its visual character  All of these policies 
have the common goal of improving the visual quality of the City by either enhancing existing 
positive conditions, developing guidelines to improve future development projects, or creating capital 
improvements which improve community aesthetics. In addition to a comprehensive set of City-wide 
design policies, the Land Use Element also includes separate policies/guidelines for both Special 
Use Districts and future “Village” development. Consequently, through implementation of the 
applicable policies, guidelines, and implementation measures, visual impacts would be minimized for 
various infill projects and would also result in the development of uniform “Village” areas, such as the 
Proposed Project.   
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Overall buildout of the General Plan would result in several permanent changes to existing views 
associated with new “Village” development in the western, northern, and eastern portions of the 
cumulative study area. As this new development is proposed on land currently used for a variety of 
rural residential, agricultural, and open space uses, new development would alter the existing open 
space views of surrounding visible areas and contrast with the surrounding open space/agricultural 
environment at the edge of these new development areas.  

The City will adopt and continue to implement a variety of policies and implementation measures 
designed to preserve the existing visual character or quality of the City and its surroundings. 
However, even with implementation of the policies and implementation measures, new development 
along the periphery of the existing City boundary would substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings through the introduction of developed uses within 
areas currently used for open space/agricultural activities.2  The proposed Village 7 Specific Plan 
would contribute substantially to those changes, and the impact would be cumulatively significant.  

The Proposed Project includes numerous design features to mitigate visual impacts, as described in 
Impact 4.10-1, but there are no additional feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the 
cumulative impact.  Therefore, this remains an cumulative significant and unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

4.10-3(A)&(B) None feasible.  

4.10-4 Implementation of the Proposed Project would contribute to increased lighting in the 
region.  

Development plans have been approved along the SR 65 corridor between the cities of Roseville 
and Rocklin and the City of Lincoln.  These development plans include residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses, all of which will contribute to lighting in the region, which, together, create a sky glow 
that partially obscures views of the night sky.   

As planned growth occurs through buildout of the General Plan, additional lighting will be required to 
provide nighttime street and building illumination, security lighting, nighttime traffic lights, and light 
associated with new recreation areas. New “Village” development on the City of Lincoln General 
Plan planning area periphery (such as the Village 7 Specific Plan) will result in the addition of several 
new sources of illumination within the western, northern and eastern portions of the City.  While the 
General Plan Community Design Element and Open Space and Conservation Element provide 
various policies addressing lighting impacts, overall buildout of the General Plan would increase the 
amount of spill light and glare onto adjacent areas and result in a potentially significant cumulative 
impact.3  The Proposed Project would represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to that 
impact. 

The City will adopt and continue to implement a variety of policies and implementation measures 
designed to preserve the existing visual character or quality of the study area and its surroundings. 
However, even with implementation of the policies and implementation measures, new development 
along the periphery of the existing City boundary, which includes the Proposed Project, would still 
result in substantial new sources of light and glare within areas currently used for a variety of open 
space/agricultural activities. No additional feasible mitigation is currently available.  This would be 
considered a cumulative significant and unavoidable impact.  

                                                  
2  City of Lincoln General Plan Update Draft EIR (SCH #2005112003), October 2006, pp. 7-27 to 7-28. 
3  City of Lincoln General Plan Update Draft EIR (SCH #2005112003), October 2006, pp. 7-29 to 7-30. 
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Mitigation Measure 

4.10-4(A)&(B) None feasible.  
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4.11 CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate the extent to which the proposed Village 7 Specific Plan 
project (Proposed Project) could contribute to climate change through direct emissions of 
greenhouse gases (GHG).  This section contains background information, regulations, and an 
estimate of the GHG emissions that would be generated by the project.  This section is based on 
technical information compiled by the California Energy Commission (CEC), California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), California Air Resources Board (CARB), Department of 
Water Resources (DWR), or other local agencies, as well as EIRs prepared for similar projects. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Greenhouse Gases and Effects on Global Climate Change 

Various gases in the Earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric GHGs, play a critical role in 
determining the Earth’s surface temperature.  Solar radiation enters Earth’s atmosphere from space, 
and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the Earth’s surface.  The Earth emits this radiation back 
toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from solar radiation to infrared radiation. 
GHGs, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation.  As a 
result, the radiation that would otherwise have escaped into space is retained, resulting in a warming 
of the atmosphere.  This is called the greenhouse effect.  While the greenhouse effect is a naturally 
occurring process that aids in heating the Earth's surface and atmosphere, many scientists believe 
that human activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels and clearing of forests, which contribute 
additional carbon dioxide (CO2) and other heat trapping gas emissions into the atmosphere, are 
contributing to the greenhouse effect and resulting in increased average global temperatures (“global 
warming”).1 

In addition to CO2, prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are methane (CH4), ozone 
(O3), water vapor, nitrous oxide (N2O), and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs).  Data indicate that the 
temperature of the Earth is rising: global surface temperatures have increased 0.8°C (1.4°F) in the 
past century and 0.6°C (1.1°F) in the past three decades.2  Modifications to the timing, amount and 
form (rain vs. snow) of precipitation; changes in the timing and amount of runoff; deterioration of 
water quality; and elevated sea levels are some of the effects that could occur from increased 
average temperatures.  Potential effects of these physical environmental changes could include 
increased flooding and other weather-related events, increased salinity levels in coastal groundwater 
basins, changes in water supply availability, and changes in cropping patterns.3 

GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are 
pollutants of regional and local concern, respectively.  Different GHGs have different potential for 
influencing the greenhouse effect.  For example, CH4 is a much more potent GHG than CO2; the 

                                                  
1  The Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change produced a report authored by 600 people from 

40 countries entitled Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis that documents the views of the 
international science community on the issue of climate change. 

2  National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Goddard Institute for Space Studies 
<http://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/2005/>, January 11, 2007.  

3  Kiparsky, M. and P.H. Gleick 2003. Climate Change and California Water Resources. A Survey and 
Summary of Literature. California Energy Commission, 500-04-073. 
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General Reporting Protocol of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) (2006) estimates one 
ton of CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 21 tons of CO2.  
The global warming potential of a GHG is dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas 
molecule in the atmosphere.  A measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs have 
different potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse 
effect is the “carbon dioxide equivalent.”  Expressing GHG emissions in CO2 equivalents takes the 
contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit 
equivalent.  

Some natural sources of CO2 include decay of dead plant and animal matter, forest fires, volcanic 
eruptions, evaporation from the oceans, and respiration.  Human activities that generate emissions 
of GHGs include industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors.4 
Processes that absorb and accumulate CO2 (CO2 “sinks”) include dissolution into the ocean and 
uptake by vegetation (which includes photosynthesis by ocean plankton and land-dwelling biomass, 
including forests and grasslands).  Wetlands are one of the predominant natural sources of CH4, 
along with the oceans, and termites.  Some anthropogenic (human-caused) sources of CH4 include 
off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change in California  

California, which is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 in the world, produced 492 million gross 
metric tons of CO2 equivalents in 2004.  Consumption of fossil fuel in the transportation sector was 
the single largest source of California’s GHG emissions in 2004, accounting for 40.7 percent of total 
GHG emissions in the state.5  This category was followed by the electric power sector (including 
both in-state and out-of-state sources) (22.2 percent) and the industrial sector (20.5 percent).6  
Increasing vehicle fuel efficiency, developing alternative fuels, and reducing vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) have been proposed as options for controlling or reducing CO2 emissions from the 
transportation sector.7   

Effects of Global Climate Change on California Water Resources 

From a statewide perspective, global climate change could affect California’s environmental 
resources through potential, though uncertain, changes related to future air temperatures and 
precipitation and their resulting impacts on water temperatures, reservoir operations, stream runoff, 
and sea levels.  Scientists have projected that climate change could result in a decreased volume of 
precipitation falling as snow in California and an overall reduction in snowpack in the Sierra Nevada.  
The Sierra Nevada snowpack provides a major source of supply for the state, through runoff, and 
storage within the snowpack before melting.  Although current forecasts regarding the extent of 
these changes vary,8 changes in precipitation patterns could lead to significant challenges in 
securing an adequate water supply for California’s growing population, while maintaining supplies for 
                                                  
4  California Energy Commission. 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:1990 to 

2004. (Staff Final Report). Publication CEC-600-2006-013-SF, <www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-
600-2006-013/CEC-600-2006-013-SF.PDF>, accessed January 2007. 

5  California Energy Commission. 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:1990 to 
2004. (Staff Final Report). Publication CEC-600-2006-013-SF, <www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-
600-2006-013/CEC-600-2006-013-SF.PDF>, accessed January 2007. 

6  California Energy Commission. 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:1990 to 
2004. (Staff Final Report). Publication CEC-600-2006-013-SF, <www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-
600-2006-013/CEC-600-2006-013-SF.PDF>, accessed January 2007. 

7  Center for Clean Air Policy, Analysis of Measures for Reducing Transportation Emissions in California, 
October 14, 2005, pp. 1-16. 

8  Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2006. Progress of Incorporating Climate Change into Management 
of California’s Water Resources, Technical Memorandum Report. State of California. 
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agricultural industry.  Climate change could also result in an increased potential for floods, because 
it could result in more precipitation falling as rain rather than snow.  In such a case, water that would 
normally be held in the Sierra Nevada until spring could flow into the Central Valley concurrently with 
winter storm events, which could result in more pressure on California’s levee/flood control system.  

Appendix I of this Draft EIR summarizes current literature related to the impact of global climate 
change on water resources in California’s Central Valley.  The following provides an overview of the 
conclusions of these studies, which was provided in Chapter 2.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Global Climate Change) in the Recirculated Draft EIR for the City of Lincoln General Plan Update 
(SCH # 2005112003 July 2007) on pages 2.3-13 through 2.3-14.  The EIR was certified by the 
Lincoln City Council in March 2008.  The text from the Recirculated General Draft EIR is repeated in 
its entirety below and is incorporated by reference. 

Water Supply 

Global climate change is expected to impact California’s water supply through a diminishing Sierra 
snowpack.  Although much uncertainty remains with respect to the effects of global climate change 
on California’s water supplies, it is expected that increased amounts of winter runoff could be 
accompanied by increases in flood event severity and warrant additional dedication of wet season 
storage space for flood control instead of using the water for supply conservation, as is the standard 
practice.  This change in water management could, in turn, lead to more frequent water shortages 
during high water demand periods.  Many regional studies have shown that only small changes in 
inflows into reservoirs could result in large changes in the reliability of water yields from those 
reservoirs. 

Surface Water Quality 

Water quality is affected by several variables, including runoff volume and timing, the physical 
characteristics of the watershed and water temperature.  A combination of changes to these factors 
could affect several natural processes that serve to eliminate pollutants in water bodies.  For 
example, an overall decrease in stream flows could concentrate pollutants and prevent contaminants 
from flushing from point sources. 

Groundwater 

Few scientific studies have been performed on the effects of global climate change on specific 
groundwater basins, groundwater quality or groundwater recharge characteristics.  Warmer 
temperatures could increase the period where water enters the ground by reducing soil freeze.  
Conversely, warmer temperatures could also lead to higher evaporation or shorter rainfall seasons, 
which would mean that soil deficits would persist for longer time periods.  Reductions in spring runoff 
and higher evapotranspiration would likely reduce the amount of water available for recharge; but 
additional winter runoff could increase the amount of runoff available for recharge. 

Sea Levels 

Global climate change is expected to cause a 4- to 33-inch rise in sea level as a result of thermal 
expansion of ocean waters and melting of ice from land surfaces.  Among the risks of seal level rise 
would be threats to levee integrity and tidal marshes and increased salinity in the Sacramento River 
Delta. 
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Sudden Climate Change 

Most global climate models project that anthropogenic climate change will be a continuous and fairly 
gradual process through the end of this century.  California is expected to be able to adapt to the 
water supply challenges posed by climate change, even at warmer and dryer projections.  Sudden 
and unexpected changes; however, could leave water managers unprepared, which, in extreme 
situations could have significant implications for California’s water supplies. 

Effects of Climate Change on Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) Supplies 

Water service to the proposed project would be provided by the City of Lincoln, which contracts for 
water with the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA).  A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the 
proposed Village 7 Specific Plan has been approved by the Lincoln City Council.  The WSA 
concludes that sufficient water resources exist to meet the projected water demand associated with 
Village 7 and other planned future land uses within the City of Lincoln’s service area.  The reader is 
referred to Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services, in this Draft EIR for additional information.   

As previously noted, California could experience an increased number of single-dry and multiple dry 
years as a result of global climate change.  However, based on current knowledge, and for the 
reasons explained below, it is reasonably expected that such increase would not significantly affect 
the ability of the PCWA to meet build-out water demands in the City’s service area that includes the 
proposed Village 7 Specific Plan area.9  The following provides an overview of the conclusions of 
analysis, which was provided in Chapter 2.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate 
Change) in the Recirculated Draft EIR for the City of Lincoln General Plan Update (SCH 
# 2005112003 July 2007) on pages 2.3-13 through 2.3-14.  The EIR was certified by the Lincoln City 
Council in March 2008.  The water supply reliability text from the Recirculated General Draft EIR is 
repeated in its entirety below and is incorporated by reference. 

Surface Water Reliability 

Each of PCWA’s surface water supply entitlements for use in western Placer County has historically 
demonstrated a high reliability during even multiple-dry years. PCWA’s first source of surface water 
supply is a water supply contract with PG&E for 100,400 acre feet annually (afa) of Yuba/Bear River 
Water that is delivered through PG&E’s Drum-Spaulding hydroelectric power system.  This source of 
water has a high reliability during normal, single-dry, and multiple dry years. For example, between 
1987 and 1992, California experienced five years of drought, during which many areas in the state 
had reduced supplies.  During that period, PCWA had a full Yuba/Bear River supply each year.  The 
only year in which PCWA had to impose drought restrictions on its customers due to reduced PG&E 
supply was 1977, the driest single year in California’s measured hydrologic record.  PCWA’s second 
source of water supply (i.e., Middle Fork Project water rights) also has high reliability during even 
multiple-dry years.  Finally, the Agency’s third source of surface water (i.e., its federal CVP Municipal 
and Industrial water supply contract), currently anticipated to be exercised on the Sacramento River, 
should also be a reliable source of water because under the Agency’s Integrated Water Resources 
Plan, the Agency plans to supplement its CVP contract supply with groundwater in dry years to 
improve reliability to the point where the full contract amount can be relied upon to serve urban 
development needs.  

In addition, PCWA’s surface water supply entitlements are unlikely to be affected by global climate 
change because, as indicated by preliminary results from DWR (2006), water supply impacts from 
climate change would be largely reflected in reduced south-of-Delta exports, while existing Delta 
water quality requirements would continue to be satisfied. It is, therefore, reasonable to consider that 
                                                  
9  City of Lincoln, Recirculated Draft EIR General Plan Update (SCH #2005112003) July 2007, p. 2.3-18. 
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global climate change may have relatively less effect on the Placer County water supply because the 
PCWA’s surface water supplies are based on existing water rights and contract entitlements for in-
basin use above the Delta. 

The City is currently developing a conjunctive use program that will allow for optimization of the 
available surface water and groundwater supplies.  The use of wells, in conjunction with water stored 
in above ground tanks, will also be used to meet total demand during interruptions in surface water 
deliveries due to shortages.  Some of the existing planned Demand Management Measures 
(e.g., water surveys, and public education programs) can be expanded as needed during dry years 
to decrease demand.10 

Groundwater Reliability 

Global climate change is also reasonably not expected to significantly impact groundwater supply for 
the City of Lincoln General Plan area.  The City of Lincoln overlies the North American Groundwater 
sub-basin, which is part of the larger Sacramento Groundwater Basin.  Preliminary studies indicate 
that the Sacramento Valley would experience only a small decline in groundwater levels as a result 
of global climate change.  Although groundwater may be used to supplement surface water supply to 
the Specific Plan area during dry years, it is unlikely that such future groundwater pumping would 
exceed safe yield. PCWA’s Integrated Water Resources Plan water resources strategy anticipates 
that groundwater pumping would not exceed safe yield as long as the long-term (multiple years) 
average does not exceed 95,000 ac-ft/yr.  Although, as discussed above, there is still a great deal of 
uncertainty in respect to impacts of climate change on future groundwater availability in California, in 
view of the high reliability of PCWA surface water supplies and the wide variety of integrated water 
management techniques available to PCWA, long-term average groundwater pumping is not 
reasonably expected exceed the 95,000 ac-ft/yr average. Moreover, the planned replacement of 
agricultural lands in western Placer County with urban development is expected to result in an in-lieu 
groundwater recharge, thereby further reducing the likelihood of a groundwater overdraft.  Thus, 
based on the conclusions of PCWA’s 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan and the City’s 
implementation of groundwater banking in normal and wet years, the City’s groundwater use will not, 
in any event, exceed the “safe yield” of the groundwater basin. 

As described by the PCWA Integrated Water Resources Plan, PCWA’s use of an integrated 
resources approach will ensure that there is adequate water supply to reliably meet all the projected 
PCWA western Placer County service area demands, including City of Lincoln General Plan buildout 
(which includes the Proposed Project), even under single-year and multiple year drought conditions.  

The City has also developed a Water Shortage Contingency Plan consisting of four Stages of Action 
to address potential water supply reductions of up to 59 percent.  Upon declaration of a water 
shortage by the City Council, the appropriate stage can be implemented.  The stages include 
voluntary and mandatory water demand management measures that may be implemented as 
appropriate to address the severity and anticipated duration of the water supply shortage.  

In the event of a catastrophic interruption of water supplies, the City would move to Stage 4 of its 
Water Shortage Contingency Plan.  Additional efforts would be coordinated with PCWA, Placer 
County and the State Office of Emergency Services. Under stage 4, and in addition to the measures 
set forth for stages 1-3 (see chapter 7 of the City of Lincoln UWMP, 2005) water consumers may not 
irrigate yards except by hand held bucket; may not introduce water into swimming pools and spas 
except to maintain the structural integrity of such facilities, and must comply with other and further 

                                                  
10  City of Lincoln, Recirculated Draft EIR General Plan Update (SCH #2005112003), July 2007, Section 2.3. 
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regulations as the City Council may determine after a public hearing. These measures are designed 
to achieve a 35 to 50 percent reduction in normal water uses.11 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Climate change has only recently been widely recognized as a threat to the global climate, economy 
and population.  As a result, the climate change regulatory setting – federal, state and local – is 
complex and evolving.  This section identifies key legislation, executive orders, and seminal court 
cases related to climate change germane to the Village 7 Specific Plan project GHG emissions. 

Federal 

Federal Action on Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

In 2002, President George W. Bush set a national policy goal of reducing the GHG emission 
intensity (tons of GHG emissions per million dollars of gross domestic product) of the U.S. economy 
by 18 percent by 2012.  No binding reductions were associated with the goal.  Rather, the U.S. EPA 
administers a variety of voluntary programs and partnerships with GHG emitters in which the 
U.S. EPA partners with industries producing and utilizing synthetic gases to reduce emissions of 
these particularly potent GHGs. 

April 2007 Supreme Court Ruling 

In Massachusetts et al. vs. Environmental Protection Agency et al. (April 2, 2007) the U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled that the U.S. EPA was authorized by the Clean Air Act to regulate CO2 emissions from 
new motor vehicles.  The Court did not mandate that the U.S. EPA enact regulations to reduce GHG 
emissions, but found that the only cases in which the U.S. EPA could avoid taking action if it found 
that GHGs do not contribute to climate change or if it offered a “reasonable explanation” for not 
determining that GHGs contribute to climate change.  On July 11, 2008, EPA released an Advanced 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) inviting comments on options and questions regarding 
regulation of GHGs under the Clean Air Act.  The ANPR announced a 120-day public comment 
period to conclude on November 28, 2008. 

Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency Standards  

In response to the U.S. Supreme Court ruling, the Bush Administration issued an executive order on 
May 14, 2007, directing the U.S. EPA and Departments of Transportation (DOT) and Energy (DOE) 
to establish regulations that reduce GHG emissions from motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and 
non-road engines by 2008.  On December 19, 2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 
2007 (EISA) (discussed below) was signed into law, which requires an increased Corporate Average 
Fuel Economy (CAFE) standard of 35 miles per gallon for the combined fleet of cars and light trucks 
by model year 2020.  EISA requires establishment of interim standards (from 2011 to 2020) that will 
be the “maximum feasible average fuel economy” for each fleet.  On October 10, 2008, NHTSA 
released a final environmental impact statement analyzing proposed interim standards for model 
years 2011 to 2015 passenger cars and light trucks.  As of March 2009, the final rule on the interim 
standards has not been published. 

                                                  
11  City of Lincoln, Recirculated Draft EIR General Plan Update (SCH #2005112003), July 2007, Section 2.3. 
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Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

In addition to setting increased CAFE standards for motor vehicles, the EISA includes other 
provisions: 

1. Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) (Section 202); 

2. Appliance and Lighting Efficiency Standards (Section 301–325); 

3. Building Energy Efficiency (Sections 411–441). 

Additional provisions of the EISA address energy savings in government and public institutions, 
promoting research for alternative energy, additional research in carbon capture, international 
energy programs, and the creation of “green jobs.” 

EPA Reporting Requirements 

Congress passed “The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008” (HR 2764) in December 2007, 
which includes provisions requiring the establishment of mandatory GHG reporting requirements.  
The measure directs U.S. EPA to publish draft rules by September 2008, and final rules by June 
2009 mandating reporting “for all sectors of the economy.”  As of the time of release of this 
document, the U.S. EPA has not developed draft rules as directed by the Act.  It also directs 
U.S. EPA to determine what thresholds to use. 

Regional Action on Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Western Regional Climate Action Initiative (WCI) 

The WCI is a partnership among seven states, including California, and four Canadian provinces 
that is implementing a regional, economy-wide cap-and-trade system to reduce global warming 
pollution. The WCI will cap the region's electricity, industrial, and transportation sectors with the goal 
of reducing the heat-trapping emissions that cause global warming 15 percent below 2005 levels by 
2020.  California is working closely with the other states and provinces to design a regional GHG 
reduction program that includes a cap-and-trade approach.  CARB plans to develop a cap-and-trade 
program that will link California and the other member states and provinces. 

State  

California Legislation 

A variety of legislation has been enacted in California that relates to climate change, much of which 
sets aggressive goals for GHG reductions within the state.  However, none of this legislation 
provides definitive direction regarding the treatment of climate change in environmental review 
documents.  As discussed below, the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has been directed to 
develop guidelines for the mitigation of GHG emissions and their effects, and the CARB must adopt 
regulations by January 1, 2010.  OPR recently released a guidance document, discussed below, for 
treatment of GHG under CEQA.  However, this document is purely advisory and serves as guidance 
only.  In addition, on October 24 2008, CARB released a draft staff proposal entitled "Recommended 
Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California 
Environmental Quality Act" (Draft CARB Thresholds).  The Draft CARB Thresholds provide a 
framework for developing CEQA significance thresholds for industrial, commercial and residential 
projects.  However, as of the time of release of this document, many details remain unresolved and 
the document is still in draft form. 
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No local, state, or regional agency has promulgated binding regulations for the treatment of GHG 
analysis or mitigation in CEQA documents.  The discussion below provides a brief overview of the 
documents discussed above as well as the primary legislation that relates to climate change, which 
may affect the emissions associated with the proposed project. 

Assembly Bill 32 (Statewide GHG Reductions) 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, widely known as AB 32, requires CARB to 
develop and enforce regulations for the reporting and verification of statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions.  CARB is directed to set a greenhouse gas emission limit, based on 1990 levels, to be 
achieved by 2020.  The bill sets a timeline for adopting a scoping plan for achieving greenhouse gas 
reductions in a technologically and economically feasible manner.  

The heart of the bill is the requirement that statewide GHG emissions must be reduced to 1990 
levels by the 2020.  California needs to reduce GHG emissions by approximately 25 percent below 
business-as-usual predictions of year 2020 GHG emissions to achieve this goal.  The bill requires 
CARB to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to achieve the maximum 
technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG reductions.  Key AB 32 milestones are as follows: 

1. June 30, 2007—Identification of discrete early action greenhouse gas emissions reduction 
measures.  On June 21, 2007, CARB satisfied this requirement by approving three early 
action measures. 

2. January 1, 2008—Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions level and approval of a 
statewide limit equivalent to that level.  Adoption of reporting and verification requirements 
concerning GHG emissions.  On December 6, 2007, CARB approved a statewide limit on 
GHG emissions levels for the year 2020 consistent with the determined 1990 baseline. 

3. January 1, 2009—Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission reductions.  On 
October 15, 2008, CARB issued a "discussion draft" Scoping Plan entitled "Climate Change 
Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change" (Draft Scoping Plan)  CARB will consider 
adoption of the Draft Scoping Plan at its December 11 and 12, 2008 meeting. 

4. January 1, 2010—Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the “discrete” 
actions. 

5. January 1, 2011—Adoption of GHG emissions limits and reduction measures by regulation. 

6. January 1, 2012—GHG emissions limits and reduction measures adopted in 2011 become 
enforceable. 

Executive Order S-3-05 (Statewide GHG Targets) 

California Executive Order S-03-05 (June 1, 2005) mandates a reduction of GHG emissions to 2000 
levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  Although the 
2020 target is the core of AB 32, and has effectively been incorporated into AB 32, the 2050 target 
remains the goal of the Executive Order. 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 

Executive Order S-01-07 (January 18, 2007) requires a 10 percent or greater reduction in the 
average fuel carbon intensity for transportation fuels in California regulated by CARB.  CARB 
identified the LCFS as a Discrete Early Action item under AB 32, and CARB staff is developing a 
regulation with a target date of Board consideration in late 2008.  
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Senate Bill 1368 (GHG Emissions Standard for Baseload Generation) 

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 prohibits any retail seller of electricity in California from entering into a long-
term financial commitment for baseload generation if the GHG emissions are higher than those from 
a combined-cycle natural gas power plant.  This performance standard applies to electricity 
generated out-of-state as well as in-state, and to publicly owned as well as investor-owned electric 
utilities. 

Assembly Bill 1493 (Mobile Source Reductions) 

AB 1493 requires CARB to adopt regulations by January 1, 2005, to reduce GHG emissions from 
noncommercial passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks of model year 2009 and thereafter.  The bill 
requires the CCAR to develop and adopt protocols for the reporting and certification of greenhouse 
gas emissions reductions from mobile sources for use by CARB in granting emission reduction 
credits.  The bill authorizes CARB to grant emission reduction credits for reductions of greenhouse 
gas emissions prior to the date of enforcement of regulations, using model year 2000 as the baseline 
for reduction. 

In 2004, CARB applied to the U.S. EPA for a waiver under the federal Clean Air Act to authorize 
implementation of these regulations.  The waiver request was formally denied by the U.S. EPA in 
December 2007 after California filed suit to prompt federal action.  In January 2007, the State 
Attorney General filed a new lawsuit against the U.S. EPA for denying California’s request for a 
waiver to regulate and limit GHG emissions from these automobiles.  Thus, at this point, AB 1493 
implementation is blocked. 

Senate Bills 1078 and 107 (Renewables Portfolio Standard) 

Established in 2002 under Senate Bill 1078 and accelerated in 2006 under Senate Bill 107, 
California's Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires electric corporations to increase 
procurement from eligible renewable energy resources by at least 1 percent of their retail sales 
annually, until they reach 20 percent by 2010. 

Senate Bill 375 (Land Use Planning) 

SB 375 provides for a new planning process to coordinate land use planning and regional 
transportation plans and funding priorities, in order to help California meet the GHG reduction goals 
established in AB 32.  SB 375 requires regional transportation plans, developed by Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs), including the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, to 
incorporate a "sustainable communities strategy" in their regional transportation plans that will 
achieve GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB.  SB 375 also includes provisions for 
streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit oriented development.  SB 375 will 
be implemented over the next several years. 

SB 375 is similar to the Regional Blueprint Planning Program, established by the California 
Department of Transit, which provides discretionary grants to fund regional transportation and land 
use plans voluntarily developed by MPOs, working in cooperation with Council of Governments.  
SACOG developed the Sacramento Region Blueprint, which provides a preferred growth scenario 
for the Sacramento Region through the year 2050.  The City of Lincoln General Plan, which 
assumes development of a specific plan in the project area, is consistent with the Sacramento 
Region Blueprint.  The sustainable communities strategy prepared by SACOG pursuant to SB 375 is 
expected to provide for growth consistent with the Sacramento Region Blueprint, including the 
proposed specific plan.   
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Energy Conservation Standards 

Energy Conservation Standards for new residential and non-residential buildings were adopted by 
California Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission in June 1977 and most 
recently revised in 2008 (Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations [CCF]).12  Title 24 
requires the design of building shells and building components to conserve energy.  The standards 
are updated periodically to allow for consideration and possible incorporation of new energy 
efficiency technologies and methods.  The 2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR 
Sections 1601 through 1608), dated December 2006, were adopted by the CEC on October 11, 
2006, and approved by the California Office of Administrative Law on December 14, 2006.  The 
regulations include standards for both federally-regulated appliances and non-federally regulated 
appliances.  While these regulations are now often seen as “business as usual,” they do exceed the 
standards imposed by any other state and reduce GHG emissions by reducing energy demand. 

On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green 
building standards.  The California Green Building Standards Code (proposed Part 11, Title 24) was 
adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24, California Code of Regulations).  
Part 11 establishes voluntary standards that will become mandatory in the 2010 edition of the Code, 
including planning and design for sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the 
California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and internal air 
contaminants. 

Senate Bill 97 (CEQA Guidelines) 

SB 97 requires that OPR prepare guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency regarding 
feasible mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions as 
required by CEQA.  The Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt these revisions to the 
State CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010.  The Guidelines will apply retroactively to any 
incomplete environmental impact report, negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or 
other related document. 

Office of Planning and Research Advisory on CEQA and Climate Change 

In June 2008, the OPR published a Technical advisory entitled CEQA and Climate Change: 
Addressing Climate Change Through CEQA (OPR Advisory).  This guidance, which is purely 
advisory, proposes a three-step analysis of GHG emissions: 

1. Mandatory Quantification of GHG Project Emissions.  The environmental impact analysis 
must include quantitative estimates of a project’s GHG emissions from different types of air 
emission sources.  These estimates should include both construction-phase emissions, as 
well as completed operational emissions, using one of a variety of available modeling tools.   

2. Continued Uncertainty Regarding “Significance” of Project-Specific GHG Emissions.  Each 
EIR document should assess the significance of the project’s impacts on climate change.  
The OPR Advisory recognizes uncertainty regarding what GHG impacts should be 
determined to be significant and encourages agencies to rely on the evolving guidance being 
developed in this area.  According to the OPR Advisory, the environmental analysis should 
describe a “baseline” of existing (pre-project) environmental conditions, and then add project 
GHG emissions on to this baseline to evaluate whether impacts are significant.   

                                                  
12  Although new building energy efficiency standards were adopted in April 2008, these standards do not go 

into effect until 2009.  Thus, the 2005 standards that went into effect on October 1, 2005 remain the current 
Title 24 standards. 
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3. Mitigation Measures.  According to the OPR Advisory, “all feasible” mitigation measures or 
project alternatives should be adopted if an impact is significant, defining feasibility in relation 
to scientific, technical, and economic factors.  If mitigation measures cannot sufficiently 
reduce project impacts, the agency should adopt whatever measures are feasible and 
include a fact-based statement of overriding concerns explaining why additional mitigation is 
not feasible.  OPR also identifies a menu of GHG emission mitigation measures, ranging 
from balanced “mixed use” master-planned project designs to construction equipment and 
material selection criteria and practices. 

In addition to this three-step process, the OPR Advisory contains more general policy-level 
guidance.  It encourages agencies to develop standard GHG emission reduction and mitigation 
measures.  The OPR Advisory directs CARB to recommend a method for setting the GHG emission 
threshold of significance, including both qualitative and quantitative options. 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) Preliminary Draft Proposal: Recommended Approaches 
for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases Under CEQA  

In October 2008, CARB released a draft proposal for identifying CEQA thresholds of significance for 
industrial, commercial and residential developments.  The Draft CARB Thresholds propose a 
framework for developing thresholds of significance that rely upon the incorporation of a variety of 
performance measures to reduce GHG emissions associated with a project, as well as a numerical 
threshold of significance above which a project must include detailed GHG analysis in an EIR and 
incorporate all feasible mitigation measures.  Although CARB proposed a 7,000 tons per year 
threshold for industrial projects, a numerical threshold for commercial and residential projects was 
not proposed and is under development.  In addition, the Draft CARB Thresholds incorporate SB 
375 by providing that commercial and residential projects that comply with a previously approved 
plan, which, essentially, satisfies SB 375 and for which a certified final CEQA document has been 
prepared, is presumed to have a less than significant impact related to climate change. 

Local 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

PCAPCD has no specific GHG emissions reduction goals or policies. 

Placer County 

The County has no specific GHG emissions reduction goals or policies. 

City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan 

The City of Lincoln adopted a General Plan in March 2008.  The General Plan contains numerous 
guidelines, strategies, and policies that minimize the human and spatial environmental footprint in 
the Planning Area, including transportation and energy impacts.  Policies in the Land Use and 
Community Development, Economic Development, Transportation and Circulation, Public Facilities 
and Services, Open Space and Conservation, and Health and Safety elements promote “smart 
growth,” reduce vehicle use, and reduce energy consumption from power plants and non-
transportation sources of fossil fuel.   

Relevant policies that apply to the Proposed Project are listed below, grouped by general category.  
City staff will be responsible for ensuring project applicants incorporate the requirements of these 
policies into project design.   
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Land Use Planning 

Policy HS-3.5.  Development Requirements.  The City shall require developments, where 
feasible, to be located, designed, and constructed in a manner that would minimize the production 
of air pollutants and avoid land use conflicts.  

Policy HS-3.17 Street Design.  The City shall promote street design that provides an environment 
which encourages neighborhood electric vehicles, transit use, biking and walking. 

Policy LU-1.1. Mixed Use Development.  The City shall promote efficient use of larger vacant 
parcels and vacant areas of the city by encouraging mixed use development  

Policy LU-1.6. Transportation Choices.  The City will promote the application of land use layouts 
and community designs that provide residents with transportation choices to walk, ride bicycles, 
ride transit services, as well as utilize a vehicle, including neighborhood electric vehicles. 

Policy LU-1.8. Compact Development.  The City will promote the use of development patterns 
that are more compactly built and use space in an efficient but aesthetic manner to promote more 
walking, biking, and use of public transit. 

Policy LU-1.10 Mixed Land Uses.  Within the designated Village areas, the City will promote a 
mixed land use designed to place homes together with smaller businesses, institutional, and 
community land uses.  The Village Core area will utilize the Mixed Use (MU) designation. 

Policy LU-15.5 Connectivity.  New villages shall provide connectivity to other villages and the 
developed portions of the city.  This connectivity shall be in form of roadways, transit connections, 
and bicycle and pedestrian linkages. 

Policy T-4.8 Neighborhood Electric Vehicles.  The City will support the use of Neighborhood 
Electric Vehicles (NEV) and similar vehicles by providing where possible for street classifications 
that provide for their use and the removal of restrictions to their use throughout the City. 

Policy T-5.1 Develop Bike Lanes. The City shall require bike lanes in the design and construction 
of major new street and highway improvements, and to establish bike lanes on those city streets 
wide enough to accommodate bicycles safely.  

Policy T-5.2 Promote Regional Bikeway.  The City shall promote and support the development of 
local and regional bikeway links as established in the City Bikeways Master Plan and the County 
Bikeway Master Plan. 

Policy T-5.3 Promote Bicycle Safety.  The City shall improve bicycle safety by developing routes 
that will minimize conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians. 

Policy T-5.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossings.  The City shall provide pedestrian/bicycle 
crossings at appropriate intervals along new roadways that will adequately serve new large-scale 
commercial office, industrial development, and residential development as well as parks and 
schools.  

Policy T-5.6. Trails and Pathways to Retail and Employment Centers.  The City shall promote 
pedestrian convenience and safety through development conditions requiring sidewalks, walking 
paths, or hiking trails that connect residential areas with commercial, shopping, and employment 
centers. Where feasible, trails will be looped and interconnected.  

Policy T-5.7 Trails and Pathways along Creeks and Wetland Areas.  The City shall encourage 
the development of trails and pathways along the edges of creeks and wetland areas.  Where 
feasible, trails will be looped and interconnected. 
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Policy T-5.9.  Pedestrian Access.  The City shall encourage specific plans and development 
plans to include design of pedestrian access that enables residents to walk from their homes to 
places of work, recreation and shopping.  

Site Design and Energy Conservation 

Policy LU-15.9  Alternative Fuels Vehicle Parking. The City shall prioritize parking within 
commercial and retail areas for electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles as 
well as provide electric charging stations.  

Policy OSC-3.1 Energy Conservation Measures.  The City shall require the use of energy 
conservation features in new construction and renovation of existing structures in accordance with 
state law. 

Policy OSC-3.2 Landscape Improvements for Energy Conservation.  The City shall encourage 
the planting of shade trees along all City streets to reduce radiation heating. 

Policy OSC-3.7 Passive and Active Solar Devices. The City shall encourage the use of passive 
and active solar devices such as solar collectors, solar cells, and solar heating systems into the 
design of local buildings.  

Policy OSC-3.8 Solar Orientation and Building Site Design. The City shall encourage work that 
building and site design take into account the solar orientation of buildings during design and 
construction.  

Policy OSC-3.9 Shade Tree Planting. The City will encourage the planting of shade trees within 
residential lots to reduce radiation heating and encourage the reduction of greenhouse gases.  

Policy OSC-3.10 Shade Tree Parking Lot Requirements. The City will require commercial and 
retail parking lots will have 50% tree shading within 15 years to reduce radiation and encourage the 
reduction of greenhouse gases.  

Policy HS-3.21 Shade Tree Informational Packet. The City will develop a tree planting 
informational packet to help future residents understand their options for planting trees that can 
absorb carbon dioxide.  

Policy OSC-3.11 Energy Efficient Buildings.  The City will encourage the development of energy-
efficient buildings and communities.  

Policy OSC-3.12 Solar Photovoltaic Systems. The City will promote voluntary participation in 
incentive programs to increase the use of solar photovoltaic systems in new and existing 
residential, commercial, institutional and public buildings.  

Policy OSC-3.13 Energy Efficient Master Planning. The City will encourage the incorporation of 
energy-efficient site design such as proper orientation to benefit from passive solar heating and 
cooling into master planning efforts when feasible.  

Policy OSC-3.14 Early Planning for Energy Efficiency. The City will include energy planners and 
energy efficiency specialists in appropriate pre-application discussions with property owners and 
developers to identify the potential for solar orientation and energy efficient systems, building 
practices and materials.  

Policy PFS-6.3 Renewable Energy.  The City shall support the use of renewable energy sources, 
such as solar, in residential, commercial, and industrial developments. 

Policy OSC-3.15 California Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards. The City will explore offering 
incentives such as density bonus, expedited process, fee reduction/waiver to property owners and 
developers who exceed California Title 24 energy efficiency standards. 
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Policy PFS-5.2 Waste Reductions.  The City shall promote maximum use of solid waste 
reduction, recycling, and composting of wastes for a reduction in commercial and industrial waste 
disposal. 

Emissions Reduction 

Policy HS-3.3 Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan.  The City shall continue to support the 
recommendations found in the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan for the reduction of air 
pollutants. 

Policy HS-3.11 Woodburning.  The City shall require the use of natural gas or the installation of 
low-emission, EPA-certified fireplace inserts in all open hearth fireplaces in new homes.  The City 
shall promote the use of natural gas over wood products in space heating devices and fireplaces in 
all new homes and existing homes considering remodeling plans.   

Water Conservation 

Policy OSC-4.5 Use of Reclaimed Water.  The City shall encourage the use of reclaimed water, 
in place of treated potable water for landscaping and other suitable applications. 

Policy OSC-4.7 Landscape Irrigation.  The City shall explore the possibility of using reclaimed 
water to irrigate new commercial developments and new areas with large landscape areas.  In 
areas where reclaimed water can be provided in the future, the City shall require landscape 
irrigation to be installed so that the system could be used with reclaimed water.  

Policy OSC-5.4 Encourage Planting of Native Vegetation.  The City shall encourage the 
planting of native trees, shrubs, and grasslands to preserve visual integrity of the landscape, 
provide habitat conditions suitable for native vegetation, and ensure that a maximum number and 
variety of well-adapted plants are maintained. 

Policy PFS-2.4 Use of Reclaimed Water.  The City shall require the use of reclaimed water by 
industrial, commercial, recreational users and roadway landscaping, whenever it is deemed 
feasible by the City.  

Policy PFS-2.17. Water Conservation Measures for New Development. The City shall require 
new development to use the best available technologies (BAT) for water conservation, including, 
but not limited to water-conserving water closets, showerheads, faucets, and water conserving 
irrigation systems. 

Policy PFS-3.4 Reuse of Treated Water. The City shall require the use of reclaimed water by 
industrial, commercial, recreational users and roadway landscaping, whenever it is deemed 
feasible by the City. The City will also promote the use of reclaimed water by surrounding 
agricultural users as part of a water conservation program.   

Policy PFS-4.7.  Landscape Irrigation. The City shall explore the possibility of using reclaimed 
water to irrigate new commercial developments and new areas with large landscape areas. In 
areas where reclaimed water can be provided in the future, the City shall require landscape 
irrigation to be installed so that the system could be used with reclaimed water.  The City shall also 
explore the use of industrial process water for landscape irrigation provided that it meets City 
standards for irrigation.   

Policy PFS-4.8 Discharge of Urban Pollutants. The City shall require appropriate runoff control 
measures as part of future development proposals to minimize discharge of urban pollutants (such 
as oil and grease) into area drainages. 
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CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Method of Analysis 

To determine whether the proposed project’s GHG emissions result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact, this analysis uses CO2 
emissions as a proxy for all GHG emissions.  This is consistent with the current reporting protocol of 
the CCAR.  Calculations of GHG emissions typically focus on CO2 because it is the most commonly 
produced GHG in terms of both number of sources and volume generated, and because it is among 
the easiest GHGs to measure.  However, it is important to note that other GHGs have a higher 
climate change potential than CO2.  For example, as stated previously, one pound of CH4 has an 
equivalent global warming potential of 21 pounds of CO2.13  Nonetheless, emissions of other GHGs 
from the proposed project (and from almost all GHG emissions sources) would be low relative to 
emissions of CO2 and would not contribute significantly to the overall generation of GHGs from the 
project. 

Estimated CO2 operational emission outputs for the Proposed Project were generated using 
information from the traffic analysis conducted for the proposed project, at full buildout, using the trip 
generation rates in Table 4.3-5 in Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation.  Area source 
operational emissions and construction emissions are based on the land use types and densities 
listed in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, Project Description.  These assumptions were used in the URBEMIS 
2007 software model to estimate the CO2 emissions.  Although the future CO2 emissions factor used 
in the URBEMIS 2007 model does assume certain reductions in vehicle emissions due to future 
vehicle models operating more efficiently, it does not take into account additional vehicle emission 
reductions that might take place in response to AB 1493, if mobile source emission reductions are 
ultimately implemented through AB 1493. 

The 2050 General Plan Recirculated Draft EIR also provided an estimate for traffic-generated CO2 
emissions associated with the General Plan through 2040, which is the last year included in the 
URBEMIS model and was assumed to be representative of General Plan buildout in 2050.  
Approximately 756,780 tons of CO2 would be generated from mobile emissions under General Plan 
buildout.  This is a conservative estimate, as explained below.  This value is also assumed to include 
emissions generated by the Proposed Project because the Proposed Project is included in the scope 
of development approved in the adopted General Plan. 

It should be noted that the emission calculation methodology treats project emissions as if they were 
entirely new emissions, and does not consider that many emission sources associated with the 
proposed project could simply be an existing CO2 emitter moving from an another location. 
Therefore, the project’s net contribution of CO2 could be much less than estimated for the proposed 
project.14 Similarly, both General Plan buildout and the proposed Village 7 Specific Plan project’s 
contribution of global and statewide emissions could be proportionately less. 

It is uncertain how current regulations might affect CO2 emissions attributable to the project and 
cumulative CO2 emissions from other sources in the state.  Also, it cannot be determined how CO2 
emissions associated with the proposed project might or might not influence actual physical effects 
of climate change.  As discussed above, no specific guidance is available to local agencies 
regarding the methodology for assessing the potential for climate change impacts on a project scale, 

                                                  
13  California Climate Action Registry. 2006 (June). California Climate Action Registry General Reporting 

Protocol: Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Version 2.1. Los Angeles, CA. 
<www.climateregistry.org/docs/PROTOCOLS/GRP%20V2.1.pdf>, accessed January 2007. 

14  City of Lincoln General Plan Update Recirculated Draft EIR (SCH#2005112003), July 2007, p. 2.3-5. 
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and no formal quantitative standards have been established to assess a project’s contribution of 
GHGs.   

Standards of Significance 

Until the passage of AB 32, CEQA documents generally did not evaluate impacts on global climate 
change.  Recently, however, the state Attorney General’s office has asked that individual projects 
analyze the potential effects of global climate change as part of the CEQA environmental review 
process.  In addition, while the State has adopted regulations, including AB 1493, Executive Order 
S-3-05, AB 32, and SB 1368, that contain goals and targets to achieve reductions in GHG emissions 
statewide, no standards that can be applied to individual projects have been developed to determine 
the level of significance of the impact under CEQA.  In June 2008, the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) provided a Technical Advisory Memo which requested that Lead Agencies 
“make a good faith effort” when addressing and quantifying project generated GHG emissions, 
including establishing a standard of significance for GHG emissions to be used in its CEQA 
documents. 

While modeling is available that can predict CO2 emissions for individual projects, emitting CO2 is 
not an adverse environmental effect.  It is the increased concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere 
resulting in global climate change and the associated consequences of climate change that results in 
adverse environmental affects (e.g., sea level rise, loss of snowpack, severe weather events).  While 
climate scientists have developed models showing a connection between increases in 
anthropogenic GHG concentrations and increases in average global temperatures, questions remain 
about the extent of warming, the rate at which it will occur, and the effects of warming on the 
environment.  While there could be substantial regional and local variability to climate change, the 
phenomenon is worldwide.  Consequently, current climate models were developed to analyze 
climate change on a global scale, not on a regional or project-specific scale.  Therefore, models 
sensitive enough to accurately measure an individual project’s impact on global climate change are 
not available.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(4) states: 

(4)  Mitigation measures must be consistent with all applicable constitutional requirements, 
including the following: 

(A)  There must be an essential nexus (i.e. connection) between the mitigation measure and a 
legitimate governmental interest. Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 
(1987); and 

(B)  The mitigation measure must be "roughly proportional" to the impacts of the project. Dolan 
v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994). Where the mitigation measure is an ad hoc 
exaction, it must be "roughly proportional" to the impacts of the project. Ehrlich v. City of 
Culver City (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854. 

The ability to develop mitigation that is effective and proportional to an individual project’s impact is 
dependent upon reliable modeling.  Although OPR and CARB have been directed to develop 
approaches to quantifying emissions and thresholds, no specific guidance is yet available to local 
agencies regarding the methodology for assessing the potential for climate change impacts on a 
singular project scale, and no formal quantitative standards have been established to assess 
whether a project’s contribution of GHG is significant.  

Therefore, the proportionality of mitigation needed to reduce impacts cannot be determined because 
local agencies are unable to quantitatively determine the effectiveness of mitigation imposed for a 
specific project within a localized area on an acknowledged global phenomenon.  Until such time 
that standards are established by state and federal resource agencies and reliable modeling 
techniques at a regional and project level have been developed, the ability to assess a project’s 
contribution to global climate change is severely limited.  As a result, this Draft EIR presents 
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information on the project’s potential impact based on available modeling techniques within a 
cumulative context.   

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.11-1 Development of the proposed project could potentially result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global 
climate change. 

The Proposed Project would generate a total of approximately 57,300 tons of CO2 per year from 
vehicle trips and area sources; approximately 46,630 tons per year would be attributable to vehicle 
trips, and10,660 tons of would be from stationary area sources.  These estimates conservatively 
reflect full buildout conditions.  During construction, annual CO2 emissions would vary from year-to-
year, depending on the phase.  However, at peak construction (which assumes overlap of maximum 
construction within the Lewis Property and Aitken Ranch II in the Village 7 Programmatic Portion in 
year 2014), CO2 emissions could be as much as approximately 6,382 tons.  The assumptions used 
to develop these estimates and the output from the URBEMIS 2007 model are included in 
Appendix D. 

It is important to note that the emission estimate of CO2 for vehicle trips associated with the 
proposed project is likely much greater than the emissions that would actually occur.  First, future 
CO2 emissions factor assumes certain reductions in vehicle emissions due to future vehicle models 
operating more efficiently, but it does not take into account additional vehicle emission reductions 
that might take place in response to AB 1493, if mobile source emission reductions are ultimately 
implemented through AB 1493.  The analysis methodology used for the emissions estimate also 
conservatively assumes that the emissions sources (in this case, vehicle trips) are new sources and, 
thus, emissions from these sources are 100 percent additive to existing conditions.  This is a 
standard approach taken for air quality analyses and, in many cases, such an assumption is 
appropriate because it is not possible to determine whether emissions sources associated with a 
project move from outside the air basin and are in effect new emissions sources in that basin, or 
whether they are sources that were already in the air basin and just shifted to a new location.  
However, because the effects of GHGs are global, a project that merely shifts the location of a GHG-
emitting activity (e.g., where people live, where vehicles drive, or where companies conduct 
business) without increasing total emissions would result in no net change in GHG emissions levels 
globally.  To accurately account for CO2 emissions attributable to the project, it would be necessary 
to differentiate between new sources that otherwise would not exist but for the project, and existing 
sources that have simply relocated to the project area, which could be from any place in the world.  
However, such an evaluation has not been undertaken, and this analysis of project impacts assumes 
that all emissions generated by the project are new sources rather than relocated ones. 

These figures should be considered a general estimate providing only an indication of the order of 
magnitude of CO2 emissions from the project.  Numerous factors that can substantially affect the 
project’s CO2 emissions (structural designs, type of building occupants, hours of operation) will not 
be known until buildout of the project is complete. In addition, the discussion above identifying that 
net/actual CO2 emissions from project generated vehicle trips would be much less than calculated 
also applies to other emission sources.   
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In 2003, global emissions of carbon (i.e., only the carbon atoms within CO2 molecules) solely from 
fossil fuel burning totaled an estimated 7,303 million metric tons,15 which translates to approximately 
29,400 million tons of CO2.  Because this accounts for only fossil fuel burning and does not address 
other CO2 sources such as burning of vegetation, this represents only a portion of global CO2 
emissions.  Assuming project operational emissions of 57,300 tons, total estimated CO2 emissions 
from all sources associated with the Village 7 Specific Plan during occupancy over the life of the 
project would be less than 0.00019 percent of this partial global total. According to a report published 
in 2006 (the most current publicly available report from the CEC, California CO2 emissions totaled 
approximately 391 million tons in 2004.16  Based on the estimate of CO2 emissions from the 
proposed project, as estimated above, would be approximately 0.015 percent of this statewide total.  
In the context of the City of Lincoln General Plan buildout, the Proposed Project’s approximately 
46,630 tons of mobile source CO2 emissions would be about 6 percent of the buildout projections. 

Because the emission calculation methodology treats project emissions as if they were entirely new 
emissions, and does not consider that many emission sources associated with the proposed project 
could simply be an existing CO2 emitter moving from an another location. Therefore, the project’s net 
contribution of CO2 could be much less than 0.015 percent of the statewide emissions total.   

Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 through 4.4-3 (see Section 4.4, Air Quality), which are designed to reduce 
particulate matter and ozone precursors, respectively, would also have a mitigating effect on the 
emission of GHGs by limiting activity during construction and providing policies that reduce project 
trips and inefficient natural resource use. 

The anticipated project GHG emissions generated by the Proposed Project would also tend to be 
lower than estimated due to several project design components that aim to reduce consumption of 
fossil energy, state’s primary source of GHG emissions, within the plan area, consistent with General 
Plan policies [listed in parentheses] and AB32.  For example:  

• Village 7’s planning and design principles are based on an integrative planning approach 
utilizing current progressive thinking from resources such as The Congress for New 
Urbanism, Ahwahnee Principles, Principles of Smart Growth, Urban Land Institute, SACOG, 
and the Local Government Commission.  (policies HS-3.5, LU-1.1, LU-1.8, LU-1.10) 

• The Village 7 Specific Plan circulation system includes a hierarchy of roads, an extensive 
pedestrian and bikeway network, and public transit options. Emphasis is placed on ensuring 
connectivity between uses and in creating a safe and efficient circulation system that 
complies with City policies and allows for new and innovative transportation alternatives.  
Walking and bicycling, rather than the automobile, are envisioned as the significant mode by 
which people will travel within Village 7.  Land uses are sited to provide proximity between 
housing, open space, recreation, and schools.  These community elements are designed as 
part of an extensive interconnected system of multi-use trails and sidewalks.  The intent is to 
create a pedestrian-friendly, walkable, and bikeable environment that encourages residents 
to get out of their cars and enjoy their community.  Each of the residential villages are 
organized so that residents are typically no farther than an easy one-quarter mile walk from 
the focal and gathering point for each neighborhood – the neighborhood green (park) and/or 

                                                  
15  Marland, G., T. A. Boden, and R. J. Andres. 2006. Global, Regional, and National CO2 Emissions. In 

Trends: A Compendium of Data on Global Change. Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory, U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge, TN, <http://cdiac.ornl.gov/trends/emis/ 
meth_reg.htm>, accessed June 2007. 

16  California Energy Commission. 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:1990 to 
2004. (Staff Final Report). Publication CEC-600-2006-013-SF, <www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-
600-2006-013/CEC-600-2006-013-SF.PDF>, accessed in January 2007.  Most current publicly available 
report. 
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open space element.  (policies HS-3.17, LU-15.5, T-5.1, T-5.2, T-5.3, T-5.4, T-5.6, T-5.7, 
T-5.9) 

• Village 7’s roadway system has also been designed to allow the safe and convenient use of 
neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs).  These vehicles are efficient, particularly for local 
trips, and reduce the consumption of fossil fuels, have zero emissions at the point of use, 
and are less noisy than gas vehicles.  Electric vehicles can be used on all roadways with a 
speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less.  (policy T-4.8) 

• Bus service will be expanded to the area based upon demand and funding.  Bus turnouts 
and transit shelters on roadways that are to be served by bus transit in the future will be 
identified and constructed in accordance with City improvement standards and as otherwise 
required by the Public Works Director. Such facilities are anticipated along Ferrari Ranch 
Road and the north-south collector.  Dial-A-Ride transit services will be available to 
Village 7’s residents as demand for this service occurs.  (LU-15.5) 

• The General Development Plan includes project-level strategies for future development 
within each planning area.  This includes approaches such as green building design that 
encourages energy-efficient homes, and the use of recycled and renewable products.  
(OSC-3.1, OSC-3.11, OSC-3.13, PFS-6.3, OSC-3.15) At the landscape level, recycled water 
will be utilized from the City’s wastewater treatment and reclamation facility as it becomes 
available, and plants will be selected that are water conserving, can mitigate wind, and 
provide for sun/shade control.  (policies OSC-4.5, OSC-4.7, OSC-5.4, PFS-2.4, PFS-2.17, 
PFS-3.4, PFS-4.7, PFS-5.2) 

• Building-specific strategies to be considered as Village 7 develops would be implemented 
through the GDP and would include, but are not limited to, low-emitting products for furnaces 
and air conditioners, as well as potential photo-voltaic (solar power) systems. (policies 
PFS-6.3, OSC-3.7, OSC-3.12) Coordinated tree plantings and building orientation would also 
be used to reduce anticipated heating and cooling needs. (policies OSC-3.2, OSC-3.7, 
OSC-3.8, OSC-3.9 Further strategies include, but are not limited to, electric landscaping 
equipment, and prohibiting use of wood-burning fireplaces.  (policies HS-3.3, HS-3.11)  

• The Village 7 Specific Plan incorporates stormwater quality basins, grassy vegetated swales 
designed to remove pollutants by filtration, and oil/grit separators and water quality inlet 
devices.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 would further enhance the effectiveness by requiring that 
Project Conditions of Approval specify appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) be 
incorporated into project design to reduce urban pollutants in runoff, consistent with goals 
and standards established under federal and State non-point source discharge NPDES 
regulations and Basin Plan water quality objectives, the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater 
Runoff Control Ordinance No. 826B, and Low-Impact Development (LID) alternatives for 
stormwater quality control per Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of 
the adopted 2050 General Plan.  (policy PFS-4.8) 

These planning and design concepts are consistent with, and incorporate, General Plan policies 
aimed at reducing GHG emissions from new projects in the City.   

Another source of GHGs would be from the City’s wastewater treatment plant, at which the proposed 
project’s wastewater flows would be processed, along with all other urban flows (see Section 4.9, 
Utilities and Services for more information about the City’s wastewater service).  This would be 
considered an indirect source of GHGs because it is the plant that produces the emissions, not the 
project itself.   
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Another potential indirect source of GHGs emissions would be solid waste generated by the project 
and disposed of at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill.  Methane is the primary GHG generated 
by landfilling.  Solid waste generated by the proposed project would be transported to the Western 
Regional Sanitary Landfill for disposal (see Section 4.9, Public Utilities and Services).  Methane 
generated by decomposing waste is collected in a special system operated by a private company 
that uses the gas to generate electricity.  The electricity is then sold to PG&E.17  The gas-to-energy 
plant substantially reduces the amount of CH4 released to the atmosphere, so the proposed project’s 
indirect contribution to this GHG emission is considered negligible.  

An estimate of the project’s effect on local GHG emissions can be conservatively estimated; 
however, the net effect on the overall cumulative context relative to all GHG emissions in California 
is uncertain. Although it is clear that the Proposed Project’s net generation of CO2 to global climate 
change will be substantial at a project level, a great deal of uncertainty exists regarding what the net 
CO2 emissions would actually be under cumulative conditions.  In addition, it is uncertain how 
current regulations might affect CO2 emissions attributable to the project and cumulative CO2 
emissions from other sources in the cumulative global context.  Also, as described previously, it 
cannot be determined how CO2 emissions associated with the proposed project might or might not 
influence actual physical effects of global climate change.  For these reasons, it is uncertain whether 
the proposed project would generate a substantial increase in GHG emissions relative to existing 
conditions, and whether emissions from the proposed project would make a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change.  
Not withstanding such uncertainty, the Village 7 Specific Plan is a relatively large project, particularly 
within its local context.  Therefore, for this analysis, a conservative approach is taken and the 
proposed project is considered to potentially make a cumulatively considerable significant and 
unavoidable incremental contribution to global climate change. 

Mitigation Measures 

As explained above, the Proposed Project includes numerous site and design features that would 
help reduce the contributions to GHG emissions.  There are also opportunities to incorporate 
additional energy conservation measures into the proposed project that would further help reduce 
GHG emissions beyond those already included that meet General Plan policy requirements.  

Other energy conservation programs are available to the project applicant that will reduce the 
project’s impact on climate change.  As part of its Residential New Construction Program, PG&E 
offers builders of single-family homes within its service area financial incentives based on the energy 
efficiency of their homes.  There are three programs offered by PG&E: energy efficient features may 
be individually added to homes through the PG&E Prescriptive Option; builders can upgrade to the 
California Energy Star New Homes Program by meeting the specifications of the US EPA; or 
builders may choose to participate in the New Solar Homes Partnership (NSHP) Performance 
Method.  In addition to energy efficiency incentives builders may qualify for incremental incentives 
from the CEC's NSHP by adding photovoltaic solar systems to their homes.18  While not required of 
the applicant, implementation of these voluntary programs could help further reduce emissions.   

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would help contribute to the reduction of global 
climate change impacts by reducing energy consumption and lowering the amount of GHG 
production resulting from operation of the proposed project.  However, there is no way to quantify 
the level of reduction associated with the listed mitigation measures within the cumulative context; 
therefore, the impact would remain cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 

                                                  
17  Western Placer Waste Management Authority, Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, 

http://www.wpwma.com/landfill.html 
18  PG&E, Residential New Construction Program, <www.pge.com>, accessed May 15, 2007. 
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4.11-1 a) At the time of application for design review for a project of more than 10 units or a 
commercial development of over 50,000 square feet, the City shall require the project 
applicant to submit an Energy Conservation Plan.  The plan shall describe the 
techniques and programs to be employed in the development of the project to achieve 
energy conservation.  These programs shall include, but shall not be limited to, either: 

Participation in the PG&E Energy Star Performance Method.  This method is available to 
builders of single-family homes that are at least 15 percent more energy efficient than 
required by the 2005 Title 24 Energy Code and meet all US EPA specifications.  
Participating builders become part of the California Energy Star New Homes Program, 
and their homes earn the Energy Star label.  Incremental incentives can also be earned 
by adding energy efficient appliances and/or lighting to homes.   

OR 

Participation in the New Solar Homes Partnership (NSHP) Performance Method.  This 
method is available to builders of single-family homes that are at least 15 percent more 
efficient than required by the 2005 Title 24 Energy Code and meet all US EPA 
specifications.  A second tier of participation is available to single-family homes that 
exceed Title 24 by 35 percent, demonstrate a 40 percent reduction in cooling load, and 
include solar generation as an option for buyers.  Both tiers require that all appliances 
provided by the builder must be Energy Star qualified.  Builders may also qualify for 
additional solar incentives through the CEC’s NSHP. 

b) The City and the project applicant shall work together to publish and distribute an Energy 
Resource Conservation Guide describing measures individuals can take to increase 
energy efficiency and conservation prior to the occupation of the first residential unit. The 
applicant shall be responsible for funding the preparation of the Guide. The City will be 
responsible for the distribution of the guide.  The Energy Resource Conservation Guide 
shall be updated every 5 years and distributed at the public permit counter.  

c) The project applicant shall pay for an initial installment of Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
traffic lights in all Specific Plan area traffic lights. 

d) The project applicant shall ensure the tree planting program provides 50% tree shading 
within 15 years in commercial and retail lots to reduce radiation and encourage the 
reduction of greenhouse gases, consistent with General Plan policy OSC-3.10. 

e) The applicant shall develop a tree planting packet for distribution in the Village 7 Specific 
Plan to help future residents understand their options for planting trees that can absorb 
carbon dioxide, consistent with General Plan policy HS-3.21. 

f) The City shall require that energy efficient lighting fixtures, including fluorescent light be 
used in residential and commercial structures within the plan area. 

g) The project applicant shall include light-colored roofing materials and road materials to 
address “urban heat island” effect.   

h) The City shall ensure recommendations form energy planners and energy efficiency 
specialists in the building permit review process are incorporated to ensure building and 
site design takes into account solar orientation, energy-efficient systems, building 
practices, and materials, consistent with General Plan policies OSC-3.8 and OSC-3.14. 



 4.11 Climate Change 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 4.11-22 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\4.11 Climate Change.doc June 2009 

i) Implement all mitigation measures identified in Section 4.4, Air Quality. 

j) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 (Urban Stormwater Pollutants) in Section 4.7, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 

4.11-2 The potential cumulative environmental effects of global climate change on water 
supply, including the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution to GHG emissions 
that affect climate change, would not have a substantial adverse effect on the 
Proposed Project. 

As noted in the Environmental Setting, most of the scientific models addressing climate change 
show that the primary effect on California’s climate would be a shift in stream-flow seasonality.  That 
is, a higher percentage of the winter precipitation in the mountains would likely fall as rain, resulting 
in peak runoff earlier in the season.  Because some of the state’s storage reservoirs would also have 
to be managed for flood protection, the state may not have sufficient surface storage to capture the 
early runoff, and a portion of the runoff would flow to the oceans rather than be available for use in 
the state’s water delivery systems. 

As described in the Environmental Setting, water for the Proposed Project would be supplied by the 
City of Lincoln through agreements with the PCWA.  Impact 4.9-19 in Section 4.9, Public Utilities and 
Services, evaluates the cumulative water supply impacts of the Proposed Project and concludes 
sufficient supplies are available.  The sources of surface water supply entitlements available to 
PCWA for include: (1) a surface water supply contract with PG&E for 100,400 acre-feet per year of 
Yuba Bear water that is delivered through the Drum Spaulding hydro system; (2) surface water 
associated with PCWA’s Middle Fork Project water rights which total 120,000 acre-feet per year; and 
(3) a CVP contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for a minimum of 35,000 acre-feet per year of 
municipal and industrial water.  Each of these surface water supplies has demonstrated a historic 
high degree of reliability, even during multiple-dry year events.  In addition, as previously stated in 
the Environmental Setting, PCWA’s surface water supply entitlements are unlikely to be affected by 
global climate change because, as indicated by preliminary results from DWR (2006), water supply 
impacts from climate change would be largely reflected in reduced south-of-Delta exports, while 
existing Delta water quality requirements would continue to be satisfied. It is therefore reasonable to 
consider that global climate change may have relatively less effect on the Placer County water 
supply because the PCWA’s surface water supplies are based on existing water rights and contract 
entitlements for in-basin use above the Delta. Although the PCWA Integrated Water Resources Plan 
does not specifically address the effects of global climate change on Placer County’s water supply, 
the IWRP, together with the water supply analysis (WSA) for Village 7 contained in this Draft EIR 
(see Appendix H), represent the best available information regarding the effects of single-dry and 
multiple-dry years on Placer County water supply.  

Global climate change is also reasonably not expected to significantly impact groundwater supply for 
the City of Lincoln General Plan area. Preliminary studies indicate that the Sacramento Valley would 
experience only a small decline in groundwater levels as a result of global climate change. Although 
groundwater may be used to supplement surface water supply to the Specific Plan area during dry 
years, it is unlikely that such future groundwater pumping would exceed safe yield. Although there is 
still a great deal of uncertainty in respect to impacts of climate change on future groundwater 
availability in California, in view of the high reliability of PCWA surface water supplies and the wide 
variety of integrated water management techniques available to PCWA, long-term average 
groundwater pumping is not reasonably expected exceed the 95,000 ac-ft/yr average. Moreover, the 
planned replacement of agricultural lands in western Placer County with urban development is 
expected to result in an in-lieu groundwater recharge, thereby further reducing the likelihood of a 
groundwater overdraft. PCWA’s use of an integrated resources approach will ensure that there is 
adequate water supply to reliably meet all the projected PCWA western Placer County service area 
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demands, including City of Lincoln General Plan buildout (which includes the Proposed Project), 
even under single-year and multiple year drought conditions.   

For these reasons, impacts of global climate change on water supply for the Proposed Project are 
considered less than significant. No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Mitigation Measures 

4.11-2 None required. 
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5.0 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Under CEQA, an EIR must analyze the extent to which a project's primary and secondary effects 
would commit resources to uses that future generations will probably be unable to reverse [CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(c); 15127]. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the long-term commitment of resources of 
the project site to urban land use.  The Proposed Project would likely result in or contribute to the 
following irreversible environmental changes: 

• Conversion of existing undeveloped land to urban land uses, thus precluding other alternate 
land uses in the future. 

• Permanent changes in the visual quality of the site and surroundings. 

• Increased ambient noise. 

• Conversion of existing habitat and irreversible loss of wildlife. 

• Irreversible commitment of municipal resources to the provision of services and operations of 
infrastructure for future urban and suburban development. 

• Irreversible consumption of goods and services associated with the future population. 

• Increased traffic volumes on existing roadways and the establishment of roads in areas not 
presently provided with vehicular access. 

• Degradation of air quality. 

• Irreversible consumption of energy and natural resources associated with the future 
population. 

• Possible demand for and use of goods, services, and resources for this project to the 
exclusion of projects in other locations. 

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

To comply with CEQA, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a project will affect economic and 
commercial growth in the vicinity of the project and how that growth will, in turn, affect the 
surrounding environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)].  Under CEQA, this growth is not to 
be considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of significant consequence.  Induced growth is 
considered a significant impact only if it affects (directly or indirectly) the ability of agencies to 
provide needed public services, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth, in some other 
way, significantly affects the environment. 

Introduction to Growth Inducement Issues 

Growth can be induced in a number of ways, including through the elimination of obstacles to 
growth, or through the stimulation of economic activity within the region.  The discussion of the 
removal of obstacles to growth relates directly to the removal of infrastructure limitations (typically 
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through the provision of additional capacity or supply) or the reduction or elimination of regulatory 
constraints on growth that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project approval. 

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 

The elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-
inducing effect.  A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service 
infrastructure.  The extension of public service infrastructure, including roadways, water mains, and 
sewer lines, into areas that are not currently provided with these services would be expected to 
support new development.  Similarly, the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle, including 
existing growth and development policies, could result in new growth. 

Economic Effects 

Increased Demand on Secondary Markets 

Development (residential or employment-generating uses) typically generates a secondary or 
indirect demand for other goods and services.  The secondary or economic change can be 
quantified by an economic multiplier, which is an economic term used to describe inter-relationships 
among various sectors of the economy.  One aspect of the multiplier effect is the potential catalytic 
force a project can have on satellite or follow-up development because it creates a demand or 
market to be served (e.g., neighborhood commercial development around residential development). 

Increased Pressure on Land Use Intensification 

Unforeseen future development can be spurred by the construction of certain projects that have the 
effect of creating unique and currently unmet market demands, or by creating economic incentive for 
future projects by substantially increasing surrounding property values.  These types of impacts are 
most often identified for projects developed in areas that are currently lacking a full spectrum of 
economic activity.  For example, newly developing office areas may be lacking in a full range of 
support commercial uses; this support commercial demand can cause increased pressure for 
rezones or general plan amendments aimed at providing adequate land to accommodate 
businesses seeking to serve the unmet demand. 

Growth-Inducing Effects of the Proposed Project 

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 

The construction of the Proposed Project would eliminate some existing obstacles to growth.  The 
standard scenario for eliminating an obstacle to growth involves the extension or provision of utility 
or service to an area that was not previously served.  For example, the extension of a water main 
into an area where growth has been prohibited because of lack of domestic water service may be 
considered growth inducing if there is excess capacity in the water main to serve more than planned 
growth.  The Proposed Project would result in the extension of, and connection to, existing roads in 
the area.  Ferrari Ranch Road would be extended across the project site.  The project would tie into 
existing water and sewer infrastructure adjacent to the site, so minimal extensions of infrastructure 
would be needed. 

Increased Demand on Secondary Markets 

The Proposed Project would bring retail/commercial, recreational, school, open space/park, and 
residential uses into the City of Lincoln.  These uses would bring employees to the area and could 
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create an economic incentive for future projects by increasing surrounding property values.  In 
general, an additional dollar spent in the county for these goods and services is re-spent on 
additional goods and services (due to the “multiplier” effect).  Therefore, the anticipated increase in 
spending on secondary and support services could increase growth pressures in the region.  
However, because the project site is near an existing urbanized area, most goods and services are 
already available, and would be expanded in response to regional growth, not solely as a result of 
the Proposed Project. 

Increased Pressure on Land Use Intensification 

The Proposed Project would result in the construction of employment-generating uses, such as 
retail/commercial uses on the project site.  Nearby properties are not all developed in established 
uses, and could be subject to increased development pressures as a result of the implementation of 
the Proposed Project.  It is possible that the development of the Proposed Project could increase the 
pressure on the City of Lincoln to intensify the land use designations and zoning on adjacent or 
nearby properties.  However, the intensity and types of development would likely be substantially 
limited, as described below. 

For example, undeveloped areas west and north of Moore Road are designated as Farm-Building 
Site (F-B-X) 80-acre minimum.  This area is in the C1 Extended Approach/Departure zone for the 
Lincoln Regional Airport (see Figure 4.1-3 in Section 4.1, Land Use).  According to the Compatibility 
Guidelines for Specific Land Uses (Appendix D, Placer County Airport Land Use Plan, 2002), the 
types of residential development in a C1 zone would be limited to rural residential and rural estate; 
the densities proposed in the Specific Plan would be precluded, and an elementary school use 
would also be incompatible.  The area south of Moore Road and east of Fiddyment Road to the west 
of the project site contains the City’s Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility.  Property 
immediately south of the site is a 632-acre wetland mitigation area (Orchard Creek Wetlands 
Preserve).  To the east is the existing Lincoln Crossing development.  Therefore, the likelihood of 
pressure on land use intensification in the project vicinity would be minimal. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be 
associated with the Proposed Project.  This assessment involves examining project-related effects 
on the environment in the context of similar effects that have been caused by past or existing 
projects, and the anticipated effects of future projects.  Although project-related impacts may be 
individually minor, the cumulative effects of these impacts, in combination with the impacts of other 
projects, could be significant under CEQA and must be addressed [CEQA Guidelines, §15130(a)]. 

For the City of Lincoln, Table 5-1, at the end of this chapter, lists the current approved projects in the 
City of Lincoln, which are included in the cumulative analysis.   

The cumulative analysis in each technical section evaluates the Proposed Project’s contribution to 
the cumulative scenario.  For instance, in the cumulative discussion on biological resources, the loss 
of wetlands on-site as well as the loss of wetlands throughout western Placer County is discussed. 

The basis of the cumulative analysis varies by technical area.  For example, traffic and traffic-related 
air emissions and noise analyses assume development that is planned in the City of Lincoln and 
other jurisdictions, including Rocklin and Roseville, because each of these jurisdictions contribute to 
traffic on local and regional roadways.  The cumulative conditions analysis within Lincoln is based on 
a travel demand model developed by DKS Associates for the City’s 2050 General Plan.  The model 
assumes expansion of the City to include a considerable amount of new residential and non-
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residential land uses.  It assumes buildout of all planned residential land uses, but not all non-
residential uses in order to maintain a proper balance of jobs to housing within the City.  

The following land development projects in Lincoln are included in the model: 

• Residential: Buildout of Sun City – Lincoln Hills Twelve Bridges and Lincoln Crossing, Aitken 
Ranch, 3D South and Foskett Ranch.   

• Placer County: Buildout of Bickford Ranch and the United Auburn Indian Community’s 
Thunder Valley Casino, and additional development (but not build out) in the Sunset 
Industrial Area.  

• Rocklin: Buildout of the Northwest Rocklin Annexation Area (both the residential and non-
residential components) and buildout of Clover Valley Lakes. 

• Roseville: Buildout of each of the City's eight adopted Specific Plan areas.  

The travel demand model produces daily and p.m. peak hour traffic forecasts.  Since it does not 
forecast a.m. peak hour conditions, this time period was not analyzed for cumulative conditions. 

This cumulative analysis considers growth in the region, as represented by adopted planning 
documents and proposals currently under consideration.  

Air quality impacts are evaluated against conditions in the Sacramento Valley air basin.  Similarly, 
the hydrology and water quality cumulative analysis considers the watersheds that receive runoff 
from the project site.  The utilities analysis is primarily based on the City’s General Plan development 
assumptions and expansion plans (e.g., expansion of the City’s wastewater treatment plant and the 
extension of conveyance infrastructure), because the City would provide the majority of services and 
utilities to the Proposed Project.  Other cumulative analyses, such as biology, consider the potential 
loss of resources in a broader, more regional context.  

Additional development prior to or beyond 2025 levels could occur from various potential 
development projects in communities adjacent to the City of Lincoln, primarily within the 
unincorporated areas of Placer County. These include the Regional University Specific Plan, Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan, and Placer Ranch Specific Plan.  Environmental documents have been 
prepared for all three projects.  The Regional University Specific Plan has been approved by the 
County.  The other two projects are considered possible, but speculative.  The development 
assumptions associated with these projects are: 

• Regional University Specific Plan – The proposed Regional University Specific Plan 
(RUSP) project site encompasses approximately 1,136 acres in unincorporated west Placer 
County.  The proposed RUSP would include two primary components: a University campus 
and an adjoining Community.  The University is planned to accommodate approximately 
6,000 students, with 800 professors and staff, offering both undergraduate and graduate 
degrees.  In addition to the institutional facilities on campus, the campus would include 
approximately 1,155 residential units for students and faculty, as well as retirement housing.  
The preliminary University program includes a full range of academic, administrative, athletic, 
and performing arts facilities; a stadium; faculty and staff housing; student housing; and a 
retirement village.  In addition, a portion of the campus is planned for a potential private high 
school that could accommodate 1,200 students and accompanying staff and faculty.  The 
proposed Community would be mixed-use, with a variety of residential, commercial, 
employment, open space, parks, and public uses.  The Community would include 3,232 
residential units of varying densities.   
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• Placer Vineyards Specific Plan – The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area is south of the 
proposed project area and Baseline Road.  This Specific Plan area includes approximately 
5,230 acres and at buildout, will contain a maximum 14,132 dwelling units.  Over 5% of the 
project area is proposed for job generating land uses.  Open space, landscape buffers, park 
and school facilities, approximately 190-acre Town Center, and regional and neighborhood 
commercial developments are also proposed. 

• Placer Ranch Specific Plan – Northeast of the proposed project area is the proposed 
Placer Ranch specific plan area consisting of approximately 2,213 acres.  If approved as 
proposed, at buildout this area would consist of approximately 6,793 dwelling units, 
527 acres of business park and light industrial uses, 150 acres of office professional uses, 
99 acres for commercial uses, 275 acres for parks, landscape corridors and open space, two 
new elementary schools and a new middle school.  The applicant has added mixed-use town 
centers to the project plan in order to make the design more pedestrian friendly.  In addition, 
the Placer Ranch includes a 300-acre branch campus of California State University, 
Sacramento, with an estimated total enrollment of 25,000 students.  As of the date of 
publication of this Draft EIR, the County has ceased processing of that project, and land use 
assumptions would be speculative at this time. 

Significant cumulative impacts are identified and discussed in each section of Chapter 4.  Following 
is a summary of cumulative impacts for each issue area. 

Land Use 

There is no cumulative context to assess land use consistency and compatibility issues, because 
land use effects are entirely localized and would not combine with similar effects in other locations.  
One significant and unavoidable cumulative land use impact would occur due to cumulative loss of 
agricultural resources.  The proposed project would contribute to the cumulative loss of agricultural 
resources within the area, including land under Williamson Act contracts.  Please see Impact 4.1-7 
for a complete discussion. 

Population, Employment, and Housing 

The cumulative context for population, employment and housing includes development through 2025 
in the City of Lincoln and the neighboring communities.  The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulative development of additional residential uses in the City of Lincoln, resulting in a low 
jobs/housing ratio of 0.70.  However, Lincoln’s proximity to regional employment centers such as 
Roseville and Auburn would help to balance the ratio.  The impact would be less than significant.  
Please see Impact 4.2-2 for a compete discussion.  The Proposed Project would not cumulatively 
exceed regional population projections (Impact 4.2-3). 

Transportation and Circulation 

The Proposed Project, in combination with other regional development, would not have any adverse 
cumulative impacts on City of Lincoln roadways (Impact 4.3-12), but unacceptable operations would 
occur on five segments of Placer County roadways (Industrial Avenue south of Twelve Bridges 
Drive, Fiddyment Road from to Roseville City limits, Athens Avenue east of Fiddyment Road, 
Foothills Boulevard south of Athens Avenue, and Industrial Avenue south of Athens Avenue), on 
SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard and on portions of SR 65 from south of Lincoln to I-80 
(Impacts 4.3-13, 4.3-14, and 4.3-15).  For the significant cumulative impacts, no mitigation is 
currently available that is within the City’s jurisdiction to implement and monitor.   
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Air Quality  

The Proposed Project, in combination with other cumulative development in the Placer County 
portion of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, would contribute to a net increase of criteria pollutants 
for which the project region is in nonattainment and could slow implementation of the Placer County 
Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Attainment Plan.  Construction of the Proposed Project 
would also contribute to an increase in ozone precursors, TAC emissions, and PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions.  The Project would have a considerable contribution to these significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts.  Cumulative impacts associated with CO were found to be less than significant 
and during operation, the Proposed Project would not contribute substantially to TAC emissions.  
Operation of the Proposed Project is not expected to create odors, and odors from the nearby 
WWTRF are not anticipated to affect sensitive receptors in the project area by combining with other 
odor sources.  This impact would be less than significant.  Please see Impacts 4.4-7 through 4.4-12 
for a complete discussion. 

Noise 

The cumulative noise context consists of other existing and future development that would add 
stationary or mobile source noise at or surrounding the project site.  Construction of the Proposed 
Project would have a temporary significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative noise levels 
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.  Please see Impact 4.5-5 for a complete discussion.  No 
significant cumulative impact would arise from groundborne vibration (Impact 4.5-6), given the 
unlikelihood of intense project construction occurring simultaneously in close proximity to a sensitive 
receptor.  The Proposed Project would add automobile traffic in the City, which would contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable increase in traffic noise levels on the street system in the project vicinity.  
Cumulative increases in traffic-generated noise levels could affect existing sensitive receptors, and 
no feasible mitigation is available to the City to reduce or avoid this effect (Impact 4.5-7). 

Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

The cumulative context for hazards and hazardous materials is the future development in the City of 
Lincoln General Plan Area.  The Proposed Project’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts 
associated with the release of hazardous materials was found to be less than significant with 
implementation of project specific mitigation measures.  The Proposed Project’s contribution to the 
cumulative effects of developing a site with contamination and the transportation, use or disposal of 
hazardous materials were found to be less than cumulatively considerable, so impacts would be less 
than significant.  Please see Impacts 4.6-4 through 4.6-6 for a complete discussion. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The cumulative context for hydrology and water quality is the Orchard Creek watershed that is a 
tributary to the Cross Canal watershed, which drains to the Sacramento River.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 would reduce the stormwater volume increase impact for the Lewis 
Property, but the cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable for the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion.  The Proposed Project would develop urban uses in the floodplain, but would 
not significantly affect current water surface elevations.  Parts of the project site could still be subject 
to 100-year floods, but the Proposed Project’s contribution to downstream water surface elevations 
as a result of runoff would not be cumulatively considerable. The Proposed Project would not 
contribute to the cumulative loss of groundwater recharge.  Development of the Proposed Project 
could affect water quality by increasing urban pollutants in stormwater runoff.  However, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 would reduce the Proposed Project’s contribution to this 
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cumulative impact, so the impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant.  Please see Impacts 4.7-6 through 4.7-8 for a complete discussion. 

Biological Resources 

The Proposed Project, in combination with other cumulative development in western Placer County, 
including buildout of the Lincoln General Plan, could have a considerable contribution to the net loss 
of native plant communities, wildlife habitat values, wetland resources, and special-status species 
and their habitats.  The impact would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  Please see 
Impact 4.8-10 for a complete discussion. 

Public Services and Utilities 

The cumulative context for wastewater treatment includes development within the City of Lincoln, 
according to its adopted 2050 General Plan.  The WWTRF was constructed to accommodate 
planned growth within the city and would continue to grow incrementally until the full buildout of the 
plant is reached.   The Proposed Project would be within the planned capacity of the WWTRF.  
However, as described in Impact 4.9-3, future expansion of the WWTRF to accommodate General 
Plan buildout (including the Proposed Project), in combination with possible changes to discharge 
requirements to protect surface water quality that may be necessary in the future, could result in 
significant and unavoidable environmental effects.   

The context for solid waste is development within Placer County that disposes of municipal solid 
waste at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill and Material Recovery Facility.  The Proposed 
Project would incrementally contribute to cumulative demand for landfill services but would minimally 
affect landfill capacity.  The landfill has 65 percent capacity remaining and is not expected to reach 
capacity until 2042 (six years after the current permitted date).  Please see Impact 4.9-5 for a 
complete discussion.  Cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

The cumulative context for electricity and natural gas is the City of Lincoln.  Future development in 
the City will increase residential and commercial needs for electricity and natural gas services.  The 
Proposed Project would incrementally contribute to the cumulative demand for these services.  
Please see Impact 4.9-8 for a complete discussion.  Cumulative impacts would not be significant. 

The cumulative context for police service is all development within the City of Lincoln and the Lincoln 
Police Department service area.  The Proposed Project, in combination with other future 
development, would increase demand for law enforcement officers and facilities (Impact 4.9-10).  As 
additional development occurs, the City’s General Fund would be used to maintain service levels.  
Development fees would be collected to provide for expansion or construction of facilities as areas 
are annexed into the PFE boundary.  Therefore, there would be a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact on law enforcement service. 

The cumulative context for fire service is the City of Lincoln.  The Proposed Project, in combination 
with other future development, would increase demand for fire protection facilities (Impact 4.9-12).  
As additional development occurs, the City’s General Fund would be used to maintain service levels.  
Development fees would be collected to provide for expansion or construction of facilities as areas 
are annexed into the PFE boundary.  Service levels would be maintained and facilities could be 
expanded or constructed.  Therefore, there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact on 
fire protection service. 

The cumulative context for schools includes the boundaries of the Western Placer Unified School 
District.  The Proposed Project and other development in the District would not result in a cumulative 
impact.  Please see Impact 4.9-14 for a complete discussion.   
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The cumulative context for parks and recreation facilities is the City of Lincoln.  As additional 
residential development occurs throughout Lincoln, more parks and open space would be required 
to continue to meet the adopted standard.  The Proposed Project includes adequate park acreage to 
serve the new development.  All projects developed within the City are required to either dedicate 
parkland, per the General Plan, or contribute funds, per the Quimby Act, to provide adequate parks 
within the City.  This would ensure the cumulative impact is less than significant.  Please see Impact 
4.9-16 for additional information. 

The Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Village 7 Specific Plan project, and adopted by the 
Lincoln City Council in August 2008, concluded that there is sufficient water supply from the planned 
sources to meet the increased water demand in the City of Lincoln, including the Proposed Project, 
under a variety of delivery conditions.  With implementation of mitigation requiring the written 
verification (Mitigation Measure 4.9-19), cumulative water supply impacts would not be significant.  
However, cumulative development could result in the need for construction or expansion of water 
treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative 
impacts (see Impact 4.9-20). 

Visual Resources 

The cumulative context for visual resources is the buildout of the Cities of Lincoln, Roseville, and 
Rocklin, including the Twelve Bridges, Lincoln Crossing, and Sterling Pointe Specific Plan areas.  
Development of the Proposed Project under cumulative conditions would have a considerable 
contribution to the cumulative impact on existing views and the visual character of the City of Lincoln 
and on increased lighting in the region.  Please see Impacts 4.10-3 and 4.10-4 for a complete 
discussion. 

Climate Change 

Impact 4.11-1 concludes the Proposed Project would generate greenhouse gas emissions that 
would represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change. 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Lewis Property 

The following are the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with implementation of the 
Lewis Property portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan: 

Land Use 

• Conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses.  (Impacts 4.1-5 [Project] and 4.1-8 [Cumulative]) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on State Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under 
existing plus project conditions, until the SR 65 Bypass is completed.  (Impact 4.3-2 [Project]) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen already unacceptable operations at three 
locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus project conditions.  (Impact 4.3-5 
[Project]) 
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• Add significant levels of traffic to portion of Nelson Lane, which is not constructed to current 
design standards. (Impact 4.3-7 [Project]) 

• Cause temporary impacts along Moore Road during construction.  (Impact 4.3-11 [Project]) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to 
a significant degree) on segments of the Placer County roadway system.  (Impact 4.3-13 
[Cumulative]) 

• Worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on State Route 193 
and State Route 65 through Placer County, Rocklin, and Roseville.  (Impact 4.3-14 
[Cumulative]) 

• Cause significant cumulative impacts at one City of Roseville intersection.  (Impact 4.3-15 
[Cumulative]) 

Air Quality 

• Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 and criteria air pollutants.  (Impacts 4.4-1 and 
4.4-2 [Project] and 4.4-7 and 4.4-8 [Cumulative]) 

• Operational emissions of criteria air pollutants (Impact 4.4-3 [Project] and 4.4-9 [Cumulative]) 

Noise 

• Expose sensitive receptors to permanent increases in ambient noise levels as a result of 
project-generated traffic. (Impact 4.5-7 [Cumulative]) 

• Temporary increase in construction-generated cumulative noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. (Impact 4.5-5 [Cumulative]) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes.  (Impact 4.7-6 [Cumulative]) 

Biological Resources 

• Loss of native plant communities, wildlife habitat values, special-status species and habitat, 
and wetlands.  (Impact 4.8-10) [Cumulative] 

Public Utilities and Services 

• Future expansion of the WWTRF to accommodate General Plan buildout (including the 
Proposed Project), in combination with possible changes to discharge requirements to 
protect surface water quality that may be necessary in the future, could result in significant 
and unavoidable environmental effects.  (Impact 4.9-3 [Cumulative]) 

• Need for construction or expansion of water treatment facilities, the construction of which 
could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.  (Impact 4.9-20 [Cumulative]) 

Visual Resources 

• Permanent changes in existing views and the visual character of the City of Lincoln and 
increased lighting in the region.  (Impact 4.10-3 and Impact 4.10-4 [Cumulative]) 
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Climate Change 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would represent a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change, even with implementation of City of Lincoln General 
Plan policies and mitigation measures identified in the EIR.  (Impact 4.11-1 [Cumulative]) 

Village 7 Programmatic Portion 

The following are the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with implementation of the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan: 

Land Use 

• Conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses.  (Impacts 4.1-5 [Project] and 4.1-8 [Cumulative]) 

• Conflict with existing Williamson Act Contract (Impact 4.1-6 [Project]) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on State Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under 
existing plus project conditions, until the SR 65 Bypass is completed.  (Impact 4.3-2 [Project]) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen already unacceptable operations at three 
locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus project conditions.  (Impact 4.3-5 
[Project]) 

• Add significant levels of traffic to portion of Nelson Lane, which is not constructed to current 
design standards. (Impact 4.3-7 [Project]) 

• Cause temporary impacts along Moore Road during construction.  (Impact 4.3-11 [Project]) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to 
a significant degree) on segments of the Placer County roadway system.  (Impact 4.3-13 
[Cumulative]) 

• Worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on State Route 193 
and State Route 65 through Placer County, Rocklin, and Roseville.  (Impact 4.3-14 
[Cumulative]) 

• Cause significant cumulative impacts at one City of Roseville intersection.  (Impact 4.3-15 
[Cumulative]) 

Air Quality 

• Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 and criteria air pollutants.  (Impacts 4.4-1 and 
4.4-2 [Project] and 4.4-7 and 4.4-8 [Cumulative]) 

• Operational emissions of criteria pollutants (Impact 4.4-3 [Project] and 4.4-9 [Cumulative]) 

Noise 

• Expose sensitive receptors to permanent increases in ambient noise levels as a result of 
project-generated traffic. (Impact 4.5-7 [Cumulative]) 
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• Temporary increase in construction-generated cumulative noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. (Impact 4.5-5 [Cumulative]) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Increase in the amount of stormwater runoff volume (Impact 4.7-2 [Project]) 

• Cumulative increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes.  (Impact 4.7-6 [Cumulative]) 

Biological Resources 

• Loss of native plant communities, wildlife habitat values, special-status species and habitat, 
and wetlands.  (Impact 4.8-10) [Cumulative] 

Public Utilities and Services 

• Future expansion of the WWTRF to accommodate General Plan buildout (including the 
Proposed Project), in combination with possible changes to discharge requirements to 
protect surface water quality that may be necessary in the future, could result in significant 
and unavoidable environmental effects.  (Impact 4.9-3 [Cumulative]) 

• Need for construction or expansion of water treatment facilities, the construction of which 
could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.  (Impact 4.9-20 [Cumulative]) 

Visual Resources 

• Permanent changes in existing views and the visual character of the City of Lincoln and 
increased lighting in the region.  (Impact 4.10-3 and Impact 4.10-4 [Cumulative]) 

Climate Change 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would represent a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change, even with implementation of City of Lincoln General 
Plan policies and mitigation measures identified in the EIR.  (Impact 4.11-1 [Cumulative]) 
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TABLE 5-1 
 

CITY OF LINCOLN CURRENT APPROVED PROJECTS LIST 

RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS 

Twelve Bridges Area C. 100-Unit Planned Development with 2 Church Sites on 50 Acres (Churches 
completed.) 

Twelve Bridges Area A, 4,335-Unit Planned Development on 2,989 Acres.  Villages 5, 6, 7, and 8 have 
been completed.  Village 9 under construction. Catta Verdera at Twelve Bridges. 595 units on 1,019 
acres 

Lincoln Crossing.  2,901-Unit Planned Development on 1,070 Acres (2,705 units completed.) 

Foskett Ranch. 436-Unit Planned Development on 290 Acres  

Lincoln Highlands.  196-lot Subdivision on 48 Acres 

Cypress Meadows. 84-lot Subdivision on 20 Acres 

Western Placer Education Foundation. 71-lot Subdivision on 26 Acres 

Sorrento aka. Aitken Ranch. 472-Unit Planned Development on 156 Acres  

Lakeside 6. 706-Unit Planned Development on 105 Acres  

Clover Meadows. 29-Unit Planned Development on 3.7 Acres 

Village Walk Townhomes. 4-Unit Townhouse Project on 0.30 Acres  

Lincoln Gateway Residential. 51-Unit Planned Development on 4.78 Acres  

Riverwalk Villas. 80-Unit Townhouse Planned Development on 8.4 Acres 

Creekside Village. 23-lot Subdivision on 4.92 Acres 

COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS 

Lincoln Gateway Commercial. Retail/Office Shopping Center (78,000+ square feet; buildings constructed.) 

Butterfield Building Renovations. Historic Building Renovations for Retail Commercial Uses 

Deer Crossing. Neighborhood Shopping Center (26,000 square feet) 

Parkway Pointe . Retail/Office Shopping Center (158,625 square feet; 92,171 square feet constructed.) 

Sterling Pointe Retail Center. Shopping Center (220,264 square feet; 211,264 square feet completed or 
under construction.) 

Lincoln Square. Shopping Center (60,449 square feet) 

Lincoln Commercial Center. Shopping Center (118,763 square feet) 

Terra Cotta Village. Shopping Center (45,895 square feet; 11,800 square feet under construction.) 

Lincoln 270. Planned Development on 278 acres  

Lincoln Crossing Marketplace. Shopping Center, (368,615 square feet; 356,075 square feet completed.) 

Lincoln Airport Business Park.  Industrial Business Park on 89.1 Acres 

Aviation Business Park. Industrial Business Park on 34.7 Acres 

Stone Tower Plaza. Commercial/Office Shopping Center (27,342 square feet) 
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Ferrari Pavillion. Shopping Center with a Theater (96,810 square feet) 

Longs Drugs. Commercial Building (15,879 square feet) 

OTHER 

Mercy Ministries of America. Residential Care Facility for Women 

Scout Hall. Public Assembly Building  

Santa Clara Street Memorial Park. Cemetery on 7.33 Acres 

PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 

Twelve Bridges/Sun City Lincoln Hills 

 

Total Acreage: 5,985 ± 

Residential: 2,861 ±  acres;  

 11,235 units 

Commercial: 130 ± acres 

Employment Ctr.: 71 ± acres 

Open Space/Rec.: 2,648 ± acres 

Lincoln Crossing 

 

Total Acreage: 1,069 ±  

Residential: 622 ± acres;  

 2,901 dwelling units 

Commercial: 43 ± acres 

Open Space/Rec.: 316 ± acres 

Infrastructure: 88 ± acres 

Three D 

 

Total Acreage: 104 

Residential: 70 acres 

Open Space/Rec.: 20 ± acres 

Hwy 65 Bypass:   13 ± acres 

Sterling Pointe 

 

Total Acreage: 76 ±  

Commercial: 54 ± acres 

Natural Preserve: 16 ± acres 

Infrastructure: 6 ± acres 

Foskett Ranch   

 

Total Acreage: 291 

Residential: 96± acres 

 501 dwelling units 

Open Space Preserve: 123.2 acres 

Light Ind/Comm: 15.1 acres 

School: 13.1 acres 

Public Lands: 43.2 acres 

Sorrento a.k.a. Aitken Ranch 

 

Total Acreage:   156+acres 

Residential: 

Low Density:  125+acres 

 472 units 

High Density:  6+acres 

Open Space/rec: 25+acres 

Source:  City of Lincoln, Current Projects List, October 27, 2008. 
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6.0 GENERAL PLAN POLICY CONSISTENCY 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The Lincoln City Council approved the City’s 2050 General Plan in March 2008.  This chapter is 
provided for informational purposes and is intended to evaluate the Proposed Project’s consistency 
with the adopted General Plan goals and policies to identify any potential that could result in a 
physical impact on the environment.  It should be noted that while City staff has done its best to 
ascertain consistency, the City Council makes the ultimate decision regarding consistency with the 
General Plan. 

For purposes of this analysis, the Proposed Project is the entire Village 7 Specific Plan, which 
includes the Lewis Property, Aitken Ranch II, Scheiber, Property, and the Remainder Area.  The 
analysis makes no distinction between the Lewis Property or the Village 7 Programmatic Area 
because approval of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan would be required for development for any of 
the proposed development areas within the Specific Plan. 

Applicable general plan goals and policies from the adopted 2050 General Plan that are relevant to 
the Proposed Project are listed below, followed by a consistency analysis.   

CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

Land Use 

Goal LU-1 To grow in orderly pattern consistent with the economic, social, and 
environmental needs of Lincoln. 

Policies 

Buffer 

LU-1.4  The City shall require buffer areas between development projects and significant 
watercourses, riparian vegetation, and wetlands. 

Transportation Choices 

LU-1.6 The City will promote the application of land use layouts and community designs that 
provide residents with transportation choices to walk, ride bicycles, ride transit 
services, as well as utilize a vehicle, including neighborhood electric vehicles. 

Housing Choices 

LU-1.7 The City will promote the application of land use designs that provide a variety of 
places where residents can live, including apartments, condominiums, townhouses 
and single family attached and detached.  

Compact Development 

LU-1.8 The City will promote the use of development patterns that are more compactly built 
and use space in an efficient but aesthetic manner to promote more walking, biking 
and use of public transit. 
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Mixed Land Uses 

LU-1.10 Within the designated Village areas, the City will promote a mixed land use designed 
to place homes together with smaller businesses, institutional, and community land 
uses.  The Village Core area will utilized the Mixed Use (MU) designation.  Mixed land 
uses could include vertical as well as horizontal design allowing for differing land uses 
within the same building, as well as within the same project area. 

Natural Resource Conservation 

LU-1.11 To promote a high quality of life within the community, the City will in conjunction with 
related policies in other general plan elements, promote the retention of natural open 
space areas, greenbelts and the provision of adequate parks as part of approving 
new land use designs. 

Quality Design 

LU-1.12 Through the design review process, apply design standards that promote the use of 
high quality building materials, architectural and site designs, landscaping signage 
and amenities.  The City will continue to develop and apply design standards that 
result in efficient site and building designs, pedestrian friendly projects that stimulate 
the use of alternative modes of transportation, and a functional relationship between 
adjacent developments. 

Form Based Zoning 

LU-1.13 In order to implement smart growth principles, the City will utilize form-based zoning 
in the designated Village areas. 

Goal LU-2 To designate, protect, and provide land to ensure sufficient residential 
development to meet community needs and projected population growth. 

Policies 

Prevent Incompatible Uses 

LU-2.1 The City shall prevent the intrusion of new incompatible land uses into existing 
residential areas. 

Land Use Designations 

LU-2.6 The City shall provide a variety of residential land designations that will meet the 
future needs of the city. 

Innovative Development 

LU-2.8 The City shall promote flexibility and innovation in residential land use through the 
use of planned unit developments, developer agreements, specific plans, mixed use 
projects, and other innovative development and planning techniques. 

Innovative Design 

LU-2.9 The City shall encourage the use of alleys and side-loaded garages to deemphasize 
the garage as the prominent visual feature of a residence.  

Goal LU-3 To designate adequate commercial land for and promote development of 
commercial uses compatible with surrounding land uses to meet the present 
and future needs of Lincoln residents, the regional community, and visitors and 
to maintain economic vitality. 

Policies 

Commercial Land Use 

LU-3.2 The City shall designate sufficient commercial land to meet the future needs of the 
city. 
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Grouping of Commercial Land Uses 

LU-3.4 The City shall avoid “strip commercial” land uses in new development areas by 
encouraging grouping of commercial land uses in core areas. 

Mitigate Land Use Conflicts 

LU-3.5 The City shall mitigate conflicts between new commercial land uses and other land 
uses, especially residential, park, and recreational uses. 

Buffer Commercial Land Uses 

LU-3.6 The City shall require that commercial land uses be buffered from incompatible land 
uses and protected from encroachment by incompatible uses-through the use of 
techniques including, but not limited to, landscaping, sound walls, berms, fencing, 
open space set-backs, greenbelts, and building orientation. 

Innovative Development 

LU-3.7 The City shall promote flexibility and innovation in commercial land use through the 
use of planned unit developments, developer agreements, specific plans and other 
innovative development and planning techniques. 

Goal LU-6 To ensure that the legal requirements for general plan consistency are fulfilled. 

Policies 

Zoning and GP Consistency 

LU-6.1 The City shall amend the zoning code and other land use regulations to make them 
consistent with the adopted or amended general plan. 

Goal LU-9 To ensure high quality appearance and harmony between existing and new 
uses, while avoiding repetitive style, height, and mass. 

Policies 

Linkages 

LU-9.4 The City shall develop linkages between different parts of the city, and foster creation 
of unique elements that provide identity to the city and the neighborhoods and result 
in the creation of diverse and distinctive places. 

Maintain Urban Edge 

LU-9.6 The City shall maintain a distinct urban edge, while creating a gradual transition 
between urban uses and open space. 

Integrate Natural Features 

LU-9.8 The City shall emphasize Lincoln’s natural features as the visual framework for new 
development and redevelopment. 

Consistency Analysis 

The Proposed Project comprises the City’s 2050 General Plan “Village” V-7 land use designation 
(see Figure 4.1-1).  The development plan includes the creation of a residential community 
consisting of a variety of housing types (General Plan policy LU-1.7), one elementary school, a 
community park, a community center, neighborhood-serving retail uses, and extensive park and 
open space amenities.  There would be a centrally located Village Center. Proposed residential 
development along the eastern boundary – adjacent to existing residential development – would 
minimize land use incompatibilities and would provide linkages to the City (General Plan policies 
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LU-2.1 and LU-9.4)  The circulation plan includes an extensive hierarchy of roads, pedestrian and 
bikeway network, and public transit options to ensure connectivity within the Lewis Property and to 
connect to existing development, consistent with General Plan policies LU-1.6 and LU-1.8.  It 
includes a substantial park and open space buffer to protect the City’s residents from exposure to 
WWTRF operations, while creating a distinct urban edge, consistent with General Plan policy 
LU-9.6.  The Specific Plan provides extensive open space area, which is intended to preserve and 
enhance natural resources on the site and to allow for potential connectivity with larger-scale 
regional conservation efforts (General Plan policies LU-1.11 and LU-9.8).   

Consistent with General Plan policies LU-1.10, LU-1.13, and LU-2.6, the Proposed Project includes 
Village Country Estates (VCE), Village Low Density Residential (VLDR), Village Medium Density 
Residential (VMDR), Village High density Residential (VHDR), Neighborhood Commercial (VMU), 
Elementary School (PF), Park and Recreation (PR), Open Space (OS), Major Paseos (OS), and 
Linear Parkways (OS).  These designations would be established through a General Plan 
Amendment and prezoning/zoning. 

The Village 7 Specific Plan design emphasizes enhanced streetscapes, variable front yard setbacks, 
alley-loaded garage options, and one of the primary goals is to create housing that is both high-
quality and varied in design in order to avoid architectural repetitiveness (General Plan policies 
LU-1.12 and LU-2.9). The specific measures that would implemented are described in the General 
Development Plans, which would be subject to approval by the City Council in conjunction with its 
approval of the Proposed Project. 

Two VMU sites would be grouped in the Village Center Core, providing opportunities for retail uses 
and a recreational facility, consistent with General Plan policies LU-3.2 and LU-3.4.  The commercial 
uses that could be developed in the Village Center would be surrounded by non-residential uses 
(e.g., open space/park and elementary school), which would help minimize potential land use 
incompatibilities.  The GDP provides additional design standards to help buffer adjoining land uses 
(General Plan policies LU-3.5 and LU-3.6).  

The Village 7 Specific Plan incorporates extensive open space areas along the western, northern, 
and southern boundaries, consistent with General Plan policy LU-1.4, which requires “buffer areas 
between development projects and significant watercourses, riparian vegetation, and wetlands,” 
Policy LU-5.4, which requires buffers between urban land uses and agricultural land uses 
designated for long-term protection.  Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 requires notification to home-buyers 
about agricultural activities. 

In addition, the project proposes a specific plan, general development plan, and a development 
agreement, each of which is consistent with policies LU-2.8 and LU-3.7 of the General Plan, which 
encourages flexibility and innovation in commercial and residential land uses through the use of 
PUDs, developer agreements, or other innovative development and planning techniques.  

The General Plan includes Policy LU-6.1, which requires that the zoning of a site be changed to be 
consistent with the General Plan and that only rezoning that is consistent with the General Plan be 
approved.  The entire Village 7 Specific Plan currently has no City zoning designation as it is not 
currently within the City of Lincoln.  However, as part of the Proposed Project approvals, the area 
would be prezoned as part of the annexation application process to have a Planned Development 
(PD) zoning designation, as defined by Section 18.32 of the Lincoln Zoning Ordinance.  The intent of 
the City’s PD District is “to encourage and provide for a creative and more flexible approach to the 
use of land; to maximize the choices of types of living environments available to people in the city; 
and to encourage more efficient allocation and maintenance of privately controlled common open 
space through the redistribution of overall densities where such a rearrangement is desirable and 
feasible” (Zoning Ordinance Section 18.32.010).  Application of the PD district allows flexibility in the 
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establishment of development standards, including required yards (setbacks), lot area and width, lot 
coverage and other provisions. Further, as provided in Section 18.32.020, the PD district allows 
“various uses to be combined…provided that combinations of uses results in a balanced and stable 
environment.”  To this end, the development standards and design guidelines in the Specific Plan 
and GDP have been designed to provide development flexibility in creating a unique master planned 
community  

Therefore, the Village 7 Specific Plan project would not conflict with the City of Lincoln General Plan 
policies. 

Agricultural Resources 

Goal LU-5 To retain rural designations for large parcels of land outside the city limits but 
within the Planning Area, until annexed to city.  

Policies 

Protect Agriculture 

LU-5.3 The City shall ensure that agricultural land uses are not prematurely terminated by 
protecting the continued operation of agricultural land uses. 

Agricultural Buffers 

LU-5.4 The City shall require that agricultural land uses designated for long-term protection 
(i.e. Williamson Act contract or under a conservation easement) shall be buffered 
from urban land uses through the use of techniques including, but not limited to, 
greenbelts, open space setbacks, sound walls, fencing and berming. 

Agricultural Disclosure 

LU-5.5 Residential developments locating next to active agricultural areas will have a notice 
included in the deed notifying buyers of the agricultural use. 

Goal OSC-2 To cooperate with Placer County in preserving agricultural operations which 
are located outside the City’s planning boundaries. 

Policies 

Agricultural Buffers 

OSC-2.1 The City will provide for open space or other appropriate buffers, to protect 
agricultural operations located adjacent to the City planning boundaries, when 
reviewing land use plans for such areas. 

Agricultural Disclosures 

OSC-2.2 The City will require that developers of residential projects, which are within general 
proximity of agricultural operations in the County, provide notification to new 
homeowners within their deeds, of the County’s right to farm ordinance. 

Consistency Analysis 

Although extensive buffers and setbacks are provided in the Specific Plan, potential conflicts with 
adjacent agricultural land uses would be addressed through Mitigation Measure 4.1-2, which 
requires notification to home-buyers about agricultural activities.  This would be consistent with 
Policies LU-5.4, LU-5.5, OSC-2.1, and OSC-2.2. 

A 26.5-acre portion of APN 021-350-007 is located south of Auburn Ravine and is part of the 
Village 7 Programmatic Portion site (Scheiber Property).  The parcel is currently under Williamson 
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Act contract.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-6(B) would ensure property under 
Williamson Act contract would not be rezoned until the contract has expired or been cancelled, 
which is consistent with Policy LU-5.3. 

Population, Employment and Housing  

Goal ED-3 To promote a diverse and balanced mix of employment and residential 
opportunities within the City.  

Policies 

Provide for a Diversity of Housing Choices 

ED-3.3  The City shall provide for a range of housing choices for current and future residents 
through land use designations and zoning ordinances.  

Goal LU-7 To ensure that land use decisions by the cities and the county in south Placer 
are coordinated. 

Policies 

Jobs-Housing Balance 

LU-7.1 The City shall consider the effects of land use proposals and decisions on the South 
Placer area and the efforts to maintain a jobs-housing balance. 

Consistency Analysis 

The project provides a mix of residential densities including low, medium and high density to provide 
for a diversity of housing choices, per policy ED-3.3.  Impact 4.2-1 in Section 4.2, Population, 
Employment, and Housing, evaluates the jobs/housing balance of the Proposed Project (policy 
LU-7.1).  The project’s jobs/housing ratio would be offset by the proximity of employment centers in 
Roseville and Auburn, and there would be no adverse impacts that would result in a physical 
change.  In addition, the project's elementary school and Village retail center would provide a variety 
of new local employment opportunities.  Overall, the project helps the City of Lincoln meet its share 
of the housing demand that will be generated in the region (including the South Placer area) as 
noted in estimates generated by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). 

Transportation and Circulation 

Roads and Highways  

Goal T-2 Continue to ensure provision and maintenance of a safe and efficient system of 
streets to meet demands of existing and planned development.  

Policies 

New Development 

T-2.2 The City shall ensure that streets and highways will be available to serve new 
development by requiring detailed traffic studies and necessary improvements as a 
part of all major development proposals. 

Level of Service for Local Streets and Intersections 

T-2.3 Strive to maintain a LOS C at all signalized intersections in the City during the p.m. 
peak hours. Exceptions to this standard may be considered for intersections where 
the city determines that the required road improvements are not acceptable (i.e., due 
to factors such as the cost of improvements exceeding benefits achieved, results are 
contrary to achieving a pedestrian design, or other factors) or that based upon 
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overriding considerations regarding project benefits, an alternative LOS may be 
accepted. For purposes of this policy, City intersections along McBean Park Drive 
between East Avenue and G Street, and G Street between First Street and Seventh 
Street, are excluded from the LOS C standard, and will operate at a lower LOS.  

T-2.4   Level of Service for State Highways 

The City shall coordinate with Caltrans in order to strive to maintain a minimum LOS 
“D” for SR 65 and SR 193. 

T-2.5   Monitor Intersections 

The City will identify and monitor critical intersections on a periodic basis and 
construct needed improvements in a timely manner, based upon available resources, 
if the LOS drops below “C”, unless a lower LOS has been established pursuant to 
Policy T-2.3. For purposes of this policy, critical intersections exclude those along 
McBean Park Drive between East Avenue and G Street, and G Street between First 
Street and Seventh Street. 

T-2.9   SR65 Bypass 

The City shall support construction of the SR 65 Bypass with interchanges provided 
at Ferrari Ranch Road, the realigned Nelson Lane, Nicolaus Road and Wise Road.  
The City will continue to place a very high priority on the construction of the Highway 
65 Bypass and to aggressively pursue its funding and construction with Caltrans, 
SACOG, Placer County Transportation and Planning Agency, appropriate Federal 
agencies and private sources.  

T-2.14 The City shall require developers to construct at least the first two lanes of any road 
(including curbs, gutters and sidewalks) within their projects.  

T-2.19   Capital Improvements Program 

The City shall implement street widening and other circulation improvements which 
are related to new development in conjunctions with the City’s capital improvements 
program.  

T-2.20 Coordinate with Neighboring Jurisdictions 

The City will coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions to determine if acceptable and 
compatible levels of service, consistent with the circulation elements and levels of 
service set forth in the affected jurisdiction’s general plan, on the roadways that 
extend into other jurisdictions can be achieved.  The City will continue to participate in 
the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) as part of an effort to 
develop interagency funding mechanisms to construct mutually acceptable regional 
transportation improvements.  The City will require project developers to be 
responsible for a project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements identified 
as part of the interagency funding program. 

Public Transportation 

Goal T-4 To provide and maintain viable alternate modes of transportation for the 
community that will relieve congestion and improve environmental conditions. 

Policies 

T-4.3 The City shall promote the use of public transit through development conditions 
requiring park-and-ride lots, bus turnouts and passenger shelters along major streets 
adjacent to appropriate land uses. 
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Bicycles and Trails 

Goal T-5 To provide an interconnected system of bikeways that would provide users 
with direct linkages at a city and regional level. 

Policies 

Develop Bike Lanes 

T-5.1 The City shall require bike lanes in the design and construction of major new street 
and highway improvements, and to establish bike lanes on those city streets wide 
enough to accommodate bicycles safely.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossings 

T-5.4  The City shall provide pedestrian/bicycle crossings at appropriate intervals along new 
roadways that will adequately serve new large-scale commercial office, industrial 
development, and residential development as well as parks and schools.  

Trails and Pathways to Retail and Employment Centers 

T-5.6 The City shall promote pedestrian convenience and safety through development 
conditions requiring sidewalks, walking paths, or hiking trails that connect residential 
areas with commercial, shopping, and employment centers. Where feasible, trails will 
be looped and interconnected.  

Trails and Pathways along Creeks and Wetland Areas 

T-5.7 The City shall encourage the development of trails and pathways along the edges of 
creeks and wetland areas.  Where feasible, trails will be looped and interconnected. 

Pedestrian Access 

T-5.9  The City shall encourage specific plans and development plans to include design of 
pedestrian access that enables residents to walk from their homes to places of work, 
recreation and shopping.  

Travel Demand Measures 

HS-3.10 Coordinating with the PCAPCD, the City shall require large development projects to 
mitigate air quality impacts.  As feasible, mitigation may include, but are not limited to 
the following: 

o Providing bicycle access and bicycle parking facilities, 

o Providing preferential parking for high-occupancy vehicles, car pools, or 
alternative fuels vehicles (including neighborhood electric vehicles or NEVs), and 

o Establishing telecommuting programs or satellite work centers. 

Design for Transportation Alternatives 

HS-3.18 The City shall encourage new development to be designed to promote pedestrian and 
bicycle access and circulation (including the use of NEVs), to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

Consistency Analysis 

The Proposed Project traffic impact analysis and proposed mitigation measures were developed 
within the framework of the adopted General Plan and local and regional traffic impact analysis 
models identified above to ensure consistency with local and regional transportation and circulation 
planning assumed for the project site.  Please see Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation.  The 
traffic impact analysis, and the specific improvements identified in the mitigation measures, were 



 6.0  General Plan Policy Consistency 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 6-9 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\6.0 Policy Consistency.doc June 2009 

evaluated and developed, respectively, in the context of policies T-2.2, T-2.3, T-2.4, T-2.5, T-2.9, 
T-2.19, and T-2.20.  The project would pay its share of SPRTA fees to contribute to regional 
roadway improvement.  The Specific Plan’s “Mobility Plan” chapter (Chapter 5, Figure 5-1, 
reproduced as Figure 2-4 in this DEIR) identifies the locations and design (including curbs, gutters, 
and sidewalks) of local, collector, and major roadways that the Applicant would build in the Proposed 
Project, along with cross sections showing at least two lanes, consistent with policy T-2.14.  Sections 
5.3 and 5.4 of the Specific Plan describe the pedestrian, transit, and other non-motorized linkages 
and travel-reduction measures in the Proposed Project, consistent with policies T-4.3, T-5.1, T-5.4, 
T-5.6, T-5.7, T-5.9, and HS-3.10 and HS-3.18.  These measures include provision of sidewalks 
along roadways, six miles of off-street bike paths integrated with the Lincoln 2001 Bikeway Master 
Plan, 18 miles of integrated path and trail systems, and a Village Center located at the nexus of this 
regional trail and roadway system.  This system includes bike paths along wetland areas including 
Auburn Ravine, Ingram Slough and the North Orchard Creek Tributary.  The system has also been 
developed for use by Neighborhood Electric Vehicles on all roads with a speed limit under 35 mph.  
Although the City bus service and Placer County Transit do not currently serve the project area, bus 
turn-outs will be constructed along Ferrari Ranch Road and the North-South Collector Road as soon 
as bus service extends to the area.  The City will expand its local Dial-a-Ride service to the project 
as demand arises.   

Air Quality 

Goal HS-3 To reduce the generation of air pollutants and promote non-polluting activities 
to minimize impacts to human health and the economy of the City.  

Policies 

Development Requirements 

HS- 3.5 The City shall require developments, where feasible, to be located, designed, and 
constructed in a manner that would minimize the production of air pollutants and 
avoid land use conflicts.  

Air Quality Analysis 

HS- 3.8  The City may require an analysis of potential air quality impacts associated with 
significant new developments through the environmental review process, and 
identification of appropriate mitigation measures prior to approval of the project 
development.  

Dust Suppression Measures 

HS-3.9 The City shall require contractors to implement dust suppression measures during 
excavation, grading, and site preparation activities.  Techniques may include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 

o Site watering or application of dust suppressants, 

o Phasing or extension of grading operations, 

o Covering of stockpiles, 

o Suspension of grading activities during high wind periods (typically winds greater 
than 25 miles per hour), and 

o Revegetation of graded areas. 

Provision of Buffers to Wastewater Treatment Facility 

PFS-3.12 The City shall continue to promote the provision of adequate buffers for the City’s 
regional wastewater facility in order to prevent the encroachment of incompatible land 
uses, which could affect its long-term operations.  
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Travel Demand Measures 

HS-3.10 Coordinating with the PCAPCD, the City shall require large development projects to 
mitigate air quality impacts.  As feasible, mitigation may include, but are not limited to 
the following: 

o Providing bicycle access and bicycle parking facilities, 

o Providing preferential parking for high-occupancy vehicles, car pools, or 
alternative fuels vehicles (including neighborhood electric vehicles or NEVs), and 

o Establishing telecommuting programs or satellite work centers. 

Design for Transportation Alternatives 

HS-3.18 The City shall encourage new development to be designed to promote pedestrian and 
bicycle access and circulation (including the use of NEVs), to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

Consistency Analysis 

The project has been designed and would be constructed to minimize the amount of air pollutants 
generated including 40 percent open space, building design features, and a layout that encourages 
use of alternative transportation.  As discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, the project has been 
designed to incorporate tree-shaded sidewalks, bike lanes, street lights, and other features to 
encourage people to walk to the nearby retail, recreation, school, and park facilities to minimize air 
pollutants, in compliance with policy HS-3.5.  The project includes extensive mitigation measures to 
minimize emissions of pollutants through design requirements including restrictions on fireplaces 
and use of energy-efficient appliances.  In addition, specific mitigation measures have been imposed 
to reduce the amount of air pollutants associated with grading and building construction activities, 
per policy HS-3.8.  Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Specific Plan describe the pedestrian, transit, and 
other non-motorized linkages and travel-reduction measures in the Proposed Project (noted in more 
detail in the consistency analysis for Transportation and Circulation), consistent with policies 
HS-3.10 and HS-3.18. 

In compliance with policy HS-3.8 an EIR has been done for the project which includes and analysis 
of potential air quality impacts.  

The Village 7 Specific Plan has been designed with land uses along the western project boundary 
that would not create incompatibilities with potential odors from WWTRF operations, and a site-
specific study was prepared to identify such potential (policy PFS-3.12). 

Noise 

Goal HS-8 To protect residents from health hazards and annoyance associated with 
excessive noise levels.  

Policies 

Sensitive Receptors 

HS-8.1  The City will allow the development of new noise-sensitive land uses (which include 
but are not limited to residential, health care facilities and schools) only in areas 
exposed to existing or projected levels of noise which satisfy the levels specified in 
Table 8.1.  Noise mitigation measures may be required to reduce noise in outdoor 
activity areas and interior spaces to levels specified in Table 8.1.  
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Protect Residential Areas 

HS-8.2  The City will strive to achieve exterior noise levels for existing and future dwellings in 
residential areas that do not exceed exterior noise levels of 60 dBA CNEL and interior 
noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL.  

Construction Noise 

HS-8.8 The City will provide guidelines to developers for reducing potential construction noise 
impacts on surrounding land uses. 

Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

HS-8.9  The City shall use adopted noise compatibility guidelines to evaluate compatibility of 
proposed new development and ensure compatibility between residential, commercial 
and other surrounding land uses (See Table 8-1, Maximum Allowable Noise 
Exposure by Land Use).  

Sound Attenuation Features 

HS-8.10 The City shall require sound attenuation features such as walls, berming, and heavy 
landscaping between commercial and industrial uses and residential uses to reduce 
noise and vibration. Setback distances may also be used to reduce noise.  

Noise Buffering 

HS-8.11 The City shall require a variety of sound attenuation features (including noise 
buffering or insulation) in new development along major streets and highways, and 
along railroad tracks.  

Noise Analysis 

HS-8.14 The City may require noise analysis of proposed development projects as part of the 
environmental review process and to require mitigation measures that reduce noise 
impacts to acceptable levels.  The noise analysis shall:  

o Be the responsibility of the applicant 

o Be prepared by a qualified person experienced in the fields of environmental 
noise assessment and architectural acoustics 

o Include representative noise level measurements with sufficient sampling periods 
and locations to adequately describe local conditions 

o Estimate existing and projected noise levels in terms of Ldn/CNEL and compare 
the levels to the adopted policies of the City’s General Plan 

o Recommend appropriate mitigation to achieve compatibility with the adopted 
noise policies and standards of the City’s General Plan.  Where the noise source 
in question consists of intermittent single events, the acoustical analysis must 
address the effects of maximum noise levels in sleeping rooms in terms of 
possible sleep disturbance 

o Estimate noise exposure after the prescribed mitigation measures have been 
implemented.  If the project does not comply with the adopted standards and 
policies of the City’s General Plan, the analysis must provide acoustical 
information for a statement of overriding considerations for the project 

o Describe a post-project assessment program, which could be used to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures 

Limiting Construction Activities 

HS-8.15 The City shall establish restrictions regarding the hours and days of construction 
activities throughout the City.  
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Consistency Analysis 

As indicated in Section 4.5, Noise, the project site is located in an area of the city designated for 
future development, in compliance with policy HS-8.1.  The analysis contained in the Noise section 
of this Draft EIR evaluated noise associated with the project using the City’s adopted noise 
standards, and consistent with the intent of policies HS-8.2, HS-8.8, HS-8.9, and HS-8.14.  Exterior 
noise levels would not exceed the city standards for new development within the project.  The 
project does not propose any commercial or industrial land uses with the exception of approximately 
12 acres designated for a mixed-use village that contains residential and neighborhood-serving retail 
uses with a community center and school.  No noise impacts are expected to occur between these 
land uses.  The project design includes setbacks, open-space buffers, or very low density residential 
development on large lots to mitigate noise effects between adjacent uses, including the Lincoln 
Regional Airport over-flight zone, the Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility, and the 
Western Regional Sanitary Landfill.  The roadway design for the major linkage in the site (Ferrari 
Ranch Road) includes a large acoustic setback, berming and vegetation, and requires additional 
analysis to identify specific interior noise attenuation as recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.5-3, 
consistent with policies HS-8.11 and HS-8.14. Lastly, noise associated with project construction 
activities was analyzed and specific mitigation measures imposed to ensure noise associated with 
project construction is minimized, in compliance with policy HS-8.15.   

Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Goal HS-5 To protect residents and property from the use, transport and disposal of 
hazardous materials.   

Policies 

Household Hazardous Waste 

HS-5.9 The City shall encourage household hazardous waste to be disposed of properly.  
[New Policy] 

HS-5.13 The City shall ensure that the proponents of development projects (including new, 
redevelopment, remodel, or demolition projects) address existing hazardous materials 
concerns through the preparation of Phase 1 or Phase II hazardous materials studies 
for each identified site as part of the design phase for each project.  Particular 
attention should be paid to land that contained past agricultural uses.  
Recommendations outlined in the studies will be implemented as part of the 
construction phase for each project.  

Consistency Analysis 

The project consists of primarily a residential development with limited recreation, retail, and school 
uses. A project of this type is not anticipated to use any hazardous materials with the exception of 
typical household type products (i.e., lawn fertilizer, paint, cleaning products, herbicides).  All of 
these products are safe to use and dispose of if used according to the product label.  It is anticipated 
that residents would follow the labels and dispose of such items properly, per policy HS-5.9.  If any 
hazardous materials incidents occur, the Lincoln Fire Department will provide hazardous materials 
management services.   

A Phase 1 assessment was prepared for the Lewis Property and a portion of the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion, consistent with proposed policy HS-5.13 identified as mitigation in the 
General Plan DEIR.  Such studies would also be required for property developed in the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Goal OSC-4 To preserve and enhance local streams, creeks, and aquifers.  

Policies 

Protect Surface Water and Groundwater 

OSC-4.3 The City shall ensure that new development projects do not degrade surface water 
and groundwater.  

Use of Reclaimed Water 

OSC-4.5 The City shall encourage the use of reclaimed water, in place of treated potable water 
for landscaping and other suitable applications. 

Best Management Practices 

OSC-4.6 The City shall continue to require the use of feasible and practical best management 
practices (BMPs) to protect surface water and groundwater from the adverse effects 
of construction activities and urban runoff.  Additionally, the City shall require, as part 
of its Storm Water NPDES Permit and ordinances, to implement the Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPP) during construction activities for any improvement projects, 
new development and redevelopment projects for reducing pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

Goal HS-6 To minimize the risk of life and property of the City’s residents from flood 
hazards. 

Policies 

Master Drainage Plans 

HS-6.3 The City shall require master drainage plans as a condition of approval for large 
development projects.   

New Residential Construction 

HS-6.4 The City shall require new residential construction to have its lowest habitable floor 
elevated above the base flood level elevation, determined by FEMA standards.   

Stream Channels 

HS-6.5 The City shall prohibit development along stream channels that would reduce the 
stream capacity, increase erosion, or cause deterioration of the channel.  

Goal PFS-4 To ensure provision and sizing of adequate storm drainage facilities to 
accommodate existing and planned development. 

Policies 

Development Requirements 

PFS-4.2 The City shall encourage project designs that minimize drainage concentration and 
impervious coverage and avoid floodplain areas and, where feasible, be designed to 
provide a natural water course appearance. 

Pre-Project Conditions 

PFS-4.6 The City will require new development to provide storm-water detention sufficient to 
limit outflow per Figure 7-1 of the City’s Stormwater Management Manual (February 
1994), or as revised. 
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Master Drainage Plans shall be designed to require new development to provide, or 
contribute towards, stormwater detention to reduce post-development peak flow from 
a 100 year event to pre-development flow rate less 10 percent of the difference 
between the estimated pre-development and the post-development unmitigated peak 
flow rates.  The Master Drainage Plan shall identify appropriate locations to achieve 
such post-development flows.  This criterion is principally designed to address the 
100-year event with appropriate consideration given for the feasibility of mitigating 
2-year and 10-year events. 

Stormwater Runoff 

PFS-4.7 The City shall require new development to provide stormwater-retention sufficient for 
the incremental runoff from an eight-day 100 year storm. 

Discharge of Urban Pollutants 

PFS-4.8 The City shall require appropriate runoff control measures as part of future 
development proposals to minimize discharge of urban pollutants (such as oil and 
grease) into area drainages. 

100-year Floodplain 

PFS-4.9 The city will discourage development or major fill or structural improvements (except 
for flood control purposes) within the 100-year floodplain as regulated by FEMA.  
Requests for fill and improvements within the floodplain may be approved by the City 
based upon a detailed hydraulic volumetric analysis prepared to evaluate impacts and 
provide for any mitigation measures to be provided as a part of the development to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer/Public Works Director.  Recreational activities 
that do not conflict with habitat uses may be permitted within the floodplain. 

Erosion Control Measures 

PFS-4.10 The City shall require adequate provision of erosion control measures as part of new 
development to minimize sedimentation of streams and drainage channels. 

Stormwater Management Manual 

PFS-4.11 The City shall require drainage designs and practices to be in accordance with the 
Stormwater Management manual of the Placer County Flood Control District unless 
alternative methods are approved by the City Engineer. 

Consistency Analysis 

The project is required to comply with stringent state and local requirements to include a variety of 
BMPs to ensure that development does not degrade surface or groundwater, in compliance with 
policies OSC-4.3 and OSC-4.6.  The project has both detention and retention facilities to reduce 
peak flows, and been designed to reduce downstream impacts on surface water.  Impacts to 
groundwater are not expected due to relatively impermeable soil conditions.  Project design includes 
grassy swales and bioswales at pipe outfalls to remove pollution and sediment from discharges and 
urban runoff.  The project does not specifically include a separate reclaimed water system for 
irrigation, but does include opportunities to use reclaimed water as it becomes more available in the 
city, as encouraged in policy OSC 4.5.  The project may eventually use reclaimed water for up to 
23 percent of project water demands, including watering of landscape medians, parks, and linear 
parkways.  The existing 18-inch force main sewer will be converted to carry and deliver reclaimed 
water.  In compliance with policy HS-6.3 the project applicant prepared a drainage study which is 
analyzed in section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  The results of the drainage analysis and 
recommendations for mitigation for stormwater flows were developed within the framework of 
policies PFS-4.2, PFS-4.6, and PFS-4.7.  Approximately 7 acres of the project site are located within 
the 100-year flood plain.  As required by policy HS-6.4, the project has been designed to ensure that 
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any residential units placed in this location would be above the FEMA base flood level elevation, and 
placement of fill would not affect flooding potential (PFS-4.9) by ensuring water surface elevations 
are not increased.  These improvements include creating additional depth in Ingram Slough to add 
drainage capacity and lower 100-year flood surface elevations.  No development is proposed along 
the banks of Ingram Slough.  The project proposes to implement a restoration program along Ingram 
Slough that would involve revegetation with selected native riparian and marsh vegetation and 
construction of additional wetland features, meeting the intent of policy HS-6.5.   

Impact 4.7-4 identifies the potential for urban pollutants to enter waterways via stormwater runoff.  
Additional mitigation was recommended (Mitigation 4.7-4) to ensure consistency with policies 
PFS-4.8, PFS-4.10, and PFS-4.11.  These measures include grassy swales, bioswales at pipe 
outfalls to remove pollution and sediment from discharges, and other BMPs to reduce impacts from 
urban runoff, sediment, and stormwater. 

Biological Resources 

Goal OSC-1 To designate, protect, and encourage natural resources, open space, and 
recreation lands in the city, protect and enhance a significant system of 
interconnected natural habitat areas, and provide opportunities for recreation 
activities to meet citizen needs. 

Policies 

Protect Natural Resources 

OSC-1.1  The City shall strive to protect natural resource areas, fish and wildlife habitat areas, 
scenic areas, open space areas and parks from encroachment or destruction by 
incompatible development.  

Creation of Buffers 

OSC-1.3 In new development areas, the City shall encourage the use of open space or 
recreational buffers between incompatible land uses.  

Soil Erosion 

OSC-1.6 The City shall require new development to implement measures that minimize soil 
erosion from wind and water related to construction.  Measures may include, but not 
be limited to the following: 

o Grading requirements that limit grading to the amount necessary to provide 
stable areas for structural foundations, street rights-of-way, parking facilities, or 
other intended uses; and/or 

o Construction techniques that utilize site preparation, grading, and best 
management practices that provide erosion and sediment control to prevent 
construction-related contaminants from leaving development sites and polluting 
local waterways. 

Soil Erosion and Site Planning 

OSC-1.7 The City shall require all development to minimize soil erosion by maintaining 
compatible land uses suitable building designs and appropriate construction 
techniques.  Contour grading, where appropriate, and revegetation shall be required 
to mitigate the appearance of engineered slopes and to control erosion.  

Goal OSC-5 To preserve and protect existing biological resources including both wildlife 
and vegetative habitat.  
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Policies 

Protect Significant Vegetation 

OSC-5.1 The City shall support the preservation of heritage oaks and threatened or 
endangered vegetative habitat from destruction.  A heritage oak shall be defined as a 
tree with a diameter of 36 inches measured at a point 4.5 feet above grade level (i.e., 
diameter at breast height or DBH). 

Management of Wetlands 

OSC-5.2  The City shall support the management of wetland and riparian plant communities for 
passive recreation, groundwater recharge, and wildlife habitats. Such communities 
shall be restored or expanded, where possible and as appropriate.  

Encourage Planting of Native Vegetation 

OSC-5.4 The City shall encourage the planting of native trees, shrubs, and grasslands in order 
to preserve the visual integrity of the landscape, provide habitat conditions suitable for 
native vegetation, and ensure that a maximum number and variety of well-adapted 
plants are maintained.  

New Development in Sensitive Areas 

OSC-5.5 The City shall require that new development in areas that are known to have 
particular value for biological resources be carefully planned and where possible 
avoided so that the value of existing sensitive vegetation and wildlife habitat can be 
maintained.  

No Net Loss of Wetlands 

OSC-5.6  The City will maintain a policy of no net loss of wetlands on a project-by project basis, 
which may include an entire specific plan area. For the purpose of identifying such 
wetlands, the City will accept a map delineating wetlands which has been accepted 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
of 1972.  The term “no net loss” may include mitigation implemented through 
participation in an off-site mitigation bank or similar mitigation mechanism acceptable 
to the City and permitting agencies.  

404 Permit Requirements 

OSC-5.7 The City may require project proponents to obtain 404 Permits, and prepare 
mitigation plans for, or provide for the avoidance, preservation, and maintenance of 
identified wetlands prior to submitting applications for land use entitlements.  

Requirement for Biological Studies 

OSC-5.11 Prior to project (i.e., specific plan or individual project) approval, the City shall require 
a biological study to be prepared by a qualified biologist for proposed development 
within areas that contain a moderate to high potential for sensitive habitat. As 
appropriate, the study shall include the following activities: (1) inventory species listed 
in the California Native Plant Society Manual of California Vegetation, (2) inventory 
species identified by the USFWS and CDFG, (3) inventory special status species 
listed in the California NDDB, and (4) field survey of the project site by a qualified 
biologist. 

Appropriate Mitigation Measures 

OSC-5.12 The City shall consider using appropriate mitigation measures for future projects (i.e., 
specific plans or individual projects) based on mitigation standards or protocols 
adopted by the applicable statute or agency (e.g., USFWS, CDFG, etc.) with 
jurisdiction over any affected sensitive habitats or special status species. 
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Consistency Analysis 

The project has been designed to protect some of the natural resources present on the site, 
including Ingram Slough and other scenic areas, per policies OSC-1.1 and OSC-5.5.  The Specific 
Plan requires the project to place deed restrictions or conservation easements over open space 
areas to preserve them in perpetuity.  During construction, sensitive areas would be fenced, and 
during project operation, permanent fences and educational signage would protect sensitive areas 
from human or vehicular encroachment.  As described Impact 4.7-4 in Section 4.7, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, project mitigation includes BMPs to reduce impacts from soil erosion and 
sedimentation during construction and project operation, per policies OSC 1.6 and 1.7.  The project 
includes a substantial amount of undeveloped open space and parkland that preserves a variety of 
natural features including vernal pools and other wetland areas, in compliance with policy OSC-5.2.  
Because there are no heritage trees present on the site, implementation of the project would not 
adversely affect these resources, per policy OSC-5.1.  The project does provide for a plan for long-
term management of annual grasslands and riparian woodlands.  The project would impact a total of 
6.87 acres of wetland habitat. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(B) for the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion would ensure compliance with the 404 permit and the Biological Opinion that 
requires a minimum of 2:1 (1:1 preservation and 1:1 creation) for most wetland types, except those 
that provide habitat for vernal pool crustaceans, then ratios are typically 3:1 or higher 
(1:1 preservation and 2:1 creation), meeting the intent of policies OSC-5.5, OSC-5.6, OSC-5.7, 
OSC-5.11, and OSC-5.12.  The Specific Plan notes that there is an overall no-net-loss goal for 
wetland functions or values within the project.  The need for pre-construction surveys and 
appropriate mitigation for sensitive species is addressed in Mitigation Measures 4.8-2 through 4.8-6, 
which implements policies OSC-5.11 and OSC-5.12. 

Public Utilities and Services 

Water Supply 

Goal PFS-2 Ensure provision of a water system with adequate supply transmission, 
distribution and storage facilities to meet the needs of existing and future 
development.   

Policies 

Adequate Water Supply for New Development 

PFS-2.3 The City shall require the availability of an adequate water supply to be demonstrated 
before approving new development.   

Use of Reclaimed Water 

PFS-2.4  The City shall require the use of reclaimed water by industrial, commercial, 
recreational users and roadway landscaping, whenever it is deemed feasible by the 
City. The City will also promote the use of reclaimed water by surrounding agricultural 
users as part of a water conservation program.   

Landscape Irrigation 

OSC-4.7  The City shall explore the possibility of using reclaimed water to irrigate new 
commercial developments and new areas with large landscape areas. In areas where 
reclaimed water can be provided in the future, the City shall require landscape 
irrigation to be installed so that the system could be used with reclaimed water.  The 
City shall also explore the use of industrial process water for landscape irrigation 
provided that it meets City standards for irrigation.   
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Fire Flows 

PFS-2.10 The City shall provide water supply, storage and adequately-sized pipelines to 
provide fire flows at any point within the City to meet recommendations of the ISO 
and/or the City Fire Chief and City Engineer and maintain minimum pressures in 
accordance with requirements outlined in the California Department of Health 
Services/Waterworks Standards.  

Connection Fees 

PFS-2.13 The City may allow use of connection fees for improving and upgrading off-site 
facilities as appropriate and to support the overall system integrity necessary to serve 
the new development. 

Development Requirements 

PFS-2.14 The City shall require new development to be responsible for construction of water 
transmission and distribution lines less than 18 inches in diameter.  Provision will be 
made allowing reimbursement from Third Parties should such lines result in an “over-
sizing” for a particular development.  

Water Conservation Measures for New Development 

PFS-2.17 The City shall require new development to use the best available technologies (BAT) 
for water conservation, including, but not limited to water-conserving water closets, 
showerheads, faucets, and water conserving irrigation systems.  

Water Meters 

PFS-2.18 The City shall require meters for all new water connections. 

Consistency Analysis 

As required by state law, a water supply assessment was prepared to determine if adequate water is 
available to serve the project, per policy PFS-2.3.  The Water Supply Assessment was approved by 
the Lincoln City Council in August 2008. The project does not include a separate reclaimed water 
system, but has been designed to accommodate a reclaimed water system once it is available 
(policies PFS-2.4 and OSC-4.7).  The project has been designed to meet the requirements set forth 
by the Fire Department to ensure adequate fire flow is available, per policy PFS-2.10.  The project is 
constructing all the required infrastructure to provide water to the site, per policy PFS-2.14.  Lastly,  
as noted in Section 4.11, Climate Change, the project is complying with Title 24 requirements set 
forth by the state which promotes a variety of energy and water saving design features, or 
equivalents thereof, which meets the intent of policy PFS-2.17.   

Wastewater 

Goal PSF-3 Ensure provision of adequate sanitary sewers and wastewater treatment 
capacity to accommodate existing and future development in order to protect 
public health and safety. 

Policies 

Sanitary Sewer and Storm Drainage 

PFS-3.7  The City shall prohibit cross-connection of sanitary sewer and storm drain systems.  

Sewer Connections 

PFS-3.9 The City shall approve connections to the City’s existing sewer system and treatment 
plant on a first-come, first-served basis as secured through development agreements, 
building permits, or other financial agreements. 
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Sewer Lines for New Development 

PFS-3.10  The City shall require new development to be responsible for construction of all 
sanitary sewer lines serving such development. Provision will be made allowing 
reimbursement from Third Parties, or credits against City wastewater fees (as 
approved by the Director of Public Works) should such lines result in an “over-sizing” 
for a particular development.  

Consistency Analysis 

The project has been designed with a separate storm drain and wastewater system to ensure there 
would be no cross connection, per policy PFS-3.7.  In addition, the project applicant is constructing 
all necessary wastewater infrastructure to serve the project that would connect to existing 
infrastructure, in conjunction with policies PFS-3.9 and PFS-3.10, and will be required to pay any 
necessary fees (policy PFS-3.9).  At this time the city has not requested that any lines be oversized 
to accommodate future development.   

Solid Waste 

Goal PSF-5 Ensure provision of an efficient program for the management and reduction of 
solid waste materials, including collection and disposal, in order to protect 
public health and the natural environment, to conserve energy and natural 
resources, and to extend landfill capacity.  

Policies 

Recycling of Construction Debris 

PFS-5.3 The City shall encourage the recycling of construction debris. 

Provisions for Solid Waste Storage, Handling and Collection Pickup 

PFS-5.4 The City shall ensure that all new buildings and facilities have proper facilities for solid 
waste storage, handling, and collection pickup prior to issuance of building permits.  

Consistency Analysis 

The project applicant has indicated that construction debris would be recycled, if feasible.  Most 
contractors employ a recycling program for the disposal of scrap wood, concrete, card board, and 
other construction materials.  The General Development Plan required for each sub-division prior to 
construction would comply with policy PFS-5.3 and request that all construction contractors 
implement a construction debris recycling program and would encourage use of recycled and 
renewable building materials.  In compliance with policy PFS-5.4, the project would include proper 
facilities for the storage, handling, and collection of solid waste in residential, school, and 
commercial buildings.  The project would use the City's Western Regional Sanitary Facility Material 
Recovery Facility (MRF) to separate and recover waste products for recycling, reuse, and 
conversion to energy sources.   

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Goal To ensure that adequate and efficient public utilities are provided to meet the 
needs of the residents of the city. 

Policies 

Gas and Electric Service 

PFS-6.1 The City shall coordinate with gas and electricity providers for the planning of 
extension of gas and electrical facilities. 
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Undergrounding of Utility Lines 

PFS-6.2 The City shall require undergrounding of utility lines in new development, except 
where it is not feasible due to the electrical transmission load or other operational 
issues as confirmed by the utility provider. 

Renewable Energy 

PFS-6.3 The City shall support the use of renewable energy sources, such as solar, in 
residential, commercial, and industrial developments. 

Consistency Analysis 

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) provides underground electric service within all new 
subdivisions in the City of Lincoln, and will provide service to the development.  PG&E’s long-range 
plans provide for availability of electric service to accommodate increased demand.  Service will be 
provided to the development from existing infrastructure adjacent to Village 7.  PG&E will provide 
natural gas upon request and in accordance with the rules and tariffs of the California Public Utilities 
Commission.  PG&E’s long-range plans provide for availability of gas service to accommodate 
increased demand.  Service will be provided to the development from existing infrastructure adjacent 
to Village 7. The General Development Plan would require undergrounding of utilities, consistent 
with policy PFS-6.2.  As discussed in greater detail in Section 4.11, the Proposed Project would 
include numerous design features that incorporate renewable energy sources such as low-emitting 
products for furnaces and air conditioners, as well as potential photo-voltaic (solar power) systems. 
Coordinated tree plantings and building orientation would also be used to reduce anticipated heating 
and cooling needs.  These features would implement policy PFS-6.3. 

Fire and Police Protection 

Goal PSF-8 To provide adequate fire and police protection facilities and services to ensure 
the safety of residents and the protection of property in the city.  

Policies 

Fire Response Times 

PFS-8.4  The City shall strive to maintain a firefighting capability sufficient to maintain a fire 
response time of five (5) minutes or less as a general guideline for service provision 
and locating new fire stations.  

Provision of Fire Station Facilities and Equipment 

PFS-8.5 The City shall provide fire station facilities, equipment (engines and other apparatus), 
and staffing necessary to maintain the City’s service standards (ISO rating and 
response time).  

Emergency Access 

PFS-8.6 The City shall require all new developments to provide adequate emergency access 
features, including secondary access points.  

Sprinkler Requirements 

PFS-8.7 The City shall require sprinklers in all new commercial, industrial and multifamily 
structures, as well as single family residential structures that are outside of the City’s 
targeted response times.  

Provisions of Police Facilities 

PFS-8.11 For purposes of defining capital facilities investment for police facilities, the City shall 
base facility needs on a staffing ratio of 1.8 officers per 1,000 population.  
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Consistency Analysis 

As discussed in section 4.9 Utilities and Public Services, the project would pay all the applicable fees 
to the city to off-set the increased demand on police and fire services and equipment, per policies 
PSF-8.4 and PSF-8.5, and PSF-8.11. The project has been designed in consultation with the City’s 
fire department to ensure adequate access is provided in the event of a fire or an evacuation, per 
policy PSF-8.6. As a condition of project approval, the City shall require that all commercial and 
multi-family structures include fire sprinklers for those units that may be outside the City’s targeted 
response times, per policy PFS-8.7.   

Schools 

Goal PFS-9 Ensure that adequate community facilities are provided and are conveniently 
located in order to meet the needs of the residents of the city. 

Policies 

Adequate School Facilities 

PFS-9.1 The City shall ensure that in areas of new development, school facilities meeting 
adopted school district standards will be available. 

PFS-9.2 The City shall coordinate planning, siting, and construction of new schools with the 
appropriate district to ensure that facilities are constructed. 

Consistency Analysis 

The need for and capacity of the proposed school in the Village 7 Specific Plan was developed in 
consultation with the Western Placer Unified School District, consistent with policies PFS-9.1 and 
PFS-9.2.  Construction of a school in the project is evaluated in this DEIR.  The Proposed Project 
would not require the construction of additional schools outside the project site that would result in 
physical impacts. 

Parks and Recreation 

Goal OSC-7 To provide and maintain park facilities that provide recreational opportunities 
for all residents. 

Policies 

Park Facilities 

OSC-7.1 The City shall provide park facilities in accordance with following adopted park 
standards:  

Park Standard 
Parks without Development Agreements 5 acres/1,000 residents 
Parks with Development Agreements 9 acres/1,000 residents 
City-wide Park 3 acres/1,000 residents 
Neighborhood/Community Park 3 acres/1,000 residents 
Open Space 3 acres/1,000 residents 
Note: 9 acres consist of 6 acres for active recreation and 3 acres for passive recreation. Please see Appendix A for 
additional information on park requirements. 

 

Dedication of Park Land 

OSC-7.6 The City will continue to collect park dedication fees, require the dedication of 
parkland, or a combination of both as a condition of development approval for the 
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provision of new parks, or the rehabilitation of existing parks and recreational facilities 
in order to meet the City’s parkland standards in Policy 7.1  

In-Lieu Fees 

OSC-7.7 The City shall provide for the payment of an in-lieu fee, in those instances where the 
City determines that park land dedication is not appropriate. The in-lieu fee shall 
reflect the cost of fully serviced vacant land.  

Adopted Park Standards 

OSC-7-8 The amount and location of any future parkland to be developed within the city will be 
determined by adopted park standards and location guidelines. 

The City shall strive to provide the following recreational facilities: 

o One multipurpose center per 10,000 population with the structural square footage 
to be determined by the City Council based on the evaluation of community 
needs. 

o One 50 meter swimming pool per 10,000 population based upon a determination 
of the City Council of community needs. 

o One mile of pedestrian/bicycle trails per 2,500 population.  

Park Construction 

OSC-7.18  The City will strive to have newly dedicated, mini and neighborhood parks, 
constructed by residential developers in conjunction with their project, such that new 
residents have immediate access to park facilities.  

Pocket Parks 

OSC-7.19  As part of its urban design concept, the City will utilize the pocket park (approximately 
0.25 to 0.50 acre) to establish a passive recreational and social gathering area in 
neighborhoods where it is deemed appropriate. Such parks are non-credited facilities 
toward parkland dedication requirements.  

Consistency Analysis 

The project includes a community park, neighborhood parks, neighborhood greens, linear parkways 
and other recreation elements.  A total of 260 acres are designated for park and open space; 52.1 
acres of the site is designated parkland, 43.7 acres are linear parkway, 158.4 acres of the site are 
designated as open space, and 5.8 acres are major paseos.  Consistent with policy OSC-7.8, the 
Proposed Project includes a community parkhouse.  In addition, there are a total of 18 parks that 
include small pocket parks to larger community parks, ranging in size from approximately 0.5 to 20.5 
acres (policies OSC-7.18 and OSC-7.19).  As part of the project the applicant would be responsible 
for constructing the mini and neighborhood park facilities in conjunction with residential development 
to ensure new residents have access to park facilities, per policy OSC-7.18.   

According to policy OSC-7.1 and park land generation rates, the project would need to provide 
82.2 acres of combined park land and open space (54.8 acres for active park land and 27.40 acres 
for open space).  The Lewis Property would satisfy the park land requirement under OSC-7.1, but 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would not.  Mitigation Measure 4.9-15(B) requires applicants for 
the Village 7 Programmatic Portion to pay appropriate fees, which will ensure that recreational 
facilities are constructed to meet the requirement of six acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 
(policies OSC-7.6 and OSC-7.7).  
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Construction of parks/recreation and open space in the project is evaluated in this DEIR.  The 
Proposed Project would not require the construction of additional park or recreation facilities outside 
the project site that would result in physical impacts. 

Visual Resources 

Goal LU-9 To ensure high quality appearance and harmony between existing and new 
uses, while avoiding repetitive style, height, and mass.  

Policies 

Visual Compatibility 

LU-9.7  The City shall encourage development that is visually and functionally compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhoods by: 

a. Maintaining a height and density of development that is compatible with adjacent 
developed neighborhoods; and 

b. Accenting entrances to new neighborhoods with varied landscaping, 
hardscaping, and signage treatment.  

Goal LU-11 To encourage site design that is sensitive to residents' and businesses' needs 
for privacy, security, and buffering from other uses and activities.  

Policies 

Control of Light and Glare 

LU-11.3  The City shall require that all outdoor light fixtures, including street lighting, externally 
illuminated signs, advertising displays, and billboards, use low-energy, shielded light 
fixtures that direct light downward (i.e., lighting shall not emit higher than a horizontal 
level). Up-lighting of architectural features or landscaping can be allowed in 
compliance with California Title 24 Energy Standards (as amended) and based on 
City design review.  Additionally, the City shall continue to improve and maintain 
proper lighting in park facilities and fields without undue nuisance light and glare 
spillage on adjoining residential areas.  Where public safety would not be 
compromised, the City shall encourage the use of low intensity lighting for all outdoor 
light fixtures. 

Goal LU-12 To enhance the urban form while maintaining visual and physical access to 
distinctive environmental features.  

Policies 

Open Space Views 

LU-12.3  To enhance views of hillsides, open space, and other distinctive views within the 
community, proposed project designs will be expected to maintain some viewshed by 
regulating building orientation, height, and mass.  

Creek Natural Edges 

LU-12.4 Where feasible, the City should preserve the existing natural edges along the city’s 
creek system and wetland areas and restore impacted creeks by planting natural 
vegetation. 

Access to Creek and Wetland Edges 

LU-12.5  Where feasible (and not a significant impact to the natural resources), the City shall 
encourage the provision of access to creeks, wetlands, and other open space areas 
to pedestrian and bicycle access.  
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Visual Access to Creeks and Wetland Areas 

LU-12.6  Wherever practical, the City will encourage new development to be oriented towards 
adjacent creeks and wetland areas and provide visual access to these areas.  

Open Space Location 

LU-12.7  When possible, the City shall locate open space and parks adjacent to creeks.  

Site Planning 

LU-12.8  The City shall encourage site planning that incorporates creek and wetland edges into 
the overall development.  

Goal LU-14 To preserve the character and scale of Lincoln's established residential 
neighborhoods.  

Policies 

Distinctive Neighborhoods 

LU-14.2  The City shall encourage development of diverse and distinctive neighborhoods that 
build on the patterns of the natural landscape and are responsive in their location and 
context.  

Lot Transition 

LU-14.3  The City shall encourage buildings to foster a sense of place by providing transitions 
between the street and building, front setback variation for residential development, 
and building articulation and massing, as part of development standards or any 
design guidelines that may be prepared.  

Elements such as porches, bay windows, and landscaping should be designed to 
create a transition between public and private spaces.  When porches are 
incorporated into the design, they should be designed as a usable outdoor space.  

Pedestrian-Friendly Streets 

LU-14.4  The City shall design local streets to not only accommodate traffic, but also to serve 
as comfortable pedestrian environments.  These should include, but not be limited to: 

o Street tree planting between the street and sidewalk to provide a buffer between 
the pedestrian and the automobile; 

o Minimum curb cuts along streets; 

o Sidewalks on both sides of streets, with the sidewalk separate from the curbface 
with a landscape strip, where feasible; 

o Traffic calming devices such as roundabouts, bulb-outs at intersections, traffic 
tables, etc.; and 

o Encourage the establishment of a tree canopy over residential streets and 
neighborhoods.  A street tree program shall be included with all specific plans.  

Entrances 

LU-14.5 The City shall require that entrances to new neighborhoods be accented with 
distinctive landscaping, pavement, and signage treatments.  

Consistency Analysis 

The project has been designed to harmonize with the adjacent residential development near the 
project site.  The building height and density is consistent with the adjacent uses and the city’s 
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zoning ordinance.  The project includes residential neighborhoods that would each include 
landscaped entrance ways in keeping with the design of the village, per policies LU-9.7 and LU-14.5. 

Lighting associated with the project includes streetlights, building lights, and lights associated with 
the neighborhood-serving retail uses.  The Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure that requires all 
lighting to comply with policy LU-11.3.   

The project site is essentially flat and does not include many views. Views of the surrounding area 
include predominantly rural uses with some agricultural fields and distant mountains to the west and 
north, and the residential Lincoln Crossing development to the east, consisting of one- and two-story 
houses and associated roadways.  The project design includes view corridors to frame significant 
visual resources, both distant and local.  These corridors include setbacks along Ferrari Ranch and 
Moore roads, using berms and wide bands of planting to maintain the area's rural character.  The 
project includes a significant amount of undeveloped open space with a trail system to maintain 
views within the project site of grasslands and undeveloped spaces, per policy LU-12.3.  A portion of 
Ingram Slough traverses the site where wetlands are present.  A trail system along with open space 
is proposed in this area to foster access to the slough, but would not impact the wetlands to be 
preserved, per policy LU-12.5, LU-12.6, and LU-12.7. 

The project has been designed to avoid visual monotony by incorporating a wide variety of building 
styles, architectural features such as porches and balconies, building materials, and colors. 
Throughout the property, elements such as rear-loading, recessed, and detached garages with 
architectural features such as trellises, porte cocheres, brackets, and architectural headers would be 
used to de-emphasize garages and bring visual focus to living spaces to create an active 
relationship between public and private space. Sound walls would not used, which would minimize 
obstructed views along important viewshed corridors.  In addition, the project includes extensive 
landscaping, per the recommendations put forth in policy LU-14.3. 

The project has also been designed to accommodate and promote pedestrian and bicycle travel.  
The project includes sidewalks on most streets, street trees that will eventually provide most streets 
with moderate shade, bike lanes, street lighting, and a bike route between the proposed elementary 
school and at least some of the proposed residences. The goal is to design a project that 
encourages walking and social interaction, per policy LU-14.4. 

Climate Change 

Please see Section 4.11, Climate Change, which describes the Proposed Project’s consistency with 
adopted General Plan policies that address greenhouse gas emissions. 
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6 (c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, is to ensure that “the range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Project shall 
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could 
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15162.6(b) states that the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 
even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more costly.”  An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed 
Project (or to its location) that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  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 alternatives for the entire Village 7 Specific Plan are analyzed assuming development of the 
entire specific plan area, and are not separated into the Lewis Property and the Village 7 
Programmatic Portion.  However, if any environmental impacts would only occur on either the Lewis 
Property or the Village 7 Programmatic Portion, the specific impacts are identified and are discussed 
in the analysis below.   

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The selection of alternatives is guided primarily by the need both to reduce or eliminate project 
impacts and to achieve project objectives.  The objectives of the project were used to identify 
appropriate alternatives.   

The Proposed Project is a result of an application submitted by the Lewis Planned Communities 
(Applicant) for development of the Lewis Property portion of the Village 7 Specific Plan.  No 
applications have been submitted for the remaining planning areas.  However, as stated in 
Chapter 1, Introduction, and in Chapter 2, Project Description, this Draft EIR analyzes the 
environmental effects of implementation of the entire Village 7 Specific Plan, which includes both the 
Lewis Property and the Village 7 Programmatic Portion.  The Applicant and the City of Lincoln have 
individual interests in the Proposed Project.  The objectives for the Proposed Project are listed 
below. 

• Address the significant future anticipated growth in the City of Lincoln and the surrounding 
Placer County area. 

• Foster a sense of place through the creation of distinctive residential neighborhoods 
surrounding a centralized recreational and retail core. 

• Preserve valuable environmental assets through the creation of significant park and open 
space opportunities. 

• Achieve 40% open space comprised of natural areas, trails, and parks. 

• Fitness facilities, trails, parks, and open space. 
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• Focus on neighborhood schools. 

• Community center, shopping, restaurants, businesses. 

• Walkable streets and neighborhoods with access to shopping and trails. 

• Technology interface with fiber optic cable. 

• Alternative vehicles, energy efficient homes. 

• Economic variability, range of housing types to accommodate range of income levels. 

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The following project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts have been 
identified for the Proposed Project.  The project-specific and cumulative impacts are identical for 
both the Lewis Property and Village 7 Programmatic Portion for the following topics, except where 
noted: 

• Conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses.  (Impacts 4.1-5 [Project] and 4.1-8 [Cumulative]) 

• Conflict with existing Williamson Act Contract. (Impact 4.1-6 – Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion only [Project]) 

• Temporarily worsen unacceptable operations on State Route 65 in downtown Lincoln under 
existing plus project conditions, until the SR 65 Bypass is completed.  (Impact 4.3-2 [Project]) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen already unacceptable operations at three 
locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus project conditions.  (Impact 4.3-5 
[Project]) 

• Add significant levels of traffic to portion of Nelson Lane, which is not constructed to current 
design standards. (Impact 4.3-7 [Project]) 

• Cause temporary impacts along Moore Road during construction.  (Impact 4.3-11 [Project]) 

• Worsen to an unacceptable level or further worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to 
a significant degree) on segments of the Placer County roadway system.  (Impact 4.3-13 
[Cumulative]) 

• Worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on State Route 193 
and State Route 65 through Placer County, Rocklin, and Roseville.  (Impact 4.3-14 
[Cumulative]) 

• Cause significant cumulative impacts at one City of Roseville intersection.  (Impact 4.3-15 
[Cumulative]) 

• Generation of emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 from grading and other earth-disturbing 
activities.  (Impacts 4.4-1 [Project] and 4.4-7 [Cumulative]) 

• Operational and construction emissions of criteria air pollutants. (Impact 4.4-2 and Impact 
4.4-3 [Project] and Impact 4.4-8 and Impact 4.4-9 [Cumulative]) 

• Expose sensitive receptors to permanent increases in ambient noise levels as a result of 
project-generated traffic. (Impact 4.5-7 [Cumulative]) 

• Temporary increase in construction-generated cumulative noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. (Impact 4.5-5 [Cumulative]) 
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• Increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes.  (Impact 4.7-2 – Village 7 Programmatic 
Portion only [Project]) 

• Cumulative increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes.  (Impact 4.7-6 [Cumulative]) 

• Cumulative loss of biological resources.  (Impact 4.8-10 [Cumulative]) 

• Increased demand on wastewater treatment infrastructure, the construction or expansion of 
which could result in significant environmental effects.  (Impact 4.9-3 [Cumulative]) 

• Increased demand on water treatment/distribution infrastructure, the construction or 
expansion of which could result in significant environmental effects.  (Impact 4.9-20 
[Cumulative]) 

• Changes in visual character and increased light and glare.  (Impacts 4.10-3 and 4.10-4 
[Cumulative]) 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would contribute to global climate change.  (Impact 
4.11-1 [Cumulative]) 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 

This section provides a description of the alternatives to the Proposed Project analyzed in this Draft 
EIR and presents how specific impacts differ in severity from those associated with the project.  For 
the most part, significant impacts of the alternatives can be mitigated by mitigation measures 
identified in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, which contains the environmental analysis of the 
Proposed Project.  

The alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this Draft EIR are: 

• No Project/No Action Alternative, which assumes the site would be developed under the 
existing Placer County General Plan land use and zoning designations (Agriculture). 

• Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative, which assumes development on the 
project site with uses similar to the Proposed Project, but at a reduced intensity.  Residential 
uses would comprise approximately 264 acres of low-, medium-, and high-density uses 
(1,884 low-density and medium-density and 594 high-density residential, for a total of 2,478 
units).  Open space would consist of approximately 392 acres.  In addition, all development 
would be concentrated north of Ingram Slough under this alternative. 

• 2002 Land Use Plan Alternative, which assumes development on the entire approximately 
703-acre project site similar to the Proposed Project.  There would be 449 acres designated 
for residential development consisting of 2,503 low-density and medium-density units, and 
200 high-density units, for a total of 2,703 units.  The amount of parks, open space, and 
public uses would be approximately 204 acres.    

• Off-Site Alternative, which assumes the Village 7 Specific Plan land uses would be 
developed using the same land use designations and intensity of development as the 
Proposed Project, but at a different location in the City of Lincoln Sphere of Influence. 

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail and analyzed below.  As required under Section 
15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative appears 
at the end of this chapter. 
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Alternative 1: No Project/No Action Alternative 

Description 

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the "No Project" alternative (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1)).  The No Project Alternative can be defined either as “no action 
taken on the Proposed Project” or “no development” on the project site.  This Draft EIR evaluates the 
“no action” alternative, which assumes the site would be remain under the existing Placer County 
General Plan land use and zoning designations, as shown in Figure 7-1.  The project site land use 
designation is AG-80 (Agriculture, 80-acre minimum) in the Placer County General Plan and is 
zoned as Farm Building Site with an 80-acre minimum (F-B-X 80). 

The Placer County AG land use designation applies to “land for the production of food and fiber, 
including areas of prime agricultural soils, and other productive and potentially productive lands 
where commercial agricultural uses can exist without creating conflicts with other land uses, or 
where potential conflicts can be mitigated. Typical land uses allowed include: crop production, 
orchards and vineyards, grazing, pasture and rangeland, hobby farms; other resource extraction 
activities; facilities that directly support agricultural operations, such as agricultural products 
processing; and necessary public utility and safety facilities. Allowable residential development in 
areas designated Agriculture includes one principal dwelling and one secondary dwelling per lot, 
caretaker/employee housing, and farmworker housing.” 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

The No Project/No Action Alternative would produce no changes on the project site, effectively 
eliminating those project impacts discussed in this Draft EIR.  Because the site would remain in its 
current condition, there would be no impacts associated with introducing buildings and people into 
an area that is currently undeveloped.  The project site would remain agricultural. 

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative, there would be no conflict with applicable land use plans 
for the area or incompatibilities with adjacent land uses, because the project site would remain in 
agricultural production under its land use designation, AG, and zoning, F-B-X 80.  This alternative 
would not have an effect on population, employment, and housing dynamics because it would not 
create a new source of residents or employees.  There would be no change in the existing visual 
environment.  No light sources would be created and there would be no change to the existing visual 
character of the project site.  There would be no increase in air pollutants or noise associated with 
project construction nor an increase in pollutants or noise associated with more vehicles accessing 
the area.  The loss and/or degradation of rare plant populations, western pond turtles, nesting birds 
(including raptors), and foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk and other raptors would not occur 
because the site would not be developed.  Modification of waters of the U.S. or stream corridors, and 
fragmentation of habitats or wildlife population isolation would not occur.  In addition, hazards 
associated with building design or use would not occur, nor would there be any changes to the 
existing drainage patterns and water quality.  The loss of Prime Farmland and productive agricultural 
land would not occur.  Impacts on public services and public utilities would not occur under this 
alternative because the site would not be developed so there would be no need for additional police 
or fire services, sewer capacity or potable water.  The number of vehicles accessing the site would 
not change; therefore, there would be no operational impacts on the surrounding roadway network 
or freeway interchanges.  Because there would be no development generating greenhouse gas 
emissions, there would be no cumulative contribution to climate change. 



Project 
Site

FIGURE 7-1
No Project/No Action Alternative (Placer County Land Use Designations)
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Under the No Project/No Action Alternative all of the significant impacts caused by the Proposed 
Project would be avoided, with one exception.  Because no development would occur, the 
connection of Ferrari Ranch Road to Moore Road would not be made (unless initiated at some future 
date as a City-sponsored project).  The elimination of this connection would result in greater 
increases in traffic on Moore Road west of Joiner Parkway and at the Moore Road/Joiner Parkway 
intersection. Therefore, under the No Project/No Action Alternative there could be an increase in the 
severity of some of the traffic impacts, as compared to the Proposed Project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The No Project/No Action Alternative would not meet any of the Proposed Project objectives 
because the site would not be developed with any uses.  Because no development would occur, the 
site would remain as agricultural land and no new residential, commercial, or school/public facilities 
would be developed.  Therefore, this alternative would not create a sense of place or connectedness 
to existing City of Lincoln development; would not promote economic variability with a range of 
housing types for a variety of income levels; would not address the significant future anticipated 
growth in the City of Lincoln and the surrounding Placer County region; and would not encourage the 
annexation of unincorporated areas within the existing City boundaries prior to the expansion of the 
SOI.   

Alternative 2:  Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative 

Description 

This alternative assumes development on the project site with uses similar to the Proposed Project, 
but at a reduced intensity.  Table 7-1 shows the proposed land use acreages and dwelling units 
under this alternative.  Residential uses would be reduced to 264 acres of a mix of low-, medium-, 
and high-density uses (as compared to 374 acres under the Proposed Project).  There would be 
2,478 dwelling units (as compared to 3,285 with the Proposed Project).  Open space/parks would be 
392 acres, or approximately 110 acres more than the Proposed Project.  In addition, all development 
would be concentrated north of Ingram Slough under this alternative.  Figure 7-2 illustrates the 
locations and types of land uses under this alternative.   

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative, the area south of South Ingram Slough would not be developed with low- or 
medium-density residential uses.  Instead, the area south of the slough would be preserved as open 
space.  Impacts associated with internal land use compatibilities would be as described for the 
Proposed Project, however, there would be fewer internal land use conflicts because there would be 
less development.  Alternative 2 would still require mitigation measures as discussed for the 
Proposed Project.  Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(A) through (D) and 4.1-2(A) through (B) would be 
required for this alternative to construct fencing and buffers between residential uses and 
wetland/wildlife areas and areas of agricultural production to eliminate any potential land use 
incompatibilities.  Although odors from the WWTRF are not expected to adversely affect future 
residents in the Village 7 Specific Plan, residential development proposed under Alternative 2 would 
generally be located in the same proximity to the WWTRF.  Like the Proposed Project, although the 
impact was identified as less than significant, Mitigation Measures 4.4-5(A) and 4.4-5(B) would still 
apply to Alternative 2 to provide notification to potential buyers who might be especially sensitive to 
odors and for disclosure purposes. 
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TABLE 7-1 
 

INCREASED OPEN SPACE/REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE  

Land Use 

Lewis 
Property 
(acres) 

Aitken Ranch 
II Property 

(acres) 

Scheiber 
Property 
(acres) 

Remainder 
Area  

(acres) 

Village 7 
Totals 
(acres) 

Residential  
Country Estates 4.5 - - - 4.5 

Dwelling Units 7 - - - 7 
% of Total Units 0.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28% 

% of Residential Acreage 3.36% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.71% 
Low Density Residential 28.9 49.1 17.4 17.8 113.2 

Dwelling Units 268 120 70 70 528 
% of Total Units 16.12% 24.00% 43.21% 44.87% 21.31% 

% of Residential Acreage 21.58% 63.35% 100.00% 50.86% 42.91% 
Medium Density Residential 78.3 28.4 - 17.2 123.9 

Dwelling Units 794 380 - 175 1,349 
% of Total Units 47.75% 76.00% 0.00% 112.18% 54.44% 

% of Residential Acreage 58.48% 36.65% 0.00% 49.14% 46.97% 
High Density Residential 22.2 - - - 22.2 

Dwelling Units 594 - - - 594 
% of Total Units 35.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 23.97% 

% of Residential Acreage 1.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 
Subtotals  133.9 77.5 17.4 35.0 263.8 

Dwelling Units 1,663 500 162 156 2,478 
% of Total Village 7 Units 67.11% 20.18% 6.54% 6.30%  

% of Total Village 7  
Residential Acreage 50.76% 29.38% 6.60% 13.27%  

Commercial 
VMU-Community Center 3 - - - 3 
VMU-Neighborhood Commercial 9.2 - - - 9.2 
Subtotals 12.2 - - - 12.2 
Open Space and Parks 
VOS-Open Space Preserve 271.7 27.4 9.1 - 308.2 
VOS-Linear Parkways 27.3 3.7 - 4.0 35.0 
VOS-Major Paseos 2.6 - - - 2.6 
VPR- Parks & Recreation 39.3 6.8 - - 46.1 
Subtotals 340.9 37.9 9.1 4.0 391.9 

% of Total Acreage 66.08% 31.27% 34.34% 10.05% 56.30% 
Public 
ES-Elementary School 12.0 - - - 12.0 
Major Roadways 16.9 5.8 - 0.8 23.5 
Subtotals 28.9 5.8 - 0.8 35.5 
TOTAL ACRES 515.9 121.2 26.5 39.8 703.4 

% of Total Village 7 Acreage 73.34% 17.23% 3.77% 5.66%  
Source: Lewis Operating Corp., 2008. 

 

Alternative 2 would also result in significant and unavoidable impacts on Prime Farmland and 
Farmland of Statewide and Local Importance, similar to the project.  Farmland south of South 
Ingram Slough would be preserved; however, a significant amount of acreage north of the slough 
would still be developed on land designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide and 
Local Importance.  In addition, approximately 27 acres of land south of Auburn Ravine is under 
Williamson Act contract.  This land would be developed under the Village 7 Programmatic Portion of 
the alternative and would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, similar to the Proposed 
Project. 



FIGURE 7-2
Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative
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Impacts associated with exposing people and the environment to existing hazards would be similar 
to that of the Proposed Project.  This alternative would develop portions of the Lewis Property and 
Aitken Ranch II property of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion which have been identified by the 
Phase I Environmental Assessment as containing potentially hazardous materials.  This alternative 
would require Mitigation Measure 4.6-1(A) and (B), as well as Mitigation Measure 4.6-2(A) and (B) to 
mitigate impacts in the event of accidental exposure to previously unidentified hazards from 
construction or operation of the alternative.   

Noise impacts due to the construction of this alternative would be similar to noise levels experienced 
by receptors from the Proposed Project.  Despite the smaller development footprint and reduced 
density of the development, nearby receptors would still experience a temporary increase in ambient 
noise levels.  The same equipment would be necessary to construction this alternative and there 
would not be a major difference in noise level perceived by the receptors.  Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-1(A) and (B) would still be required to limit construction activity to acceptable hours to 
minimize the disturbance to existing and proposed receptors. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the placement of fill for residential lots adjacent to an 
open water course, such as Ingram Slough, which is in the 100-year floodplain.  No development or 
fill would occur south of Ingram Slough; however, residential areas north of the slough would be 
required to make these improvements, similar to the Proposed Project. 

Impacts associated with a change in visual character in the City of Lincoln would be similar to the 
Proposed Project.  Although this alternative would have a reduced development footprint, the 
existing surrounding uses would still be affected by the development that would occur north of South 
Ingram Slough.  When developed, this alternative would appear as a single developed area in 
combination with the adjacent Lincoln Crossing and Aitken Ranch developments.  It is expected that 
this alternative would also require Mitigation Measure 4.10-2(A) and (B) to reduce the impact new 
sources of light and glare would have on existing uses in the project vicinity.   

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project 

A majority of impacts resulting from the Proposed Project would be less severe under Alternative 2.  
The Proposed Project would not create a significant impact on the jobs-housing ratio, but would 
result in a jobs-housing ratio that depends on residents finding employment outside of the City.  The 
jobs-housing ratio in the City of Lincoln would be closer to 1.0 under this alternative.  This alternative 
would bring the number of jobs and dwelling units closer to each other so fewer residents would 
have to commute outside of the City for employment.   

As a result of decreased traffic volumes, impacts on air quality and noise would also be less severe 
under this alternative.  A majority of operational emissions are generated from mobile sources 
(vehicles).  Because this alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips from the decreased 
development footprint, air quality impacts would be less severe.  However, Mitigation Measures 
4.4-3(A) and (B) would still be required to mitigate remaining air quality impacts.  Air quality impacts 
from construction of Alternative 2 would also be less severe than the Proposed Project because less 
development would be constructed; however, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(A) and (B) and Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2(A) and (B) would still be required.  Because less earth would be disturbed to 
construct the smaller development footprint, there would be fewer emissions from construction 
equipment and activities.  Approximately 25 percent fewer residential units would be constructed 
under Alternative 2, which would equate to an approximately 25 percent reduction in air quality 
emissions.  Despite the reduction in emissions and implementation of mitigation measures, air 
quality impacts would likely remain significant and unavoidable.  This alternative would generate 
greenhouse gas emissions that would contribute to global climate change, but the amount of 
emissions would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 
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Noise impacts from project operation and vehicle trips associated with this alternative (excluding 
construction-related noise) would also be less severe than the Proposed Project because there 
would be an overall reduction in the amount of construction and number of vehicle trips.  Particularly 
with traffic-generated noise impacts, this alternative would reduce the exposure of sensitive 
receptors to an increase in ambient noise levels due to a reduction in the number of vehicles 
traveling on roads in the project vicinity.  In addition, because the development footprint of this 
alternative is smaller (this alternative would have a 25 percent reduction in dwelling units 
constructed), and the density of housing is lower, noise from operational activities internal to the 
alternative would be less severe than the Proposed Project.  However, vehicle trips generated by 
this alternative would affect existing receptors outside the site, so the cumulative impact would be 
significant, as described for the Proposed Project, but would likely be reduced in magnitude because 
there would be fewer trips.  Similar to air quality impacts, despite the reduction in operational 
activities and mitigation measures, cumulative noise impacts would likely remain significant and 
unavoidable.   

All impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be reduced under this alternative.  
Decreasing the amount of impervious surfaces would decrease the amount of stormwater flow and 
reduce impacts on water quality, as would occur under the Proposed Project.  However, Mitigation 
Measures 4.7-2(A) and (B) and 4.7-3(A) and (B) would be required to reduce these impacts.  For 
development of the Village 7 Programmatic Portion under this alternative, Mitigation Measure 
4.7-2(B) would be required to reduce impacts on increased stormwater runoff, but there would still 
be a significant and unavoidable under this alternative for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion only.   

Alternative 2 would also result in less severe project-level impacts on biological resources, but they 
would remain cumulatively considerable and unavoidable.  Because there would be no development 
south of Ingram Slough, less filling would occur which could affect jurisdictional wetlands or other 
waters of the U.S.  The preservation of open space south of Ingram Slough would also result in 
fewer impacts on special-status vernal pool crustacean and amphibian species, rare plant 
populations, western pond turtles and their habitat, and a variety of nesting birds.  Alternative 2 could 
also result in fewer acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat lost than the Proposed Project.  

Under the Proposed Project there would be an increase in demand for police and fire services as 
well as solid waste disposal.  Because there would be fewer residential units and fewer new 
residents under this alternative, it is anticipated there would be less demand for police and fire 
services than the Proposed Project.  Development under this alternative would be required to pay 
applicable fees for the provision of expanded facilities, such as for police, fire, wastewater, schools, 
parks, water supply, and solid waste; however, impacts on these services and utilities would be less 
severe than the Proposed Project because overall fewer structures would be built.  The amount of 
solid waste and wastewater generated, and increase in water demand, would also be slightly less 
compared to the Proposed Project (approximately 22 to 28 percent lower) because overall less 
building space would be developed.   

Under Alternative 2 approximately 24 percent less traffic would be generated compared to the 
Proposed Project.  Table 7-2A includes the number of trips associated with the Proposed Project 
compared with the number of trips associated with the Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative 
(Table 7-2B).  While the Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative would generate fewer 
trips than the Proposed Project, it would still add approximately 20,000 vehicle trips per day to the 
surrounding roadway system.  As a consequence, the significant transportation impacts identified 
with the Proposed Project would also occur with this project alternative, but of reduced magnitude 
(and lower fair-share contributions in Mitigation Measures 4.3-5, 4.3-6, 4.3-13, and 4.3-14). 
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TABLE 7-2A 
 

TRIP GENERATION – PROPOSED PROJECT 
Trip Rate1 Trips 

Land Use  Amount Daily AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour Daily AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
Single Family Residential 2,513 du’s 9.57 0.75 1.01 24,049 1,885 2,538 
Apartment 772 du’s 6.72 0.51 0.62 5,188 394 479 
Elementary School 900 Students 1.29 0.42 0.15 1,161 378 135 
Community Center 15 KSF 22.88 1.62 1.64 343 24 25 

Gross Trips 30,741 2,681 3,177 
Internal Trips2 3,240 478 341 
External Trips 27,501 2,203 2,836 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2008.  Table 4.3-5 in this Draft EIR. 

 

TABLE 7-2B 
 

TRIP GENERATION – INCREASED OPEN SPACE/REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
Trip Rate1 Trips 

Land Use  Amount Daily AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour Daily AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
Single Family Residential 1,884 du’s 9.57 0.75 1.01 18,030 1,413 1,903 
Apartment 594 du’s 6.72 0.51 0.62 3,991 303 360 
Elementary School 900 Students 1.29 0.42 0.15 1,161 378 135 
Community Center 15 KSF 22.88 1.62 1.64 343 24 25 

Gross Trips (Alternative) 23,525 2,118 2,423 
Internal Trips2 (Alternative) 3,240 478 341 
External Trips (Alternative) 20,285 1,640 2,082 

Notes:  
1.  Trip generation rates based on data in Trip Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003).  
2.  50 percent of community center trips, 60 percent of school trips assumed to remain internal to the site in addition to 5 percent residential-to-
residential trips for daily and PM peak hour conditions.  
du’s = dwelling units.  KSF = 1,000 square feet  
 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

Under the Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative, none of the environmental impacts 
analyzed under the Proposed Project would be more severe than the Proposed Project.   

Conclusion 

Because this alternative has a smaller development footprint with lower overall densities and there is 
a significantly larger open space component, several environmental impact areas would be reduced 
in magnitude.  Project impacts on population, employment, and housing, traffic volumes, air quality, 
noise, hydrology, biological resources, and public services and utilities would be less than they 
would be impacted under the Proposed Project, but significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts 
would still occur for traffic, air, noise, hydrology, and biological resources.  Other impact areas for the 
alternative would be similar to impacts of the Proposed Project, such as land use incompatibilities, 
loss of agricultural land, similar impacts on visual resources, construction noise, and the fill required 
for housing constructed within the 100-year floodplain. 
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Relationship to Project Objectives 

Implementation of the Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative would achieve the 
majority of the Proposed Project objectives.  The alternative would create a sense of place with 
development of residential uses intertwined with open space and parks that create connectivity 
throughout the development.  This alternative would also achieve the City’s objective of focusing on 
neighborhood schools by developing an elementary school within the project site.  This alternative 
would also achieve the objective of fostering a sense of place through the creation of residential 
neighborhoods surrounding a centralized recreational and retail core.  It would exceed the objective 
for 40 percent open space comprised of natural areas, trails, and parks.  

Despite meeting a majority of the project objectives, the increased open space component south of 
Ingram Slough and the decreased density in the remaining development significantly reduces the 
number of residents that could be incorporated into the City of Lincoln.  This conflicts with the 
project’s objective to address the significant future anticipated growth in the City of Lincoln and the 
surrounding Placer County area.  This alternative would also not provide the City with the range of 
housing types and income levels it wishes to supply.   

Alternative 3:  2002 Land Use Plan Alternative 

Description 

This alternative assumes development on the entire 703-acre project site similar to the Proposed 
Project.  This alternative assumes 2,703 units (2,503 low- and medium-density and 200 high-
density).  The main difference is that this alternative has fewer commercial uses with more acres 
designated for residential uses.  There would be 449 acres designated for residential development 
(as compared to approximately 374 acres with the Proposed Project), but 582 fewer residential units. 
There would be more low-density units, but fewer medium- and high-density units than the Proposed 
Project.  The amount of parks and open space (approximately 204 acres) would be approximately 
40 acres less than the Proposed Project.  Figure 7-3 illustrates the locations and types of land uses 
assumed under this alternative, and Table 7-3 summarizes the land uses.   

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project 

Under Alternative 3, impacts on land use and agricultural land would be identical to that of the 
Proposed Project because this alternative would be developed on the same footprint as the 
Proposed Project.  Because the same project site would be developed, this alternative would have 
the same significant impacts on Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide and Local Importance 
conversion, and the same significant and unavoidable impact related to land under Williamson Act 
contract.  The internal land use incompatibilities identified for the Proposed Project would occur with 
this alternative, and Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(A) through (D) and 4.1-2(A) through (B) would be 
required for this alternative to construct fencing and buffers between residential uses and 
wetland/wildlife areas and areas of agricultural production, identical to the Proposed Project. 

The jobs-housing ratio in the City of Lincoln as a result of construction of this alternative would be 
similar to that of the Proposed Project.  Development of the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant impact, but would result in a jobs-housing ratio that depends on residents finding 
employment outside of the City.  This alternative would result in a similar impact and new residents 
would need to find employment in nearby employment centers, outside the City of Lincoln, such as 
the City of Roseville, Sacramento, and Auburn. 



FIGURE 7-3
2002 Land Use Plan Alternative
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TABLE 7-3 
 

2002 LAND USE PLAN ALTERNATIVE  

Land Use 

Lewis 
Property 
(acres) 

Aitken Ranch 
II Property 

(acres) 

Scheiber 
Property 
(acres) 

Remainder 
Area  

(acres) 
Village 7 

Totals (acres) 
Residential 
Country Estates - - - - - 

Dwelling Units - - - - - 
% of Total Units 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

% of Residential Acreage 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Low Density Residential 174.9 44.1 17.4 17.8 254.2 

Dwelling Units 857 216 87 88 1,248 
% of Total Units 42.8% 53.5% 100.0% 42.3% 46.2% 

% of Residential Acreage 53.9% 61.5% 100.0% 49.7% 56.6% 
      

Medium Density Residential 139.3 27.6 - 18.0 184.9 
Dwelling Units 947 188 - 120 1,255 

% of Total Units 47.3% 46.5% 0.0% 57.7% 46.4% 
% of Residential Acreage 43.0% 38.5% 0.0% 50.3% 41.2% 

      
High Density Residential 10.0 - - - 10.0 

Dwelling Units 200 - - - 200 
% of Total Units 9.98% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.4% 

% of Residential Acreage 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
Subtotals 324.2 71.7 117.4 35.8 449.1 

Dwelling Units 2,004 404 87 208 2,703 
% of Total Village 7 Units 74.1% 14.9% 3.2% 7.7%  

% of Total Village 7 
Residential Acreage 72.2% 16.0% 3.9% 7.9%  

Commercial 
VMU-Community Center - - - - - 

VMU-Neighborhood 
Commercial 7.1 - - - 7.1 

Subtotals 7.1 - - - 7.1 
Open Space and Parks 
VOS-Open Space Preserve 129.9 26.9 9.1 - 165.9 
VOS-Linear Parkways 5.6 2.6 2- 4.0 12.2 
VOS-Major Paseos -  - -  
VPR- Parks & Recreation 19.2 7.0 - - 26.2 
Subtotals 154.7 36.5 9.1 4.0 204.3 

% of Total Acreage 30.0% 30.1% 34.3% 10.0% 56.3% 
Public 
ES-Elementary School 10.2 7.8 - - 18.0 
Major Roadways 19.7 5.2 - - 24.9 
Subtotals 29.9 13.0 - - 42.9 
TOTAL ACRES 515.9 121.2 26.5 39.8 703.4 
% of Total Village 7 Acreage 73.3% 17.2% 3.8% 5.7%  

Source: Lewis Operating Corp., 2009. 

 

Impacts associated with construction activities, which include impacts on air quality and noise 
associated with construction equipment would be the same as the Proposed Project, because it is 
assumed the development footprint would be the same as the Proposed Project.  The site would be 
developed with a variety of residential units, commercial uses, roads, utilities, and other 
infrastructure resulting in an increase in air pollutants and construction-related noise.  Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-1(A) and (B), 4.4-2(A) and (B) would be required to mitigate air quality impacts due to 
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construction activities.  To address construction noise, Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(A) and (B) would 
also be required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

This alternative would generate greenhouse gas emissions that would contribute to global climate 
change, and the amount of emissions would be similar to the Proposed Project because the types 
and intensity of land uses would be similar. 

Impacts on air quality and noise associated with operation of Alternative 3 would be similar to the 
Proposed Project.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(A) and (B) would be required to reduce the impact of 
operational emissions from this alternative.  Mitigation Measure and 4.4-5(A) and (B) would continue 
to be recommended to further the less-than-significant impact associated with potential odors from 
the City’s Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility, WRSL, and agricultural operations.  To 
reduce noise impacts from traffic noise within the site, sound attenuation mitigation (such as 
increased buffers or setbacks along Ferrari Ranch Road and Moore Road) could be necessary. 

Impacts associated with exposing people and the environment to existing hazards would be similar 
to that of the Proposed Project.  This alternative would develop the same areas within the Village 7 
Specific Plan area, some of which have been identified by the Phase I Environmental Assessment 
as containing potentially hazardous materials.  Therefore, this alternative would require Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-1(A) and (B), as well as Mitigation Measure 4.6-2(A) and (B) to mitigate impacts in the 
event of accidental exposure to previously unidentified hazards from construction or operation of the 
alternative.   

It is also anticipated that development of the site under this alternative would result in similar impacts 
on drainage because a majority of the site would be developed with some type of impervious 
surface, similar to the Proposed Project.  Implementation of Alternative 3 would require the 
placement of fill for residential lots adjacent to open water courses, such as Ingram Slough, which is 
in the 100-year floodplain.  Residential areas north and south of the slough would be required to 
make these improvements, similar to the Proposed Project.  All impacts related to water quality 
would be similar to the Proposed Project under this alternative.  Mitigation Measures 4.7-2(A) and 
(B) and 4.7-3(A) and (B) would be required to reduce these impacts.  The significant and 
unavoidable impact related to stormwater volume for the Village 7 Programmatic Portion would be 
as described for the Proposed Project because the intensity of development under this alternative 
would generate approximately the same amount of runoff. 

Significant and unavoidable cumulative Impacts on biological resources would be identical to that of 
the Proposed Project because Alternative 3 would have the same development footprint as the 
Proposed Project.  The same amount of special-status species habitat, Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat, and jurisdictional waters would be disturbed. 

Impacts associated with a change in visual character in the City of Lincoln would be the same as the 
Proposed Project.  This alternative would have the same development footprint; thus, the existing 
surrounding uses would be affected by the development that would on the project site.  When 
developed, this alternative would appear as a single developed area in combination with the 
adjacent Lincoln Crossing and Aitken Ranch developments.  It is expected that this alternative would 
require Mitigation Measure 4.10-2(A) and (B) to reduce the impact new sources of light and glare 
would have on existing uses in the project vicinity.   

Alternative 3 proposes a slightly different mix of land uses and intensities than the Proposed Project.  
There would be more single-family residential units but fewer high-density units.  As originally 
envisioned in 2002, this land use plan also provides for two elementary schools with a capacity of 
1,800 students, as compared to one school with 900 students under the Proposed Project.  With 
Alternative 3 there would be approximately 568 more trips than the Proposed Project, as shown in 
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Table 7-4 (see also Table 7-2A for Proposed Project trips for comparison), but this would not be 
considered a substantial difference in terms of magnitude of impact.  Because the same 
intersections and segments would be affected as the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measures 4.3-5, 
4.3-6, 4.3-13, and 4.3-14 would still be required to address project and cumulative impacts.  

TABLE 7-4 
 

TRIP GENERATION – 2002 LAND USE PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
Trip Rate1 Trips 

Land Use  Amount Daily AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour Daily AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
Single Family Residential 2503 du’s 9.57 0.75 1.01 23,954 1,877 2,528 
Apartment 200 du’s 6.72 0.51 0.62 1,344 102 124 
Elementary Schools (2) 1,600 Students 1.29 0.42 0.15 2,064 672 240 
Shopping Center 108.25 ksf4 66.05 1.52 6.09 7,150 164 660 
Community Center 0 22.88 1.62 1.64 0 0 0 

Gross Trips 34,512 2,815 3,552 
Internal Trips2 - 5,639 - 754 - 570 

Pass-by Trips 3 - 804 - 18 - 124 
External Trips 28,069 2,043 2,858 

Notes:   
1.  Trip generation rates based on data in Trip Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003).  
2.  50 percent of school trips assumed to remain internal (greater percentage cannot be supported because school capacity is greater than the 
expected number of elementary age students from project residences).  25 percent of shopping center trips assumed to remain internal to project 
site.  
3.  25 percent pass-by assumed for non-internal retail trips during PM peak hour.  15 percent pass-by assumed for retail uses under daily and AM 
peak hour conditions. 
4.  assumes 7.1 acres at 0.35FAR 
du’s = dwelling units.  KSF = 1,000 square feet  
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2009. 

 

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project 

Impacts related to the provision of public utilities and services, such as police, fire, schools, and 
energy, would be less severe than the Proposed Project due to development of fewer residential 
units.  Because there would be fewer residential units and fewer new residents under this 
alternative, it is anticipated there would be less demand for police and fire services than the 
Proposed Project.  The alternative would be required to pay applicable fees for the provision of 
expanded facilities, such as for police, fire, wastewater, schools, parks, water supply, and solid 
waste; however, impacts on these services and utilities would be less than the Proposed Project.  
Because the demand for all of these services is dependent on the number of residents being served, 
and because this alternative would result in fewer residents than the Proposed Project, impacts on 
public services and utilities would also be less than the Proposed Project.  The amount of solid 
waste and wastewater generated, and demand for water, would also be slightly less compared to the 
Proposed Project (approximately 15 to 22 percent lower) because fewer residential and commercial 
uses would be developed.  

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

Under the Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative, none of the environmental impacts 
analyzed under the Proposed Project would be more severe than the Proposed Project.   

Conclusion 

Overall, the 2002 Land Use Plan Alternative, would result in many impacts similar to the impacts that 
would occur under the Proposed Project because it has the same development footprint as the 
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Proposed Project.  Project impacts on land use, agricultural land, population, employment, and 
housing, air quality, noise, hazards, biology, and hydrology would be similar to impacts under the 
Proposed Project.  A similar amount of construction and traffic would occur, and the alternative 
would result in loss of agricultural land, could expose new residents to hazards, and create land use 
incompatibilities like the project.  Cumulative air quality and noise impacts would still occur.  
Because this alternative would result in fewer new residents, the demand on public services and 
utilities would be less than the Proposed Project.  This alternative would generate approximately 
2 percent more vehicle trips than the Proposed Project, but this is not considered a substantial 
difference. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Implementation Alternative 3 would achieve a majority of the Proposed Project objectives.  The 
alternative would create a sense of place with development of residential uses intertwined with 
extensive open space and parks that creates connectivity throughout the development.  This 
alternative would also achieve the objective of focusing on neighborhood schools by developing two 
elementary schools within the project site, and fostering a sense of place through the creation of 
residential neighborhoods surrounding a centralized recreational and retail core.   

Alternative 4:  Off-Site Alternative 

Description 

• This alternative assumes the Village 7 Specific Plan land uses would be developed using the 
same land use designations and intensity of development as the Proposed Project, but at a 
different location, somewhere in the City of Lincoln or within the City’s SOI area.  One off-site 
location of sufficient size (in acres) that could accommodate the Proposed Project is the 
“Antonio Mountain Ranch” property, which is adjacent to the south boundary of Village 7 and 
the City of Lincoln WWTRF and bordered on the south by Athens Avenue and on the west by 
Fiddyment Road.  The Off-Site Alternative is located within the City of Lincoln’s Special Use 
District C (SUD-C).  Much of the site is within the Western Regional Landfill one-mile buffer, 
and there is an extensive mapped floodplain area within the site. 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Impacts Identified as being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project 

This alternative would result in similar land use incompatibles as the Proposed Project.  It is likely 
that Mitigation Measures 4.1-1(A) through (D) and 4.1-2(A) through (B) would be required for this 
alternative to construct fencing and buffers between residential uses and wetland/wildlife areas and 
areas of agricultural production.  This alternative would have similar impacts on Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide and Local Importance, and land under Williamson Act contract.   

The jobs-housing ratio in the City of Lincoln as a result of construction of Alternative 4 would be 
similar to that of the Proposed Project.  Development of the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant impact to the jobs-housing ratio, but would result in a jobs-housing ratio that depends on 
residents finding employment outside of the City.  Because this alternative would develop the same 
ratio of residential, commercial, and schools uses, new residents would need to acquire employment 
in nearby employment centers, such as the City of Roseville, Sacramento, and Auburn. 

Impacts associated with construction activities, which include impacts on air quality and noise 
associated with construction equipment would be the same or similar to the Proposed Project, 
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because Alternative 4 would be the same as the Proposed Project and would likely be constructed 
adjacent to existing sensitive land uses.  The site would be developed with a variety of residential 
units, commercial uses, roads, utilities, and other infrastructure resulting in an increase in air 
pollutants and construction-related noise.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(A) and (B), 4.4-2(A) and (B) 
would be required to mitigate air quality impacts due to construction activities.  To address 
construction noise, Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(A) and (B) would also be required to reduce this impact 
to a less-than-significant level. 

This alternative would generate greenhouse gas emissions that would contribute to global climate 
change, and the amount of emissions would be similar to the Proposed Project because the types 
and intensity of land uses would be similar. 

Impacts on air quality and noise associated with operation of Alternative 4 would also be the same 
as the Proposed Project.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(A) and (B) would be required to reduce the 
impact of operational emissions from this alternative.  Mitigation Measure and 4.4-5(A) and (B) 
would likely be required to reduce the impact new residents could experience due to odors from the 
nearby WWTRF and the WRSL.   

Impacts associated with the exposure of hazardous materials to sensitive receptors from operation 
of this alternative or from routine transport of hazardous materials would be similar to that of the 
Proposed Project.  Alternative 4 would require similar amounts and types of materials for 
construction and operation as the Proposed Project, and thus, would have similar impact to exposing 
people to hazardous materials as the Proposed Project. 

Impacts associated with a change in visual character in the City of Lincoln would be similar to the 
Proposed Project, although it would be separated geographically from other developed areas that 
would have views of and across the site.  It is expected that this alternative would require Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-2(A) and (B) to reduce the impact new sources of light and glare would have on 
existing rural and agricultural uses in the project vicinity.   

Under Alternative 4 there would be an increase in demand for public services and utilities similar to 
the Proposed Project.  This alternative would be required to pay applicable fees for the provision of 
expanded facilities, such as police, fire, wastewater, schools, parks, water supply, and solid waste to 
provide the new residents with adequate service.  

Alternative 4 would generate the same amount of traffic as the Proposed Project because the same 
land uses would be developed.  Significant impacts on regional facilities such as SR 65 and I-80 
would still be likely.  This alternative would most likely result in new significant impacts at 
intersections and roadways in its vicinity.   

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project 

Under Alternative 4, none of the environmental impacts analyzed under the Proposed Project would 
be less severe than the Proposed Project.  The alternative would result in similar impacts or impacts 
more severe than the Proposed Project. 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

Impacts associated with exposing people and the environment to existing hazards could potentially 
be more severe than the Proposed Project.  There is a potential for unknown hazards to exist on the 
project site.  A Phase I Environmental Assessment would need to be completed prior to 
development of this alternative to assess the significance of hazardous materials on the project site.   



 7.0  Alternatives 
 
 

 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 7-22 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\7.0 Alternatives.doc June 2009 

It is also anticipated that development of the site under this alternative would result in greater 
impacts on drainage because a majority of the site would be developed with similar types of 
impervious surface.  The increase in stormwater volume could cause an increase in downstream 
water surface elevations that could exacerbate flooding.  All impacts related to water quality could 
also be more severe than the Proposed Project under this alternative.  Although the sources of 
pollutants would be similar to the Proposed Project, it is unknown if these pollutants have the 
potential to affect water supplies in the vicinity.  

Impacts on biological resources under Alternative 4 could be more severe than the Proposed 
Project.  Impacts on biological resources, such as modification to jurisdictional wetlands, alteration of 
special-status species habitat, and fragmentation of wildlife populations, could be more severe than 
the Proposed Project.   

Conclusion 

Under Alternative 4, a majority of environmental impacts would be similar to impacts that would 
occur under the Proposed Project.  However, drainage, floodplain hazard, agricultural land use 
conversion, proximity to the Western Regional Landfill, and biological resources impacts under this 
alternative could result in impacts more severe than the project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

A land use plan developed at a location of sufficient size to accommodate the proposed land uses 
identified in the Village 7 Specific Plan would generally meet most the objectives identified for the 
Proposed Project.  Because an off-site location such as Antonio Mountain Ranch contains more 
biological resources that could be impacted, it is unknown whether a project developed at that 
location could achieve the 40 percent open space component comprised of natural areas, trails, and 
parks, or whether the identified resources could be preserved. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

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.  For each subject area, Table 7-5, at the end of 
this chapter, indicates whether the impacts of the project alternatives are more or less severe than 
those of the Proposed Project.   

From the alternatives evaluated for the Village 7 Specific Plan project, the environmentally superior 
alternative would be Alternative 1 – the No Project/No Action Alternative.  This alternative would 
avoid all significant impacts associated with the Proposed Project.  However, in accordance with the 
CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior 
alternation, an environmentally superior alternative must then be selected from the remaining 
alternatives – Alternatives 2, 3, or 4.   

While Alternatives 3 and 4 would meet most of the project objectives, they would generally result in 
the same impacts as the Proposed Project and would not avoid or lessen any of the significant 
impacts that would occur with the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 2, the Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative, would reduce the severity of 
impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions (climate change), noise, hydrology and 
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water quality, population, employment, and housing, all public services and utilities, and visual 
quality.  Alternative 2 would have a smaller development footprint with reduced densities than the 
Proposed Project.  With less development there would be fewer construction impacts, such as air 
quality and noise.  There would also be fewer impacts on agricultural and biological resources 
because a majority of the project site south of Ingram Slough would be preserved under this 
alternative, but impacts would still be significant and unavoidable.  Because there would be fewer 
residential uses developed, there would be less demand for public services and utilities and fewer 
transportation impacts.  All other impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, 
Alternative 2 (Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative) would be the environmentally 
superior alternative.  In addition, the Increased Open Space/Reduced Density Alternative meets 
most of the Proposed Project objectives. 
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TABLE 7-5 
 

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Impact 

Proposed 
Project: Lewis 

Property/Village 7 
Programmatic 

Portion 

No Project/No 
Action 

Alternative 
(Alternative 1) 

Increased Open 
Space/Reduced 

Density 
Alternative 

(Alternative 2) 

2002 Land 
Use Plan 

Alternative 
(Alternative 3) 

Off-Site 
Alternative 

(Alternative 4) 
4.1 Land Use 

4.1-1 The Proposed Project could result in internal land use 
incompatibilities. 

LS*/LS* - = = = 

4.1-2 The Proposed Project could result in land use 
incompatibilities with adjacent land uses.   

LS*/LS* - = = = 

4.1-3 The Proposed Project would not conflict with the City of 
Lincoln 2050 General Plan policies. 

LS/LS - = = = 

4.1-4 The Proposed Project would not conflict with the Placer 
County LAFCO policies pertaining to annexations. 

LS/LS - = = + 

4.1-5 The Proposed Project would convert Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses. 

SU/SU - = = = 

4.1-6 The Proposed Project could conflict with an existing 
Williamson Act contract. 

NI/SU* - = = = 

4.1-7 The Proposed Project could conflict with the Placer County 
LAFCO policies pertaining to annexations of agricultural 
areas. 

LS/LS - = = + 

4.1-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with future 
development in western Placer County, would convert 
agricultural resources, including Prime Farmland, Farmland 
of Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local Importance, and 
agricultural land under Williamson Act contract to non-
agricultural uses. 

SU/SU - = = + 

4.2 Population, Employment, and Housing 
4.2-1 The Proposed Project would not adversely affect the jobs-to-

housing ratio in the City of Lincoln. 
LS/LS - - = = 

4.2-2 The Proposed Project, in combination with future 
development in the City of Lincoln, could change the City's 
jobs-housing balance. 

LS/LS - - = = 
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TABLE 7-5 
 

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Impact 

Proposed 
Project: Lewis 

Property/Village 7 
Programmatic 

Portion 

No Project/No 
Action 

Alternative 
(Alternative 1) 

Increased Open 
Space/Reduced 

Density 
Alternative 

(Alternative 2) 

2002 Land 
Use Plan 

Alternative 
(Alternative 3) 

Off-Site 
Alternative 

(Alternative 4) 
4.2-3 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 

development in the City of Lincoln and in the region, would 
not exceed official regional and local population projections. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.3 Transportation and Circulation 
4.3-1 The Proposed Project would not worsen (to a significant 

level) unacceptable operations at City of Lincoln 
intersections (excluding those in downtown on SR 65 which 
are described separately) under existing plus project 
conditions. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.3-2 The Proposed Project could temporarily worsen 
unacceptable operations on State Route 65 in downtown 
Lincoln under existing plus project conditions if occupancy 
of the Proposed Project occurs prior to the completion of the 
SR 65 Bypass. 

STSU/STSU - - = = 

4.3-3 The Proposed Project would not cause operations at any 
intersections in Roseville to worsen to an unacceptable level 
under existing plus project conditions. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.3-4 The Proposed Project would not result in unacceptable levels 
of service at any intersections in Placer County under 
existing plus project conditions. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.3-5 The Proposed Project would worsen to an unacceptable level 
or further worsen already unacceptable operations at three 
locations on SR 65 south of Lincoln under existing plus 
project conditions. 

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.3-6 The Proposed Project would add significant levels of traffic to 
portions of Moore Road between the project site and 
Fiddyment Road, and to Fiddyment Road from Moore Road to 
the south City limits, which are not constructed to current 
design standards. 

LS*/LS*  - - = - 
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TABLE 7-5 
 

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Impact 

Proposed 
Project: Lewis 

Property/Village 7 
Programmatic 

Portion 

No Project/No 
Action 

Alternative 
(Alternative 1) 

Increased Open 
Space/Reduced 

Density 
Alternative 

(Alternative 2) 

2002 Land 
Use Plan 

Alternative 
(Alternative 3) 

Off-Site 
Alternative 

(Alternative 4) 
4.3-7 The Proposed Project would add significant levels of traffic to 

portions of Nelson Lane, which is not constructed to current 
design standards. 

SU/SU - = = = 

4.3-8 The Proposed Project would provide adequate facilities to 
accommodate its planned transit demand.   

LS/LS - = = = 

4.3-9 The Proposed Project would provide adequate on-site 
facilities to support walking and bicycling.   

LS/LS - = = = 

4.3-10 The Proposed Project would not conflict with planned 
transportation improvements.   

LS/LS - = = = 

4.3-11 The Proposed Project would cause temporary impacts along 
Moore Road during construction-related activities.   

STSU/STSU - = = - 

4.3-12 The Proposed Project would not cause any cumulative 
impacts on the City of Lincoln roadway system. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.3-13 The Proposed Project would worsen to an unacceptable level 
or further worsen cumulatively unacceptable operations (to a 
significant degree) on roadway segments within Placer 
County. 

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.3-14 The Proposed Project would worsen cumulatively 
unacceptable operations (to a significant degree) on State 
Route 193 and State Route 65 through Placer County, 
Rocklin, and Roseville. 

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.3-15 The Proposed Project would cause a significant cumulative 
impact at one intersection located in the City of Roseville. 

SU/SU - - = = 

4.4 Air Quality 
4.4-1 Grading and other earth-disturbing activities associated with 

the Proposed Project would generate emissions of PM10 and 
PM2.5. 

STSU*/STSU* - - = = 

4.4-2 Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project 
would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants ROG and 
NOx that would exceed PCAPCD thresholds. 

STSU*/STSU* - - = = 
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TABLE 7-5 
 

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Impact 

Proposed 
Project: Lewis 

Property/Village 7 
Programmatic 

Portion 

No Project/No 
Action 

Alternative 
(Alternative 1) 

Increased Open 
Space/Reduced 

Density 
Alternative 

(Alternative 2) 

2002 Land 
Use Plan 

Alternative 
(Alternative 3) 

Off-Site 
Alternative 

(Alternative 4) 
4.4-3 Operation of the Proposed Project would generate emissions 

of criteria pollutants. 
SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.4-4 Operation of the Proposed Project would increase CO levels 
at nearby intersections, but not to levels that would exceed 
established thresholds. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.4-5 Project occupants could be exposed to intermittent odors 
from the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and 
Reclamation Facility (WWTRF), Western Regional Sanitary 
Landfill (WRSL) Material Recovery Facility (MRF), or nearby 
agricultural operations. 

LS*/LS* - - = = 

4.4-6 The Proposed Project would expose new sensitive receptors 
to TACs or create sources of TACs that could affect existing 
or future sensitive receptors, but not at levels that would be 
considered substantial. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.4-7 Construction of the Proposed Project would add to 
cumulative emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. 

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.4-8 Construction of the Proposed Project would generate 
emissions of ozone precursors that could combine with other 
precursor emissions and temporarily increase ozone levels in 
the region. 

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.4-9 The Proposed Project’s operational emissions of criteria air 
pollutants would add to cumulative emissions, which would 
result in a net increase of ozone precursor emissions that 
could obstruct implementation of the local air quality plan.   

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.4-10 The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative levels 
of CO. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.4-11 The Proposed Project, in addition to other area odor sources, 
would not expose sensitive receptors to odors that could be 
cumulatively considerable. 

LS*/LS* - - = = 



 7.0  Alternatives 
 
 

 
* = after mitigation - less of an impact than the proposed project   = an equal impact as the proposed project 
LS = Less than Significant STSU = Short-term Significant and Unavoidable 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable NI = No Impact  
 
 
Village 7 Specific Plan Project 7-28 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50936.00 Village 7 EIR\!DEIR\7-5 Alts Table.doc  June 2009 

TABLE 7-5 
 

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Impact 

Proposed 
Project: Lewis 

Property/Village 7 
Programmatic 

Portion 

No Project/No 
Action 

Alternative 
(Alternative 1) 

Increased Open 
Space/Reduced 

Density 
Alternative 

(Alternative 2) 

2002 Land 
Use Plan 

Alternative 
(Alternative 3) 

Off-Site 
Alternative 

(Alternative 4) 
4.4-12 The Proposed Project would contribute to and expose 

receptors to cumulative ambient levels of TAC, but this would 
not represent a substantial, adverse health risk. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.5 Noise 
4.5-1 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily 

increase ambient noise levels. 
LS*/LS* - = = = 

4.5-2 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily 
increase levels of groundborne vibration. 

LS/LS - = = = 

4.5-3 Operational activities associated with the Proposed Project 
would expose new sensitive receptors within the Proposed 
Project to increased ambient noise levels. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.5-4 Traffic-generated noise associated with the Proposed Project 
would expose existing off-site sensitive receptors to 
permanent increases in ambient noise levels. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.5-5 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily add 
to cumulative noise levels in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project site. 

SU*/SU* - = = = 

4.5-6 Construction of the Proposed Project would temporarily add 
to cumulative groundborne vibration levels in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project site. 

LS/LS - = = = 

4.5-7 Increases in traffic associated with the Proposed Project 
would create noise that could combine with other roadway 
noise and affect sensitive receptors. 

SU/SU - - = = 

4.6 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 
4.6-1 Construction of the Proposed Project could result in the 

generation or exposure of hazardous materials that could 
create a health or safety hazard to workers, the public, or the 
environment. 

LS*/LS* - = = + 
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4.6-2 Construction of the Proposed Project could create a health 

hazard to workers, the public, and the environment due to 
previously unidentified contaminated soil and groundwater. 

LS*/LS* - = = + 

4.6-3 Operation of the Proposed Project would not result in the 
generation or exposure of hazardous materials which could 
create a health hazard to sensitive receptors and the 
environment. 

LS/LS - = = = 

4.6-4 The Proposed Project, in combination with the buildout of the 
City of Lincoln General Plan could result in hazardous 
material release impacts associated with construction and/or 
operation. 

LS/LS - = = = 

4.6-5 The Proposed Project, in combination with the buildout of the 
City of Lincoln General Plan, could result in construction 
projects at locations where soil or groundwater 
contamination may be present. 

LS/LS - = = + 

4.6-6 The Proposed Project, in combination with the buildout of the 
City of Lincoln General Plan, could result in the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, which 
could, through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions, result in the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment. 

LS/LS - = = = 

4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.7-1 Development of the Proposed Project would increase the 

amount of impervious surfaces and alter drainage patterns, 
compared to existing conditions, which would increase the 
potential for localized and downstream flooding as a result of 
project stormwater runoff peak flows. 

LS/LS - - = + 

4.7-2 Development of the Proposed Project would increase the 
amount (volume) of stormwater runoff discharged to Ingram 
Slough and Orchard Creek. 

LS*/SU* - - =  + 
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4.7-3 Implementation of the Proposed Project would include 

placement of fill in the 100-year floodplain (overbank area) to 
accommodate proposed residential development, but this 
would not cause or increase flood hazard risk. 

LS/NI - = = + 

4.7-4 Implementation of the Proposed Project would increase the 
types and amounts of pollutants in stormwater runoff that 
could be discharged to Ingram Slough, which could affect 
water quality. 

LS*/LS* - - = + 

4.7-5 Development of the Proposed Project would result in the 
conversion of undeveloped land to urban uses, which could 
affect groundwater recharge potential. 

LS/LS - - = + 

4.7-6 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development within the watershed, could contribute to an 
increase in stormwater peak flows and volumes. 

PSU*/PSU* - - = + 

4.7-7 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development in the watershed, would not contribute to a 
reduction in groundwater recharge. 

LS/LS - - = + 

4.7-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development within the watershed, could adversely affect 
water quality. 

LS/LS - - = + 

4.8 Biological Resources 
4.8-1 The Proposed Project would result in the filling or adverse 

modification of jurisdictional wetland/ other “waters of the 
U.S.” 

LS/LS* - - = + 

4.8-2 Development of the Proposed Project could result in the loss 
of special-status vernal pool crustacean and amphibian 
species and degradation and/or loss of their habitat. 

LS/LS* - - = + 

4.8-3 The Proposed Project could result in the loss and/or 
degradation of rare plant populations. 

LS*/LS* - - = = 
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4.8-4 The Proposed Project could result in the loss and/or 

degradation of western pond turtles and its habitat. 
LS*/LS* - - = + 

4.8-5 The Proposed Project could result in the direct loss or 
disturbance of nesting migratory birds, including raptors 
(birds-of-prey). 

LS*/LS* - - = = 

4.8-6 The Proposed Project could result in the loss of foraging 
habitat for Swainson’s hawk, white tailed kite, burrowing owl 
and other raptors. 

LS*/LS* - - = = 

4.8-7   The Proposed Project could result in loss of nesting habitat 
for tri-colored blackbird. 

LS*/LS* - - = = 

4.8-8 The Proposed Project would result in the modification to 
stream corridors, disrupting the associated habitat. 

LS*/LS - - = + 

4.8-9 Development of the Proposed Project could result in habitat 
fragmentation and wildlife population isolation. 

LS/LS - - = = 

4.8-10 Construction of the Proposed Project, in combination with 
other development in the County, could contribute to the 
cumulative loss of native plant communities, wildlife habitat 
values, special-status species and their potential habitat, and 
wetland resources in the region. 

SU*/SU* - - = + 

4.9 Public Utilities and Services 
4.9-1 The Proposed Project would generate additional wastewater 

flows to be treated by the WWTRF. 
LS/LS* - - - = 

4.9-2 The Proposed Project would generate additional wastewater 
flows, but not at levels that that would exceed the capacity of 
the existing wastewater collection infrastructure.   

LS/LS* - - - = 

4.9-3 The Proposed Project, combined with other development in 
the City of Lincoln, could require the expansion or 
construction of a wastewater treatment facility, which could 
result in significant environmental effects. 

SU*/SU* - - - = 
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4.9-4 The Proposed Project would generate solid waste that would 

be disposed of at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, but 
not at levels that would contribute to an exceedence of 
landfill capacity or substantially shorten landfill life. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-5 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development in Placer County, would generate additional 
solid waste, but it would not exceed the capacity of the 
Western Regional Sanitary Landfill. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-6 The Proposed Project would use electricity, but it would not 
exceed the existing or planned electricity supply or 
transmission facilities. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-7 The Proposed Project would require natural gas, but it would 
not exceed the existing or planned natural gas supply or 
transmission facilities. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-8 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development in the City of Lincoln, would not exceed the 
electrical or natural gas supply and transmission capabilities. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-9 The Proposed Project could result in or require the expansion 
of police facilities in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios or response times. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-10 4.9-10 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development within the City, could result in or require the 
expansion of facilities in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios and response times. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-11 The Proposed Project could result in the expansion of 
existing or construction of a new fire station in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios or response times. 

LS/LS - - - = 
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4.9-12 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 

development in the City of Lincoln, could result in or require 
the expansion of existing or construction of new fire stations 
to maintain adopted service ratios or response times. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-13 The Proposed Project would require school facilities and 
includes a K-5 school with capacity for 900 students with the 
Village 7 Specific Plan, which would accommodate project 
demand.  Middle school and high school demand would be 
met with schools that would be operational before project 
buildout. Project applicants would be required to provide 
proportional funding for middle and high school construction 
in compliance with SB 50. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-14 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development, would result in the need for additional schools, 
which could result in the construction of new or physically 
altered school facilities. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-15 The Proposed Project would generate a demand for park and 
recreation facilities, which could require the construction of 
new or expansion of existing recreational facilities. 

LS/LS* - - - = 

4.9-16 The Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development, could require the construction of new or 
expansion of existing parks and recreational facilities. 

LS/LS - - - = 

4.9-17 The Proposed Project would increase the demand on water 
supplies.  Existing and planned water supplies would be 
sufficient to meet the demands of the Proposed Project in 
addition to the City of Lincoln’s existing and planned future 
uses, but the existing entitlements are not sufficient. 

LS*/LS* - - - = 

4.9-18 The Proposed Project’s demand for water would increase the 
demand on treated water, city-wide water storage and 
distribution facilities. 

LS/LS - - - = 
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4.9-19 The Proposed Project, in combination with buildout of 

project’s in the City of Lincoln, would increase the demand 
on PCWA water supplies. 

LS*/LS* - - - = 

4.9-20 The Proposed Project, in combination with buildout in the 
City of Lincoln, would contribute to increased demands on 
water distribution infrastructure, the construction or 
expansion of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. 

SU/SU - - - = 

4.10 Visual Resources 
4.10-1 Development of the Proposed Project could alter views and 

scenic quality in the City of Lincoln. 
LS/LS - = = = 

4.10-2 Development of the Proposed Project would increase glare 
and lighting in the project vicinity. 

LS*/LS* - = = = 

4.10-3 Development of the Proposed Project, in combination with 
other cumulative development, would alter existing views and 
the visual character of the City of Lincoln. 

SU/SU - = = = 

4.10-4 Implementation of the Proposed Project would contribute to 
increased lighting in the region. 

SU/SU - = = = 

4.11 Climate Change 
4.11-1 Development of the proposed project could potentially result 

in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 
the significant cumulative impact of global climate change. 

SU*/SU* - - = = 

4.11-2 The potential cumulative environmental effects of global 
climate change on water supply, including the Proposed 
Project’s incremental contribution to GHG emissions that 
affect climate change, would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on the Proposed Project. 

LS/LS - - = = 
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