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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

1.0

INTRODUCTION
The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (Public Resources Code ∋21000 et seq.) is
one of California’s most important environmental laws. It requires state and local agencies to disclose
and consider the environmental implications of their actions. It further requires agencies to avoid
environmental impacts when such avoidance is feasible. In furtherance of these goals, six objectives are
identified:
T
T
T
T
T
T

disclose to decision makers and the public the significant environmental effects of proposed
activities;
identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage;
prevent environmental damage by requiring implementation of feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures;
disclose to the public reasons for agency approvals of projects with significant environmental
effects;
foster interagency coordination; and
enhance public participation.

The CEQA procedures are guided by the legislative intent to have public participation to the greatest
extent possible. The legislature also intended that decision makers be able to make informed decisions
based on substantial information regarding a “project” and that these decisions be based on a trail of
reasoning accessible to the public.
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and its preparation is the method by which information is
gathered and organized, impacts assessed, and mitigation measures developed. The EIR is prepared by a
lead agency, circulated for public review and comment, and a final document with responses to public
comments is prepared for consideration by advisory and legislative bodies (planning commission or city
council).
In addition to and guided by the legislative intent, the State Resources Agency has adopted regulations,
known as the State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines ∋15000 et seq.), to guide agencies in implementing the
law. The Guidelines provide detailed procedures that agencies must follow to implement CEQA,
including the procedures for the preparation of a CEQA document (an EIR for those projects that may
have significant impacts requiring mitigation measures or a Negative Declaration for projects with no
significant impacts).
CEQA is more than merely a “procedural” statute. Substantive provisions of CEQA include provisions
requiring agencies to avoid or mitigate significant impacts disclosed in an EIR when feasible.

1.1

TYPE AND PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
This document is the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Bickford Ranch Project
(“proposed project”), a mixed use development. The Draft EIR has been prepared for the Placer County
Planning Department acting in the capacity of Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA, Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance and the State CEQA Guidelines. This is a project Draft EIR analyzing
the specific impacts of the proposed project, as described in the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan and
Tentative Map, dated August 17, 1999, the Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps, the Vesting
Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps, the Minor Boundary Line adjustment, approval of the proposed
Community Facilities District, approval of restricting vehicular access and abandonment of portions of
Clark Tunnel Road and approval of a development agreement. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan is
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supported by a variety of technical documents prepared by the Applicant and its consultants. The
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan and its supporting documents are incorporated herein by reference.
Referenced documents prepared by the Applicant are available for review at the Placer County Planning
Department.
This Draft EIR would also serve as a Program EIR for subsequent discretionary permits or actions that
may be needed to develop portions of the project as identified in the Specific Plan and/or Tentative Maps,
having met the criteria for Program EIRs pursuant to CEQA Section 15168, as being a series of actions or
activities that can be characterized as one large project and are related either geographically; as logical
part of a chain of activities; in connection with rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria governing
a continuing program; or as individual activities carried out under common authority (statutory or
regulatory) and having similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. This
program level document would be used to consider later use permit applications for commercial or
residential projects, amendments, minor adjustments, revisions to Tentative Maps, variances, Community
Facilities Districts, etc. These later activities would be examined in light of this Program EIR to
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared, pursuant to Section 15168(a)
of the State CEQA Guidelines. If it is determined that this Program EIR, including the alternatives
analyzed and mitigation measures proposed, adequately identified the impacts of these actions and
identified mitigation, then no additional environmental documentation would be required.
The proposed project would develop the 1,955-acre site to provide 1,950 dwelling units, an eight-acre
village commercial site, and a variety of public and private recreational facilities, including an 18-hole
golf course, driving range, two recreation centers, public parks, trails, and open space areas. The planned
residential development comprises three distinct residential communities based on the property’s
topographic setting. These communities would have varying residential densities with lots ranging in size
from 5,000 feet to 10 acres. One of these communities, Heritage Ridge, would be age-restricted and
specifically designed to meet the preferences and needs of active senior adults. Approximately 40 percent
of the site would be reserved for natural open space, park, and recreation facilities, including the 18-hole
golf course. This Draft EIR examines direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the planning,
construction, and operation of the Bickford Ranch Project utilizing the most currently-available
information. All such later activities would also be examined in light of CEQA Guidelines Section
15182, which provides an exemption for residential projects undertaken pursuant to and in conformity
with a specific plan that complies with all provisions of this section. The scope of later activities to which
this exemption may apply includes land subdivisions, zoning changes and residential planned unit
developments.
The geographic boundaries of the proposed project are referred to as the proposed project site throughout
this document, except as otherwise noted. A detailed project description is provided in Chapter 3.

1.2

SCOPE OF THE DRAFT EIR
As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR must focus only on significant environmental effects (Guidelines
∋15143). Comments received from the public and agencies in response to a publicly circulated Notice of
Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study may determine additional areas of examination. Based on the NOP
and Initial Study (Appendix A), the environmental issues requiring analysis in this EIR are land use,
population and housing, public services and utilities, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise,
soils and geology, hazardous wastes and materials, hydrology and water quality, biology, cultural
resources and visual quality.
The Draft EIR characterizes the existing environmental resources of the proposed project site, analyzes
potential impacts to those resources (as a result of implementation of the proposed project), and identifies
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both “proposed” and “recommended” mitigation measures to reduce impacts. “Proposed” mitigation
measures are those proposed by the Applicant as part of the project; “recommended” mitigation measures
are recommended by this Draft EIR and are in addition to those proposed by the Applicant. Other
CEQA-related issues, such as cumulative and growth-inducing impacts resulting from the proposed
project, are also analyzed. Seven alternatives to the proposed project are analyzed in this Draft EIR.
These alternatives include the following: 1) No Project Alternative; 2) Reduced Density Alternative; 3)
Conventional Housing Alternative; 4) Rural Residential Alternative; 5) Clark Tunnel Road Access
Alternative (including three sub-alternatives); 6) Affordable Housing Alternative; and 7) Sierra College
Boulevard Widening Alternative.

1.3

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
In general, CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial” adverse change in the physical environment. A potential impact is considered
significant if a project would substantially degrade the environmental quality of land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines, 1998).
Definitions of significance vary with the physical condition affected and the setting in which the change
occurs. The CEQA Guidelines set forth physical impacts which trigger the requirement to make
“mandatory findings of significance” (CEQA Guidelines, 1998).
This CEQA document relies on three levels of impact significance: 1) Less than significant impact and
no mitigation measures warranted; 2) Significant impact that can be mitigated to a level that is less than
significant; and 3) Significant impact that cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. This
document also identifies project benefits.
Each resource area uses a distinct set of significance criteria. Where measurable and explicit
quantification of significance is identified, such as violation of an ambient air quality standard, this
measurement is used to assess the level of significance of a particular impact in this Draft EIR.
Therefore, if air standards were exceeded by the proposed project, the impact would be considered
significant. A mitigation measure such as development and implementation of a dust control plan could
reduce the impact to less than significant. If criteria for determining significance relative to a specific
environmental resource impact are not so identified in the Guidelines, criteria were developed for this
Draft EIR.
For less easily quantifiable impacts, events or occurrences which would be regarded as significant or
potentially significant are identified. For instance, impacts to park and recreation facilities would be
identified as significant if, because insufficient park facilities were provided in the proposed project,
demand on existing municipal facilities would exceed the capacity to adequately support the increased
demand. A criterion for determining the level of significance for visual resources is the reduction in
scenic quality due to a high contrast with existing conditions or elimination of landscape features deemed
important to high visual quality.
The significance criteria are identified at the beginning of the impacts discussion for each resource area.
These significance levels promote consistent evaluation of impacts for all alternatives considered, even
though significance criteria are necessarily different for each resource considered.

1.4

CEQA PROCESS
An NOP and Initial Study for this Draft EIR was issued on August 10, 1998. The NOP and Initial Study
and comment letters received on the NOP are included in Appendix A, along with the Specific Plan,
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Development Standards, and Design Guidelines. The distribution list for this Draft EIR is contained in
Appendix B. This Draft EIR is available for public review at the following locations:
T
T
T
T

Placer County Planning Department, 11414 “B” Avenue, Auburn, CA
Penryn Branch Library, 2215 Rippey Road, Penryn, CA
Lincoln City Library, 590 5th Street, Lincoln, CA
Loomis Branch Library, 6050 Library Drive, Loomis, CA

In addition, Volumes I and II (Draft Environmental Impact Report, Specific Plan Documentation, and
EIR Technical Appendices) are available for public review at the following locations:
T
T
T
T
T

Penryn Fire Station, 7206 Church Street, Penryn, CA
Chamber of Commerce, 511 5th Street, Lincoln, CA
City of Lincoln Community Development Department, 1390 1st Street, Lincoln, CA
Lincoln Travel and Cruise, 590 McBean Park Drive, Lincoln, CA
Consolidated Fire District – Station 2 (Ophir), 9305 Crater Hill, Ophir, CA

Comments received during the comment period and at the public hearing(s) will be addressed in the Final
EIR. The Final EIR will be reviewed by the Placer County Board of Supervisors for certification in
accordance with CEQA and County Guidelines. Written findings of fact for each significant
environmental impact identified in the EIR will be prepared to:
T
T
T

Determine the proposed project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude
of the impact Alternative;
Find that changes to the proposed project are within another agency’s jurisdiction, and such
changes have been or should be adopted; and
Find that specific economic, social, or other considerations make mitigation measures or
proposed project alternatives infeasible.

Such findings 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.
Based on these findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations (Statement) will be prepared as part of
the project approval process. If the decision-making body elects to proceed with a project identified with
significant impacts, then a Statement explaining the decision to balance the benefits of the project against
unavoidable environmental impacts is necessary.
.
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2.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.1

OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Bickford Ranch is proposed as a mixed-use development to include residential development ranging from
medium density (5,000-7,400 square feet) to rural estates (3.0-10 acres). The Applicant proposes to
develop the site with the maximum 1,950 dwelling units (as allowed under Appendix C of the Placer
County General Plan) and construct a Village Center consisting of an 8-acre village commercial center for
retail and commercial uses. The proposed land uses would substantially conform to the site’s natural
form and environmental attributes. A portion of the natural open space around the perimeter of the site
would be preserved. The small-lot residential communities of the project are placed in the middle and
along level portions of the property on Boulder Ridge. The design allows for natural open space and
buffers to be maintained between the developed areas of the project and surrounding properties.

Residential
The development would consist of three distinct residential communities, named for the property’s
topographical features:
T

The Meadows would be located along the east side of Sierra College Boulevard below the ridge
and south of SR 193. Dotted with seven lakes ranging in size from 0.5-11 acres, this community
would consist of 80 dwelling units with lots ranging from 1.0 acres to 10 acres that would include
equestrian uses.

T

The Ridges would be located along the sloped portions of the site above the Meadows and below
the summit of the property. The community would consist of 923 dwelling units with lots
ranging in size from 7,000 square feet to 10 acres.

T

Heritage Ridge would be located along the top of Boulder Ridge from Sierra College Boulevard
to just west of the antenna tower. This age-restricted community would consist of 947 dwelling
units with lots ranging in size from 5,000 to 10,000 square feet; the community would include an
18-hole championship golf course and associated recreational amenities (i.e., driving range,
clubhouse). The Heritage Ridge Homeowners Association would own, operate and maintain the
golf facilities. The golf course and driving range will be available initially to the public, but the
Homeowners Association may eventually restrict public access. It is the only golf course
proposed within the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area.

Commercial/Retail
The 8-acre Village Center would provide a typical concentration and mix of retail uses to meet daily
shopping and service needs of project residents. A mail facility would be provided on this site.

Transit
A park-and-ride lot would be located within the Village Commercial site to accommodate car-pooling.
Additionally, the proposed project includes two bus stops with sheltered benches to allow future transit
opportunities. The locations of these bus stops are shown on Figure 3-11.
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Circulation
In addition to the standard roadway improvements, separated delineated travel lanes for use of golf carts
on Heritage Ridge Road within Heritage Ridge would be constructed. The golf cart transportation on the
internal subdivision streets within Heritage Ridge would share a travel lane. The use of golf carts would
allow for alternative means of transportation and would provide access to the golf course and clubhouse
as well as to the Heritage Ridge residential neighborhoods. Golf cart access would also be provided to
the Village Commercial, Village Recreation and driving range sites via golf lane street crossings on
Bickford Ranch Road. Class II bike lanes are proposed along Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch
Road. Bicycles would not be permitted along the pedestrian trails/paths or on the equestrian paths.

Trails System
Within the internal natural open space corridors there would be a public pedestrian trail system, and
around the perimeter of the site there would be a public equestrian trail system. The trail system would
follow existing topography along streams and riparian areas, along and/or under power line easements,
north of Boulder Ridge, and along roads.
Approximately 27 miles of open space corridors would connect the village center and communities of the
proposed project, including 18.5 miles of public pedestrian and equestrian paths or trails. The pedestrian
pathways would be constructed using native materials such as compacted decomposed granite. A total of 6.5
miles of public pedestrian corridors would primarily be located along internal streets with an additional 2 miles
of walkways (sidewalks) within Heritage Ridge. The trail route may include ancillary elements such as shaded
benches and drinking fountains for use by walkers and joggers. A total of 5 miles of equestrian trails would
provide links to surrounding existing and planned equestrian trails to create a regional trail system.

Parks and Recreation
Other recreational amenities are proposed for use by residents of Bickford Ranch and the surrounding areas.
The 56.8-acre Bickford Ranch Park incorporates three recreational activity areas: an equestrian area, a natural
open space area, and a public park. Additional parks and facilities include the 3.7-acre public Tower Park, and
Heritage Ridge’s Recreational Center and Golf Course. They combine to provide a variety of recreational
opportunities on the project site. The Applicant would build all recreation uses.
Bickford Ranch Park
Bickford Ranch Park will be a community facility encompassing 56.8 acres. It will include an equestrian
area, a natural open space area, and an activity area. The equestrian area would contain a graded parking
area and access to equestrian trails. The natural open space area consists of wetlands preserve areas. This
space will provide for passive recreation opportunities such as pedestrian and equestrian trails. The
activity area would include three baseball or softball fields, three soccer fields, a basketball court and
tennis courts, turfed open spaces, tot lot, and group picnic area. No lighting, except where needed for
security purposes, is proposed. All such lighting is subject to regulation under the Specific Plan
Development Standards. No installation of public address systems is proposed.
Tower Park
This park would consist primarily of a turfed sports field for multi-use recreational activities such as
baseball and soccer. Other features include a tot lot, playground, and picnic areas. A small stormwater
detention pond is planned for the northwest side of the park site, within the turfed sports field. No
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lighting, except where needed for security purposes, is proposed. All such lighting is subject to regulation
under the Specific Plan Development Standards. No installation of public address systems is proposed.
Heritage Ridge Recreational Center
The Heritage Ridge Recreational Center would be located within the Heritage Ridge community. This
center would be privately owned, operated, and maintained by the Heritage Ridge Homeowners
Association and would feature recreational and social activities for senior adults. Active and passive
recreational activities could include such services as meeting and instructional areas, golf activities,
fitness equipment, tennis courts, and craft facilities. The clubhouse at the Recreational Center may also
include a restaurant with indoor and outdoor dining and lounges.
Golf Course, Driving Range and Golf Maintenance Facilities
Heritage Ridge’s 308-acre 18-hole championship golf course, along with a 21-acre driving range and
±3.5-acre maintenance facility, will be owned, operated and maintained by the Heritage Ridge
Homeowners Association. The golf course and driving range will be available to the public, but the
Homeowners Association may eventually restrict public access. The maintenance facility would be
screened from adjacent uses with a minimum 6-foot high masonry perimeter wall and a landscape buffer
including tree plantings. A secured entrance gate will be provided at the access point to the maintenance
yard. The maintenance buildings will be used for office facilities, and storage by the golf course support
and maintenance staff. Other buildings will also provide for equipment, parts and materials storage.

Fire Station Site
A 1.0-acre site for a fire station, located on Lower Ranch Road, would be dedicated to Placer County. A
station at this site would serve the proposed project uses as well as neighboring uses to the west. The fire
station would be constructed and partially equipped by the Applicant.

2.2

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
This Draft EIR presents information concerning the environmental setting of the proposed project site,
identifies potential project-related impacts and benefits to the environment, and recommends mitigation
measures to reduce impacts. The environmental resources analyzed include land use; the socioeconomic
environments; public facilities, services, and utilities; parks and recreation; transportation and circulation; air;
noise; energy; soils, geology, and seismicity; hazardous waste; hydrology and water quality; biology; cultural
resources; and visual resources. The proposed project’s consistency with General Plan policies is separately
analyzed in each resource chapter, and potential inconsistencies are summarized in Section 4.3.5.
A number of alternatives to the proposed project are also addressed in this Draft EIR. These alternatives
are described in Section 2.3 below.
Table 2-2 at the end of this chapter summarizes the potential impacts of the proposed project by
environmental resource. Impacts can be construction-related or they can be the short- and/or long-term
result of project operation. The Applicant has worked with the County to anticipate and mitigate potential
adverse environmental effects of the proposed project; these are identified in the sections which discuss
each resource area. If an impact is determined to be significant or potentially significant, both Applicantproposed mitigation and recommended mitigation measures (if applicable) are identified. These
mitigation measures are also summarized on Table 2-2. Residual significance indicates the remaining
level of significance after implementation of mitigation measures. An impact which remains significant
after all mitigation is considered an unavoidable adverse impact of the proposed project.
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The proposed project would result in several impacts which would remain significant or potentially
significant after proposed plus recommended mitigation. These include:
T
T
T

T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Conversion of land use from agricultural and open space to residential, recreational and
commercial use
Increased demand for public schools (potentially significant in the short term)
Under 2010 General Plan conditions, I-80 west of Sierra College Boulevard and between Penryn
and SR 49 would operate at LOS “F” conditions with or without the proposed project, based on a
daily roadway segment level of service analysis (potentially significant)
Potential unmet transit needs generated by the proposed project (potentially significant)
Increase in regional criteria air pollutant emissions (short term)
Inconsistent with the goals of the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan
Sound level increases at noise-sensitive locations during construction (short-term)
Loss of oak and other native trees
Loss of oak woodland habitat
Alteration of viewsheds for views to the northwest
Reduction in visual quality within the study area
Increase in night lighting in the project vicinity (potentially significant)
Increase in glare in the project vicinity (potentially significant)
Cumulative impacts related to
•
loss of open space
•
increased traffic congestion
•
increased traffic noise
•
increased ozone precursors and particulate emissions
•
biological resources
•
visual resources

The location of discussions related to environmental impacts in this Draft EIR is identified in Table 2-1 below.

2.3

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
A variety of project alternatives were considered by the Applicant. Alternatives considered were
primarily related to the configuration and components of the project at the Bickford Ranch site.
Alternative locations were also considered. To effectively evaluate alternatives, the project objectives
were used to determine the reasonableness and feasibility of each alternative. A variety of alternatives
that were considered by the Applicant, but were ultimately rejected, are described in Chapter 16. This
Draft EIR considers seven alternatives to the proposed project, two of which are roadway alternatives,
one of which is the No Project Alternative, and four of which are alternatives that vary in the density of
housing and infrastructure that would be developed. The alternatives analyzed are described in detail in
Chapter 16 and are summarized below.
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Table 2-1
Consideration and Discussion of Environmental Impacts
Topic

Location of Discussion in this Draft EIR

Significant Environmental Effects of the
Proposed Project

Summary in Table 2-2
Discussions in:
• Impacts subsections of chapters 4 through 15
•

Significant Environmental Effects which
Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project is
Implemented

Significant Irreversible Environmental
Changes which Would be Involved in the
Proposed Project Should it be Implemented
Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed
Project
Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the
Significant Effects
Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Cumulative Impacts, subsection 16.5

Summary in Table 2-2
Subsection 2.2 above
Discussions in:
• Impacts subsections of chapters 4 through 15
• Subsection 16.2
• Subsection 16.5
Subsection 16.3

Subsection 16.4
Summary in Table 2-2
Impacts and Mitigation Measures subsections of
chapters 4 through 15.
Subsection 16.1

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative
Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be developed. The basic landform at the site would
remain in its present condition, and a residential community would not be constructed.

Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Alternative
In Alternative 2, the total number of units would be reduced and the majority of the amenities would be
retained, although at a somewhat reduced level. A population of approximately 2,965 people is estimated
for the 1,425 housing units developed for this alternative. An on-site wastewater treatment system would
be constructed in the Meadows area, since this alternative would make construction of a sewer pipeline
and the transporting of wastewater to Lincoln economically infeasible. Analysis for this alternative
concluded that this Reduced Density alternative was environmentally preferred over the proposed project,
primarily because the reduced impacts on public services, traffic, air, noise, and geology.

Alternative 3 – Conventional Housing Alternative
In this alternative, the project would be composed entirely of conventional units, and the age-restricted
component would not be constructed. A population of approximately 3,705 people is estimated for the 1,
425 housing units to be developed in this alternative. The golf course, driving range and clubhouse would
not be included and parks would be limited to a 22-acre equestrian park and the 15-acre Neighborhood
Park. Natural open space would be reduced to the open space corridors. The on-site wastewater
treatment system would be the same as Alternative 2. Spray irrigation, however, would take place in an
open space area associated with the treatment plant rather than on the golf course (150 acres). Analysis
for this alternative concluded that the proposed project was environmentally preferred over Alternative 3.
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The benefits of a somewhat reduced population are outweighed by the significant loss of natural open
space and park and recreation facilities.

Alternative 4 – Rural Residential Alternative
In Alternative 4, the entire site would be developed at the Farm 10-acre minimum zoning level, consistent
with applicable subdivision ordinances and regulations of Placer County. The amenities identified for the
proposed project and for the Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 2) would not be constructed in
Alternative 4. A total of 182 rural estate residential units would be constructed and a population of
approximately 473 people is estimated for this alternative. Analysis for this alternative concluded that
Alternative 4 was preferred over the proposed project, primarily due to the reduced level of development
and greatly reduced population, which had a reduced impact on resources. Alternative 4 is not consistent
with the project objectives.

Alternative 5 – Clark Tunnel Road Alternatives
Alternative 5 considers three configurations for Clark Tunnel Road as it leaves the project site from the
north and from the southeast. In Sub-Alternative 5-1, vehicular access between SR 193 and the Penryn
community via Clark Tunnel Road would be retained. In Sub-Alternative 5-2, Clark Tunnel Road would
be closed at SR 193, but would remain open at the southeast portion of the project site, with direct access
to the Penryn community. In Sub-Alternative 5-3, Clark Tunnel Road would remain open at SR 193, but
would be closed at the southeast portion of the project site. Environmental analysis of each subalternative concluded that the proposed project was preferred over each Sub-Alternative based on traffic
analysis and construction impacts.

Alternative 6 – Affordable Housing
In Alternative 6, affordable housing would be constructed on-site rather than mitigated through in-lieu
fees, which would add 195 dwelling units to the proposed project and result in a population of
approximately 5,421 people. Environmental analysis for this alternative concluded that it was less
preferable than the proposed project, primarily due to the added impacts generated by the increased
density of development and population.

Alternative 7 – Sierra College Boulevard Alternative
Alternative 7 considers road improvements to widen the western side of Sierra College Boulevard along
its entire frontage of the project site. A third lane would be added. This alternative was analyzed in more
detail than Alternatives 1 through 6 above. The level of analysis is similar to that for the proposed project
in areas that differ from the proposed project. Analysis concluded that the proposed project was preferred
over Alternative 7 due to impacts on biology and visual quality; although there was no clear preference
for most of the resource areas.
Overall, the No Project Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative. Among the
other alternatives, Alternative 4, the Rural Residential Alternative, was identified as the environmentally
superior “action” alternative. The alternatives and analyses are described in more detail for each
environmental resource in Chapter 16 of this Draft EIR.
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2.4

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY
Aspects of the proposed project that could be of public concern include the following:
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

T

Conversion of land use from agricultural and open space;
Introduction of approximately 4,300 new residents into a rural, undeveloped area;
Compatibility with surrounding rural residential areas;
School and fire district services to the proposed project;
Increase in traffic and noise;
Proposal for privacy gates;
Lack of on-site affordable housing;
Potential impacts of increased runoff from the site;
Loss of biological resources, including oak trees, oak woodland habitat, special-status plant
habitat, vernal pool and wetland habitat, and possible degradation of aquatic habitats and
wetlands; and,
Alteration of viewsheds reducing the visual quality of the study area.
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
LAND USE
L-1: Conversion of land use from
agricultural and open space to residential,
recreational and commercial uses

Significant

None

None

Significant

L-2: Change in interface of development
with surrounding land uses

Less Than
Significant

Mitigation Measure L-A (Design
project elements to buffer the project
from adjacent uses)

None

Less Than
Significant

L-3: Compatibility with surrounding
agricultural uses

Less Than
Significant

Mitigation Measure L-A (Design
project elements to buffer the project
from adjacent uses)

None

Less Than
Significant

L-4: Conversion of land from agricultural to
residential, recreational and commercial
uses

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

L-5: Deleted
L-6: Inconsistency with General Plan policy
1.B.9 discouraging development of
isolated, remote, and/or walled residential
projects

Mitigation Measure L-B deleted
Significant

None

Mitigation Measure L-C (Limit
construction of gates)

Less Than
Significant

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING
PH-1: Increase in the population of
unincorporated Placer County

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PH-2: Increase in employment
opportunities in Placer County

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PH-3: Increase in the supply of housing in
south Placer County

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PH-4: Increase in the need for affordable
housing

Significant

Mitigation Measure PH-A (Pay
unspecified in-lieu fees)

Mitigation Measure PH-B (Construct
on-site affordable residential units) or
PH-C (Pay a per unit in-lieu
affordable housing fee, such fee to be
calculated based on unit cost,
affordable rent, and interest rate
current as of the time payment is
made, and calculated in a manner
similar to that identified in the DEIR)

Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
PH-5: Potential effect on the jobs-housing
balance in the study area
PH-6: Inconsistency with Placer County
General Policy 2.A.11 requiring that all new
housing projects of 100 or more units,
having received an increase in allowable
density through a specific plan, shall
provide affordable housing, unless
impractical
PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Water
PS-1: Increased demand for treated
surface water
PS-2: Increased demand for raw water
from Caperton and Antelope canals
PS-3: Increased demand for groundwater
PS-4: Increased demand for surface water
treatment
PS-5: Temporary (short-term) shortage of
water supply if planned pipeline
construction falls behind schedule
PS-6: Potential contamination of potable
water supply where proposed pipeline
crosses under storm drainage culverts in
Butler Road

Less Than
Significant
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

Mitigation Measure PH-A (Pay
unspecified in-lieu fees)

Mitigation Measure PH-B (Construct
on-site affordable residential units)

Less Than
Significant

Significant

Less Than
Significant
Less Than
Significant
Less Than
Significant
Less Than
Significant
Potentially
Significant
Potentially
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

None Warranted

None Warranted

None Warranted

None Warranted

None Warranted

None Warranted

Mitigation Measure PS-A (Provide
will-serve letter and participate in the
Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline)
Mitigation Measure PS-B (Provide
water pipeline improvements)

None

Less Than
Significant

None

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

Wastewater
PS-7: Increased demand for sewage
conveyance to wastewater treatment plant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
PS-8: Odor and blockages due to low
wastewater flows

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure PS-C (Provide
for increased hydraulic loading,
maintenance, or special design to
prevent odor and blockages in offsite sewer pipelines until flows from
other sources are sufficient to ensure
velocity, if and when such conditions
arise)

None

Less Than
Significant

PS-9: Public safety hazard due to
maintenance activities along the alignment
of the sewer pipeline

Potentially
Significant

None

Mitigation Measure PS-D (Prepare
and implement traffic and safety plan
for maintenance of off-site sewer
line)

Less Than
Significant

PS-10: Potential water quality impacts to
Auburn Ravine or groundwater due to
leakage from sewer pipeline

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures PS-E (Design
off-site sewer pipeline per Placer
County requirements); and PS-F
(Design off-site sewer pipeline with
watertight joints)

None

Less Than
Significant

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures PS-G
(Participate in construction of
additional wastewater treatment
capacity to accommodate projected
flows); and PS-H (Issue building
permits only when sufficient
wastewater treatment capacity exists
or will exist at time of sewer
connection)

None

Less Than
Significant

PS-12: Increased demand on electric
supply

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-13: Increased demand on the electrical
distribution network

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-14: Potential for effects of
electromagnetic fields

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

Wastewater Treatment
PS-11: Increased demand on wastewater
treatment system

Electricity/Gas/Energy
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
PS-15: Increased demand on natural gas
supply

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-16: Increased demand on the natural
gas distribution system

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-17: Increase in the consumption of
energy resources during project operation

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-18: Dedication of an adequate supply
of parkland and related facilities

Beneficial

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-19: Increased demand for existing
public parks and recreational facilities for
new residents

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-20: Improvements/extension of existing
bicycle and equestrian trail systems

Beneficial

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-21: Development of private recreational
facilities

Beneficial

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-22: Increased demand on public
services

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-23: Increased demand for public
schools

Significant

Mitigation Measure PS-I (Pay
statutory fees to existing school
district(s))

None

Potentially
Significant
(short-term);
Less Than
Significant
(long-term)

PS-24: Increased demand for fire
protection service

Significant

Mitigation Measure PS-J (Donate a
site, construct, and partially equip a
fire station)

Mitigation Measures PS-K (Establish
Fire District jurisdiction and
emergency response standards for
the project); and PS-L (Pursue single
jurisdiction fire service)

Less Than
Significant

Parks and Recreation

Other County/Community Services

Less Than Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
PS-25: Potential interference with
emergency fire access due to driveways
built on steep slopes

Significant

Mitigation Measures PS-M (Grade
driveways to slopes of 15 percent or
less at the time of home
construction; a Grading Permit will
be required for those identified lots
prior to the issuance of a Building
Permit); PS-N (Pave driveways with
asphaltic concrete or concrete at the
time of home construction on
driveways with slopes of 16 to
20 percent; a Grading Permit will be
required for those identified lots prior
to issuance of a Building Permit);
and PS-O (Prohibit development on
lots with driveway access in excess
of 20 percent)

None

PS-26: Increased demand for solid waste
hauling

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-27: Increased demand for solid waste
disposal

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

PS-28: Increased demand for telephone
and cable services

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
T-1: Short-term traffic impacts related to
project construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures T-A (Prepare
and implement construction traffic
management plans for on-site
construction activities for Bickford
Ranch Road and Sierra College
Boulevard, and coordinate with
appropriate agencies in the
preparation and implementation of
construction traffic management
plans for required off-site
improvements); and T-B (Implement
a community relations program
during on-site construction, and
coordinate with appropriate agencies
in the implementation of a
community relations program during
construction of required on-site and
off-site improvements)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-2: Under Existing Plus Project
conditions, traffic operations at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard
and I-80 westbound ramps in Rocklin would
worsen from LOS “C” to LOS “F” during the
p.m. peak hour. The intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard and I-80 eastbound
ramps would worsen from LOS “C” to LOS
“E” during the a.m. peak hour and from
LOS “D” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak
hour

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-C (Pay prorata fair share of reconstruction of
the I-80/Sierra College Boulevard
Interchange)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-3: Under Existing Plus Project
conditions, traffic operations on the
eastbound stop-sign controlled approach of
King Road at Sierra College Boulevard in
Loomis would worsen from LOS “B” to LOS
“D” during the p.m. peak hour

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
T-4: Under Existing Plus Project
conditions, Sierra College Boulevard
between Taylor Road and Granite Drive in
Rocklin would worsen from LOS “A” to LOS
“E”, and Sierra College Boulevard between
Granite Drive and I-80 in Rocklin would
worsen from LOS “D” to LOS “F” based on
a daily roadway segment level of service
analysis

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-D (Pay prorata fair share to widen Sierra
College Boulevard from two to four
lanes from Taylor Road to I-80)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-5: Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project
conditions, the intersection of SR 193 and
SR 65 would operate at LOS “E” conditions
during the a.m. peak hour and LOS “F”
conditions during the p.m. peak hour with or
without the proposed project

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-E (Pay Placer
County traffic mitigation fees)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-6: Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project
conditions, the westbound stop-sign
controlled approach of Lower Ranch Road
at Sierra College Boulevard would operate
at LOS “E” conditions during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

T-7: Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project
conditions, the proposed project would
cause operations on the westbound stopsign controlled approach of Del Mar
Avenue at Sierra College Boulevard in
Loomis to worsen from LOS “E” to LOS “F”
during the a.m. peak hour, and from LOS
“D” to LOS “F” in the p.m. peak hour. The
eastbound approach would worsen from
LOS “D” to LOS “F” during both the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
T-8: Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project
conditions, the proposed project would
cause operations at the intersection of
Sierra College Boulevard and Taylor Road
in Loomis to worsen from LOS “D” to LOS
“E” during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-F (Pay pro-rata
fair share of adding a second
westbound left-turn lane on Taylor
Road at the Sierra College
Boulevard intersection)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-9: Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project
conditions, the proposed project would
cause Sierra College Boulevard between
Taylor Road and Granite Drive in Rocklin to
worsen from LOS “D” to LOS “E”, based on
a daily roadway segment level of service
analysis

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-G (Pay prorata fair share of widening Sierra
College Boulevard from four to six
lanes from Taylor Road to Granite
Drive)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-10: Under 2010 General Plan conditions,
the traffic volume on English Colony Way
between Sierra College Boulevard and
Clark Tunnel Road would reach a
recommended threshold for safety
improvements with or without the proposed
project

Significant

None

Mitigation Measure T-H (Pay prorata fair share of the cost to add
shoulders and improve vertical and
horizontal curves along English
Colony Way)

Less Than
Significant

T-11: Under 2010 General Plan conditions,
I-80 west of Sierra College Boulevard and
between Penryn and SR 49 would operate
at LOS “F” conditions with or without the
proposed project, based on a daily roadway
segment level of service analysis

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-I (Participate in
any development-based funding of
solutions to I-80 congestion if
adopted by Placer County)

None

Potentially
Significant

T-12: Under Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the intersection of
SR 193 and SR 65 would operate at LOS
“F” conditions during the p.m. peak hour
with or without the proposed project

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-E (Pay Placer
County traffic mitigation fees)

None

Less Than
Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
T-13: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the westbound
stop-sign controlled approach of Lower
Ranch Road at Sierra College Boulevard
would operate at LOS “E” conditions during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

T-14: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the proposed
project would cause operations at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard
and Twelve Bridges Drive to worsen from
LOS “C” to LOS “D” during both the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours

Significant

None

Mitigation Measure T-J (Pay pro-rata
fair share of adding a second
northbound left-turn lane on Sierra
College Boulevard at Twelve Bridges
Drive intersection)

T-15: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the eastbound and
westbound stop-sign controlled approaches
on Del Mar Avenue would operate at LOS
“F” during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
with or without the proposed project

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

T-16: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the proposed
project would cause operations at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard
and King Road in Loomis to worsen from
LOS “C” to LOS “D” during the p.m. peak
hour

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-K (Pay pro-rata
fair share of adding a westbound
right-turn lane on King Road at
Sierra College Boulevard
intersection)

None

Less Than
Significant

T-17: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the intersection of
English Colony and Taylor Road would
operate at LOS “D” during the p.m. peak
hour with or without the proposed project

Significant

Mitigation Measure T-L (Pay pro-rata
fair share of adding right-turn lanes
in both directions on Taylor Road at
the English Colony Way intersection)

None

Less Than
Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
T-18: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project conditions, the proposed
project would cause sections of Sierra
College Boulevard to operate at
unacceptable levels of service based on a
daily roadway segment level of service
analysis

Significant

Mitigation Measures T-F (Pay prorata fair share of adding a second
westbound left-turn lane on Taylor
Road at Sierra College Boulevard
intersection); T-G (Pay pro-rata fair
share of widening Sierra College
Boulevard from four to six lanes from
Taylor Road to Granite Drive); and
T-K (Pay pro-rata fair share of
adding a westbound right-turn lane
on King Road at Sierra College
Boulevard intersection)

Mitigation Measure T-J (Pay pro-rata
fair share of adding a second
northbound left-turn lane on Sierra
College Boulevard at Twelve Bridges
Drive intersection)

Less Than
Significant

T-19: Potential unmet transit needs
generated by the proposed project

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure T-M (Provide
park-and-ride lot and two bus stops);
and T-N (Participate in fair share of
the cost of limited transit services)

None

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Significant

Mitigation Measure T-O (Provide
Class II bike lanes on Bickford
Ranch Road and Lower Ranch
Road)

None

Less Than
Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measures T-P (Provide
signing and striping on Bickford
Ranch Road at the golf cart
crossings); and T-Q (Work with
Placer County to define an
acceptable Golf Cart Crossing Plan)

None

Less Than
Significant

Significant

Bicycle Impacts
T-20: Increased demand for recreational
and transportation related bicycle trips

Golf Cart Circulation
T-21: Safety concerns at two golf cart
crossings on Bickford Ranch Road
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
T-22: Inconsistency with Placer County
General Plan Policy 3.A.2 requiring that all
streets and roads shall be dedicated,
widened, and constructed according to the
roadway design and access standards in
the General Plan

Significant

None

Mitigation Measure T-R (Construct a
third lane on Sierra College
Boulevard opposite the project
boundaries)

Less Than
Significant

T-23: Based on the standards of
significance for traffic impacts, a significant
impact occurs in the 2010 General Plan
Plus Project and Buildout of Project Vicinity
Plus Project scenarios, due to LOS “E”
conditions on the westbound minor street
approach to the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard and the unnamed road
north of Lower Ranch Road, south of
SR 193.

Significant

None

Mitigation Measure T-S (Install traffic
signal at the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard and the unnamed
road north of Lower Ranch Road,
south of SR 193)

Less Than
Significant

Significant
(short-term);
Less Than
Significant (longterm)

Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare
and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); A-A (Provide
dust controls); A-B (Maintain
construction equipment and
vehicles); A-C (Implement a
construction worker trip reduction
program); A-D (Require use of lowemission construction materials and
equipment where feasible); and T-A
(Prepare and implement construction
traffic management plans for on-site
construction activities for Bickford
Ranch Road and Sierra College
Boulevard, and coordinate with
appropriate agencies in the
preparation and implementation of
construction traffic management plans
for required off-site improvements)

None

Significant
(short-term);
Less Than
Significant
(long-term)

AIR QUALITY
A-1: Construction activities would create
short-term criteria air pollutant emissions
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
A-2: Increase in localized CO
concentrations along affected roadways

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

A-3: Increase in regional criteria air
pollutant emissions

Significant

Mitigation Measures A-E
(Incorporate pedestrian, bicycle, and
golf-cart oriented design); T-O
(Provide Class II bike lanes on
Bickford Ranch Road and Lower
Ranch Road); T-M (Provide a parkand-ride lot and two bus stops); A-F
(Incorporate mixed land uses into the
project design to reduce external
vehicle trips); A-G (Accommodate
and encourage low-emission energy
use); A-H (Install only natural gas
CNG fireplaces); A-I (Provide public
awareness materials); A-J
(Incorporate into project CC&Rs the
prohibition of open burning of any
kind); and A-K (Implement an off-site
mitigation program to reduce
105 percent of long-term air pollutant
emissions)

Mitigation Measures A-L (Provide
dedicated parking spaces at the
park-and-ride lot with electrical
outlets for electric vehicles); and T-N
(Participate in fair share of the cost
of limited transit services)

Less Than
Significant

Less Than Significant
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Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
A-4: Inconsistent with the goals of the
Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan

Significant

Mitigation Measures A-E
(Incorporate pedestrian, bicycle, and
golf-cart oriented design); A-F
(Incorporate mixed land uses into the
project design to reduce external
vehicle trips); A-G (Accommodate
and encourage low-emission energy
use); A-H (Install only natural gas
CNG fireplaces); A-I (Provide public
awareness materials); A-J
(Incorporate into project CC&Rs the
prohibition of open burning of any
kind); T-M (Provide park-and-ride lot
and two bus stops); T-N (Participate
in fair share of the cost of limited
transit services); and T-O (Provide
Class II bike lanes on Bickford
Ranch Road and Lower Ranch
Road)

None

Significant

Significant
(short-term)

Mitigation Measures N-A (Restrict
hours of construction activity); N-B
(Prior to grading or improvement
plan approval, develop and
implement a construction equipment
noise abatement program); and T-B
(Implement a community relations
program during on-site construction,
and coordinate with appropriate
agencies in the implementation of a
community relations program during
construction of required on-site and
off-site improvements)

None

Significant
(short-term)

NOISE
N-1: Construction equipment would
generate short-term sound level increases
at noise-sensitive locations
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
N-2: Construction traffic would generate
short-term sound level increases at noise
sensitive locations

Significant
(short-term)

Mitigation Measures N-C (Develop
and implement a construction traffic
noise abatement program to include
restriction of construction truck traffic
on non-major roads); and T-B
(Implement a community relations
program during on-site construction,
and coordinate with appropriate
agencies in the implementation of a
community relations program during
construction of required on-site and
off-site improvements)

None

N-3: Project-generated increase in 24-hour
average traffic noise levels at off-site
locations

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

N-4: Introduction of noise-sensitive
receptors to a potentially noise-impacted
area

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures N-D
(Incorporate building setbacks and
noise barriers into the proposed
project design); N-E (Inform
prospective buyers of potential rail
noise exposure exceeding 60 dBA
Ldn); N-F (Implement community
park design measures to minimize
potential noise impacts); N-G (Inform
potential buyers of potential
community noise sources); N-H
(Restrict the timing and location of
truck deliveries to the Village
Commercial Center); N-I (Require 6foot block or masonry walls along
project roadways where residential
areas would fall within the 60 dBA
Ldn contour); and N-J (Restrict
business hours of operation within
specified areas of the Village
Commercial Center)

None

Less Than
Significant

Less Than
Significant

Potentially Significant
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Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
SOILS, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMICITY
G-1: Topographic alteration resulting from
earth grading

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage and construction
of improvements); G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion
control plan); V-B (Implement
sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); and V-C
(Minimize grading within Meadows
and Ridges developments)

None

Less Than
Significant

G-2: Development constraints due to
difficult excavation conditions

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure G-C (Comply
with the conclusions of a site-specific
geotechnical investigation)

None

Less Than
Significant

G-3: Mineral resources rendered
inaccessible

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

G-4: Potential for seismic activity

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

G-5: Potential for increased erosion during
and after construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage, and construction
of improvements); G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion
control plan); G-C (Comply with the
conclusions of a site-specific
geotechnical investigation); and A-A
(Provide dust controls)

Mitigation Measure G-D (Implement
appropriate trail design, construction
and maintenance standards to
minimize erosion)

Less Than
Significant

Potentially Significant
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Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
G-6: Differential settlement of soils under
proposed structures

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage and construction
of improvements); G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion
control plan); and G-C (Comply with
the conclusions of a site-specific
geotechnical investigation)

None

Less Than
Significant

G-7: Foundation instability

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure G-C (Comply
with the conclusions of a site-specific
geotechnical investigation)

None

Less Than
Significant

G-8: Slope instability

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare
and submit a grading and erosion
control plan); and G-C (Comply with
the conclusions of a site-specific
geotechnical investigation)

None

Less Than
Significant

G-9: Limited effectiveness of septic tank
leach fields due to soil conditions

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure H-J (Implement
Placer County policies and
ordinances related to permitting,
design, construction and
maintenance of septic systems)

None

Less Than
Significant

HW-1 Potential contact with stored
hazardous waste/materials during
construction

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

HW-2 Possible contact with contaminated
soils during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure HW-A (Report
possible contamination to EHSHMS)

None

HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS
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Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
HW-3: Accidental release of hazardous
substances during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures HW-B (Comply
with CDF and Penryn Fire
Department requirements for
temporary storage of
combustible/flammable liquids at
construction sites); and HW-C
(Comply with County and CDF
requirements for reporting releases
of hazardous materials)

None

Less Than
Significant

HW-4 Potential groundwater contamination

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure HW-D (Comply
with the recommendations of a
limited groundwater investigation)

None

Less Than
Significant

HW-5: Possible contact with hazardous
materials and conditions in mine tunnels

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure B-N (Install bat
gates at tunnel entrances)

None

Less Than
Significant

HW-6: Accidental release of hazardous
substances after construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures HW-C (Comply
with County and CDF requirements
for reporting releases of hazardous
materials); HW-E (Comply with the
Placer County Department of
Environmental Health requirements
for preparation and filing of
Emergency Response Plans and
Hazardous Materials Storage and
Containment Plans); HW-F (Finalize
and implement the Applicant’s Golf
Course Chemical Application
Management Plan); and HW-G
(Comply with underground storage
tank regulations through the Placer
County Environmental Health
Department)

None

Less Than
Significant

March 15, 2002

Page 2-24

R:\02Bickford\02\exsum.doc

2.0 Executive Summary
Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Surface Water Hydrology
H-1: Increase in runoff rate downstream of
the site

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare
and implement a post-development
stormwater management program);
and H-B (Provide runoff rate control)

None

Less Than
Significant

H-2: Increase in runoff volume leaving the
site

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure H-C (Provide
retention storage)

None

Less Than
Significant

H-3: Reduced storm water quality due to
increased erosion and sedimentation
during construction

Potentially
Significant
(short-term)

Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare
and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); H-D (Prepare
and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan for
construction activities); and H-E
(Monitor erosion and sediment
control measures during
construction)

None

Less Than
Significant

H-4: Reduced storm water chemical quality
due to construction activities

Potentially
Significant
(short-term)

Mitigation Measure H-D (Prepare
and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan for
construction activities)

None

Less Than
Significant

H-5: Increased erosion and sedimentation
after buildout

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare
and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); H-A (Prepare
and implement a post-development
stormwater management program);
H-F (Monitor site erosion and
sediment control measures for two
years after implementation of final
erosion control measures); and H-G
(Design runoff detention basins to
promote solids settling and provide
capacity for accumulated sediment)

None

Less Than
Significant

Water Quality
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
H-6: Reduced storm water runoff quality
after buildout (excluding sedimentation)

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures HW-F (Finalize
and implement the Applicant’s Golf
Course Chemical Application
Management Plan); H-A (Prepare
and implement a post-development
stormwater management program);
and H-H (Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Lake Management Plan
for constructed lakes and wetlands
areas)

Mitigation Measure H-I (Design and
construct improvements to protect
water quality in canals in accordance
with PCWA standards and County
requirements for a 100-foot setback
from structures)

Less Than
Significant

Less Than
Significant

Potentially Significant
H-7: Reduced groundwater quality

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures HW-F (Finalize
and implement the Applicant’s Golf
Course Chemical Application
Management Plan); H-H (Finalize
and implement the Applicant’s Lake
Management Plan for constructed
lakes and wetland areas); H-J
(Implement Placer County policies
and ordinances related to permitting,
design, construction, and
maintenance of septic systems); and
H-K (Notify Placer County
Department of Environmental Health
and affected property owners if offsite sewer pipeline breaks)

None

H-8: Loss of groundwater recharge
opportunity

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

Mitigation Measure B-S (Preserve
and enhance annual grassland
vegetation adjacent to golf course)

BIOLOGY
B-1: Loss of annual grassland
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
B-2: Loss of oak and other native trees

Significant

Mitigation Measure B-A (Implement
the Applicant’s oak forest
conservation and revegetation plan);
and B-B (Hire a project biologist for
construction monitoring)

B-3: Loss of oak woodland habitat

Significant

Mitigation Measure B-A (Implement
the Applicant’s oak forest
conservation and revegetation plan);
and B-B (Hire a project biologist for
construction monitoring)

Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement
off-site tree mitigation); and B-D
(Implement a tree protection plan)

Significant

Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement
off-site tree mitigation); and B-D
(Implement a tree protection plan)

Significant

Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement
off-site tree mitigation); B-D
(Implement a tree protection plan);
and B-F (Protect riparian buffer
zones)

Less Than
Significant

Mitigation Measure B-G (Conduct
pre-construction surveys for specialstatus plants)

Less Than
Significant

None

Less Than
Significant

Significant

Significant
B-4: Potential loss of riparian vegetation

Significant

Mitigation Measures B-A (Implement
the Applicant’s oak forest
conservation and revegetation plan);
B-B (Hire a project biologist for
construction monitoring); and B-E
(Implement the Applicant’s wetland
preservation and impact plan)
Significant

B-5: Loss of special-status plant habitat

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure B-B (Hire a
project biologist for construction
monitoring)
Potentially Significant

B-6: Loss of vernal pool fairy shrimp
habitat
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
B-7: Loss of valley elderberry longhorn
beetle habitat

Significant

Mitigation Measures B-B (Hire a
project biologist for construction
monitoring); and B-I (Protect VELB
habitat [elderberry shrubs] during
construction)

Mitigation Measure B-J
(Compensate for loss of VELB
habitat [elderberry shrubs])

Less Than
Significant

B-8: Loss of fish habitat as a result of
degradation in water quality during
construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage and construction
of improvements); G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion
control plan); H-D (Prepare and
implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan for construction
activities); and H-E (Monitor erosion
and sediment control measures
during construction)

None

Less Than
Significant

B-9: Loss of California red-legged frog
habitat

Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage, and construction
of improvements); G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion
control plan); H-D (Prepare and
implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan for construction
activities); and H-E (Monitor erosion
and sediment control measures
during construction)

None

Less Than
Significant

Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
B-10: Loss of foothill yellow-legged frog
habitat

Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage, and construction
of improvements); G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion
control plan); H-D (Prepare and
implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan for construction
activities); and H-E (Monitor erosion
and sediment control measures
during construction)

Mitigation Measure B-F (Protect
riparian buffer zones)

Less Than
Significant

Significant
B-11: Loss of raptor nests

Significant

Mitigation Measures B-L (Conduct
preconstruction surveys for nesting
raptors in affected areas); and B-M
(Develop buffer zones around
nesting raptors during construction)

None

Less Than
Significant

B-12: Possible disturbance and harm to
roosting special-status bats

Significant

Mitigation Measures B-B (Hire a
project biologist for construction
monitoring); and B-N (Install bat
gates at tunnel entrances)

None

Less Than
Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
B-13: Loss and degradation of waters of
the United States, including wetlands

Significant

Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply
with the Placer County ordinances
for all grading, drainage, and
construction of improvements); B-E
(Implement the Applicant’s wetland
preservation and impact plan); G-B
(Prepare and implement a grading
and erosion control plan); H-D
(Prepare and implement a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan for
construction activities); H-E (Monitor
erosion and sediment control
measures during construction); B-O
(Obtain and implement conditions of
state and federal permits for impacts
on waters of the United States); and
B-P (Protect wetlands during
construction)

None

B-14: Loss of common wildlife species

Less Than
Significant

None Warranted

None Warranted

B-15: Additional loss of oak trees during
project operation phase

Potentially
Significant

None

Mitigation Measures B-D (Implement
a tree protection plan); and B-Q
(Develop and implement an open
space management plan)

Potentially
Significant

B-16: Loss of blackberry riparian habitat
during fire management activities

Significant

None

Mitigation Measure B-R (Avoid
removal of blackberry riparian
vegetation)

Less Than
Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
B-17: Degradation of fish habitat as a
result of degradation in water quality

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare
and implement a post-development
stormwater management program);
H-F (Monitor site erosion and
sediment control measures for two
years after implementation of final
erosion control measures); HW-F
(Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical
Application Management Plan); and
H-G (Design runoff detention basins
to promote solids settling and
provide capacity for accumulated
sediment)

Mitigation Measure B-F (Protect
riparian buffer zones)

Less Than
Significant

Mitigation Measure B-R (Avoid
removal of blackberry riparian
vegetation)

Less Than
Significant

Potentially Significant
B-18: Degradation of aquatic habitats for
California red-legged frog, foothill yellowlegged frog, and northwestern pond turtle

Significant

Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare
and implement a post-development
stormwater management program);
H-F (Monitor site erosion and
sediment control measures for two
years after implementation of final
erosion control measures); H-G
(Design runoff detention basins to
promote solids settling and provide
capacity for accumulated sediment);
HW-F (Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical
Application Management Plan); and
H-H (Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Lake Management Plan
for constructed lakes and wetland
areas)
Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
B-19: Degradation of wetlands and other
waters of the United States during project
operation phase

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare
and implement a post-development
stormwater management program);
H-F (Monitor site erosion and
sediment control measures for two
years after implementation of final
erosion control measures); and H-H
(Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Lake Management Plan
for constructed lakes and wetland
areas)

None

Less Than
Significant

C-1: Damage to important cultural
resources during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures C-A
(Incorporate important cultural
resources into open space); C-B
(Cap resource area with layer of soil
prior to construction); and C-C
(Conduct data recovery excavation if
capping is infeasible)

None

Less Than
Significant

C-2: Damage to potentially important
cultural resources during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures C-A
(Incorporate important cultural
resources into open space); or C-D
(Conduct subsurface testing) if
ground disturbing activities are to
occur within 100 feet of unevaluated
resource. If subsurface deposits are
encountered and the resource is
determined to be important and
Mitigation Measure C-A remains
infeasible, then Mitigation Measure
C-B (Cap resource area with layer of
soil prior to construction) or
Mitigation Measure C-C (Conduct
data recovery excavation if capping
is infeasible) would be necessary.

None

Less Than
Significant

CULTURAL RESOURCES
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
C-3: Damage to cultural resources
including archaeological artifacts, exotic
rock (non-native), or unusual amounts of
shell or bone if inadvertently exposed
during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure C-E (Immediately
stop ground disturbing activities in
vicinity and consult qualified
professional archeologist, the Placer
County Planning Department, the
Department of Museums, and the
County Coroner, if buried cultural
deposits are discovered during
construction. The County Coroner
will notify the Native American
Heritage Commission if it is
determined that the remains are
Native American. Construction crews
will be trained in the identification of
archaeological resources prior to
commencing ground-disturbing
activities. This training will include:
(1) proper identification of
archaeological deposits; (2) the
procedures to be followed in the
event of such a discovery; (3) an
understanding of the importance of
protecting cultural resources; and (4)
an overview of applicable laws,
statutes and ordinances. Training will
be conducted by a qualified
archaeologist in person, and written
materials will be provided to each
trained crew member, who will be
required to sign that he or she has
received the training, understands it,
and agrees to abide by it.)

None

Less Than
Significant

C-4: Damage to paleontological resources
inadvertently exposed during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure C-F (Retain a
qualified professional paleontologist
to conduct weekly inspections during
grading activities and salvage fossils
as necessary)

None

Less Than
Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
VISUAL RESOURCES
V-1: Alteration of viewsheds within the
study area from rural residences,
residences in adjacent subdivision, and
travel routes

Significant

Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide
transition areas and buffers between
residential development and natural
open space); V-B (Implement
sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges
developments); V-D (Apply selected
lot restrictions); V-E (Retain hill at
the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra
College Boulevard); V-I (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or
greater, record on final map and
reflect in the development notebook
for such lots a slope easement at the
30 percent slope starting point. No
building envelopes or structures shall
be permitted on the portion of the lot
where slopes are 30 percent or
greater); V-J (For all lots containing
slopes of 30 percent or greater,
structures and building envelopes
shall be prohibited on those portions
of the lot where slopes are 30
percent or greater); V-K (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or
greater, prohibit development on
those portions of the lot where
slopes are 30 percent or greater);
and G-B (Prepare and implement a
grading and erosion control plan)

Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply
selected lot restrictions to other
areas of concern)

Significant for
views to Zone 1
and Zone 6;
Less Than
Significant for
views to Zones
2 through 5

Significant for views to Zone 1 and
Zone 6; Less Than Significant for
views to Zones 2 through 5
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
V-2: Reduction in visual quality within the
study area, resulting in strong project/setting
contrast

Significant

Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide
transition areas and buffers between
residential development and natural
open space); V-B (Implement
sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges
developments); V-D (Apply selected
lot restrictions); V-I (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or
greater, record on final map and
reflect in the development notebook
for such lots a slope easement at the
30 percent slope starting point. No
building envelopes or structures shall
be permitted on the portion of the lot
where slopes are 30 percent or
greater); V-J (For all lots containing
slopes of 30 percent or greater,
structures and building envelopes
shall be prohibited on those portions
of the lot where slopes are 30 percent
or greater); V-K (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or
greater, prohibit development on
those portions of the lot where slopes
are 30 percent or greater); and G-B
(Prepare and implement a grading
and erosion control plan)

V-3: Increase in night lighting in the project
vicinity

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measures V-F (Implement
lighting standards outlined in Design
Guidelines); and V-L (Revise lighting
design guidelines)

Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply
selected lot restrictions to other areas
of concern)

Significant

None

Potentially
Significant

Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
V-4: Increase in glare in the project vicinity

Significant

Mitigation Measures V-G (Implement
Architectural Standards resulting in
reduction in glare) and V-L (Revise
lighting design guidelines)

None

Potentially
Significant

V-5: Inconsistency with Placer County
General Plan policies 1.K.1, 1.K.6.d, and
1.O.3 requiring that new development be
designed to be compatible with the scale
and character of the area, avoid locating
structures along ridgelines and steep
slopes, and minimize visibility

Significant

Mitigation Measure V-A (Provide
transition areas and buffers between
residential development and natural
open space); V-B (Implement
sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges
developments); V-D (Apply selected
lot restrictions); V-I (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or
greater, record on final map and
reflect in the development notebook
for such lots a slope easement at the
30 percent slope starting point. No
building construction envelopes or
structures shall be permitted on the
portion of the lot where slopes are 30
percent or greater); V-J (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or
greater, structures and building
envelopes shall be prohibited on
those portions of the lot where
slopes are 30 percent or greater);
and V-K (For all lots containing
slopes of 30 percent or greater,
prohibit development on those
portions of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater)

Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply
selected lot restrictions to other
areas of concern)

Less Than
Significant

Potentially Significant
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Table 2-2
Impact Summary Table – Proposed Project
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures
Proposed (by Applicant)

Recommended (by EIR)

Residual
Significance

Significance After Mitigation
Cumulative Impacts:
• loss of open space
• increased traffic congestion
• increased traffic noise
• increased ozone precursors and
particulate emissions
• biological resources
• visual resources
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As recommended in this Draft EIR,
above.

Significant

March 15, 2002

CHAPTER 3
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.0 Project Description

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Applicant proposes to develop a mixed use development southwest of Auburn in unincorporated
Placer County, California. This chapter provides descriptive information regarding the following:
T
T
T
T
T
T

3.1

project location;
study area characteristics;
project background and history;
project objectives;
overview of the proposed project; and
required permits and approvals.

PROJECT LOCATION
The proposed project is located approximately four miles west of Interstate 80 and south of State Route
193 (SR 193), between the towns of Lincoln and Newcastle in Placer County, California (Figure 3-1).
The western boundary of the approximately ±1,955-acre site is Sierra College Boulevard from SR 193 on
the north side to English Colony Way on the south. The Union Pacific Railroad (formerly Southern
Pacific) is located along portions of the southern boundary. The railroad passes beneath Boulder Ridge in
the southeast portion of the property through the approximately 1600-foot-long Clark Tunnel. Clover
Valley Reservoir and Clover Valley Creek are also located near the site’s southern boundary. Vehicular
access to the site is currently provided via Clark Tunnel Road, Sierra College Boulevard, and English
Colony Way.
The existing ranch house and outbuildings, situated on a 10.0-acre legal parcel within the project
boundaries, is identified as Not a Part of this Subdivision (NAPOTS). The ranch house will not be
demolished and will continue to be served by the existing well and septic system.
The site is located within Sections 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29 and 30 of Township 12 North, Range 7 East
as depicted on the Rocklin and Gold Hill Quadrangles of the U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps.
The project site includes 17 existing Assessor Parcel Numbers as depicted on Figure 3-2 (for acreage by
parcel, see Table 1 of the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study [Appendix A]).

3.2

STUDY AREA CHARACTERISTICS
The proposed project area is rural in character. The site topography is characterized by two broad,
northeast to southwest trending ridges in the southern half of the property with several narrow ridges
figuring off in a northwesterly direction. The tops of the broad ridges slope gently to the southwest, with
slopes of between 2 and 10 percent. The narrow ridge tops also slope at between two and 15 percent to
the northwest. Slopes on the sides of the ridges are much greater, at times exceeding 30 percent. The
northwestern portion of the site consists of gently sloping hills and pastures. Elevation varies over the
proposed project site from about 300 feet above mean sea level near the intersection of Sierra College
Boulevard and SR 193 to about 950 feet above mean sea level along the far southeastern portion of the site.
Portions of the site are currently still used for cattle grazing. The balance of the site is open space. The
broad ridges in the southern half of the site are sparsely vegetated with trees, brushes, and short grasses.
The narrow ridges in the northwest have a slightly greater concentration of trees, with most trees located
along the sides of the ridges and in the valleys between adjacent ridges. Tree density varies in the lower
elevations of the northwest portion of the site.

R:\02Bickford\03\pd6.doc

Page 3-1

March 15, 2002

3.0 Project Description
Numerous swales drain the summit on a seasonal basis. There are no permanent streams on the project
site. All drainages are intermittent including the portion of Clover Valley Creek above Clover Valley
Reservoir. Clover Valley Creek is a permanent stream only downstream of the Clover Valley Reservoir
at English Colony Way. Two PCWA canals traverse the site, both originating off-site (easterly) where
incoming flow from the Lower Fiddler Green Canal is split to the Caperton and Antelope canals. The
Caperton Canal extends approximately 10 miles in length, of which approximately six and one-half miles
are on the proposed project site. This canal traverses the northern portion of the site, then flows south to
the Caperton Reservoir and terminates at Whitney Reservoir. Antelope Canal, which is approximately
eight miles long, flows westerly along the site’s southern boundary to the Clover Valley Reservoir and
continues off site from the outlet of the reservoir for approximately six miles, terminating just north of Rocklin.
The canals provide irrigation water to this site and numerous other users down-gradient from the project.
The site is currently zoned as Farm (F), combining Development Reserve with 10- and Farm (F) 20-acre
minimum parcel size with a Development Reserve combining zone (F-DR-B-X- 10 & 20 ac. min. and FB-X 20 ac. min.). Adjacent lands are designated as follows:
North F-B-X, 5 and 10-acre minimum
East
F-B-X 4.6 and 10-acre minimum
South RA-B-X 10-acre minimum; RA-B-100, F-B-X 10-acre minimum; F 4.6-acre minimum;
and F-DR-B-X 10-acre minimum
West F-B-X 10-acre minimum
A 300-foot-high antenna tower is located near the eastern boundary of the property near a topographic
high point. The tower site is leased by a cable company and shared with public agencies. The tower site
is to be dedicated to Placer County for public use.

3.3

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND HISTORY
The property was owned for about 100 years by the Bickford family, beginning in 1882 until its sale in
the late 1980s. The family used the property for sheep and cattle grazing. In addition, there was a 40acre fruit orchard. Although the Bickford family home burned down in 1948, a residence and several
barn/structures remain on the northwest portion of the property. The Bickford property was eventually
sold to Chee S. Yaw, a land investor, who subsequently sold it to Wickland Oil in 1989. Southwest
Diversified Holdings acquired the property in November 1996.
The Applicant and property owner is Southwest Bickford Holdings, Inc. (SWBH, Inc.). U.S. Homes, Inc. is in
contract with SWBH, Inc. to purchase the Heritage Ridge community, and Ridges communities 8, 9, 13B, 14
and 15. Heritage Ridge is proposed as age-restricted. The Applicant’s local representative and contact is
Robert E. Hayes, Inc., Land Planning Consultant.
In August 1994, the Placer County Board of Supervisors, during the County’s General Plan update,
designated the Bickford Ranch site as Rural Residential (1-10 acres/dwelling unit). The zoning
designation was also changed to add a Development Reserve (-DR) designation that requires a specific
plan for any development of the property beyond those uses permitted by the Farm Zone with a 10-acre
minimum. In addition, the Placer County General Plan Policy document, in Appendix C, outlines the
development standards for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area. The project site is not within any city
spheres nor within the boundaries of any of the County’s Community Plan areas, although it abuts the
Horseshoe/Bar, Penryn and Ophir Community Plan areas.
Appendix C states that this area “could be developed as a planned residential development on
±1,950 acres” and “is proposed as a recreation and residential development that may consist of a mix of
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land uses including estate size lots of ±5-10 acres to higher density development of 6-10 units per acre.
Golf courses as well as other recreation amenities may also be included.” The General Plan allows a
maximum of 1,950 dwelling units and a maximum of 14 acres of commercial uses. The General Plan
requires that “significant open space areas include the slopes of Boulder Ridge, drainage ways, corridors
along canals and major roadways.” In addition, the General Plan requires buffer zones be incorporated
when adjacent to “Agricultural/Timber and Sensitive Habitat” areas.

3.4

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The proposed project is intended to provide for the orderly and systematic development of an integrated
full-service residential community and age-restricted residential (active adult) retirement community in a
manner consistent with the policies of the County and the characteristics and natural features of the land.
Specific goals identified by the Applicant include:

3.5

1.

Aid the County in meeting its recognized obligation to accommodate a percentage of future
population growth in the County in the unincorporated portion of the County by providing 1,950
new residential units in an area identified by the County General Plan as appropriate for such
residential development.

2.

Establish residential development in an area of the County identified for growth to assist to
relieve growth pressures to develop other land in the County having high agricultural value.

3.

Create a quality recreation and residential development with a mix of residential, commercial,
open space and recreational land uses designed in a manner that provides a distinct identity and
sense of place that will be an asset to the region.

4.

Establish a high-quality residential community integrated into existing natural open space, native
oak woodlands, slopes and ridges, preserving these features to the extent possible.

5.

Provide an age-qualified residential community that responds to the market preferences and needs
of senior adults as they relate to housing type, size, cost, security, recreational and social
amenities.

6.

Respect the natural grade, terrain and character of the land by designing residential communities
with respect to existing resources and topography, especially around the perimeter of the site to
minimize impacts to off-site viewsheds.

7.

Provide all public facilities and services necessary to meet the needs of development within the
Plan Area.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
The Applicant has prepared and submitted a specific plan for the proposed project called the Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan. Earlier drafts and the final Draft Specific Plan dated May 17, 1999, represent the
document being analyzed in this Draft EIR. The final Draft Specific Plan contains the project description
in its entirety. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan is supported by a variety of technical documents
prepared by the Applicant and its consultants. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan is provided in
Appendix A and supporting technical documents are provided in Appendix H and incorporated herein by
reference. These supporting documents are listed in the Table of Contents, Appendices.
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3.0 Project Description
3.5.1 Plan Concept
Based on the County’s General Plan development standards for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area,
the property owners are proposing a Specific Plan for 1,950 dwelling units. The plan proposes the
maximum number of allowed residential units. It would provide approximately eight acres of village
commercial within the site (14 acres are permitted by the General Plan). The plan would provide over
40 percent of the site for open space including natural open space areas, pedestrian corridors, equestrian
area and trails, parks and recreational areas including a golf course for residents of the Heritage Ridge
community. The plan also would provide buffers along the adjacent Agriculture and Sensitive Habitat
zones. In addition, the Plan would provide individual and organized public and private recreation
facilities that would allow residents a place to gather and interact among themselves and/or with the
surrounding natural open space. A summary of the proposed land uses is presented in Table 3-1, Land
Use Summary, and is shown on Figure 3-3, Land Use Diagram.
The Land Use Diagram depicts a planned residential development including a Village Center surrounded
by three distinct residential communities. The Village Center would consist of a Village Commercial site
of eight acres. The three distinct residential communities are based on the property’s topographical
features. They include the Meadows, the Ridges, and the Heritage Ridge.
T

The Meadows would be located at the southeast quadrant of Sierra College Boulevard and
SR 193 on a generally level portion of the site. The Meadows would consist of five areas (M-1
through M-5 on Figure 3-4) with lots ranging in size from 1 to 10 acres that would allow for
equestrian opportunities.

T

The Ridges would generally be located to the north and south of Boulder Ridge with slopes
ranging from zero to 40 percent. The Ridges would consist of 15 residential areas (R-6 to R-20
on Figure 3-4) with lots ranging in size from 7,500 square feet to 10 acres.

T

Heritage Ridge, an age restricted community, would be located along the top of Boulder Ridge
and would consist of 14 senior residential areas (H-21 through H-34 on Figure 3-4) with lots
ranging in size from 5,000 to 10,000 square feet. Heritage Ridge is proposed as an age-restricted
community designed to meet the preferences and needs of active senior adults with regards to
housing type, size, cost, and security, including an 18-hole championship golf course and
associated recreational amenities.

The proposed Land Use Diagram is intended to substantially conform to the site’s natural form and
environmental attributes and be compatible with the agrarian character of the adjacent land uses. A
portion of the natural open space around the perimeter of the site would be preserved. The small lot
residential communities of the project are generally proposed in the middle and along level portions of the
site away from the existing roadways and nearby residences. The design would allow natural open space
and buffers to be maintained between the developed areas of the project and surrounding properties.
Within the internal natural open space corridors there would be a public pedestrian trail system, and
around the perimeter of the site there would be a public mixed use trail system. The trail system would
follow existing topography along streams and riparian areas, along and/or under power line easements,
north of Boulder Ridge, and along roads.
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3.0 Project Description
Table 3-1
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
Land Use Summary
Key

Residential

Typical Lot Size

Units
±

Acres

RE
RR
ER
LDR
MLD
MD
VR

Rural Estate
Rural Residential
Estate Residential
Low Density Residential
Medium Low Density
Medium Density
Village Residential
Residential Subtotal
OPEN SPACE/RECREATION
Bickford Ranch Park
Tower Park
Open Space Corridors
Natural Open Space
18-Hole Golf Course
Clubhouse/Recreation Center
Driving Range
Golf Maintenance Facility
Open Space/Recreation Subtotal
COMMERCIAL
Village Commercial
Commercial Subtotal
OTHER
Public Facility Lot
PCWA Facilities
1
Fire Station
2
Park & Ride
Major Roads
Other Subtotal
Total
3
School Site Reservation

3.0 – 10 ac.
0.9 – 3.0 ac.
0.3 – 1.0 ac.
7,500 to 15,000 sq. ft.
6,000 to 10,000 sq. ft.
5,000 to 7,400 sq. ft.

28
143
462
330
371
576
40
1,950

155.4
206.3
275.8
121.0
92.9
114.9
6.2
972.5

49.8%

56.8
3.7
52.1
476.8
308.0
6.0
21.0
3.5
927.9

47.5%

7.9
7.9

0.4%

BP
TP
OSC
NOS
GC
CH
DR
GMF

VC

PFL
PCWA
FS
P/R

% of
Area

1.0
6.7
1.7

1,950

36.4
45.8
1,954.6
15.09

2.3%
100%

Notes:
1. 1.0 acre net usable; 0.7 acres in Wetland Preservation Element
2. included in Village Commercial
3. included in Meadows Unit 1 and NOS lot 69

The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan consists of several elements as described below.

3.5.2 Residential Land Use
The proposed locations of the three residential communities (Meadows, Ridges, and Heritage Ridge) are
shown on the Land Use Diagram (Figure 3-3) and their proposed uses are described in Table 3-2. The
Master Lotting Plan is depicted on Figure 3-4.

R:\02Bickford\03\pd6.doc

Page 3-5

March 15, 2002

3.0 Project Description
Table 3-2
Residential Land Uses by Community
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
Specific Plan Land Use Type
(typical lot size)

Meadows

Ridges

Heritage
Ridge

Total
(# Units)

Rural Estate
(3.0 to 10 ac.)

1

23

24

Rural Residential
(1.0 to 3.0 ac.)

79

68

147

Estate Residential
(0.3 to 1 ac.)

462

462

Low Density Residential
(7,000 to 15,000 sq. ft.)

330

330

Village Residential
(multi-family)

40

40

RESIDENTIAL

Medium Low Density
(6,000 to 10,000 sq. ft.)

371

371

Medium Density
(5,000 to 7,400 sq. ft.)

576

576

947

1,950

TOTAL

80

923

The Meadows community would be located along the east side of Sierra College Boulevard below the
ridge and south of SR 193. This area is generally level and is proposed for one Rural Estate (RE) lot of
10.15 acres and 79 Rural Residential (RR) lots ranging in size from 1.0 acre to 3.0 acres. The Meadows
is the smallest of the three communities. All units would be detached. The Meadows would include
seven lakes ranging in size from ½ acre to 11 acres. The Meadows would include two secondary access
points to Sierra College Boulevard, one about 3,800 feet south of SR 193 identified as Lower Ranch Road
and another, a currently unnamed road, located approximately 2,000 feet south of SR 193. A third private
road would serve two residential lots near SR 193.
The Ridges community would be located along the sloped portions of the site above the Meadows and
below the summit of the property. The Ridges community would consist of a total of ten residential areas
along the northern slope (R-6 through R-15) and five residential areas along the southern slopes (R-16
through R-20). The lot sizes in this community would range from 7,000 square feet to 10 acres. All
Ridges dwelling units would be detached. English Colony Way and a road along the north side of the
railroad tracks would provide access to Ridges area 19.
The Heritage Ridge community would be located along the top of Boulder Ridge from Sierra College
Boulevard to just west of the existing antenna tower. Heritage Ridge, an age restricted community, would
consist of a total of 14 residential areas containing 947 single family residential lots (H-21 through H-34).
The primary feature within the Heritage Ridge community would be a private 18-hole championship golf
course with clubhouse facilities and a separate driving range totaling ±335 acres. Heritage Ridge’s 14
single-family areas would be located around the golf course. Two single-family residential zoning
categories are proposed in Heritage Ridge. These include 371 Medium Low Density lots ranging in size
from 6,000 to 10,000 square feet and 576 Medium Density lots ranging in size from 5,000 to 7,400 square
feet. Attached units would be permitted in Heritage Ridge.
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3.0 Project Description
Approximately 40 multi-family two-story market rate units are proposed, although this number could
vary. All buildings would have a maximum height of 34 feet, and would conform to the color restrictions
for the buildings and roofs described in the Applicant’s Specific Plan.
Twenty or more units would be one- and two-story apartment buildings located on the south side of
Bickford Ranch Road at the intersection with Lower Ranch Road. Two parking spaces per unit would be
provided. The actual number of units could vary; up to 88 units could be constructed. The total number
of units would not contribute to an overall exceedance of the planned residential density of 1,950.
Twenty of the multi-family units would be townhouses with a maximum height of 34 feet. They would
occupy the area across Bickford Ranch Road to the north of the apartments, in Ridges 7B. Two covered
parking spaces per unit would be provided.

Affordable Housing
T
T

Up to 195 units of granny flats, shopkeeper units and/or square-footage limited units to be
constructed on site.
$300,000.00 contribution to Habitat for Humanity for the construction of affordable single-family
housing in Placer County.

3.5.3 Commercial Land Use Element
An approximately 8-acre commercial center is proposed as part of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan. The
General Plan development standards allow for a maximum of 14 acres of commercial land use.

Village Center
The “Village Commercial Center” site (VC) shown on Figure 3-3 would provide a typical concentration
and mix of retail uses to meet the daily shopping and service needs of the proposed project residents. The
Specific Plan describes the site and architectural design guidelines that would guide development of the
Village Center commercial site. A conceptual plan for this area is shown on Figure 3-5.

Access
The location of the proposed village commercial site, north of Sierra College Boulevard at the intersection
of the proposed Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road, was selected by the Applicant to minimize
delivery truck influences on proposed project residents, as well as to provide easy walking, bicycle,
equestrian riding, golf cart, and motorized vehicle access. Public transportation to and from the site is
described in Section 3.5.6, below.

Park and Ride Lot
A portion of the village commercial site’s parking area would be designated as a “Park & Ride Lot” to
promote carpooling (Figure 3-5).

3.5.4 Open Space and Recreation Element
The proposed project would provide for a variety of recreation facilities, parks, trails, and open space on a
total of 861.8 acres (Figure 3-6). Pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian paths may be linked to regional trail
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systems. The trail route may include ancillary elements such as shaded benches and drinking fountains
for use by walkers, joggers, bicyclists and golfers.
The lakes in the Meadows area will provide opportunities for passive recreational use and shore fishing.
No boating or swimming will be allowed. A more complete description of the lakes are found in the
Drainage/Flood Control discussion, below.

Natural Open Space
Approximately 476 acres of public natural open spaces would be preserved, as shown on Figure 3-6.
These areas primarily occur within the Ridges community north of Bickford Ranch Road. Other areas
include the southern portion of the property adjacent to the Penryn community. These areas will be
retained and maintained as natural open spaces that will be accessible only by pedestrian, bicycle, and
horse trails, except where public utilities are located. The only modifications to these areas would be
replacement tree planting for mitigation, detention ponds, fuel maintenance, fire breaks, fire truck access
and trail construction. It is anticipated that the natural open space would be dedicated to and maintained
by Placer County through a County Service Area.

Open Space Corridors
The Plan proposes a public and private pedestrian, hiking and equestrian trail system to support the local
area and future residents’ recreational activities and promote alternative circulation opportunities, as
shown on Figure 3-7. This open space corridor system contains approximately 40.2 acres and includes a
total of 31.2 miles of public equestrian, pedestrian, and bicycle trails. The equestrian and wilderness
trails, and the bike paths and equestrian paths along public roadways would be dedicated to Placer County
and maintenance funding will be provided from a County Service Area (CSA) from within the project.
The portion of the equestrian trail northeast of English Colony Way is not continuous (Figure 3-7). This
trail will be completed if the Applicant’s request for a property easement from Union Pacific Railroad is
approved, or an alternative alignment is identified.

Natural Open Space Easements
The purpose of natural open space easements is to preserve existing vegetation as a land use and/or visual
buffer and/or transition area between the Plan area and adjacent properties. These easements consist of
47.3 acres on individual lots, where the existing vegetation shall be protected by non-development
easements as identified on the final subdivision Map and the property’s title report.

Wetland Preservation Easements
Wetland preservation easements consist of areas on individual lots in R-10 and R19, within the golf
course, within portions of the parks where wetlands shall be protected by non-development easements as
identified on the Final Subdivision Map and the property’s title report. An easement has already been
granted for the wetlands on the NAPOTS. These easements are included on the Wetlands Preservation
Plan (Figure 3-8). Wetland easements located within private lots would be held and maintained by the
Homeowners Association. Acreage totals for wetland easements are included in the 47.3 acres of Natural
Open Space easements above.

Bickford Ranch Park
A community park encompassing 56.8 acres is located at the eastern edge of Sierra College Boulevard
north of Lower Ranch Road (Figure 3-9). Bickford Ranch Park would be a public park owned by Placer
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County and maintenance funding would be provided from a CSA from within the project. This park, as
envisioned by the Applicant, would have three recreational activity areas: an equestrian area, a natural
open space area, and an activity area, as shown on Figure 3-9.
The equestrian area would include a graded parking area for trucks and trailers to access Plan Area
equestrian trails. The natural open space area would provide opportunities for passive recreation such as
pedestrian and equestrian trails, and a small educational interpretive area. Active recreational uses would
include three baseball or softball fields, three soccer fields, a basketball court and tennis courts, turfed
open spaces, tot lot, and group picnic areas. A parking lot and chemical toilets would be located near the
activity area; restroom facilities with flush toilets may be located there in the future, but are not proposed
to be built by the Applicant. A gate would be installed at the park entrance on Lower Ranch Road. The
park would be fenced and gated only at night for security purposes and to restrict vehicular access.
If the recreational facilities, at the dimensions shown on the park plan in the Applicant’s Design
Guidelines, cannot be constructed in the proposed park, then the Applicant would either enlarge the park
property or construct facilities in a nearby site that is satisfactory to the County.

Tower Park
The Plan area includes a 3.7-acre public neighborhood park located along Bickford Ranch Road in the
southeastern quadrant of the property. Tower Park is envisioned to include a sport court, a tot lot, a picnic
area, open fields, and a small stormwater detention pond. No on-site parking or restroom facilities are
proposed. There would be no fencing or gates at this park, and park facilities would be accessible and in
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. The plan for this park is shown on Figure 3-10.
Maintenance funding would be provided from a CSA from within the project.

Heritage Ridge Recreational Center
The Heritage Ridge Recreational Center would be located approximately in the middle of the Heritage
Ridge community. This private center will be owned, operated and maintained by the Heritage Ridge
Homeowners Association and would feature recreational and social activities for senior adults. Golf
activities may include a golf retail store, golf instructional areas, restroom/locker facilities and offices for
golf personnel. Active and passive recreational activities include services such as meeting and
instructional areas, fitness equipment, craft facilities, library, social and educational needs for the
residents. Outdoors recreational facilities include tennis courts, and swimming pool with terrace and spa.
The Clubhouse/Recreational Center may also feature a restaurant with indoor and outdoor dining and
lounges.

Golf Course, Driving Range, and Golf Maintenance Facilities
The golf course encompasses approximately 308 acres and is mainly located along the edge of Boulder
Ridge (Figure 3-6). The western portion of the golf course (holes 1-9) starts at the Clubhouse/Recreation
Center, extends westerly towards Sierra College Boulevard and then loops back around on the south side
of Bickford Ranch Road. The eastern portion of the course (holes 10-18) extends from the
Clubhouse/Recreation Center easterly along the southerly side of Boulder Ridge towards the
neighborhood park and returns along the south side of Bickford Ranch Road. The 21-acre golf driving
range is located on the north side of Bickford Ranch Road across from the Clubhouse/Recreation Center.
The golf course will be owned, operated, and maintained by the Heritage Ridge Homeowners
Association. The golf course and driving range will initially be available to the public; however, the
Homeowners Association may eventually restrict public access.
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To maintain the golf course, a satellite maintenance facility is located away from the
Clubhouse/Recreation Center and residential communities. The golf course maintenance facility is
located at the southeast quadrant off Sierra College Boulevard and Woodsdale Court and consists of
approximately ±3.5 acres. Vehicular access is provided to this facility by way of a realigned
Woodsdale Court off of Bickford Ranch Road. The maintenance facility would be a single-story
building with residential appearance. This facility will be used for storage and maintenance of all the
equipment and materials necessary for the care of the golf course. In addition, the facility will have
administrative offices for golf course support and maintenance personnel.

3.5.5 Resource Management Element
Wetlands
The proposed project would combine wetland avoidance, on-site mitigation, and off-site compensation to
achieve a no-net-loss policy. Wetland types occurring within the Plan Area include wetland swales,
seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, riparian wetlands, and stock ponds. The project wetland preservation
plan is presented in Figure 3-8.

Wildlife
No known sightings of rare or threatened wildlife species are listed on a California Natural Diversity Data
Base species report. Due to the extensive impacts of grazing, the project area provides marginal habitat
diversity and, therefore, limited species diversity. Field surveys have identified field mice, lizards,
rattlesnakes, hummingbirds, finches, quails, mockingbirds, owls, hawks, mule deer and coyotes within the
project area.
The project design promotes preservation of contiguous areas of natural open space and wildlife corridors
to protect native wildlife. Habitat conservation efforts are proposed for native bird species.

Vegetation
The proposed project would combine avoidance of vegetation, through preservation of 476 acres of open
space, with compensation for impacts associated with construction of the project. Compensation would
include on-site plantings in common area lots recreation areas and along street rights-of-way, off-site
mitigation and an on-site restoration facility, described below.
The Applicant has leased a ten-acre parcel, located at the southeastern corner of SR 193 and Sierra
College Boulevard, to Bitterroot Restoration, Inc. who will provide full-scale restoration services
including production of native plants, technical consulting and site implementation. On September 17,
1998, Bitterroot obtained approval for a minor use permit (MUP #2313) to operate this facility, which is
proposed for permanent use as a wholesale nursery. Major activities envisioned by Bitterroot include
growing 16,000 oaks for the Plan Area, and potting of 80,000 oaks for Yosemite National Park. Other
planned activities include holding of Yosemite salvaged Carex/trees/shrubs, holding of salvaged plants
from the Plan Area, and forest floor cleaning of the Plan Area, where required. Improvements would
include an office and potting shed, a propagation house, and a large container area at the northwest corner
that would include heating units. Portions of the large container area would be carefully graded and the
remainder would be roughly graded. The entire container area would be covered with two inches of
gravel over weedmat. A gravel-lined ditch would run along the north edge of the container area to
intercept possible water runoff.
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Fuel Modification
The project proposes to provide access to the ravines every 1,000 feet or as agreed to and approved by
CDF. Fuel modification zones would reduce fuel loading and increase the moisture content of plant
species. Fuel modification zones would be established in areas adjacent to public open space areas along
all primary access roadways, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 4290. Within these
areas, all flammable vegetation or other ground fuels within 30 feet of any structure would be removed.
All fuel modification zones would be established around houses consistent with CDF requirements for
clearance as identified in Public Resources Code Section 4291. Blackberry patches, shrubs, poison oak
thickets and woody brush would be removed or trimmed; dead branches and dead limbs of trees would be
removed to a minimum height of 15 feet to inhibit the crown spread of fire.
A fire safe fuel management program would be developed. It would include a listing of recommended
fire-resistant plans for residential areas. The Homeowners Association will be responsible for
maintenance in the private open space. The Applicant proposes the establishment of a Community
Services District to maintain public open space, and the individual homeowner will be responsible for
maintenance of clearance areas on his or her property.

Oak Tree Preservation
Based on a detailed tree survey, the 1,955-acre project area contains approximately 78,700 trees with a
diameter of six inches or greater, of which approximately 85% would be preserved. Development of the
project would result in removal of 10,660 oak trees. Approximately one quarter of these 10,660 trees will
be removed due to poor health.
Existing trees are regrowth after a 1934 fire and cutting. Historical land management practices,
particularly grazing, have resulted in a mature to over-mature oak forest with few younger-aged trees.
This forest would continue to decline in density over time without active recruitment or reproduction.
The Bickford Ranch Oak Woodland Conservation and Revegetation Plan was developed to improve the
quality and quantity of woodland forest with the goal of no net loss of oak woodland in the project area.
Based on a mitigation ratio of 2:1, approximately 21,200 trees will be planted at an average density of
approximately 100 trees per acre. Plantings are planned through natural open space areas, within parks,
around the golf course maintenance facility and along Sierra College Boulevard and SR 193.

Historical and Cultural Resources
The proposed project would avoid significant historical and cultural resources, by incorporating them into
natural open space areas. Those located within residential areas will be protected within a Historic
Preservation Easement dedicated to the Homeowners Association. Interpretive features such as trail and
park signage will be incorporated into the final design features within Bickford Ranch.

Soil Protection and Grading
The project site has moderate to steep (greater than 30 percent slope) terrain. Most grading would occur
south of Bickford Ranch Road. The proposed project would require grading for the proposed 18-hole
golf course, streets, driveways, and individual building foundations as well as trenching for installation of
infrastructure (i.e., water, drainage, gas and sewer lines, electrical telephone and cable lines, etc.).
Approximately 3.8 million cubic yards of earth may be moved on-site.
The Meadows and the Ridges areas, except for a portion of R-13, R-14, R-15 and R-16, would be built
out on non-graded lots. Grading in the Meadows area would be restricted to excavating lakes (excavation
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material is to be used as top soil for the golf course and landscaped areas), and limited grading to allow
for roadways, building pads, padded lots in Heritage Ridge, building foundations in the Ridges, and
associated improvements.
Approximate quantities of material to be excavated on-site are given in Table 3-3.
Table 3-3
Estimated Soil Excavation
Area

Cubic Yards

Excavation
Heritage Ridge
Meadows
Ridges

1,300,000 CY

1

46,000 CY

1

340,000 CY

Golf Course/Clubhouse

120,000 CY

Village Center

110,000 CY

Lake

600,000 CY

Roads

1,200,000 CY

Equestrian Area

25,000 CY

Clubhouse/Recreation Center

10,000 CY

Public Parks

27,000 CY

Maintenance Yard

10,000 CY

Tank Site

36,000 CY

Fire Station

8,000 CY

TOTAL

3,832,000 CY

Notes:
1
Estimated grading to be performed for individual lot owners; not performed by
Applicant

Substantial grading would occur on the Heritage Ridge areas, the golf course, the Village Commercial
site, and the Recreation Center site. It is planned that all excavated material would be used on-site. The
project is expected to balance cuts and fills, and would not require exportation of cut material or
importation of fill materials except for select backfill material and aggregate baserock for roads. The
average cuts and fills are expected to be between six to eight feet, although isolated cuts and fills may
exceed ±20 feet.
Approximately seven lakes would be excavated in the Meadows community to a depth of 25 feet and
would generate about 600,000 cubic yards of soil for placement on the golf course and landscaped areas.
This excavation would occur in the first phase prior to road construction. The golf driving range may
require approximately 750,000 cubic yards of fill material. This fill area will be used for the disposal of
all excess excavation (i.e., rocks, trench spoils, etc.).

Water Quality
The proposed project would incorporate Best Management Practices in accordance with Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) rules and local ordinance/policies. Structural measures would include
procedures such as perimeter controls, diversion channels, sedimentation collection systems, soil
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stabilization, stormwater treatment ponds and wetlands, wet and dry detention ponds and grassed
waterways. Non-structural measures would include practices such as grading control, dust control, and a
stormwater management program.
The proposed project would be designed to implement and meet Placer County Storm Water Management
Manual requirements, to reduce significant impacts on down stream flooding. The proposed project
would also provide guidelines for the management of urban run-off and the control of erosion and
sedimentation through design of drainage systems and land use regulations.

Water Conservation
Design standards for water conserving measures include the use of indigenous and other drought tolerant
plant materials. A system of open drainage ways and pipes to deliver raw water from the existing
Antelope and Caperton canals for irrigation purposes is also proposed. The open drainage ways would be
lined and this improvement combined with the pipe system would result in a reduction in the current loss
of water from these canals by reducing the amount of leakage and evaporation.

Energy Conservation
Energy usage would be required in the Plan Area for transportation, lighting, communications, water
heating, and environmental control. Reduction of energy required for cooling would be achieved by
providing shade planting in parking areas, around buildings, and along streets. Reduction of energy
required for space heating would be achieved with wind break planting, proper siting of buildings to
enhance solar heating and by building designs which utilize insulation dual panel glazing, weather
stripping and other techniques designed to minimize heat loss.

Air Quality
The land use pattern for the proposed project would be designed to reduce automobile traffic and exhaust
emissions associated with daily routines. The proposed project would incorporate alternative
transportation modes, including pedestrian and bicycle pathways and golf carts, to reduce the overall
number of automobile trips. The proposed commercial center and recreational facilities would be located
within convenient walking distance for residents; this encourages a non-vehicular alternative, thereby
reducing average daily vehicle miles traveled. The pedestrian corridor would connect the residential
neighborhoods to provide a safe convenient path to parks, recreational facilities, and the commercial
center.

Maintenance
The Heritage Ridge golf course would include approximately 121 acres of irrigated turf. Maintenance
practices would include variable levels of chemical applications for fairways, roughs, greens and tees.
Greens and tees would require relatively higher chemical treatment; however, these areas represent only
5 percent, or 6 acres, of the turf areas. A Golf Course Chemical Application Management Plan would
outline chemical maintenance practices.
Pesticide use would be controlled by implementation of an Integrated Pest Management Plan. Fertilizer
would be applied according to turf needs, which are typically highest during summer and fall (May –
September). Only state-approved chemicals would be applied based on label rates and maintenance
personnel would only transport quantities of material for the day’s use. All chemicals would be stored in
a covered storage facility sized to contain a spill from the largest mixing tank. A chemical spill response
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plan would be developed to include preventative procedures, cleanup measures, and notification
requirements.
Maintenance policies and procedures to protect and maintain the biological integrity of the lakes and the
native oak forest would be described in the Lake Management Plan and the Oak Woodlands Conservation
Plan.

3.5.6 Circulation
The proposed circulation system would include public and private streets for autos and limited use of golf
carts on private streets primarily within the Heritage Ridge community, golf cart paths within the golf
course, pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian paths, and parking areas. The Circulation Master Plan is
depicted on Figure 3-11.
The project proposes improvements to Sierra College Boulevard at the new intersections at Bickford
Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road and improvements at the property entrance of Bickford Ranch Road
and Sierra College Boulevard. Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra College Boulevard would include a
traffic signal as well as left and right turn lanes on both roadways. Lower Ranch Road would include left
and right turn lanes without a signal. Traffic control signs (i.e., stop, yield, speed, etc.) would be installed
as warranted on all internal streets and intersections. The project proposes to pay County Traffic
Mitigation Fees to fund its fair share of improvements necessary to other portions of the regional road
system, including widening Sierra College Boulevard from English Colony Way to SR 193 from two to
four lanes. The Applicant proposes to pay a fee equal to the Plan Area’s pro-rata share of off-site impacts
to the Sierra College Boulevard corridor upon issuance of building permits.

Major Streets
The major streets in the Plan Area would be Sierra College Boulevard, Bickford Ranch Road and Lower
Ranch Road. Clark Tunnel Road is proposed to be closed near the northern and southern property
boundaries except for emergency access. Bickford Ranch Road would be designed to accommodate the
majority of Plan Area traffic and would have a signalized intersection at Sierra College Boulevard. Curbs
will have asphalt drainages. Pedestrian/equestrian paths and bike lanes are also proposed along Bickford
Ranch Road; the pedestrian corridors would be constructed using native materials such as compacted
decomposed granite. No sidewalks are proposed and no parking would be permitted.
The project’s primary access would be a new connection on Sierra College Boulevard opposite the
existing Caperton Court at the southwest property boundary. The new signalized intersection would
provide access to the project site by a new entry crossing over an existing intermittent drainage way. The
main access, named Bickford Ranch Road, would be a four lane divided street for approximately 2,000
feet where it would intersect with Lower Ranch Road at the Village Commercial center (Figure 3-12).
From this intersection, Bickford Ranch Road would become a two lane divided street that would continue
east along an existing line of trees to the Heritage Ridge main entrance, approximately one mile from the
Village Center. A class II bicycle lane in each direction is included in the right-of-way for these road
sections. See Figure 3-12 for a cross section view of the proposed Bickford Ranch Road from Sierra
College Boulevard to the Heritage Ridge main entry.
East of the Heritage Ridge entry point, Bickford Ranch Road would then extend as a two lane undivided
road approximately one mile to Tower Park at the eastern side of the property (see Figure 3-13). From
the public park site, Bickford Ranch Road would turn south as a two-lane street that would terminate in
Ridge 18 at the southern edge of the property (see Figure 3-13). A meandering pedestrian path would be
located adjacent to the roadway between Sierra College Boulevard and Tower Park. An equestrian trail
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3.0 Project Description
would be located along the south side of Bickford Ranch Road between the Heritage Ridge main entrance
and Clark Tunnel Road. Pedestrian/bicycle access would be permitted to and from Clark Tunnel Road’s
eastern terminus.
A secondary access from Sierra College Boulevard is proposed approximately 1,000 feet south of SR 193
and is named Lower Ranch Road. This intersection is proposed as a full “T” intersection with left- and
right-turn lanes; it would be stop-controlled on the Lower Ranch Road approach to Sierra College
Boulevard. Typical cross-sections for Lower Ranch Road are depicted on Figure 3-14.
The southwestern portion of the project site (Neighborhood R-19 consisting of four lots located just north
of the railroad tracks) would have access to English Colony Way, which connects to Sierra College
Boulevard. The four lots on the western portion of the proposed project (Neighborhood R-20) would
have access from the existing Caperton Court to Sierra College Boulevard.
Clark Tunnel Road from SR 193 south to the proposed Bickford Ranch Road would be closed at the
property boundary. This portion of Clark Tunnel Road, allowed by an easement, is proposed to be used
for pedestrian/equestrian trails, emergency/fire access and a private driveway to an existing residence and
one large lot in Bickford Ranch. General vehicular access would not be permitted on this portion of the
road. A small segment of Clark Tunnel Road right-of-way that is not part of the Plan area would need to
be widened.
The remaining portions of Clark Tunnel Road within the subject site would become Bickford Ranch Road
and South Bickford Ranch Road. The existing Clark Tunnel Road at the southern boundary of the site
would connect with South Bickford Ranch Road but would be restricted to only emergency/fire vehicles,
pedestrians, bicyclist and equestrian access. If the Clark Tunnel Road closure proposal is approved,
vehicles from Bickford Ranch would not have access to Clark Tunnel Road leading into the Penryn
community or to SR 193.
The public roadways within the project area are Bickford Ranch Road, South Bickford Ranch Road, and
Lower Ranch Road. Twenty-one vehicular gated entries are proposed to residential neighborhoods. The
locations of gates are shown on Figure 3-11.

Local Residential Streets
In the Heritage Ridge community, Heritage Ridge Drive would be the main travel road. It would include
a walkway along one side of the road and a golf cart lane along the other side, and planting areas along
the roadway. Typical cross-sections along Heritage Ridge Drive are shown on Figure 3-14.
Bickford Ranch’s private, local residential streets would be narrow and rural in character. Local
residential streets would provide access within residential neighborhoods. The pattern of local streets
would be designed to facilitate easy access within neighborhoods to the Commercial Village, parks, and
amenities. Typical local residential street cross sections are shown on Figure 3-15.

Pedestrian, Equestrian, and Bicycle Pathways
Approximately 40 acres of open space corridors would connect the villages and communities of the
proposed project, including approximately 18.5 miles of public pedestrian and equestrian paths or trails.
The pedestrian corridors would be constructed using native materials such as compacted decomposed
granite. A total of 6.5 miles of public pedestrian corridors would primarily be located along internal
streets such as Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road (Figure 3-7). A total of 5 miles of
equestrian corridors would primarily be located along Bickford Ranch Road, Clark Tunnel Road, Sierra
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College Boulevard and Lower Ranch Road, as well as on rural roads in the Meadows (Figure 3-7). Seven
miles of public wilderness trails, including equestrian, biking, and hiking activities, are located north of
Boulder Ridge. The pedestrian and equestrian paths are also shown on the cross-sections for these
roadways (Figures 3-12 through 3-14), as well as on the Circulation Master Plan (Figure 3-11).
Other proposed trails include private pedestrian paths (conventional sidewalks) inside the Heritage Ridge
community adjacent to the streets that connect the three entry points to Bickford Ranch Road for a total of
2 miles, and private walkways along residential streets within the Heritage Ridge community. Americans
with Disabilities Act requirements for the pedestrian paths will be complied with to the maximum extent
possible. However, due to the topographic variations on the project site this may not be possible on all
walkways and paths.
Class II bike lanes are proposed along both sides of Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road (Figure
3-7). Bikes will not be permitted along the pedestrian trails/paths or the equestrian paths, except where
designated a primary trail.

Public Transportation
At the village commercial site, a portion of the site will include a “Park and Ride Lot” to accommodate
car-pooling (Figure 3-5). Approximately 10 parking spaces would be provided. Additionally, the
proposed project includes two bus stops with covered benches and with turnouts along Bickford Ranch
Road within the Village Commercial Center and near the entrance to the Heritage Ridge Community.
The locations of the bus stops are shown on Figure 3-11.

Golf Carts
In the Heritage Ridge community, electric golf cart travel is accommodated by a network of lanes and
paths. Golf carts will be permitted to circulate on private streets with separate golf cart lanes, such as
Heritage Ridge Drive, and on designated streets in automobile travel lanes. Golf cart lanes and paths
would provide access to the golf course, driving range, clubhouse and Village Commercial Center as well
as to residential neighborhoods within this community. To access the Village Commercial Center and
driving range, two golf cart crossings of Bickford Ranch Road will be required.

3.5.7 Public Facilities and Services Element
Water Supply
Water service to the Bickford Ranch project, both domestic potable and raw water, would be provided by
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA). The potable water supply pipeline system is depicted on Figure
3-16. The pipeline extension for Bickford Ranch would consist of a 16-inch water pipeline that would
connect to an existing 30-inch pipeline in the PCWA water system approximately 1,000 feet north of the
intersection of Colwell Road and Swetzer Road. The pipeline would proceed north, following the
alignment of Swetzer Road, to English Colony Way. It is anticipated that the PCWA will upgrade this
portion of the line to 30 inches to increase the service and reliability to their existing customers. The 16inch pipeline would then proceed west for a short distance along English Colony to Butler Road. From
English Colony Way, the pipeline would follow Butler Road to its most northwesterly point. The
pipeline would be constructed within the existing rights-of-way of Swetzer Road, Butler Road, and
English Colony Way. From the northwesterly point of Butler Road, the pipeline would be directed
northward, along the existing public right-of-way on Plum Tree Lane and then across private property
following the driveway in this location until it reaches Antelope Canal. At that point, the pipeline follows
the westerly boundary of Bickford Ranch until it terminates at an above-ground storage tank on R-16A on
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the easterly portion of the site. The water tank would be approximately 100 feet in diameter and 25 to 30
feet high. It would be painted in an earth tone color and constructed of steel. There would be two pump
stations, one located at the tank and the other one at the southwest corner of lot 25 Ridge 18B.
The new water pipeline and storage reservoir will be owned by PCWA. Backup emergency power will be
provided to serve the water delivery system. The pumps would have backup power supplies to ensure
adequate water pressure during power outages. Water lines from the tank would generally follow the
alignment of the Plan street system. Water lines to neighborhoods above the storage tank would be
pressurized and neighborhoods below it would require pressure reduction stations. On-site water
pipelines would range from 6 to 16 inches. The proposed On-Site Water Plan is shown on Figure 3-17.
Due to geographic, parcel size, soil capability, and economic constraints, the project would also include
approximately 12 individual domestic water wells, on lots located in R-10, R-19, R-20, and the Bitterroot
parcel at the corners of SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard. All domestic wells would be installed on
lots proposed as Rural Residential with lot sizes of 5 to 10 acres.
Raw water would be the primary source of water for irrigating the golf course and large landscaped areas.
The source of raw water would be PCWA’s Caperton and Antelope canals. The Bickford Ranch has
existing contracts for 221 miners inches of water from the Antelope Canal (100 mi) and the Caperton
Canal (121 mi). This raw water will be used for irrigation of the golf course, landscaped areas, and
irrigation water for parcels one acre and larger. This is sufficient to meet anticipated demands for raw
water.
Caperton Canal would be modified and relocated in those areas where residential and street development
is proposed. Proposed modifications include an inverted siphon between Ridge 11 and 12 (a 48-inch pipe
with inlet and outlet structures); piped encasement of the canal between Ridges 7 and 9 in areas where
gravity flow is possible (a 48-inch pipe located in or adjacent to proposed roadways with an inlet
structure, access manholes and an outlet structure); reconstruction of a portion of the canal as an open
canal within the Village Residential Center area; and reinforcement of portions of the existing canal along
its existing alignment, all as depicted on Figure 3-18.
As a separate project, PCWA is planning improvements to Antelope Canal. Currently, the canal
terminates just above the Clover Valley Reservoir and then flows in a natural creek into the reservoir.
The improvements would include eliminating the use of the natural creek and replacing the connection
with an underground pipeline. A new reservoir would be constructed to store raw water, as an integral
part of PCWA's Antelope Canal facilities. These improvements are depicted on Figure 3-18. Water from
this reservoir would be used for irrigating the proposed project's golf course and landscaped areas.

Wastewater
The topography of the Bickford Ranch allows for most of the project to be served with gravity flow sewer
pipelines ranging in size from 6 to 18 inches in diameter. However, some areas would require a
combination of individual lot pump stations and a neighborhood lift station. Force mains would be either
four or six inches in diameter. Also, it will be necessary to install lift stations in several villages on the
south side adjacent to the railroad tracks. All of the pump stations would discharge to the primary gravity
flow sewer line that runs from near the tower at elevation ±900 feet to Sierra College Boulevard and
SR 193 at elevation ±250 feet (Figure 3-19).
The City of Lincoln would provide wastewater treatment service to the Bickford Ranch project.
Construction of improvements to the City's existing wastewater treatment plant is scheduled for
completion in September 1999. Upon completion of improvements to the existing wastewater treatment
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plant, the City will have capacity to provide wastewater treatment and disposal service to the Bickford
Ranch project for up to 0.20 mgd, or approximately 790 dwelling units. To provide wastewater treatment
service outside the City Limits, the City has adopted an Amendment to the Public Facilities Element of
the City's General Plan. All necessary agreements for the City of Lincoln to provide wastewater
treatment service outside the City Limits would be executed with the County of Placer after approval of
the Bickford Ranch project. A new wastewater treatment plant is under design and is scheduled to be on
line by 2001 with a treatment capacity of 2.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and increase to 4.6 mgd by
2004 (EIP Associates, 1997). The City will provide wastewater treatment and disposal service to the
entire Bickford Ranch project – approximately 0.5 mgd – at the new wastewater treatment plant
beginning in approximately 2003.
Sewage will be transported from the Bickford project to the City of Lincoln by an off-site sewage
pipeline. The proposed project requires a 12-inch sewer main to carry wastewater from the site to an
existing sewer main. However, depending on the timing of other potential regional sewer improvement
projects, the portions of the off-site sewer to be constructed by the Applicant may be designed to meet
size requirements for a future regional sewer system pipeline (Figure 3-20). A Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) has been formed among the County, the cities of Lincoln and Auburn, the South Placer Municipal
Utility District, and the Newcastle Sanitary District for the purpose of designing and constructing a
regional sewer system. Should the JPA be successful in the design and funding of this construction, it is
anticipated that the project would be reimbursed for a pro-rata share of the construction of the line. The
sewer line will follow special sewer easements or follow street alignments. The pipeline will be
approximately 48 inches in size and will begin at the northwest corner of the Bickford Ranch project and
follow along the south side of SR 193 to Lincoln. The pipeline will be constructed along the alignment of
a detour road, which Caltrans will construct as part of its SR 193 realignment improvement project.
Caltrans has agreed to allow the pipeline construction outside of the paved roadway of SR 193, but within
the ultimate right-of-way through the encroachment permit process. The pipeline installation within the
detour road will occur after Caltrans has completed the SR 193 realignment improvements and prior to
the demolition by Caltrans of the detour road paving. The environmental impacts of this alignment have
been addressed as part of the Caltrans SR 193 improvement project.
At the proposed Ferrari Ranch Road intersection with SR 193, east of Auburn Ravine, the pipeline will
proceed southerly, following the alignment of Ferrari Ranch Road to SR 65. The environmental impacts
of the Ferrari Ranch Road alignment were analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the revised
Twelve Bridges Specific Plan (SCH #97022074). At SR 65, installation of the 48-inch pipeline will stop.
The Bickford Ranch facility will continue as a 12-inch pipeline along the easterly side of the SR 65 rightof-way, connecting to a 30-inch pipeline currently under construction. The 30-inch pipeline is being
constructed to serve the Del Webb portion of the revised Twelve Bridges project and other City of
Lincoln areas north and east of the Del Webb project. The 30-inch pipeline will connect to a 33-inch
pipeline, a sewage pump station, and a 12-inch force main, which transports the sewage to the existing
City of Lincoln wastewater treatment plant. The 33-inch pipeline, the sewage pump station and the 12inch force main are also being constructed and are located on the Lincoln Crossing project west of SR 65.
These facilities were addressed in the Environmental Impact Report for the revised Twelve Bridges
Specific Plan.
In the event the 30-inch pipeline reaches capacity before the regional sewer system pipeline is
constructed, the proposed project will include construction of a 48-inch pipeline across SR 65 and along
the alignment of the proposed Westlake Boulevard roadway in the Lincoln Crossing project. That
pipeline will connect to a pipeline flowing to the new wastewater treatment plant. The environmental
impacts of that alignment have been analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the Lincoln
Crossing project.
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Project and site constraints, including topography, soil conditions, parcel size, and economic factors,
would require septic systems on 18 lots. These properties would include all of the lots in R-19 and R-20,
seven lots in R-10.

Drainage / Flood Control
Due to natural topographic relief, the proposed project would utilize the existing watershed boundaries
and each developed area would drain according to existing conditions. Some increase in runoff due to the
project would be anticipated. Site runoff would continue down slope to the ravines that remain as open
space.
Seven detention basins (ponds) and seven lakes planned to reduce off-site drainage will be sized in
accordance with the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual, as shown on Figure 3-21,
Preliminary On-Site Drainage Plan. The detention basins would be constructed as berms across ravines
or as excavated structures designed to drain by gravity. All detention basins would include restricted low
flow outlets and a high flow outlet or weir at some higher elevation. They will normally be dry, except
when high flow events are detained. The lakes would have a low flow outlet for the base flow fed by
water from Caperton Canal and a high flow outlet to meter peak storm flows. The lakes would be
designed with sufficient freeboard to accommodate storm runoff detention.
Runoff volume would increase with the proposed project due to an increase in impermeable surface area
on the project site. An increase in runoff volume flowing into Clover Valley Creek, a part of the Dry
Creek Watershed, is not expected to increase the potential, frequency nor magnitude of downstream
flooding. However, portions of the site discharge into Auburn Ravine upstream of the City of Lincoln
and subsequently flow through portions of Sutter County which experience flooding. Any increase in
runoff volume within the Auburn Ravine watershed would be controversial. Therefore, the Applicant
proposes to participate in a regional retention facility being constructed by the City of Lincoln. In the
event that the regional retention facility to be constructed by the City of Lincoln is delayed, runoff volume
can be retained in the proposed lakes sufficient (68 acre-feet) to allow the first phase of construction to go
forward.
Within individual subdivisions, storm drain improvements would vary slightly. In the Heritage Ridge
neighborhoods, storm water would be collected in street curb and gutters, drain inlets and an underground
piped system; pipes would generally follow the street alignment, with manholes spaced in accordance
with Placer County standards. In the Ridge neighborhoods, the storm drain system would be similar to
the Heritage Ridge system; storm drains would be designed to collect runoff from streets and a few
interior lots. In the Meadows neighborhoods, ungraded lots would follow natural drainage patterns; street
runoff would be collected in roadside ditches and would be directed to the nearest natural drainage swale.
Commercial areas, maintenance yards, and the fire station site would utilize an underground pipe system
to collect storm water runoff; components of this system would likely include drop inlets, pipes, grit and
oil separation facilities. The project will comply with County requirements to detain any flow in excess
of 90% of existing flow through the use of detention ponds for peak flow mitigation. Parks and recreation
areas would be constructed so as to maintain existing drainage patterns; some drop inlets and
underground piping may be required in parking areas.

Public Schools
The Plan Area is served by three school districts for grades K-8: the Western Placer Unified School
District, the Penryn Elementary School District and the Loomis Union School District. The Western
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Placer Unified School District and the Placer Union High School District serve the Plan Area for grades
9-12.
It is projected that the Plan Area will generate a total of 462 K-8 students and a total of 237 9-12 students
at buildout. These student generation figures are based on the current land plan, which includes a total of
1,003 non age-restricted units. Residential occupancy in the Plan Area is anticipated to begin in the year
2000. The first phases of construction are expected to occur in the western part of the Plan Area, which is
within the Loomis Union School District. Project buildout and full residential occupancy is dependent on
market conditions. The preliminary estimate of full occupancy is anticipated to occur around the year
2007.
A 15.09 gross acre site (10.76 net acres) for a future school has been identified in the northwest portion of
the project site. This site is shown on Figure 3-4, Master Lotting Diagram, and overlays the M-1
residential area lots 4 through 10 in the Meadows community and Natural Open Space lot 69. The school
reservation site would be located adjacent to an expanded Bickford Ranch Park (see Section 2.2, below).
The gate on the unnamed street bordering the western edge of the site near Sierra College Boulevard has
been eliminated to provide through access, and gates have instead been placed at the entrances to cul-desacs along the roadway. New gate locations are shown on Figure 3-11, Circulation Master Plan. The
environmental effects of a school at this location are analyzed in this Response to Comments document.
The Applicant would follow provisions of Government Code §66480, which states that the applicable
school district (the district in which the school site is located) shall be required to enter into a binding
agreement with the Applicant at the time of approval of either the large lot tentative or small lot tentative
map, whichever occurs first, and to acquire the reserved area within two years after the completion and
acceptance of all improvements of the large lot tentative or small lot tentative map, whichever occurs
first, unless such period of time for acquisition is extended by mutual agreement.
If this agreement is not executed, the school reservation site would revert to the seven lots in the
configuration noted on Figure 3-4.

Law Enforcement
The project is served by both the Placer County Sheriff’s Department and the California Highway Patrol
(CHP). General law enforcement services will be provided by the Sheriff’s Department. Traffic related
enforcement services will be provided by the CHP.

Fire Protection
Three fire protection entities have responsibility for servicing the Plan Area. The California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) has wildland fire protection responsibility for the entire project.
The Penryn Fire Protection District provides the structural fire control and emergency services
responsibility for the eastern third of the project. The Placer County Fire Department, which is managed
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection for Placer County, has responsibility for the
remainder of the Plan Area.
A 1.0-acre site for a fire station is proposed at the southeast corner of Bickford Ranch Park, on Lower
Ranch Road (Figure 3-3). This station site would be constructed and partially equipped by the Applicant.
It would provide fire protection for the proposed project as well as other areas as designated by Placer
County at such time that sufficient capital improvement and Operation and Maintenance revenues are
available through supplemental tax assessments.
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Within the project area, fire hydrants will be provided at not more than every 500 feet along all roadways
fronting residential and commercial development. Additional fire hydrants may be required to provide
fire protection to open spaces.

Solid Waste
No solid waste disposal facilities are proposed as part of the proposed project. It is proposed that solid
waste would be picked up by Auburn Placer Disposal Services and taken to the Western Regional
Sanitary Landfill for disposal.

Libraries
No libraries are proposed as part of the proposed project. County library facilities available to serve the
project residents are located in Rocklin, Loomis and Granite Bay.

County Services
Placer County would provide services associated with the following: health and welfare, municipal
services such as planning and building departments, tax collection, assessor’s office, the judicial system,
County administration, etc. Ambulance and hospital services will be provided by Sutter Hospital in
Roseville. A mail facility will be provided on site.

Natural Gas
Natural gas would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric Company via an off-site line extension from the
City of Lincoln at East Street along SR 193, to enter the Plan Area at Lower Ranch Road. A backbone
gas feeder system (single six-inch plastic feeder main) would run along Bickford Ranch Road and Lower
Ranch Road, generally following the sewer alignment. All gas pipe distribution pressure is planned for
60 psi; no on-site regulator station would be required.

Electricity
It is anticipated that electricity would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric Company via an existing 12
kV three phase overhead distribution circuit along Sierra College Blvd. A backbone feeder system would
be installed along Lower Ranch Road. All on-site electric lines would be undergrounded. No substations
would be required.

Telephone
Telephone service is expected to be provided by Pacific Bell. It is proposed that the existing telephone
exchange boundary (which runs north/south through approximately the middle of the site) be moved east
in order to consolidate the entire project in the Lincoln Exchange.

Cable Television
It is anticipated that Starstream Communications or another private cable company would serve the
project area. In the event that Starstream Communications serves the project, it is anticipated that it
would do so with a new fiber line extending overhead on existing utility poles from its Central Office on
Del Mar. The line would extend north on Sierra College Blvd and enter the project site underground at
Lower Ranch Road. Eventually the system would tie in with the head end and tower located at the east
end of the site.
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Internet Connection
Each lot within the Plan Area will be wired for a high-speed internet connection.

3.5.8 Landscape Design
The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines (1999) express the desired character of future development. The
guidelines address architectural elements and landscaping to establish a consistent theme throughout the
development. The landscaping design element establishes guidelines for each Plan Area for the type of
plant and tree materials, irrigation requirements and design concepts that can be utilized. The overall
goals of the Design Guidelines are to ensure that the project area will be landscaped in a manner that
enhances the existing native features and natural vegetation of the site, maintains the overall rural
character of the project area and results in a landscaping design that provides variety among the Plan
Areas while maintaining overall consistency in the landscaping design and theme of the project area. The
Design Guidelines discuss the following:
T
T
T

T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Plant Communities and Palettes
Landscape Materials
Landscape Guidelines for:
•
Streetscapes, Intersections, Community Entrances
•
Transition Areas and Buffers
•
Private Yards
•
Village Commercial Center
•
Bickford Ranch Park
•
Tower Park
•
Heritage Ridge Community
Irrigation
Site Furnishings
Water Features
Fences and Walls
Signage Guidelines
Lighting Guidelines
Outdoor Storage, Including Utility Equipment
Architectural, Including Architectural Concept, Building Materials, Color, and Roof Form

3.5.9 Development Standards
The Specific Plan includes as an appendix Development Standards which are intended as a stand-alone
regulatory document to regulate the location, design and development of the land uses within the project
area. The purpose of the Development Standards is to ensure that development within the project area is
consistent with the Specific Plan policies and goals, as well as ensuring that development complies with
the applicable Placer County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances. The Development Standards include
the following categories:
T
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Site Development and Grading – The Master Grading Plan for Bickford Ranch is designed to
reduce the potential impacts on sensitive habitat and natural open space adjacent to developed
areas and to maintain the natural character of the area by incorporating existing drainage ways
and landforms to the extent possible. Control measures to minimize impacts to oak trees and the
potential for erosion will be employed. Specific grading guidelines have been developed for
individual lots, Meadows and Ridges areas, Heritage Ridge area, terraces and transition areas.
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Safety Standards - Residential security will be promoted by the use of architectural and urban
design elements that create defensible spaces, such as increased lighting, low-level landscaping,
entrance ways facing main access ways and communal entrances for multi-family residences. All
residential areas will be designed to provide adequate emergency access for vehicles and
personnel and development plans will be reviewed by the California Department of Forestry, the
Placer County Fire Department and/or the Penryn Fire Department during design review.

T

Noise Standards – All residential areas will be located away from or screened from noise
generators. A detailed noise analysis will be conducted to determine if noise attenuation barriers
should be constructed along Sierra College Boulevard, SR 193, and the Union Pacific Railroad.

T

Drainage Standards – Storm water runoff in the project area will be channeled in natural or
natural-appearing drainage ways and detention ponds that allow for groundwater recharge.

T

Parking Lot Standards – Off-street parking requirements will be consistent with the County’s
Zoning Ordinance. Shared parking will be available in commercial areas, and other areas as
appropriate, to reduce the required number of parking spaces. Loading areas must be accessible
from public streets but not be viewed from any public street. Outside storage will not be
permitted in parking or loading areas.

T

Park & Ride – A 0.5-acre park-and-ride lot will be located at the Village Commercial site. This
facility will be incorporated into the overall parking lot design for the commercial site.

3.5.10 Implementation
Administrative Issues
The Specific Plan describes the methods of administering and amending the plan, including unit transfers.
Specific agreements between the Applicant and the County are set forth in a Development Agreement that
will be subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors.

Financing
The proposed methods of financing all public infrastructure is described in a Public Facilities Plan and a
Public Facilities Financing Plan. Major infrastructure and facilities required for development would be
funded through a combination of public and private funding. Infrastructure costs are estimated at
$56.3 million and public facility costs are estimated at $14.4 million, for a total of $70.7 million. Three
financing sources will be used to fund major infrastructure and facilities costs: Placer County
development impact fee programs, a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, and developer funding.
Of the $70.7 million required for major infrastructure and facilities, $34.8 million is estimated to be
funded through existing fee programs, $13.7 million through Community Facilities District, and
$22.2 million through developer funding, subject to reimbursement agreements with the County, as
appropriate. In addition, developer funding will finance all costs associated with in-tract infrastructure
costs such as interior roads, street frontage improvements, local water distribution lines, sewer laterals
and storm drains. As costs change over time, the amount of funding from each funding mechanism will
be adjusted.
Land would be granted by the Applicant to the County for parks, trails, open space preserves and public
street rights-of-way.
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Maintenance of Common Facilities
Water facilities, both off-site and on-site, will be dedicated to and maintained by the Placer County Water
Agency. The City of Lincoln will operate and maintain the off-site wastewater treatment plant system.
Placer County or the Joint Powers Authority will maintain the off-site sewer transmission system. The
on-site sewer system will be maintained by Placer County. It is proposed that a Community Services
Area (CSA) be created to fund operations and maintenance of public on-site facilities such as parks, open
space, lakes, preservation easements, trails, public roadways, lighting and storm drainage. Homeowners
Associations are proposed to fund maintenance of private facilities.

3.5.11 Construction Phasing and Project Implementation
Phasing
Because the proposed project includes a wide range of housing types, including six different residential
densities ranging from 10-acre to 5,000-square-foot lots, the projected completion of the residential
development is between six and eight years following project approval, subject to economic conditions.
The development of the proposed project would generally occur from the western edge of the property
and gradually move eastward. The first construction phases would thus involve the area along Sierra
College Boulevard to Heritage Ridge and would include the golf course.
The proposed project would be divided into three major phases. Figure 3-22 illustrates the anticipated
phasing plan for the proposed project. The development at this time is planned for three general phases.
The phases are:
Phase 1
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Golf Course Holes 1-18 and the Driving Range;
Bickford Ranch Road from Sierra College Boulevard to the Clubhouse;
Lower Ranch Road from Sierra College Boulevard to Bickford Ranch Road;
Off-site water to the storage tank, the storage tank and the necessary waterlines to serve the 1st
phase of construction;
Off-site sewer transmission from SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard to Ferrari Ranch Road,
then down SR 65 to a connection with Del Webb’s 30 inch line;
Sewer from the Clubhouse to Sierra College Boulevard/SR 193;
Fire Station site, infrastructure, facility and apparatus in order to serve the development;
Residential areas H-22, H-23, H-24, H-26, H-27, H-28, and H-29;
Residential areas R-6, R-7, R-9, R-19, R-20; M-4 and M-5;
Bickford Ranch Park;
Meadow area immediately adjacent to Lower Ranch Road;
All infrastructure necessary to serve the above areas;
Pedestrian and equestrian trails within the Phase 1 area;
Lake construction.

Phase 2
T
T
T
T
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Remainder of the Meadow areas;
Residential areas H-21 and H-25;
Residential areas R-8, R-10, M-1, M-2, and M-3;
All infrastructure necessary to serve the above areas;
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T
T

Equestrian/hiking trails within Natural Open Space (N.O.S.)
Pedestrian and equestrian trails within the Phase 2 area.

Phase 3
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Residential areas H-30, H-31, H-32, and H-33;
Residential areas R-11, R-12, R-13, R-14, R-15, R-16, R-17 and R-18;
Recreation Center;
Village Center;
Tower Park;
All infrastructure necessary to serve the above areas;
Pedestrian and equestrian trails within the Phase 3 area.

The highest level of construction activity would occur during a combination of activities associated with
mass grading, road construction, and vertical construction. The maximum level of construction activity
that would occur if all of these activities were occurring simultaneously is estimated in Table 3-4 below.
It is anticipated that these types of equipment and approximate number of workers will be utilized over a
6 to 15 month period based on 8-10 hour days. This activity is anticipated to begin in 2001. The
maximum number of construction workers on the site in any given day is estimated to be 132.
Table 3-4
Typical Equipment List
On-Site Construction
Type of Equipment

Estimated Maximum Number
of Units Working
Simultaneously

Estimated Maximum Number
of Workers on Site
Simultaneously

D10 Bulldozers

18

18

631 Scrapers

72

72

Water Trucks

18

18

Blades

6

12

825 Compactors

6

6

Pickup Trucks

6

6

The off-site water and sewer pipelines would be constructed during Phase 1. The maximum level of
construction activity that would be associated with each of these project components is estimated in
Table 3-5 below. This activity is anticipated to begin in 2001. The maximum number of construction
workers at each off-site project component is estimated to be 18.
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Table 3-5
Typical Equipment List
Off-Site Construction
Type of Equipment

Estimated Maximum Number
of Units Working
Simultaneously

Estimated Maximum Number
of Workers on Site
Simultaneously

Cat 235 Excavators

2

2

Loaders

2

2

Trucks (material
haulers)

2

2

Trucks (pipe layers)

2

8

Compactors

2

2

Road Graders

1

1

Pickup Trucks

1

1

The remainder of the site improvement construction activity would occur year round, weather permitting,
pursuant to the conditions of an approved erosion control plan. The amounts of equipment would vary
with the construction task being performed: grading, undergrounding or streetwork. The types of
equipment would include scrapers, compactors, graders and water trucks for grading; excavators,
backhoes, compactors, and water trucks for underground construction; and motor graders, paddlewheels,
compactors, water trucks, concrete trucks, paving machines and rollers for streetwork.
Vertical construction would likely commence immediately after the initial mass grading for each phase,
and would continue throughout the year, weather permitting. Equipment utilized would be typical of
production housing construction activities

3.6

REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS
Placer County is the Lead Agency for the proposed project. Following staff analysis and public review of
the environmental document, the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan application will be considered by the
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission will consider the EIR, Specific Plan, Vesting Large
and Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps, as well as the Development Agreement. Map approval by the
Planning Commission will be subject to approval of the Specific Plan by the Board of Supervisors. The
Bond Screening Committee and the Board of Supervisors will consider the proposed Community
Facilities District. The Planning Commission will provide comments and a recommendation for final
action on the Final EIR, Specific Plan and Development Agreement to the Board of Supervisors. The
Board of Supervisors is the approving authority for the proposed project.
As part of implementation of the proposed project, several other permits and approvals would be
necessary prior to construction. Both the County actions and other permits and approvals are listed
below, and the relevant agencies listed in the review process are identified. In addition to these
requirements, environmental review and consultation requirements related to federal, state, or other local
laws or guidance applicable to individual environmental resources are described in the Regulatory Setting
section of Chapters 4 through 15.
T
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Placer County will consider the following actions prior to implementation of the plan and
development of the project site:
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(1)

Certification of an EIR and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.

(2)

Adoption of a Specific Plan including adoption by ordinance of certain standards unique
to the project.

(3)

Approval of Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps to divide 18 existing assessor
parcels totaling ±1,955 acres into 72 parcels ranging in size from 1 to 178 acres including
large residential parcels, a golf driving range parcel, 15 public and private open space
parcels, a village commercial parcel and two park parcels.

(4)

Approval of Vesting Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps to divide 34 residential large
lot parcels totaling ±1,100 acres to 1,950 residential lots of which: 33 lots are Rural
Estate ranging in size from 3 acres to 10 acres, 145 lots are Rural Residential ranging in
size from 1 acre to 3 acres, 521 lots are Estate Residential ranging in size from 0.3 acres
to 1.0 acre, 304 lots are Low Density Residential ranging in size from 7,000 square feet
to 15,000 square feet, 371 lots are Medium Low Density Residential ranging in size from
6,000 square feet to 10,000 square feet and 567 lots are Medium Density Residential
ranging in size from 5,000 square feet to 7,400 square feet.

(5)

Approval of Minor Boundary Line adjustment between adjacent Property Owners.

(6)

Approval of proposed Community Facilities District by the Board of Supervisors based
on the recommended actions of the County’s Bond Screening Committee.

(7)

Approval of restricting vehicular access on a portion of Clark Tunnel Road.

(8)

Approval of abandonment of Clark Tunnel Road within portions of the project
boundaries.

(9)

Exception, under California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 7, Sections 1270.07-.08 to
Section 1276.01(a) setback requirements for certain sideyard setbacks in the “RR” category.

(10)

Approval of Development Agreement.

Potential School District Boundary Change
An agreement among the Loomis, Penryn, and Placer Union School Districts to revise the school
district boundaries within the Plan area may occur.

T

404 Permit (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA])
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates the placement of fill or dredged materials that affect
waters of the United States, which include stream courses and jurisdictional wetlands. The Corps
regulates these activities under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the EPA
has commenting and veto authority on Corps decisions. The Corps would regulate development
in the study area that affects jurisdictional wetlands. The anticipated permit is expected to be a
Nationwide Permit.
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T

Water Quality Certification (State Water Resources Control Board)
Construction of the proposed project has the potential to directly or indirectly affect “waters and
wetlands of the United States.” A water quality certification is required by the State Water
Resources Control Board. Water or wetland disturbance may result in a discharge to Clover
Valley Creek.

T

Streambed Alteration Agreement (California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG])
Construction of the proposed project would require a Section 1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement from CDFG to evaluate the potential for impact to aquatic habitat. CDFG has
jurisdiction over construction activities affecting streambeds and banks and work within the
100-year floodplain. This is an agreement reached between the Applicant and CDFG regarding
methods to avoid or minimize aquatic or wetland losses in accordance with CDFG policies.

T

Water and Wastewater Service District Plan Approvals (State Department of Water Resources)
The proposed project is not part of the any water or wastewater service district plan. Therefore,
the proposed project would need to be added to the service districts. This would entail revising
the service district plans and submitting them to the State Department of Water Resources for
review. The state would allow several agencies, including the Regional Water Quality Control
Board and the State Public Utilities Commission, to review and comment on the changes to the
plans.

T

Storm Water Discharge Permit (State Water Resources Control Board)
Construction of the proposed project would involve clearing, grading, and excavation activities
that would result in the disturbance of five acres or more of land. As such, the proposed project
would require a State Water Resources Control Board permit for storm water discharge. The
permit process would include identification of Best management Practices (BMPs) to control
pollutants in storm water discharges both during construction and after construction is completed.
BMPs for the proposed project would include perimeter controls, diversion channels,
sedimentation collection systems, soil stabilization, and storm water detention lakes.

Any environmental problems relating to hazardous waste detected on the proposed project site may
require oversight by the appropriate governmental agency (e.g., Department of Toxic Substances Control,
Placer County Department of Environmental Health, Regional Water Quality Control Board, etc.).

March 15, 2002

Page 3-28

R:\02Bickford\03\pd6.doc

CHAPTER 4
LAND USE

4.0 Land Use

4.0

LAND USE

4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area is located in a combined rural residential-agricultural region of
southwest Placer County. Situated midway between Lincoln and Newcastle in the lower foothills of the
Sierra Nevada, the property extends along SR 193 in an unincorporated area of the County.
The 1,955-acre site, as shown in the Project Location Map (Figure 3-1), is approximately four miles north
of Interstate 80. The project site borders the east side of Sierra College Boulevard from north of English
Colony Way up to the junction with SR 193. Portions of the site lie just north of the Lincoln and Rocklin
city limits. To the southeast is the rural community of Penryn; the Town of Loomis lies to the south.

4.1.1 Existing Land Uses
Project Site
The site, which ranges in elevation from 300 to 950 feet above mean sea level, is comprised of varying
topography transitioning from steep canyons through deep ravines to a flat ridgetop. The land is rural in
character and has been used for cattle and sheep grazing for more than 100 years. A 40-acre portion of
the property was once cultivated as a fruit orchard, but there is no longer evidence of its existence.
Presently, the entire 1,955-acre parcel remains undeveloped and is being leased back to the Bickford
family for cattle grazing by Southwest Diversified, Inc. The grazing is done between March and August,
with some livestock staying on the property all year. The upcoming Spring herd is expected to include
approximately 200 cow/calf pairs (Anders, 1998). No portion of the land is under cultivation at this time.
Existing land uses are shown in Figure 4-1.
The County has issued a 10-year conditional use permit to Bitterroot Restorations on an 9-acre parcel at
the northwestern corner of the site for operation of a wholesale native plant nursery. The operation,
which began operations in spring 1999 (Anders, 2000), includes a modular office unit, a greenhouse, post
and roof shed and 250 × 280-foot plant container area.
Vehicle access to the site is provided via Clark Tunnel Road, which bisects the Plan Area in its middle
portion from north to south. The Union Pacific Railroad extends along the project’s southern boundary
and passes beneath Boulder Ridge through the 1600-foot-long Clark Tunnel.
Two canals maintained by PCWA traverse the site, originating off-site from the east. Incoming flow from
the Lower Fiddler Green Canal splits into the 10-mile Caperton Canal (a 6.5 mile-length extends through
the site) and the 8-mile Antelope Canal (a small portion traverses the southern portion of the site). The
canals provide irrigation water to the northeast portion of this site as well as to other down-gradient users.
The property does not have any irrigated pasture at this time.
A 300-foot high antenna tower is located near the eastern boundary of the property at a topographic high
point. The tower site, which is leased by a cable company and shared with public agencies, is to be
dedicated to Placer County for public use.
The Placer County General Plan designates the majority of the 1,955 acres as Rural Residential (RR) with
minimum lot areas of 1-10 acres; a small area is designated Agriculture/Timberland with 10-acre
minimum lot areas; parcels within the project area are zoned Farm (F-B-X) with 10- and 20-acre
minimum parcel sizes, or Farm with a Development Reserve combining district (F-DR-B-X) with 10acre and 20-acre minimum parcel sizes.
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Surrounding Land Uses
Land uses surrounding the project site are primarily rural residential and agricultural in nature. Figure 4-1
depicts land uses which are in close proximity to the site.
A 10-acre NAPOTS parcel surrounded entirely by the project site on the northwestern portion contains an
occupied residence and several outbuildings. This parcel and land farther west contains large parcels of
varying sizes with agricultural and residential uses that are designated Agriculture/Timberland with 10acre minimum lot areas.
Unincorporated land north of the project site, along SR 193, is designated Agriculture/Timberland with
10-acre minimum lot areas (west) or Rural Residential with 1-10 acre minimum lot areas (east). Small
“ranchettes” and hobby farms predominate with dry and irrigated pastures for grazing by cows, llamas,
goats and sheep. Land to the northeast which is used for agricultural production, primarily orchards of
apples, Christmas trees, peaches, persimmons, kiwi, Mandarin oranges and plums, and including one
vineyard, is mixed with 1- to 5-acre residential parcels. Grazing occurs on the slopes of the ravine
adjacent to Clark Tunnel Road, south of SR 193. The site of a former turkey farm is located
approximately one mile northwest of the property along SR 193.
Adjacent land extending east of the site, characterized by mostly agricultural land (orchards, grazing)
interspersed with rural residences, is designated Rural Residential (RR) with 1-10 acre minimum lot
areas.
Clover Valley Reservoir and Clover Valley Creek are located near the site’s southern boundary. The
unincorporated area south of the site consists of mostly single-family rural residences and small-scale
agricultural operations. This land carries a General Plan designation of Rural Residential (RR) with 1-10
acre minimum lot areas. Farther east and south is land governed by the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
Community Plan (HB/P CP). Properties near the project site are designated by the HB/P CP as Rural
Residential (RR) with 2.3-4.6 acre minimum lot areas.
Unincorporated land to the southwest of the proposed project, across Sierra College Boulevard, is
designated Agriculture/Timberland 10-acre minimum. Directly across Sierra College Boulevard from
Bickford Ranch within the boundaries of the City of Lincoln, the 4,500-acre Twelve Bridges Specific
Plan Area extends west from Sierra College Boulevard to Highway 65. This master-planned community
has been approved for very low-to-high-density single- and multi-family residential (including an “activeadult community”), commercial space, business and professional offices, schools, parks and a 300-acre
golf course. The site is partially developed with the golf course, clubhouse and 300 occupied units at Del
Webb’s Sun City.
The area immediately south of Bickford Ranch on the west side of Sierra College Boulevard falls within
the Rocklin city limits. The master-planned Clover Valley Lakes has been approved for low- and
medium-density residential development with limited retail commercial uses, parks and open space. With
map approval still pending, construction is expected to being within one year (Schaer, 1998).

4.1.2 Land Ownership
The 1,955-acre Bickford Ranch property was owned by the Bickford family for over 100 years—from
1882 until its sale to Chee S. Yaw, a land investor, who subsequently sold the property to Wickland Oil in
1989. Southwest Bickford Holdings L.L.C. acquired the property in November 1996 and currently owns
the entire project site.
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4.0 Land Use
4.1.3 Agricultural Lands
Farmland Classification
The U.S. Department of Agriculture Resource Conservation Service Important Farmland Map designates
the entire 1,955-acre site as Farmland of Local Importance (L), with limited water availability. Due to its
predominantly Class VI and VII soils (shallow and stony with rock outcroppings), the land does not meet
the criteria for Prime Farmland (P), Farmland of Statewide Importance (S) or Unique Farmland (U) in
western Placer County. The vast majority of soils in the surrounding area fall within this same
classification.
The nearest soils with a different classification are located adjacent to SR 193 and north of the highway.
Land in this area has been designated by the Resource Conservation Service as Farmland of Statewide
Importance (S). These soils possess a good combination of physical and chemical features for the
production of agricultural cash crops. Another small area in this same location is classified as Unique
Farmland (U), which is land of lesser quality soils used for production of the State’s leading agricultural
crops.

Williamson Act Land
Agricultural lands in this region fall under the provisions of the California Land Conservation Act
(CLCA). Under this Act is the Williamson Act which allows agricultural landowners to contract with
local governments for 10-year terms to restrict land uses to agriculture in return for reduced property tax
assessments.
The project site’s Williamson Act contract expired on January 1, 1996 and is no longer restricted to
agricultural production. Several owners of agricultural lands in the immediate area have filed for nonrenewal status of their contracted farmlands—approximately 313 acres covered by six Williamson Act
contracts are scheduled to be removed from production between 1999 and 2004. An additional 536 acres
in close proximity to the site are under contracts for which no non-renewal requests have been filed
(Ivaldi, 1998). Refer to Figure 4-2 for General Plan land use designations within the Bickford Ranch
area.

Agricultural Production
Statistics from the U.S. Department of Agriculture show that in 1992, Placer County’s cattle and calves
operations averaged 6.0 acres per head as compared with 12.3 acres per head on Bickford Ranch.
Comparison figures are shown in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1
Project Comparison of Cow/Calf Operations in Placer County
Cattle & Calves
1

Irrigated/Dry Pasture
2

Number of Head

Placer County

200,000

33,500

Bickford Ranch

836/1,121

2,000

3

Notes:
1
The McCarty Company’s Bickford Ranch Agricultural Assessment, 1993
2
An exact breakdown between irrigated and non-irrigated acreages Countywide is not available. UC Cooperative Extension
indicated that a large percentage of pasture is non-irrigated pasture (Lowery, 1999).
3
Estimate based on multipliers used in Bickford Ranch Agricultural Assessment.
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The above figures show that cattle and calf production on the project site represents 0.47 percent of the
cattle and calves operations in Placer County.

4.1.4 Land Development Trends
While agricultural and rural residential uses continue to dominate east and north of the project site, an
influx of major residential developer interests to south Placer County has produced dramatic changes in
land use patterns over the last two decades. Substantial planning and development continue in the areas
south and west of Bickford Ranch. Anticipated and planned land uses around the project site are briefly
described to assess growth relationships between this project and future development within the region.
The 4,868-acre Twelve Bridges master-planned community, which lies south and west of the project
between Sierra College Boulevard and SR 65, is home to the 300-acre championship Twelve Bridges
Golf Course which was constructed in 1995. The first phase of the residential development (Del Webb) is
under construction and includes 5,300 residential units, as well as a community center and commercial
uses. The second phase of residential development, which proposes 4,775 dwelling units, is scheduled to
begin construction within one year (Skillings, 1998).
Unincorporated land south of the project site, west of Sierra College Boulevard, is dotted with large
residences on large rural lots. Farther south, within the Rocklin city limits, a 645-acre parcel is scheduled
for development under the Clover Valley Lakes Master Plan. This development, which has been
approved by the City, proposes to construct 975 low- and medium-density residential units with limited
retail commercial uses, parks and open space (Schaer, 1998).
The land along SR 193 east of the project site remains primarily agricultural and rural residential.
However, Placer County has approved the new Tealbrook public golf course which is currently under
construction, located approximately one mile west of Sierra College Boulevard on SR 193.
During the update of the Placer County General Plan, applications for proposed new development areas
were accepted by the County. Placer County Planning Department ranked each area of proposed
development according to the types of potential impacts that could occur if that area were developed.
Development of Bickford Ranch was identified by Placer County, during this ranking, as one of the areas
of least impact. The designation of potential areas for urban growth, such as Bickford Ranch, further
satisfied the Board of Supervisors’ objective to provide opportunities for development in distinct new
communities in order to relieve growth pressures on existing communities.

4.1.5 Proposed Land Uses
Bickford Ranch is proposed as a mixed-use development to include residential development ranging from
medium density (5,000-7,400 square feet) to rural estates (3.5-10 acres). The Applicant proposes to
develop the site with the maximum 1,950 dwelling units (as allowed under Appendix C, Placer County
General Plan, Crawford, Multari & Starr et al., 1994a), construct a golf course, and construct an 8-acre
village commercial center for retail and commercial uses. The proposed land uses would substantially
conform to the site’s natural form and environmental attributes. A portion of the natural open space
around the perimeter of the site would be preserved. The small-lot residential communities of the project
are placed in the middle and along level portions of the property on Boulder Ridge. The design allows for
natural open space and buffers to be maintained between the developed areas of the project and
surrounding properties.
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4.2

REGULATORY SETTING
California planning law dictates that all land use decisions must be consistent with the implementing
jurisdiction’s adopted General Plan. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan must be consistent with Placer
County’s adopted general plan and zoning ordinance. In addition, neighboring jurisdictions and
community Plan Areas must be considered and a determination made regarding how the Specific Plan
conforms to the policy directions and development patterns of these affected areas.

4.2.1 Placer County
General Plan
Since the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area does not fall within the boundaries of any of the County’s
community plans, the proposed project is governed by the goals and policies set forth in the Placer
County General Plan (Crawford, Multari & Starr et al., 1994a). The General Plan contains goals, policies
and objectives to which the project must adhere, as must all projects. In addition, the Plan specifically
addresses one of the County’s designated Mixed Use Specific Plan Area—the “Boulder Ridge area
[which is] to be known as the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area.”
Placer County considered several land use proposals for new development areas during the preparation of
the Placer County General Plan. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area was selected as one of the new
development areas of least impact in the General Plan. Standards and conditions contained in the Issues
and Options Report prepared in conjunction with the General Plan outline the specific requirements for
development and potential new growth areas within the County. Those standards, applicable to Bickford
Ranch, include requirements that new development occur within existing cities, community plan areas, or
under a specific plan; and ensure current residents do not subsidize the costs of new growth; new
development provides all costs of new infrastructure; new development pay the full operating costs of
government services required for the development; and that agricultural areas be protected. In addition,
specific to new growth areas such as Bickford Ranch, the following standards were included: new
population centers shall achieve a jobs/housing balance; transit services shall be funded to provide
services to new growth areas; land use buffers and greenbelts shall be established as these areas develop,
which may include ranchette-type zoning minimum parcel sizes; a range of housing types and balanced
complement of land uses shall be included in these population centers; and that these new population
centers would be regulated by specific plans and development agreements.
In keeping with these standards, the Board of Supervisors directed that prior to the development of the
Project Area at a density greater than the underlying zoning, the preparation and adoption of a specific
plan would be required. Further, to implement these standards, Appendix C of the General Plan was
prepared containing the development standards for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area. Appendix C
of the General Plan permits the project site to be developed as a planned residential development that may
consist of a mix of land uses. Specifically, development standards allow a maximum of 1,950 dwelling
units and up to 14 acres of commercial uses; they require the set-aside of open space areas and include
slopes of Boulder Ridge, drainageways, corridors along canals and major roadways. Appendix C further
specifies buffers required for agriculture and sensitive habitats, requires construction and dedication of a
park-and-ride lot, and provides urban design standards. Placer County’s General Plan policies relating to
land use are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion in Section 4.3.

Zoning Ordinance
The Placer County Zoning Ordinance (PCZO) dictates land uses and development densities within
unincorporated areas of Placer County. Zoning designations are required to be consistent with the
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County’s General Plan. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Development Standards implements the
Specific Plan and serve as the regulatory tool to guide development of the project site and this would be
adopted as ordinance. This would replace portions of the zoning ordinance normally controlling land uses
on the project site.

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan
The Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan (1994) boundaries encompass a 25-square-mile area in close
proximity to Bickford Ranch. Much of the HB/PCP’s northern boundary is coterminous with the
southern boundary of the project site. Over the past few decades, the land use pattern within the
Community Plan (CP) area has been changing from rural-agricultural to residential development on small
acreages. The CP assumes that the primary demand for land use will be for large-lot single-family
residential units. Higher densities may occur where public utilities are readily available. The Plan directs
development of infrastructure to occur “in such a way that additional pressure for the urbanization of
surrounding rural areas is not created,” acknowledging that “financial pressure, proximity of urban uses,
and/or the establishment of incompatible uses [can] hinder the continued rural use of adjoining lands.”

4.2.2 City of Lincoln
The City of Lincoln boundaries are located west of the project site, where the City encompasses the Twelve
Bridges community. Twelve Bridges is a planned community for over 10,000 residential units. The City of
Lincoln’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) also extends along the south side of SR 193 up to Sierra College
Boulevard and the project site. The City’s General Plan designates the 975 acres within this part of its SOI for
agricultural uses (Skillings, 1998). The City has no plans for annexation of this land or changes in designation
to intensified land uses.

4.2.3 City of Rocklin
The City of Rocklin is located approximately four miles south of the project site; the northernmost
portion of the City’s SOI abuts a southern “leg” of Bickford Ranch in the Clover Valley area. Rocklin’s
General Plan designates land uses within this area of its SOI for low-density residential development.
The City has no plans for annexation or changes to this land use designation (Finning, 1998).

4.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 4.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with land use have been evaluated using the following criteria:
T
T
T
T
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Extent of change in land uses which would conflict with public policy or result in significant
environmental impacts as defined by CEQA;
Compatibility with surrounding land uses (current and planned);
Type and extent of conversion from agricultural to suburban uses; and
Consistency with local and regional land use plans and policies.
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4.3.1 Land Use Conversion
IMPACT L-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Conversion of land use from agricultural and open space to
residential, recreational and commercial uses
Significant
None
None
Significant

Development of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area would convert approximately ±1,955 acres of
agricultural land and open space to residential, recreational and commercial uses. The change in land use is
provided for in the General Plan, and specifically addressed in Appendix C. The physical change in land use is
considered significant and unavoidable, as concluded in the Placer Countywide General Plan Final EIR (PCGP
FEIR [Crawford, Multari & Starr et al., 1994b]). This is due to the quantity and scale of change relative to
existing and adjacent land uses. The PCGP FEIR determined that no mitigation measures are available to
reduce the adverse impact resulting from the conversion of land uses to a less than significant level.

4.3.2 Land Use Density and Compatibility With Surrounding Uses
The PCGP FEIR assesses the land use compatibility implications of the General Plan’s policies. Land
uses were designated so as to cluster uses which are compatible, related, mutually supportive and similar
with regard to traffic generation and need for public facilities. The PCGP FEIR acknowledges that “in
some cases, land use or circulation patterns, the timing of development on properties with different
owners, environmental constraints or other factors prevent new land use patterns from providing a
‘gradation’ of uses to ensure compatibility.” A specific example cited in the FEIR, which is also
considered in this report, is the potential incompatibility of planned residential developments with
adjacent agricultural uses. Implementation of General Plan policies and agricultural buffers are used to
mitigate land use compatibility conflicts.
Potential land use compatibility impacts associated with the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Project have
been identified through the NOP and scoping processes for this EIR. Potential impacts, which are
discussed below, include possible conflicts between proposed land uses/densities and surrounding rural
residential and agricultural land uses.

Rural Residential Land
IMPACT L-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Change in interface of development with surrounding land
uses
Less Than Significant
Mitigation Measure L-A (Design project elements to buffer
the project from adjacent uses)
None
Less Than Significant

As described in Section 4.1.1, the project site is surrounded by predominantly rural residential land uses
at lower densities than are proposed for Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Project. The General Plan has
provided for development of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area at higher densities assuming
compliance with the development standards outlined in Appendix C of the General Plan.
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Appendix C of the General Plan specifies the general locations of open space areas and requires the use of
buffer zones between development and agricultural uses or sensitive habitats. In addition, higher density
development is to be concentrated in the Plan Area’s interior while rural residential densities are
designated for land which abuts the buffer zones or open space areas. This pattern of land use gradation
is intended to ensure compatibility between the Plan Area and adjacent lands.
The project’s design elements, in accordance with Appendix C of the General Plan, include common open
space, natural open space easements and wetland preservation easements. These buffer zones, along with
the larger lots at the edge, provide for separation from nearby residences. The proposed project’s density
would shift the character of the project site from rural to more suburban in character. However, the
overall effects of the density increase are minimized through its design as a planned residential
community with larger areas of open space rather than if it were developed as a conventional lot-andblock subdivision.
Mostly large, rural-sized lots ranging from 0.9 to 10.0 acres extend around the perimeter of the project
site; several of these lots include undevelopable open space easements. Some smaller lots, ranging from
0.3 to 0.7 acres, abut agricultural lands in the north central portion of the site and rural residential lands on
the east end. Buffer zones, including the Bickford Ranch Park, natural open space areas, and the golf
course provide additional separation from adjacent rural residences to the south and west. Additional
buffer is provided by the Union Pacific Railroad tracks along the site’s southern boundary. These buffer
areas combine to reduce the effects of the increased residential density, as prescribed by Appendix C of
the General Plan, to a less than significant impact.
Social issues of land use compatibility (e.g., quality-of-life and monetary values) are based on personal
preferences and are subjective in nature. These intangibles are an important part of land use discussions,
but they do not constitute land use compatibility impacts as defined by CEQA. Although the anticipated
growth associated with the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan will generate project-related impacts, the
planned residential development has been specifically considered in the Placer County General Plan. The
increase in density would result in more structures, residents, vehicle trips, and ambient noise than if the
project were developed at a density similar to what currently exists around the project site. The resultant
traffic, noise, drainage and biological impacts are discussed in other chapters of this Draft EIR.

Agricultural Lands
IMPACT L-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Compatibility with surrounding agricultural uses
Less Than Significant
Mitigation Measure L-A (Design project elements to buffer
the project from adjacent uses)
None
Less Than Significant

One land use compatibility issue pertains to the location of agricultural lands and natural habitat/forage
adjacent to residential and commercial uses. Although not mutually exclusive, these dissimilar uses were
evaluated as to their potential effect on each other. Certain agricultural practices could be incompatible
with the neighboring residential developments in Bickford Ranch: noise from machinery, pesticide
spraying, dust from plowing, and small field fires are some of the factors which could negatively affect
new residents. Conversely, residential and commercial occupants could have negative impacts on
agricultural production through increased activity, fire hazards or the dumping of wastes and litter on
adjacent properties.
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The General Plan requires that the project establish buffer zones to separate the proposed urban uses
(particularly residential) from surrounding lands designated Agriculture/Timberland where agricultural
activities would create problems for nearby residential and other sensitive land uses. The restrictions
applicable to this project are shown in Table 4-2 below.
Table 4-2
Minimum Agriculture Buffer Zone Widths
Buffer Zone Width
Agricultural Use

2

Residential Exclusion
1
Area

Buffer Width Range

Irrigated Orchards

300 feet

300 to 800 feet

Rangeland/Pasture

50 feet

50 to 200 feet

Notes:
1
Residential structures prohibited; non-habitable accessory structures permitted.
2
Required buffer dependent on site-or project-specific characteristics as determined through the Specific Plan.
Source: Placer County General Plan (Crawford, Multari & Starr et al., 1994a)

Although only a portion of the area surrounding the project site falls within the Agriculture/Timberland
land use designation, the entire project was assessed to determine the adequacy of buffer areas adjacent to
agricultural lands. The project design, as shown in Figure 3-4 (Master Lotting Plan), incorporates
substantial buffers in the form of open space easements and large residential lots to conform with the
County’s agriculture buffer requirements.
Sierra College Boulevard serves as the primary buffer between the project’s western edge and agricultural
lands farther west. As described earlier in this section, the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, combined with
10+-acre parcels on the southern project boundary, provide additional buffer from the few nearby
orchards. While portions of the Ridges community surround agricultural preserves (Williamson Act
lands), the common open space, open space easements and large lot sizes (with building pads sited
outside the restricted 300-foot minimum distance) provide ample buffer zones for these areas. The
predominant agricultural use adjacent to lots within the Meadows community is grazing. A common
open space lot is proposed in this area exceeding the 50-foot minimum buffer prescribed in the General
Plan. With most of the project area amply separated from nearby orchards and grazing land, there are a
few lots in the Ridges community which lie just outside the 300-foot minimum distance from nearby
orchards. These design features result in a less than significant impact on compatibility with surrounding
agricultural uses.

4.3.3 Conversion of Agricultural Lands
IMPACT L-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Conversion of land from agricultural to residential,
recreational and commercial uses
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The primary impact of development on the proposed site would be converting 1,955 acres of land from
agricultural to residential, recreational and commercial uses. The land is not currently under cultivation.
However, the current lessees will continue to use the land for grazing as long as it is available.
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A land use conflict exists between the present and proposed uses. Development of the site would remove
grazing land and potentially viable farmland from production. However, this impact on the environment
is not considered significant pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
According to Appendix G, projects involving conversion of prime agricultural land to non-agricultural
uses are generally considered to have a significant impact on the environment. The California
Department of Conservation’s Placer County Important Farmland Map does not classify the Bickford
Ranch site as Prime Agricultural Land, but as Farmland of Local Importance. USDA Resource
Conservation Service’s Soil Survey indicates that the land within the 1,955-acre project site contains
Class VI and VII soils, which include soils that have severe limitations and reduce the choice of plants, or
which require very careful management, or both. Therefore, the removal of this land from agricultural
use will not significantly reduce crop production in the region. The removal of 1,955-acre dry rangeland
(which constitutes slightly less than one percent of Placer County’s dry range acreage, would result in a
0.47 percent decrease in the County’s cattle and calf operations.

4.3.4 General Plan Consistency
The function of a General Plan is to provide guidance to the development and management of land within
the Plan area. The General Plan summarizes its policies and implementation strategies as they relate to
the County’s goals and objectives.
Appendix C of the Placer County General Plan contains the Development Standards for the Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan Area as approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors. It is the intention of
the County that the proposed project be consistent with these Standards. First, all policies in Appendix C
are evaluated. Then, the applicable land use policies in the rest of the General Plan are evaluated below.
Appendix C of the General Plan serves as the County’s guidelines for the development of Bickford
Ranch. It contains the stated Board of Supervisor’s policy for urban growth within the Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan Area. Appendix C is printed in its entirety below, and a determination of the proposed
project’s consistency is made. Following each specific requirement is a determination of the proposed
project’s consistency with that requirement. The proposed project is consistent with Appendix C, except
for Development Standard (6)(a), identified below.
Appendix C, Placer County General Plan
Development Standards - Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area could be developed as a planned residential development on
±1,950 acres located north of the Town of Loomis, west of Newcastle and southeast of the City of
Lincoln. This area is proposed as a “recreation and residential development that may consist of a mix of
land uses including estate size lots of ±5-10 acres to higher density development of 6-10 units per acre.
Golf courses as well as other recreation amenities may also be included.
Any development considered within this area shall be subject to the specific plan requirements of the
zoning ordinance and the following development standards.
a.

Residential uses: A maximum of 1,950 dwelling units, although this number may not be realized
due to site constraints, inclusion of buffers, and other factors that may limit available developable
land.
Consistent.
The property owners are proposing a Specific Plan for 1,950 dwelling units.
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b.

Commercial uses: A maximum of 14 acres of commercial uses, with typical land uses allowed as
listed in Part I for the General Commercial land use designation.
Consistent.
The property owners are proposing ±8 acres of commercial uses within the Specific Plan.

c.

Open space: Any development proposal for this area shall set aside significant open space areas
and include the slopes of Boulder Ridge, drainage ways, corridors along canals and major
roadways.
Consistent.
The property owners are proposing ±476.8 acres of natural open space areas. Open space is
predominantly located in the steeply-sloped areas of The Ridges community north of Bickford
Ranch Road and along the southern property boundary. These areas encompass slopes, wetlands
and drainageways and provide an open space corridor along Bickford Ranch Road. An additional
±368 acres is proposed for parks and the golf course.

d.

Required buffers: Development within the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area shall incorporate
the following buffer zones, according to the standards for buffer zones in Part I, page 23:
•

Agriculture/Timberland

Consistent.
The proposed project has incorporated a variety of buffers on the perimeter of the project site.
These include larger lot sizes, natural open space areas, open space easements within specific
lots, wetlands preservation easements within specific lots, recreational uses and the use of
roadways along the perimeter.
Specific agricultural uses vary but predominantly include pasture and orchards. Required buffer
areas for pasture area are a minimum of 50’ and a minimum of 300’ for irrigated orchards. The
minimum buffer area is met throughout the project.
•

Sensitive Habitat

Consistent.
The proposed project includes those setbacks as described in Part I of the Placer County General
Plan Policy Document. These setbacks include 50 feet from the centerline of intermittent
streams, 50 feet from the edge of riparian vegetation, and 100 feet from the centerline of
perennial streams. Setbacks are to be implemented within common open space and through
protective easements on private rural residential lots.
e.

Transit: A park-and-ride lot should be constructed and dedicated near the entrance for residents
and visitors.
Consistent.
The property owners are proposing development of a park-and-ride lot with project development.

f.

Urban design standards: Development within the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area shall be
planned and designed to comply with the following standards:
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(1)

Urban form. The specific plan shall provide for up to two mixed use, pedestrian-oriented
villages. Village areas should be surrounded by buffer lands, and/or medium density and
estate-sized single family residential development. Each village should contain all public
facilities and services necessary for its development. The planning and design in the
specific plan should give particular attention to the Visual and Scenic Resource policies
and Development Form and Design policies of this General Plan (pages 41 and 47,
respectively).

Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan is a planned residential community developed around two
village areas. The communities include a variety of residential densities and amenities. Specific
policies applicable to the proposed project from the Visual and Scenic Resource and
Development Form and Design sections of the General Plan are discussed below.
(2)

Village core areas.
Mixed use commercial areas should include service and
neighborhood commercial uses, professional services, public, quasi-public, and
institutional facilities, and high density residential uses.

Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan includes a Village Center area at the intersection of Bickford
Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road. The 7.3-acre center is to include “a typical concentration
and mix of retail uses to meet the daily shopping and service needs of the proposed project
residents.”
(3)

Public gathering areas. Village core areas shall be enhanced by incorporating outdoor
public gathering areas into their design. Such areas are intended to facilitate social
interaction by area residents and employees.

Consistent.
The Village Commercial Center includes an outdoor gathering area next to the outdoor plaza. In
addition, the Heritage Ridge Clubhouse/Recreational Center will include a 20,000 square foot
building to house a variety of activities for use by the residents of the community.
(4)

Community open space areas. Each village should contain a green to be located adjacent
to, or integrated into, the village core area. Community parks should be located adjacent
to major open space and roadway corridors. Community parks and/or golf course may
serve as buffer areas between conflicting land uses (see the standards for Land Use
Buffer Zones in Part I, page 23) within or adjacent to the specific Plan Area. All
developed and undeveloped park areas should be linked by a system of greenways and
parkways containing pedestrian and bicycle paths separated from vehicular traffic.

Consistent.
A community park is planned adjacent to the village core area and along roadway corridors. A
natural open space corridor is planned along Bickford Road, which would link the 56.8-acre
Bickford Ranch Park proposed along Sierra College Boulevard with the 3.7-acre Tower Park
proposed on the east side of the site. The bike paths would be on-road Class II bicycle paths.
The pedestrian paths would be separated from vehicular and bicycle traffic. Additional hiking
and equestrian trails would link open space areas.
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(5)

Pedestrian-oriented design. Village areas shall be planned and designed to be pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit accessible. Design elements that accommodate pedestrians and
cyclists should be precedent over elements that primarily accommodate automobiles.

Consistent.
Planned communities will be accessible to pedestrians, bicycles and public transit.
(6)

Residential uses. Residential areas shall consist of the following three types:
(a)

Village Residential. These areas shall be located within walking distance of a
village commercial core area. The housing should consist of high-density singlefamily (with or without carriage or secondary dwelling units) and multi-family
units.

Consistent.
Multi-family units are proposed.
(b)

Single-Family Residential. These areas should surround village residential areas
at densities consistent with suburban residential development (e.g., 4 to 7
dwellings per acre). Subdivision design should provide opportunities for
pedestrian and bicycle access to village core areas. Physical separation of singlefamily residential areas by such means as sound walls, berms, and major roads
shall be discouraged. Single-family residential areas should be incorporated into
their village so that both village residential and single-family residential areas
function as a single unit and are not separated by physical or design
characteristics.

Consistent.
As described above, residential densities around the village center range from 1.2 to 7 dwelling
units per acre. This mix of residential densities continues throughout most of the Ridges
community and all of the Heritage Ridge community. The village core area is located within the
western one-third of the project site; some distance from much of the residential development.
Physical separation of developments on the project site is inevitable due to site constraints,
primarily topography. Pedestrian and bicycle trails from all areas within the proposed project
will have access to the village center. A mix of open fencing and privacy fencing is proposed on
lots adjacent to the village core area. Residents of the Heritage Ridge community will have a
more centrally located community center for their use in social and recreational pursuits.
(c)

Rural Residential. These areas should be located adjacent to buffer zone areas or
open space areas within the specific Plan Area. Rural land uses shall only be
considered in areas where residential land use is consistent with the standards in
Part I for buffers (page 23). Rural residential densities of 0.2 dwellings per acre
or more shall be allowed only when public sewer and water facilities are
provided.

Consistent.
183 lots are proposed which are classified as Rural Estate (3.5 to 10 ac.), Rural Residential (2.0 to
3.4 ac.) or Country Residential (0.9 to 1.9 ac.). These lots are predominantly located within the
Meadows community or on the ridges north of Bickford Ranch Road. These lots will act as
buffers to adjacent rural residential uses.
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(7)

Open Space corridors. Existing and proposed linear open space corridors should be
developed as a pedestrian, equestrian, and/or bicycle trail system. Existing corridors
include, but are not limited to, stream and riparian areas, power line easements, existing
public trails, and existing public roads and bridges that may be ultimately abandoned.

Consistent.
Open space corridors are planned along both Bickford Ranch and Lower Ranch Roads and
include pedestrian, equestrian and bike trails. These pedestrian/equestrian trails along the roads
will connect with others throughout the project site.
(8)

Roadway corridors. Collector and arterial roads shall be designed as landscaped
corridors, including separated bicycle and pedestrian facilities placed within landscaped
or native open space corridors and landscape berms and medians.

Consistent.
Landscaped corridors are planned along both Bickford Ranch and Lower Ranch Roads. A
landscaped median is also proposed on Bickford Ranch Road from Sierra College Boulevard to
the main entrance to the Heritage Ridge community. Bicycle trails are proposed as Class II trails
within the paved roadway widths adjacent to the travel lane. Pedestrian paths are separated from
the vehicular and bicycle traffic.
g.

Special Planning Issues to be Addressed:
(1)

Possible provision of a public golf course site.

The proposed project includes a golf course currently planned for public use. It is possible that
the future owners (Heritage Ridge Homeowners Association) will restrict public use.
(2)

Resolution of fire and school district boundaries.

Resolution of fire and school district boundaries is continuing.
(3)

Public access to communications antenna.

The communications antenna is located within a public facility lot. A road is planned to provide
access to the antenna site.
Consideration of the way in which the development in this area may assist in providing affordable agricultural
water to agricultural land in the surrounding areas. The Caperton Canal runs along Boulder Ridge on the project
site, and provides raw water to several local agricultural users, as well as to the Sunset Water Treatment Plant.
The previous owner of the property made several improvements to the Caperton Canal that reduced water
leakage. Further proposed improvements including potential realignment, encasement or installation of siphon(s)
would be funded by the Applicant, and could result in some additional water availability beyond that already
achieved.
IMPACT L-5:
MITIGATION:

(Deleted)
(Deleted)

 T 
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Placer County General Plan Policies
Although the County has several area-specific community plans which narrow the focus to a particular
region of the County, the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan remains under the broad jurisdiction of the Placer
County General Plan. The following section presents an assessment of the Plan’s policies which are
relevant to the project site and a determination of the project’s consistency with those policies.
For land use, the proposed project is consistent with Placer County General Plan policies, except for
policy 1.B.9 identified below.
General Land Use
1.A.2

The County shall permit only low-intensity forms of development in areas with sensitive
environmental resources or where natural or human-caused hazards are likely to pose a
significant threat to health, safety, or property.
Consistent.
Appendix C of the Placer County General Plan recognizes that the “Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
Area could be developed as a planned residential development.” The Appendix sets forth
requirements must be incorporated into the Specific Plan and a maximum density of 1,950
dwelling units for the project site. The proposed project is a planned residential development of
1,950 residential units. Project design avoids or protects sensitive environmental resources,
where possible.

Residential Land Use
1.B.1

The County shall promote the concentration of new residential development in higher-density
residential areas located along major transportation corridors and transit routes.
Consistent.
The project site is located adjacent to SR 193 and will receive access from Sierra College
Boulevard. Planned residential developments are located south and west of the proposed project.

1.B.3

The County shall encourage the planning and design of new residential subdivisions to emulate
the best characteristics (e.g., form, scale, and general character) of existing, nearby
neighborhoods.
Consistent.
The proposed project is generally consistent with the form, scale and general character of the
development standards outlined within the General Plan for this area. Planned perimeter lots
within the proposed project are single family residential and generally larger, in keeping with
surrounding lot sizes.

1.B.5

The County shall require residential project design to reflect and consider natural features, noise
exposure of residents, visibility of structures, circulation, access, and the relationship of the
project to surrounding uses. Residential densities and lot patterns will be determined by these and
other factors. As a result, the maximum density specified by General Plan designations or zoning
for a given parcel of land may not be realized.
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Consistent.
Required development standards for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area are outlined in
Appendix C of the PCGP. The proposed project is generally consistent with these standards.
1.B.6

The County shall require new subdivided lots to be adequate in size and appropriate in shape for
the range of primary and accessory uses designated for the area.
Consistent.
The proposed project is a planned residential development as designated in the Placer County
General Plan; a variety of lot densities and accessory uses are proposed.

1.B.8

The County shall require residential subdivisions to be designed to provide well-connected
internal and external street and pedestrian systems.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes an internal circulation system which facilitates access throughout
the project site, including pedestrian, equestrian and bicycle trails. Main project entry points on
Sierra College Boulevard are sited to avoid potential traffic conflicts.

1.B.9

The County shall discourage the development of isolated, remote, and/or walled residential
projects that do not contribute to the sense of community desired for the area.
Inconsistent. See Impact L-6 below.

1.B.10 The County shall require that all residential development provide private and/or public open
spaces in order to insure that each parcel contributes to the adequate provision of light, air, and
open space.
Consistent.
Required development standards for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area are outlined in
Appendix C of the PCGP. The proposed project is generally consistent with these standards.
Mixed Use Specific Plan Area
1.C.1

Potentially large areas redesignated for increased densities as part of this General Plan shall be
considered through the specific plan process. The Boulder Ridge area is one such area and it has
been designated as Rural-Residential in the land use diagram. This area, to be known as the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area, shall be subject to the development standards outlined in
Appendix C.
Please refer to the Appendix C consistency analysis above.

Recreation Land Use
1.G.3

The County shall continue to require the development of new recreational facilities as new
residential development occurs.
Consistent.
A golf course, Bickford Ranch Park, Tower Park, clubhouse/recreational center, and many miles
of trails or paths are included in the proposed project design features.
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Agricultural Land Use
1.H.5

The County shall require development within or adjacent to designated agricultural areas to
incorporate design, construction, and maintenance techniques that protect agriculture and
minimize conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses.
Consistent.
The proposed project incorporates the use of agricultural buffers and easements adjacent to
existing adjacent agricultural uses.

1.H.6

The County shall require new non-agricultural development immediately adjacent to agricultural
lands to be designed to provide a buffer in the form of a setback of sufficient distance to avoid
land use conflicts between the agricultural uses and the non-agricultural uses. Such setback or
buffer areas shall be established by recorded easement or other instrument, subject to the approval
of County Counsel. A method and mechanism (e.g., a homeowners association or easement
dedication to a non-profit organization or public entity) for guaranteeing the maintenance of this
land in a safe and orderly manner shall be also established at the time of development approval.
Consistent.
Project design includes a buffer area and larger parcel sizes around the perimeter of the project
site in areas adjacent to agricultural activities. This buffer area is consistent with the buffer
standards established in Table 1-4 of the Placer County General Plan. The private common open
space areas will be owned and maintained by the proposed Homeowners Association and the
public common open space areas will be owned and maintained by the County through a CSA.
Some of the buffers are in the form of easements within a few large individual lots. The buffers
on these lots will be maintained by the individual homeowner.

Open Space, Habitat, and Wildlife Resources
1.I.1

The County shall require that significant natural, open space, and cultural resources be identified
in advance of development and incorporated into site-specific development project design. The
Planned Residential Developments (PDs) and the Commercial Planned Development (CPD)
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance can be used to allow flexibility for this integration with
valuable site features.
Consistent.
A cultural resources survey and biological evaluation of the site have been prepared. The
proposed project design incorporates or avoids identified natural and cultural resources.

1.I.2

The County shall require that development be planned and designed to avoid areas rich in wildlife
or of a fragile ecological nature (e.g., areas of rare or endangered plant species, riparian areas).
Alternatively, where avoidance is infeasible or where equal or greater ecological benefits can be
obtained through off-site mitigation, the County shall allow project proponents to contribute to
off-site mitigation efforts in lieu of on-site mitigation.
Consistent.
The proposed project design includes ±528.9 acres of natural open space, containing both wetland
preservation and open space easements. Where avoidance of wetland areas is infeasible, the
property owners propose to replace wetlands off-site at an approved wetlands mitigation banking
facility at a ratio in keeping with Placer County’s no-net-loss policy.
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Development Form and Design
1.O.4

The County shall require that new rural and suburban development be designed to preserve and
maintain the rural character and quality of the county.
Consistent.
The proposed project is generally consistent with the development standards outlined within
Appendix C of General Plan for this area. The proposed project is a mixed density, single family
residential development similar to much of Placer County. Specific design features of the
proposed project will be required to comply with the Placer County Rural Design Guidelines.

1.O.5

The County shall require that new development at entrances to rural communities be designed to
include elements such as signage, landscaping, and appropriate architectural detailing to help
establish distinct identities for such communities.
Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines contain several design concepts including project
entrance features, signage, landscaping, stacked rock walls and wood fencing.

1.O.7

The County shall require that mixed-use areas include community focal points to serve as
gathering and/or destination points. Examples of focal points include civic centers, parks,
fountains, monuments, and street vistas. On-site natural features, such as wetlands and streams,
can also function as focal points.
Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan describes several community focal points including a 56.8-acre
Bickford Ranch Park and the 3.7-acre Tower Park. The Heritage Ridge development also
includes a private golf course and community center facilities.

1.O.8

The County shall, where appropriate, require new development to provide activity pockets along
public sidewalks as pedestrian amenities, including such features as benches, sitting ledges, and
mini-parks.
Consistent.
Benches along pedestrian corridors and within park area are planned. Additional “activity
pocket” are unknown at this time.

Land Use Conflicts
7.B.1

The County shall identify and maintain clear boundaries between urban/suburban and agricultural
areas and require land use buffers between such uses where feasible. These buffers shall occur on
the parcel for which the development permit is sought and shall favor protection of the maximum
amount of farmland.
Consistent.
Project design includes a buffer area and larger parcel sizes around the perimeter of the project
site in areas adjacent to agricultural activities. This buffer area is consistent with the buffer
standards established in Table 1-4 of the Placer County General Plan.
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7.B.3

The County shall consider fencing subdivided lands adjoining agricultural uses as a potential
mitigation measure to reduce conflicts between residential and agricultural uses. Factors to be
considered in implementing such a measure include:
(a)

The type of agricultural operation (i.e., livestock, orchard, timber, row crops);

(b)

The size of the lots to be created;

(c)

The presence or lack of fences in the area;

(d)

Existing natural barriers that prevent trespass; and

(e)

Passage of wildlife.

Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines includes perimeter fencing adjacent to agricultural areas.
Either boundary security fencing of open wire with metal posts or open view fencing of lodge
pole post and rails with wire or tubular steel rail and pickets.
IMPACT L-6:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Inconsistency with General Plan policy 1.B.9 discouraging
development of isolated, remote, and/or walled residential
projects
Significant
None
Mitigation Measure L-C (Limit construction of gates)
Less Than Significant

The proposed project includes a variety of design features, including areas of open fencing, limits of the
location of walls and fencing, and design and height restrictions on fencing and walls to maintain
viewsheds and encourage a sense of community. The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines include
vehicular access gates at numerous locations and will be modified to reflect the current proposal of 21
vehicular gates. These gates (twenty-one are indicated) do not promote a sense of community and
encourage the development of isolated neighborhoods. These gates should be removed, where
practicable, to achieve the intent of this policy.
The Placer County Rural Design Guidelines, adopted July 8, 1997, are implemented in review of
residential subdivisions, such as those within the Plan area. The Guidelines contain specific language that
states “gated subdivisions or communities are not appropriate in areas where these guidelines apply”
(Subdivision Entrance Features, Implementation Technique B15).
Mitigation Measure L-C requires that locations where vehicular access gates will be prohibited will be
identified by the Placer County Planning Department and recorded on the Tentative Map for the proposed
project. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would not be
inconsistent with policy 1.B.9 and this impact would be less than significant.

4.3.5 General Plan Inconsistency
Section 4.3.4 above identifies relevant Placer County General Plan policies addressing land use, and
makes a determination as to the proposed project’s consistency with each policy. Each subsequent
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chapter addressing a particular resource area contains a similar section that addresses policies relevant to
the resource and the proposed project.
The proposed project is inconsistent or potentially inconsistent with eight policies in the Placer County
General Plan, including one policy in Appendix C of the Plan. These policies are identified in Table 4-3
below. Mitigation measures are identified to change the determinations of inconsistency to that of
consistency in all cases. Where a mitigation measure identified elsewhere in this Draft EIR would result
in the proposed project becoming consistent with a policy, that mitigation measure is identified.
Table 4-3 also identifies the relevant resource chapter of this Draft EIR where a discussion of each policy
inconsistency can be found.
Please note that many of the policies and standards in the Site Development and Grading Guidelines
proposed by the Applicant contain permissive (i.e., should) rather than mandatory (i.e., shall) language.
Therefore, a determination of policy inconsistency results as implementation of the policy cannot be
guaranteed.
Table 4-3
List of Inconsistencies with Placer County General Plan Policies
(Before Mitigation)
Policy Number

1.B.9

2.A.11

3.A.2

1.K.6.d

1.K.1

March 15, 2002

Policy Text

The County shall discourage the development of isolated, remote,
and/or walled residential projects that do not contribute to the sense
of community desired for the area.
All new housing projects of 100 or more units on land that has
received an increase in allowable density through a . . . specific
plan shall be required to provide at least 10 percent of the units to
be affordable to low income households. . . In cases where the
County determines that is that it is impractical for the developer to
actually construct the units on site, the County may as an
alternative allow the dedication of land sufficient to accommodate at
least 10 percent of the units for low-income households and/or the
payment of an in-lieu fee.
Streets and roads shall be dedicated, widened, and constructed
according to the roadway design and access standards generally
defined in Section I of the General Plan Policy Document.
The County shall require that new development on hillsides employ
design, construction, and maintenance techniques that (a) avoid
locating structures along ridgelines and steep slopes;
(b) incorporate design and screening measures to minimize the
visibility of structures and graded areas; (c) maintains the character
and visual quality of the area; and (d) maintain the character and
visual quality of the hillside.
The County shall require that new development in scenic areas
(e.g., river canyons, lake water sheds, scenic highway corridors,
ridgelines and steep slopes) is planned and designed in a manner
which employs design, construction, and maintenance techniques
that: (a) avoid locating structures along ridgelines and steep
slopes; (b) incorporate design and screening measures to minimize
the visibility of structures and graded areas; and (c) maintains the
character and visual quality of the area.
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Mitigation Location of
Measures Discussion of
Inconsistency
L-C
Section 4.3.4

PH-A,
PH-B

Section 5.3.4

T-R

Section 7.3.13

V-A, V-B,
V-C, V-D,
V-H, V-I,
V-J, V-K

Section 15.3.5

V-A, V-B,
V-C, V-D,
V-H, V-I,
V-J, V-K

Section 15.3.3
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Table 4-3
List of Inconsistencies with Placer County General Plan Policies
(Before Mitigation)
Policy Number

1.O.3

1.K.6

4.4

Policy Text

The County shall require that all new development be designed to
be compatible with the scale and character of the area. Structures,
especially those outside of the village, urban, and commercial
centers, should be designed and located so that: (a) they do not
silhouette against the sky above ridgelines or hilltops; (b) roof lines
and vertical architectural features blend with and do not detract
from the natural background or ridge outline; (c) they fit the natural
terrain: and (d) they utilize building materials, colors, and textures
that blend with the natural landscape (e.g., avoid high contrasts).
The County shall require that new development on hillsides employ
design, construction, and maintenance techniques that: (a) ensure
that development near or on portions of hillsides do not cause or
worsen natural hazards such as erosion, sedimentation, fire, or
water quality concerns; (b) include erosion and sediment control
measures including temporary vegetation sufficient to stabilize
disturbed areas; (c) minimize risk to life and property from slope
failure, landslides, and flooding; and (d) maintain the character and
visual quality of the hillside.

Mitigation Location of
Measures Discussion of
Inconsistency
V-A, V-B, Section 15.3.3
V-C, V-D,
V-H, V-I,
V-J, V-K

V-A, V-B,
V-C, V-D,
V-H, V-I,
V-J, V-K

15.3.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure L-A: Design project elements to buffer the project from adjacent uses
Mitigation Measure L-A applies to Impacts L-2 and L-3.
The Applicant’s proposed Specific Plan includes a variety of design elements to reduce incompatibility of
the proposed project with surrounding residential and agricultural land uses. These elements include
concentration of higher density development within the plan’s interior, placement of rural residential
densities along land that abuts buffer zones or open space, provision of buffer zones, common open space,
natural open space easements, and wetland preservation easements to provide separation from nearby
residences.
Mitigation Measure L-B: (deleted)
Mitigation Measure L-C: Limit construction of gates
Mitigation Measure L-C applies to Impact L-6.
To promote a sense of community and be consistent with General Plan policy 1.B.9, the Applicant will
limit the construction of walls, fences, and vehicular access gates. The final plan for walls, fences within
the Heritage Ridge area and along roadways and other features constructed by the Applicant, and gates
will be approved by the Placer County Planning Department. Locations where walls, fences, and gates
will be prohibited will be identified on the Tentative Map and incorporated into the proposed project’s
CC&Rs. Access control gates (or any entry feature that has the appearance of a gated entry) are not
appropriate on property zoned for one acre or larger lots, located in rural residential/agricultural areas,
and that limit through access between neighborhoods.

R:\02Bickford\04\land use.doc

Page 4-21

March 15, 2002

CHAPTER 5
POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

5.0 Population, Employment and Housing

5.0

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan proposes development of ±1,955 acres in south Placer County
between the towns of Lincoln and Newcastle. Residential, commercial, and golf course land uses
would bring additional residents and employees to this unincorporated area southeast of the City of
Lincoln.
For data analysis purposes, the project site is part of the Sacramento Metropolitan Statistical Area
(SMSA). This SMSA establishes the area’s designation for demographic analysis and publication of
statistical data from the U.S. Census Bureau and other federal agencies. The proposed project is governed
by the goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan and does not fall within the jurisdiction of
any of the County’s community plans.
This analysis describes proposed project impacts on population, employment and housing, particularly
affordable housing. This chapter characterizes the study area’s current population and housing stock;
assesses changes to the area’s population, employment and housing; evaluates the Plan’s buildout
implications; determines whether any alteration of the jobs/housing balance will occur; and identifies the
proposed project’s impacts on the area’s affordable housing stock.

5.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

5.1.1 Population
A housing boom, created by new industry and commercial job growth over the past two decades, has
turned the once rural areas of south Placer County into rapidly expanding communities. While the
vast majority of growth has occurred in the cities of Roseville and Rocklin, recent developments in
the City of Lincoln and Town of Loomis have shown significant increases in population and housing
expansion.
This section describes population growth trends and household characteristics in south Placer County.
Figures are derived from 1990 Census data, Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ (SACOG) 1998
Population and Housing Estimates and SACOG’s Regional Analysis District (RAD) Housing, Population
& Employment Projection Data 1995-2020 (SACOG, 1995). (Note: RADs extend beyond the city limits
and into unincorporated areas of the community.)

Current Population and Population Growth Trends
Although increasingly faced with development pressures from the south and west, the study area is
currently mostly rural. Areas south and west of the study area have steadily expanded during this high
growth period as they provide new sources of housing and employment in south Placer County. Placer
County Office of Economic Development reports that between 1990 and 1997 the Valley region (west
and south of Auburn) was the fastest growing region of Placer County, increasing in population by
32.8 percent, compared with 21.4 percent for the County as a whole.
The City of Lincoln, whose city limits abut the project site has in recent years approved new single-family
and multi-family developments which could result in more than 16,000 new dwelling units at buildout.
The City of Rocklin, whose sphere of influence abuts the project boundary, has recently approved 2,000+
new units (Schaer, 1998). These developments continue to bring significant numbers of new residents
into the South Placer region.
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The following is a summary of historical growth patterns and projections for communities near the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area:
Lincoln – The City of Lincoln, which historically has been a center for agriculture and clay production,
has recently become a “hot spot” for development in this rapidly expanding region of the County. In
1980 the City’s residents totaled 4,130, and increased to 7,031 by 1990. SACOG estimates the City’s
1998 population to be 8,157, representing a 98 percent increase in population over the past 18 years.
SACOG projects that between 1995 and 2020 household population growth in Lincoln RAD will increase
by 245 percent.
Loomis – Compared with neighboring municipalities to the south and west, the Town of Loomis, which
incorporated in 1984, has experienced considerably less of the building boom. Although increasingly
faced with development pressures, the Town continues to hold onto its identity as a rural community,
supporting a relatively slow growth rate. Current population estimates from SACOG show that the Town
has grown by 16 percent to 6,025 residents since 1984. SACOG projects that between 1995 and 2020
household population growth in Loomis RAD will increase by 108 percent.
Rocklin – Rocklin has grown at a rapid pace over the past two decades. In 1980, this former mining
town’s population totaled 7,298. In the last two decades the City has evolved into a modern bedroom
community. Having grown 300 percent to 29,250 since 1980, SACOG projects that between 1995
and 2020 household population growth in Rocklin RAD will increase by 140 percent.
Roseville – The City of Roseville, located at the southern edge of Placer County, typifies the
phenomenal growth in the South Placer region. The onetime railroad town has rapidly expanded in
its industrial, commercial and housing sectors since 1980 when the number of residents totaled
24,347. SACOG’s 1998 population estimates show the City’s present household population at
66,110, representing a 172 percent increase over the past 18 years. SACOG projects that between
1995 and 2020 household population growth in Roseville RAD will increase by 68 percent.
Other areas – Additional unincorporated areas in the south and west regions of Placer County are also
experiencing residential growth and are expected to be sources of population increase in the next two
decades. State Department of Finance shows Placer County’s unincorporated population to be 94,421 as
of January 1998. SACOG projects that unincorporated communities such as Granite Bay and North
Auburn, as well as the City of Auburn, will continue to experience population expansion through 2020,
but at slightly lower rates than the South Placer area.

Household Size
Placer County Planning Department indicates that the average household size in Placer County is
approximately 2.6 persons per household. Senior households (i.e., persons 55 years or older), according
to County planning staff, average 1.8 persons per household.

Household Age
According to 1990 Census data, the median age for Placer County residents is 35.0 years which is slightly
higher than the region or the State. Approximately 20.4 percent of County residents are over 55 years of
age. These figures suggest a higher proportion of retirees in Placer County. The County’s Office of
Economic Development reports that by 2000 the median age for the County is expected to increase by
almost three years, as is the median age for both the Greater Sacramento Area and for the State. Between
1990 and 2000, the data show that the difference between the median age in Placer County and the other
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two entities will be slightly greater than in 1990. The increase is consistent with the anticipated migration
of retirees into the County.

Household Income
Between 1990 and 1997, personal income in Placer County rose faster than in either the Greater
Sacramento Area or the State. During this period, income rose almost 75 percent compared to about
43 percent for the Greater Sacramento Area and 37 percent for the State (County of Placer Office of
Economic Development, 1997).
The highest average household incomes were earned by households in the County’s Valley Regions
(south and west of Auburn), specifically in the cities of Rocklin and Roseville. Table 5-1 shows the
distribution of income groups among Placer County households as reported in the 1990 Census.
Table 5-1
Household Income Distribution, Placer County
Household Income

Very Low

Description

Percentage of
Households

households earning 50% or less of County
median income

22%

Low

households earning 51%-80% of County
median income

16%

Moderate

households earning 81%-120% of County
median Income

22%

households earning more than 120% of
County median income

40%

Above-Moderate

Source: Bureau of the U.S. Census, 1990

Each year the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) provides county
household income limits for each of the income categories shown below. These categories, which are
established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), represent various
percentages of a jurisdiction’s median household income (i.e., 50% of median defines very low-income
households; 80% of median defines low-income households). Income limits are used by the State and
counties to calculate fair share housing needs and determine household eligibility for low-income housing
subsidies. Table 5-2 shows the 1998 household income limits according to household size, based on
Placer County’s median income of $51,400 for a household of four.
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Table 5-2
Household Income Limits
Placer County Median: $51,400
2

Persons per
Household

Very Low
1
Income

Low Income

Median Income

Moderate Income

1

$18,000

$28,800

$36,000

$43,200

2

$20,550

$32,900

$41,100

$49,350

3

$23,150

$37,000

$46,250

$55,550

4

$25,700

$41,100

$51,400

$61,700

5

$27,250

$44,400

$55,500

$66,650

6

$29,800

$47,700

$59,600

$71,550

7

$31,850

$51,000

$63,750

$76,500

8

$33,900

$54,300

$67,850

$81,450

3

Notes:
1
Households earning 50% or less of County median income
2
Households earning 51%-80% of County median income
3
Households earning 81%-120% of County median Income
Source: State of California Department of Housing & Community Development, 1998

5.1.2 Employment
As reported in the County of Placer Office of Economic Development’s 1997 Economic and
Demographic Profile, the fastest growing employment sectors in Placer County between 1983 and 1996
were services, trade and manufacturing. While mining remained fairly stable, there was some loss of jobs
in transportation and public utilities. This trend is expected to reverse, however, as the manufacturing
sector grows and matures. Residential construction provides impetus for an expanding retail sector; other
sectors expected to exhibit growth are government, finance, insurance and real estate.

Employment Rate and Distribution
Placer County Office of Economic Development reported in 1997 that wage and salary employment in
Placer County increased by 107.2 percent between 1983 and 1996. Employment growth was the greatest
in the services, manufacturing, and construction sectors. Below is an abbreviated profile of employment
within the individual communities in the vicinity of Bickford Ranch. The most current (1995)
employment figures and projections are based on the California Employment Development Department,
Labor Market Information Division’s Preliminary Data for October 1998, and the RAD Housing,
Population & Employment Projection Data 1995-2020.
Lincoln – The City of Lincoln’s unemployment rate is 4.3 percent with a total labor force of 4,140
people. In 1995, the Lincoln RAD employed 2,448 workers, of which 22 percent were employed in retail
businesses. A substantial portion of the remaining workers are employed in the City’s stone, clay and
glass products industry, as well as the rapidly expanding companies located near the Lincoln Airport. The
lumber and wood products industry accounts for a substantial portion as well, while others work in the
wholesale trade industry in durable goods. The remaining jobs are concentrated in construction and other
businesses. Employment is expected to increase by 470 percent between 1995 and 2020.
Loomis – The City of Loomis’ unemployment rate is 3.6 percent with a total labor force of 3,500 people.
1995 figures show that the Loomis RAD provided jobs for 1,742 workers, of which 30 percent were
employed in retail businesses. Employment concentration is found in the special construction trades
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industry. With the exception of government and schools, Loomis has no businesses which employ more
than 50 people. Employment is expected to increase by 186 percent between 1995 and 2020.
Rocklin – The City of Rocklin’s unemployment rate is 3.5 percent with a total labor force of 12,730
people. The Rocklin RAD employed 8,541 workers in 1995 of which 17 percent worked in retail
businesses. Rocklin has a strong manufacturing base in lumber and wood products, rubber and plastic
products and computer equipment. Rocklin also provides significant employment in the wholesale trade
industries. Employment is expected to increase by 250 percent between 1995 and 2020.
Roseville – The City of Roseville’s unemployment rate is 3.9 percent with a total labor force of 28,740
people. The Roseville RAD, which serves as the primary employment center for Placer County,
employed 39,234 workers in 1995; approximately 23 percent were employed by retail businesses. The
City’s employment base is focused primarily in the manufacturing, construction, and residential-oriented
retail and services sectors. Employment is expected to increase by 108 percent between 1995 and 2020.
Placer County – Between 1985 and 1998, the rate of unemployment in Placer County dropped from
7.0 percent to 3.6 percent. An estimated 51,870 persons were employed in the unincorporated area in
October 1998 (EDD, 1998).

Regional Employers
While no specific figures are available regarding the number or types of jobs within the study area, the
largest employers in the surrounding communities of Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin and Roseville provide
employment in computer, medical, educational and manufacturing sectors. Several of the largest employers
are part of the computer industry. The major employers in south Placer County are shown in Table 5-3.
Table 5-3
Largest Employers in South Placer County
(ranked by number of employees in 1997)
Employer
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
Source:
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City

Hewlett Packard
PRIDE Industries
NEC Electronics
Sierra Joint Community College
Sutter Roseville Hospital
City of Roseville
Zytec
Kaiser Permanente Medical Center
Roseville Telephone Co.
Roseville City School District
Formica Corporation
Roseville Joint High School District
Sierra Pacific Industries
Herman Miller, Inc.
Gladding McBean
Reynolds Metals Co.

Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Rocklin
Roseville
Roseville
Lincoln
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Rocklin
Roseville
Lincoln
Rocklin
Lincoln
Rocklin

Number of
Employees
4,900
2,100
2,000
1,377
1,375
751
720
709
545
534
429
302
300
248
224
170

County of Placer Office of Economic Development, 1997: Economic and Demographic Profile
City of Lincoln Planning Department
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On-Site Employment
There is presently no source of employment nor is anyone employed on the project site. However,
Bitterroot Restoration, Inc., a wholesale nursery, has been issued a conditional use permit to establish
operations on the site. The nursery will create approximately 10 full-time equivalent jobs over the
10-year lease period.

Commute Patterns
Commute patterns of Placer County workers and residents were determined using 1990 Census data. The
majority of commute miles is within the Sacramento Metropolitan Region, making commute patterns
difficult to define. Projections supplied by Sierra Planning Organization (SPO) assume that 1990
commute patterns continue currently in Placer County. Current traffic patterns and highway congestion
support this assumption.
Residents Employed in Placer County – Between 1980 and 1989, the number of Placer County
residents employed within the County increased from 26,636 to an estimated 42,500 showing an
increase during the same period from 49.3 percent to 53.7 percent of the total labor force. There are
no more recent figures available to indicate changes in commute patterns since that time.
Residents Employed Outside Placer County – Between 1980 and 1989, the number of Placer County
residents employed outside the County increased from 15,374 to an estimated 22,620, showing little
change during the same time period from 28.5 percent to 28.6 percent of the County’s total labor
force. According to the 1989 Wade Report done for the North Central Roseville Specific Plan,
“approximately 48 percent of Roseville and Rocklin residents commuted out of Placer County to work.”
There are no more recent figures available to indicate changes in commute patterns since that time.
Residents Employed Outside the State – Between 1980 and 1989, the number of Placer County
residents employed outside the State increased from 1,079 to an estimated 1,580, remaining constant
at two percent of the total labor force.

Wages and Salaries
Wages for entry-level workers in selected occupations presently average from $5.90 to $11.20 per hour.
Wages for more experienced workers increase to an average of $6.80 to $14.40 per hour (County of
Placer Office of Economic Development, 1997).

5.1.3 Housing
Demand for housing in the study area has been driven primarily by people migrating into the area whose
primary places of employment are located in south Placer County and Sacramento County. According to
1990 occupational data, employment has continued to grow in the western Placer region, stimulating
demand for housing in this area. The desirability of the region (e.g., climate, affordability, etc.) for
retirees moving from other areas of the State has further stimulated the housing market.

Current Housing Stock and Trends
This subsection describes the housing unit inventory, housing costs and population forecasts for South Placer
communities in proximity to the project site. Current inventory is derived from 1990 Census data and
SACOG’s 1998 Population and Housing Estimates for the incorporated cities. Residential growth projections
are based on SACOG’s RAD Housing, Population & Employment Projection Data 1995-2020.
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The South Placer region remains relatively affordable as a source of housing when compared with the San
Francisco or Los Angeles metropolitan areas. Housing prices have generally declined since the early
1990s, but have increased over the past 2-3 years. Median home prices for 1990 and 1997 were obtained
from Sacramento Bee Neighbors’ Answer Book (January 1991 and January 1998).
Lincoln:
T

Current Stock – Between 1990 and 1998 the City of Lincoln’s dwelling units increased by
21 percent from 2,623 to 3,173 while the population increased by 16 percent during the same
period. A breakdown of these dwelling types includes 73 percent single-family homes,
25 percent multi-family units and 2 percent mobile homes.

T

Housing Costs – The October 1997 median home price in Lincoln was $119,000. For-purchase
housing has decreased approximately 15 percent since 1990.

T

Residential Growth – SACOG projects that between 1995 and 2020 the number of dwelling
units in Lincoln RAD will increase by 9,567 units, representing an increase of 236 percent. Most
of the new units are projected to be single-family homes (92 percent).

Loomis:
T

Current Stock – Between 1990 and 1998 the number of dwelling units in the Town of Loomis
increased by 8 percent from 2,021 to 2,187, while the population increased by 7 percent during
the same period. A breakdown of these dwelling types includes 90 percent single-family homes,
5 percent multi-family units and 5 percent mobile homes.

T

Housing Costs – The October 1997 median home price in the Loomis-Penryn area was $183,850.
By comparison, the East Loomis-Granite Bay area reported the median home price at $344,750
during that same month. Housing prices have decreased approximately 10 percent since 1990.

T

Residential Growth – SACOG projects that between 1995 and 2020 the number of dwelling
units in Loomis RAD will increase by 5,179 units, representing an overall increase of
103 percent. The majority of new units are expected to be single-family homes (96 percent).

Rocklin:
T

Current Stock – Between 1990 and 1998 the number of dwelling units in the City of Rocklin
increased by 65 percent from 6,623 to 10,955, while the population increased by 61 percent
during the same period. A current breakdown of these dwelling types includes 79 percent singlefamily homes, 17 percent multi-family units and 4 percent mobile homes.

T

Housing Costs – The October 1997 median home price in Rocklin was $162,500. This price
represents a 7 percent decrease since 1990.

T

Residential Growth – SACOG projects that between 1995 and 2020 the number of dwelling
units in Rocklin RAD will increase by 14,198 units, representing an increase of 150 percent.
While the majority of new units are projected to be single-family homes (63 percent), a
substantial percentage increase in multi-family units (37 percent of all new residential
construction) is expected.
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Roseville:
T

Current Stock – Between 1990 and 1998 the number of dwelling units in the City of Roseville
increased by 65 percent from 16,628 to 27,439, while the population increased by 53 percent
during the same period. A current breakdown of these dwelling types includes 76 percent singlefamily homes, 22 percent multi-family units and 2 percent mobile homes.

T

Housing Costs – The October 1997 median home price in Roseville was $152,000, representing
a 13 percent decrease in prices since 1990.

T

Residential Growth – SACOG projects the greatest increase in residential construction in
Roseville. Between 1995 and 2020 it is expected that the number of units in Roseville RAD will
increase by 17,407 units or 236 percent. As with Rocklin, the majority of the new units will be
single-family homes (67 percent); however a substantial portion (33 percent) will be multi-family
dwellings.

Vacancy Rate
Vacancy rates are one indicator of the adequacy of housing supply. According to HUD, vacancy rates
that fall below five percent are considered critical. Table 5-4 shows the vacancy rate for purchase and
rental housing reported in Placer County’s Housing Element.
Table 5-4
Placer County Vacancy Rates
Vacancy Status

Percent
11%
5%
5%
70%
9%

For Rent
For Sale
Rented or Sold, Not Occupied
For Seasonal or Occasional Use
Other Vacant

Availability of Residential Land to Meet Housing Needs
The Sierra Planning Organization (SPO) projected a need for 5,178 new housing units for all income
groups between 1990 and 1997 in unincorporated Placer County. This represents about 740 units per
year—approximately a 2.2 percent growth rate (Housing Element of the Placer County General Plan,
Crawford, Multari & Starr et al., 1994a).
The Housing Element shows that there is ample properly-zoned land available for additional residential
development in unincorporated areas of Placer County to serve the needs of all household income levels.
The Housing Element also indicates that either adequate infrastructure is currently in place to serve new
development or appropriate financing is available to construct needed infrastructure. Using the most
current figures available, Table 5-5 compares the number of housing units needed by 1997 (as determined
by SPO) with the number of housing units that could be accommodated by existing residential zoning,
assuming an 80 percent buildout factor. The Placer County General Plan Update Countywide General
Plan EIR (Crawford, Multari & Starr, et al., 1994b) indicates that, when market forces and other
constraints are factored in, the total dwelling units in the unincorporated County are projected to be about
60,800 in 2010 and 80,600 in 2040. These numbers include dwelling unit buildout rates on the Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan Area.

March 15, 2002

Page 5-8

R:\02Bickford\05\p&h.doc
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Table 5-5
Comparison of Housing Needs and Holding Capacity Within
Unincorporated Placer County

Existing Housing
1
Units

Additional Units
2
Needed 1992-1997

Additional Units
Possible With Existing
Zoning

Single-Family

27,898

3,026

38,214

Multi-Family Residential

2,931

2,152

63,094

Total

30,829

5,178

101,308

Type of Unit
3

Notes:
1
Occupied year-round per 1990 Census
2
Assumes single-family occupancy by moderate- and above moderate-income households; assumes multi-family occupancy by
low- and very low-income households.
3
Includes mobile homes and trailers
Source: Housing Element, Placer County General Plan (Crawford, Multari & Starr, et al., 1994a)

Housing Affordability
An adequate balance between the availability of jobs and of housing affordable to workers filling those
jobs is an important environmental consideration. A jobs-housing imbalance caused by lack of affordable
housing results in lengthy commutes which not only affects the social and economic conditions of a
region, but can result in traffic, noise and air quality impacts, as well.
Definition of Affordability – The South Placer region remains relatively affordable as a source of
housing when compared with the San Francisco or Los Angeles metropolitan areas. However, as the
region has continued to attract higher paid Sacramento and Bay Area commuters, demand for land and
housing has increased the sales price of housing. Housing is considered affordable when monthly
housing costs do not exceed 30 percent of a household’s gross monthly income. Table 5-6 breaks down
monthly affordable housing costs for low- and very low-income households according to household size,
per the Placer County Affordable Housing Cost Guidelines.
Table 5-6
Affordable Housing Costs
Persons per
Household
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Very Low-Income
Households
Rental Housing*
Ownership Housing**
$454/month
$454/month
$519/month
$519/month
$584/month
$584/month
$649/month
$649/month
$701/month
$701/month
$753/month
$753/month
$804/month
$804/month
$856/month
$856/month

Low-Income
Households
Rental Housing*
Ownership Housing**
$545/month
$636/month
$622/month
$726/month
$701/month
$817/month
$779/month
$908/month
$841/month
$981/month
$903/month
$1,054/month
$965/month
$1,126/month
$1,028/month
$1,199/month

*Rental housing costs include rent, utilities and property taxes, if applicable.
**Ownership housing costs include principal and interest, utilities, property taxes, insurance, homeownership dues, and
maintenance and repairs.
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Availability of Affordable Housing – Between 1992 and 1997, approximately 145 units of affordable
housing were constructed as part of 6 residential projects in unincorporated Placer County. These
affordable units represent 34 percent of the total units in these developments.
Over the past two years, 208 apartment units have been constructed in the City of Lincoln which are
intended for low-income households. In addition, 120 multi-family units were recently approved for
income-eligible tenants. Plan Area B of the Twelve Bridges master-planned community is currently
under construction and includes 1,250 affordable units of medium- and high-density housing; these units
will be available for purchase or for rent. Plan Area A, which is scheduled to begin construction within
one year, will include an additional 1,660 affordable units (Skillings, 1998).
The City of Rocklin has recently approved plans for constructing 1,000 new multi-family units. With
rents ranging from $1,150-1,250 per month, these apartment units will not be affordable to low-income
households, but will be affordable to moderate-income families. With many homes priced between
$100,000 and $140,000, for-purchase housing could be accessible to low- and moderate-income residents.
Rocklin’s federally-funded First-time Homebuyer Program offers downpayment assistance to eligible
low-income families toward the purchase of a home (Schaer, 1998).

Placer County’s Affordable Housing Objectives and Programs
The following is a brief summary of Placer County’s new and existing affordable housing programs.
These programs are intended to provide incentives for the development of housing affordable to lowincome households. The programs are steps that the County is taking to achieve its quantified objectives,
referring in part to the number of dwelling units that are expected to be constructed during the timeframe
of the Housing Element. (Note: PCGP Housing Element policies which address affordable housing are
described in the General Plan Consistency section of the Land Use Chapter.)
Density Bonus. Allow density bonuses for the construction of units for low- and very low-income
residents, and for senior housing projects. Provide additional incentives and provide a 25 percent density
bonus if 20 percent of the units are available to low-income households.
Permit Streamlining. Continue to implement the permit streamlining program for residential projects.
Provisions for Second Units. Allow second residential units with single-family residences, including
second units, to be located above a garage or similar accessory building on lots less than 2.3 acres in area
and the impacts on neighborhood character are not significant.
Mobile Homes in all Residential Districts. Allow mobile homes and manufactured housing in all
residential zoning districts. Allow “hardship mobile homes” as second residential units in residential
and/or agricultural zones.
Mixed Use Projects. Allow a reduction in required parking for mixed-use projects.
Senior Housing. Allow density bonuses and allow relief from parking standards and other specified
development standards for senior housing projects.
Development Fee Waivers. Waive 50 percent of the development-related fees (over which the County
has direct control) for projects in which 10 percent of the units are affordable to very low-income
households, or in which 20 percent of the units are affordable to low-income households.

March 15, 2002

Page 5-10

R:\02Bickford\05\p&h.doc
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Reduction in Development Standards. Consider relaxing certain development standards related to
amount of paved surfaces, street/sidewalk widths, landscaping, open space, architectural conformity,
setbacks, building height and allowable lot coverage.
In-Lieu Fees. Establish a trust fund for in-lieu fees to acquire building sites for affordable housing.
In addition to the policies and objectives described above, Placer County is currently drafting an
Affordable Housing Implementation Plan that will 1) identify potential funding sources and state and
federal programs to increase the County’s supply of affordable housing; 2) prioritize the types of
affordable housing programs needed (e.g., housing rehabilitation, first-time homebuyers, new
construction, senior housing, etc.); 3) determine how to leverage funds to maximize the available
financial resources for these programs; and 4) develop housing program administration policies to
implement the programs. As part of this overall strategy, the County is also targeting sites throughout the
County for development of affordable units.

5.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to population, employment, and housing are identified in the General Plan Consistency
discussion in Section 5.3.

5.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the impacts to population, employment and housing resulting from
the proposed project, and suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact. A detailed
discussion of mitigation measures is included in Section 5.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with population, employment, and housing have been evaluated
using the following criteria:
T

Level of concentration of population;

T

Extent to which the location, distribution, density and growth rate of the population is altered;

T

Job creation is generally considered beneficial to a community and does not carry a threshold of
significance for adverse impacts. The thresholds of significance established to determine indirect
impacts associated with the project-generated employment (e.g., traffic, wastewater, housing,
etc.) are included in the corresponding chapters of this EIR.

T

Level of conflict with housing/population projections and policies in the General Plan;

T

Compliance with Placer County’s affordable housing policies and objectives; and

T

Compliance with Placer County’s jobs/housing balance policies and objectives.

The CEQA Guidelines state that a project may have adverse impacts on housing if it will affect the
existing supply of housing or create a demand for additional housing. A shift in housing supply or
demand can produce significant impacts on household formation, commute patterns, and a community’s
quality of life.
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5.3.1 Population
IMPACT PH-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increase in the population of unincorporated Placer County
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

At buildout, the proposed project would result in an increase in population of 4,312. Approximately
1,705 residents would reside in the Heritage Ridge age-restricted community (i.e., 55 years and older).
The population impacts analysis is based on the following assumptions:
T

The residential development would average of 2.6 persons per household except for a portion of
the Plan Area to be developed as an age-restricted community; this senior development would
average 1.8 persons per household. Multipliers are based on figures currently used by Placer
County Planning Department.

T

A total of 1,950 dwelling units would be constructed at buildout; occupancy of 947 of these units
(49 percent of total units) would be restricted to residents 55 years and older.

Placer County General Plan’s Policy Document does not contain policies specifically intended to address
population change, however the Policy Document’s policies and programs do address the general effects
of future development. The Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR concludes that “the
General Plan will accommodate a significant increase in the [unincorporated] population, especially in the
South Placer regional analysis area.”
The population increase attributed to future development of the proposed project was considered in the
environmental assessment of the Placer County General Plan. The level of population concentration and
the population location, distribution, density and growth rate associated with the Bickford Ranch Specific
Plan Project are consistent with the assumptions in the Placer County General Plan. Based on this, the
proposed project would have a less than significant impact with respect to population growth.
The population increase attributed to future development of the proposed project was considered in the
environmental assessment of the Placer County General Plan. Based on the PCGP FEIR’s conclusions
related to population growth impacts, the increase resulting from buildout of the Bickford Ranch Specific
Plan Project would not result in a significant adverse environmental impact.
Population growth resulting from the proposed project could, however, result in indirect impacts to
traffic, air quality, noise, et cetera. These potential indirect impacts are addressed in their respective
chapters of this Draft EIR.

5.3.2 Employment
IMPACT PH-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increase in employment opportunities in Placer County
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

An increase of approximately 218 permanent jobs is expected at buildout of the proposed project. This
includes 60 employees for the golf course (including maintenance, clubhouse, other golf-related uses) and
156 employees for the village center retail/commercial businesses (based on 70,000 square feet of retail
space). Table 5-7 summarizes estimated employment figures associated with the proposed project.
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Table 5-7
Estimated Employment Generated
Employment Source
Retail/Commercial
Golf Course

Employment Multiplier

Quantity of Factor

Employment

1 employee/450 sq. ft

70,000

156

---

1

601
2

Parks Maintenance

2

Total

218

Notes:
1
Based on other private golf courses in the region.
2
John Ramirez, Director, Placer County Parks Division, 8/99
Source: Economic & Planning Systems, 1999.

The employment impact analysis considers jobs in terms of basic, non-basic and secondary
classifications. Basic jobs have a regional or national market base, producing goods for export outside the
Sacramento Metropolitan Region (e.g., food crops, electronics, textiles, lumber and wood) and result in
the addition of new income in the local economy. By contrast, non-basic jobs support the existing
population in the area, with no national or regional component; they provide goods and services to area
customers, recirculating money already within the local economy (e.g., legal and health services, banks,
grocery and retail). Secondary jobs include: those created by a project’s suppliers and contractors; they
are forms of temporary employment which result from project construction (e.g., brickmakers, plumbers,
quarry workers, decorators, landscapers). Other secondary employment may include jobs generated for
upkeep of landscaped common areas owned by the Homeowners Association.
The employment impacts analysis is based on the following assumptions. Employment multipliers are
provided by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.’s (EPS) Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Fiscal Impact
Study:
T
T
T

No basic jobs will be created through implementation of the project;
Employment-generating uses would include a total of 70,000 square feet of retail/commercial
space, a recreational center, and an 18-hole golf course; and
Employment generation multipliers are: 1 employee per 450 square feet of retail space and
60 employees per golf course.

The creation of 218 jobs as a result of project development would be considered beneficial to the
economy of the region. The jobs generated as a result of development of the Bickford Ranch Specific
Plan are expected to be “non-basic” employment in the service sector. Unlike “basic” employment (i.e.,
involving the production of goods for export generating wealth for the economy), service jobs do not
produce goods that add wealth to the local or regional economy but rather recirculate existing dollars.
The infusion of new residents’ income into local businesses, however, could generate an induced round of
new employment opportunities. The proposed project would have a beneficial effect with respect to
employment in Placer County.
Most wages associated with proposed project-generated employment would fall below the median for the
Sacramento Metropolitan Region. Workers’ ability to purchase housing in the area would rely largely on
a second income. Any potential impacts on employment resulting from project development are therefore
tied to housing affordability and are discussed in Housing Impacts Section 5.3.4.
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5.3.3 Housing
The proposed project would affect both the supply and the demand for housing in the study area. The
supply of housing in the study area would increase because the proposed project would entail construction
of 1950 new units. The demand for housing would also be affected, as new jobs associated with the
proposed project would create a housing demand for employees.
IMPACT PH-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increase in the supply of housing in south Placer County
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

A project’s effect on the supply and demand for housing is determined by the number of new households
created by the project compared with the number of housing units to be constructed. New households are
calculated by dividing the number of jobs created by the number of workers per household.
The impact analysis is based on the following assumptions:
T
T
T
T
T
T

A total of 1,950 dwelling units would be constructed at buildout;
All units would be developed as conventional housing;
947 units would be occupied by persons 55 years and older;
Households are defined as occupied housing units;
The employee-per-household ratio is 1.35; and
No affordable housing would be constructed on the project site.

The figure of 1.23 workers per household has been used in numerous northern California studies to
represent a “balanced” ratio of workers per household. Prior to 1980, 0.75 to 1.25 was considered a
balanced jobs-to-housing range. However, in the urban United States in 1987, approximately 90 percent
of working adults lived in households which had more than one person of working age; roughly
70 percent of those were double-income households (City of Sacramento, 1991). Under these conditions,
fewer units are needed to house the same number of workers. The upper end of the “balance” range has
thus risen from 1.25 to 1.5 jobs per housing unit. This analysis uses a mid-range figure of 1.35 workers
per household.
As described in Section 5.1.3 above, low vacancy rates may indicate that housing supply is not keeping
up with demand in Placer County. Bickford Ranch would increase the supply for housing by 1,950 units;
947 units, or 49 percent of total units, would be set aside for occupancy by seniors.
Using the 1.35 multiplier, the 216 new jobs generated by the proposed project would create an estimated
160 households. Based on the assumption that employees prefer to live near the workplace (and holding
all other factors constant), the proposed project would increase the demand for housing by 160 units.
(Note: new households would not be created by currently unemployed local residents who fill jobs in
Bickford Ranch.)
The net effect of the proposed project would be a decrease in the demand for housing, as construction of
1,950 units would more than offset the increase in demand created by new employment. This effect is
consistent with the housing/population projections and policies in the Placer County General Plan. The
proposed project would therefore have a beneficial impact with respect to housing supply in Placer
County.

 T 
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IMPACT PH-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increase in the need for affordable housing
Significant
Mitigation Measure PH-A (Pay unspecified in-lieu fees)
Significant
Mitigation Measure PH-B (Construct onsite affordable
residential units) or PH-C (Pay a per unit in-lieu affordable
housing fee, such fee to be calculated based on unit cost,
affordable rent, and interest rate current as of the time
payment is made, and calculated in a manner similar to that
calculated in the DEIR)
Less Than Significant

The proposed project would provide homes ranging in price from $150,000 to $800,000. EPS’ Bickford
Ranch Fiscal Impact Study assumed the weighted average home price of the 616 Estate units to be
$435,000; the 387 low density units to be $260,000; and the 947 age-restricted units to be $244,000.
Generally, homes would be affordable to above-moderate income households (those earning 120% or
more of the Placer County median income). There are no plans to construct units that would be
affordable to low- or very low-income households (i.e., those earning less than 80% or 50% of median
income, respectively).
An informal survey of jurisdictions in close proximity to the project site was conducted to determine the
availability of affordable housing for employees of the Golf Course and commercial Village Center.
Specifically, within the cities of Lincoln and Rocklin there appears to be an adequate supply of affordable
housing units to accommodate workers in the Bickford Ranch project (refer to Section 5.1.3 for an
inventory of affordable housing units in proximity to the site).
The proposed project does not, however, contribute to the County’s overall goals and objectives of
meeting affordable housing needs for its residents. Table 5-8 shows the discrepancy between the number
of affordable units needed and the number of units approved within the unincorporated area. The
proposed project would not comply with the jobs/housing balance policies and objectives of the PCGP.
This would be a significant project impact.
Placer County policy states that large residential development projects include an affordable housing
component or, when development of affordable housing onsite is impractical, the payment of an in-lieu
fee for construction of affordable housing units elsewhere. The County has determined, based on a recent
analysis for a similar project, that the sum of $28,000 per unit is the appropriate affordable housing in-lieu
fee for Bickford Ranch (Langford, 1999). The Applicant has proposed the payment of an in-lieu fee of an
unspecified amount. Because the proposed project does not include any low-income units onsite or
payment of the in-lieu fee of $28,000 per unit, the demand for affordable housing is considered a
significant impact after proposed mitigation. The recommended mitigation of constructing 195 units or
payment of the $28,000-per-unit fee would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Note: This
document includes an alternative which incorporates the construction of onsite affordable housing.
Please refer to Chapter 16.)
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Table 5-8
Comparison of Affordable Housing Needs and Supply
1992-1997
Units

Low- and Very Low-Income

1

2,152

Needed

2

145

Constructed

Notes:
1
Placer County, Housing Element, General Plan, Crawford, Multari & Starr, et al., 1994a
2
Placer County Planning Department, 1997

 T 
IMPACT PH-5:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Potential effect on the jobs-housing balance in the study area
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

To minimize adverse impacts associated with lengthy commutes, an adequate supply of housing must be
made available to workers within a 15-minute commute shed (Clark, 1998). This would generally include
workers traveling to Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, as well as those employed on the Bickford Ranch
site. Conversely, residential construction must be timed to occur as new employment opportunities
become available so that there is not an excess of housing in a community with few jobs.
Generally, a jobs/housing ratio of 1.0 to 1.5 is considered “balanced.” A study conducted for the Twelve
Bridges EIR in 1996 found that the jobs/housing balance in the project area was 1.04, which falls within
the desired range.
With an unadjusted jobs/housing ratio of 0.11, the Bickford Ranch project would not maintain a
jobs/housing balance internally. The adjusted ratio would in fact be much lower, in part because wage
levels associated with new jobs would be inadequate for many workers to purchase a home in Bickford
Ranch, and in part because the percentage of employed residents in the age-restricted community could be
as low as 20 percent (RRM Design Group, 1997a).
This effect on the jobs-housing balance would not be significant because, although the increased supply
of housing may not fully serve new employees, adequate affordable housing is available in the larger
housing market. A survey of jurisdictions within the 15-minute commute shed, specifically the cities of
Lincoln and Rocklin, showed that sufficient proposed and approved housing projects for employees of the
proposed project are currently on the market or are scheduled for construction within the next two years.
Information regarding affordable housing availability is included in Section 5.1.3.
In addition, the disproportionately low ratio of jobs-to-housing is considered acceptable by the County
because there are significant employment opportunities that exist within the 15-minute commute shed.
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, wage and salary employment in Placer County has increased substantially
over the last decade with much of the employment growth occurring in the services, manufacturing, and
construction sectors in the South Placer region. The proposed project’s effect on job/housing balance
would therefore be consistent with the Placer County policies and objectives. This would be a less than
significant impact of the proposed project.
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5.3.4 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing employment, population, and housing are identified
below, and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is
consistent with Placer County’s employment, population, and housing policies.

Affordable Housing Supply
2.A.5

The County shall encourage “mixed-use” projects where housing is provided in conjunction with
compatible non-residential uses.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes commercial and recreational uses in addition to the planned
residential development.

2.A.11 All new housing projects of 100 or more units on land that has received an increase in allowable
density through either a public or privately initiated general plan amendment, community plan
amendment, rezoning or specific plan shall be required to provide at least 10 percent of the units
to be affordable to low income households. The low income units shall be available concurrently
with the market-rate units. All such units shall remain affordable for at least 20 years.
In cases where developers actually construct the low income units, the projects shall be eligible
for a 10 percent density bonus. The Land Use Element and Zoning Ordinance will be amended to
avoid potential conflicts with minimum lot size standards in cases where the density bonus option
is exercised.
In cases where the County determines that it is impractical for the developer to actually construct
the units on site, the County may as an alternative allow the dedication of land sufficient to
accommodate at least 10 percent of the units for low-income households and/or the payment of an
in-lieu fee. In cases where land dedication is deemed suitable, such land shall be offered in fee to
the County or to another public or nonprofit agency approved by the County. The amount of the
in-lieu fee shall be determined on a case-by-case basis. The County may require the developer to
fund an analysis showing how contributions of in-lieu fees could be best utilized to create the
desired number of low-cost units.
Inconsistent. See Impact PH-6 below.
2.A.14 Housing for low-income households that is required in a new residential project shall not be
concentrated into a single building or portion of the site but shall be dispersed throughout the
project, to the extent practical, given the size of the project and other site constraints.
Not Applicable.
No housing for low income households is planned within the proposed project.
2.A.16 The County shall require low income housing units in density bonus projects to be available at the
same time as the market-rate units in the project.
Not Applicable.
No housing for low income households is planned within the proposed project.

R:\02Bickford\05\p&h.doc

Page 5-17

March 15, 2002

5.0 Population, Employment and Housing
Special Needs
2.E.1

The development of housing for seniors, including congregate care facilities, shall be encouraged.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes an age-restricted community for seniors.

IMPACT PH-6:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:
Proposed:
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Inconsistency with Placer County General Plan Policy 2.A.11
requiring that all new housing projects of 100 or more units,
having received an increase in allowable density through a
specific plan, shall provide affordable housing, unless
impractical
Significant
Mitigation Measure PH-A (Pay unspecified in-lieu fees)
Significant
Mitigation Measure PH-B (Construct on-site affordable
residential units)
Less Than Significant

General Plan Policy 2.A.11 requires large residential development projects to include an affordable
housing component where adequate land for such construction is available. As described in Impact PH-4
above, the Applicant proposes to satisfy Placer County’s affordable housing requirement through
payment of unspecified in-lieu fees. The proposed payment of in-lieu fees would be inconsistent with the
policy because the proposed project contains adequate land on-site to fulfill this requirement. The County
has determined that an on-site solution is not impractical, and it is the County’s policy preference to
locate affordable housing onsite. Therefore, this impact would be significant after proposed mitigation.
Recommended mitigation, requiring 10 percent of the units constructed on-site to be affordable to lowincome households, would be consistent with Policy 2.A.11 and would reduce this impact to less than
significant.

5.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure PH-A: Pay unspecified in-lieu fees
Mitigation Measure PH-A applies to Impacts PH-4 and PH-6.
The Applicant proposes to pay an unspecified amount toward the County’s purchase of land to be
developed as affordable housing.
Mitigation Measure PH-B: Construct on-site affordable residential units
Mitigation Measure PH-B applies to Impacts PH-4 and PH-6.
The Applicant shall construct 10% of the residential units (195) on-site as affordable to low-income
households
Mitigation Measure PH-C: Pay a per unit in-lieu affordable housing fee, such fee to be calculated based
on unit cost, affordable rent, and interest rate current as of the time payment is made, and calculated in a
manner similar to that identified in the DEIR.
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Mitigation Measure PH-C applies to Impact PH-4.
The County intents to use the fees generated towards subsidizing the development fee for new low or very
low income housing projects in the County.
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

6.0 Public Services and Utilities

6.0

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
This chapter addresses public services and utilities required to serve the proposed project. These services
and utilities include water supply, treatment and conveyance; wastewater treatment and conveyance;
electricity, gas, and energy; parks and recreational facilities; and other County and community services
including schools, fire protection, solid waste disposal, and telephone/CATV.

6.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

6.1.1 Water
The existing off-site domestic water distribution system owned by PCWA does not extend to the
boundary of the project site. Additionally, currently no on-site domestic water conveyance systems are
available to serve the proposed project; however, there are two domestic water wells, one in R-19 and one
on the Bitterroot parcel. Raw (untreated) water is currently available on-site via the Caperton and
Antelope canals. Systems required to serve the proposed project include water supply, water treatment,
and water conveyance systems. The environmental setting for each is described below.

Water Supply
Surface Water
PCWA provides treated water to commercial and residential connections within the County. PCWA
surface water entitlements include 327,000 acre-feet per year (292 million gallons per day (mgd)) from
the American River and the PG&E supply system from Lake Spaulding in the Sierra Nevada foothills
(EIP Associates, 1997). Currently, peak usage is approximately 10 mgd during the winter and 25 mgd
during the summer. The average annual increase in peak summer demand is approximately 1 mgd (Lund,
1998).
Raw Water
Two canals currently exist on the project site and in the vicinity, known as the Caperton and Antelope
canals. The canals, owned and operated by the PCWA, carry raw water from the Dutch Ravine Canal and
the Lower Fiddler Green Canal for non-domestic uses. The Caperton Canal runs along Boulder Ridge
and is primarily an open unlined channel approximately five to six feet wide. The Caperton Canal is
comprised of unlined, natural channels, underground pipe, and an open, gunite-lined channel. The
Caperton Canal supplies the Sunset Water Treatment Plant, as well as several local agricultural users.
The Antelope Canal is similarly constructed and enters the project site near its southeastern border and
discharges into Clover Valley Reservoir (see Figure 3-16).
PCWA has an agreement with PG&E to purchase up to 78 cubic feet per second (cfs) of raw water that is
delivered to Dutch Ravine canal on demand. The water flows downstream into the Caperton, Antelope,
and Penryn canals. At this time, PCWA does not draw the full 78 cfs, due in part to lack of hydraulic
capacity in portions of the canal system. PCWA maintains a waiting list of customers who wish to
purchase water from the system, and serves these customers as sufficient hydraulic capacity becomes
available at the location from which the customer wants to draw the water. Hydraulic capacity
improvements are made by PCWA as funding becomes available, and PCWA also allows proponents of
large projects to fund, design, and construct needed capacity improvements on its behalf to expedite
delivery to the project and customers higher on the waiting list (Powers, 1998).
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The Applicant has contracts to purchase 100 miners inches1 (2.5 cfs) of raw water from the Antelope
Canal and 121 miners inches (3.0 cfs) from the Caperton Canal.
Wells
There are currently two domestic wells on the project site and two wells in the NAPOTS parcel.
Individual property owners neighboring the proposed project site also use private wells for domestic and
agricultural water supply.
Drought Conditions
During drought conditions, customers served by PCWA may be limited to a certain percentage of the
normally available water supply. The severity of drought conditions is ranked by stage and drought
response measures are implemented accordingly.

Water Treatment
PCWA operates two water treatment plants interconnected by water distribution pipelines that supply
Southern Placer County and the City of Lincoln with domestic water. The Foothill Water Treatment
Plant (WTP), located east of Newcastle, produces about 27 mgd, and the Sunset WTP, located south of
the City of Lincoln, has an approximate capacity of 5 mgd. Treated water for the proposed project would
be provided primarily by the Foothill WTP. The Foothill WTP is projected to increase to a treatment
capacity of 55 mgd in 2002 and currently has 11 million gallons of storage capacity (Montgomery
Watson, 1997a; Lund, 1998).

Water Distribution
There are currently no water distribution systems on the project site (with the exception of the Caperton
and Antelope canals), nor are there any distribution mains in the immediate vicinity of the project site.
PCWA delivers treated water from the Foothill WTP to the City of Lincoln and Southern Placer County
through a pipeline system capable of carrying 15 mgd. These pipelines are referred to as Cross Basins 1
and 2, and Lincoln I. Cross Basin Pipeline 2 is a 48-inch line beginning at the Foothill WTP and
terminating near the intersection of English Colony Way and Taylor Road. From that point a 30-inch
diameter pipeline, referred to as Cross Basin 1, has been constructed to provide redundant water supply to
the City of Lincoln and supplement supply to southern Placer County PCWA service area. As the 15 mgd
pipeline capacity is utilized, an additional pipeline (known as the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline) is
planned. The route and size of this planned pipeline is currently being evaluated, but it is anticipated it
will be constructed along English Colony Way (approximately 42 to 48 inches) and Sierra College
Boulevard (approximately 30 inches) bordering the project site on the southwest corner.
The timing associated with the construction of the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline is dependent on the
water needs of the City of Lincoln and the capacity remaining in the existing 14-inch Lincoln I pipeline.
Based on discussions with PCWA staff, the Lincoln I pipeline has approximately 0.8 mgd of capacity.
The Cross Basin 1 pipeline is currently near capacity and construction of the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset
pipeline is currently planned for completion in early 2001 (Montgomery Watson, 1997a; EIP Associates,
1997; Raley, 1999).

1

One miners inch is equivalent to 11.2 gallons per minute.
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6.1.2 Wastewater
Wastewater Conveyance
There are currently no wastewater conveyance systems at the proposed project site, nor are there
conveyance systems to connect proposed on-site sewers to existing off-site sewer pipelines. Properties
near the project site have individual septic systems. There are currently two existing septic systems on
the proposed project site in addition to the septic system in the NAPOTS parcel.
On-site sewer pipelines and associated improvements would be constructed by the Applicant to serve the
majority of the proposed project (see Figure 3-19), and these pipelines would be conveyed to Placer
County. Eighteen residential parcels would have individual septic systems.
A Joint Powers Authority has been formed among Placer County, the cities of Lincoln and Auburn, the
South Placer Municipal Utility district, and the Newcastle Sanitary District, in part for the purpose of
designing and constructing a regional sewer system. This network of pipelines will be designed to
provide capacity for the proposed project as well as future capacity for conveyance from existing users
and approved projects not yet constructed to the existing City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant
(LWWTP) and/or a new regional wastewater treatment plant (RWWTP) which is planned by the City of
Lincoln. This future system is described below.
The sewer line would follow special sewer easements or street alignments (see Figure 3-19), and would
be sized to accommodate the flows generated from buildout of the approved General Plans for the
contributory areas of each participating political subdivision. The pipeline would be 42 to 60 inches in
diameter and would begin at the northwest corner of the project site (the intersection of Sierra College
Boulevard and SR 193). It would parallel SR 193 along its south side within the SR 193 right-of-way to a
point east of the SR 193 crossing of Auburn Ravine. The pipeline would be constructed along the
alignment of a planned detour road which Caltrans plans to construct as part of its SR 193 realignment
improvement project. Caltrans has agreed to allow the pipeline construction outside of the paved
roadway of SR 193, but within the ultimate right-of-way, through the encroachment permit process
(Caltrans, 1998). The pipeline installation would occur prior to the installation by Caltrans of permanent
vegetation within the detour road area. The environmental impacts of this alignment have been addressed
as part of the Caltrans SR 193 improvement project.
At the proposed Ferrari Ranch Road intersection with SR 193, east of Auburn Ravine, the pipeline would
proceed southerly, following the alignment of Ferrari Ranch Road to SR 65. The environmental impacts
of the Ferrari Ranch Road alignment were analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the revised
Twelve Bridges Specific Plan (SCH #97022074). At SR 65, the 42- to 60-inch pipeline would terminate.
The sewer for the proposed Bickford Ranch project would continue as a 12-inch pipeline along the
easterly side of the SR 65 right-of-way, connecting to a recently constructed 30-inch pipeline which
serves the Del Webb portion of the revised Twelve Bridges project and other City of Lincoln areas north
and east of the Del Webb project. The 30-inch pipeline connects to an existing 33-inch pipeline, sewage
pump station, and 12-inch force main that transports wastewater to the existing LWWTP.
The Applicant would be responsible for constructing portions of the off-site sewer that do not currently
exist, and would be reimbursed on a pro-rata basis by either Placer County or the JPA.

Wastewater Treatment
The City of Lincoln currently operates the LWWTP which is located two miles west of SR 65, south of
Nicolas Road and north of Auburn Ravine (see Figure 3-20). The plant was constructed in 1976 and
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consists of aerated lagoons, storage ponds, and irrigation disposal systems. The plant currently operates
near its rated capacity of 0.8 mgd, but construction is underway that will expand its treatment capacity to
1.4 mgd by September 1999. Additionally, the City of Lincoln has applied for a discharge permit that
will allow another expansion to a treatment capacity of up to 2.4 mgd, which will include the addition of
new aerators, modifications to the existing lagoons and additional acreage for land disposal of treated
effluent. Potential environmental impacts related to the expansion will be addressed in an Environmental
Impact Report currently being prepared by the City of Lincoln. The City of Lincoln recently amended the
public facilities element of the General Plan to allow it to provide sewer and wastewater treatment
services to customers outside the City’s limits.
Concurrently, the City of Lincoln has proposed a new RWWTP to ultimately replace the existing plant by
2006, and to allow for a buildout capacity for the City of Lincoln to approximately 11.5 mgd (42,800
equivalent dwelling units). Several neighboring agencies have expressed interest in the RWWTP and the
City of Lincoln plans to fund the first phase of construction and provide service to JPA customers. Future
expansions of this new facility would be constructed as needed and as funding becomes available. The
City of Lincoln will issue a Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report addressing
potential impacts of this project, and is currently in the process of identifying alternative sites for the
RWWTP. It plans to issue the NOP in March 1999. One potential location for the RWWTP is shown on
Figure 3-20.
If the City’s EIR for a RWWTP is certified, the first phase of the RWWTP would come on line by
March 31, 2001 with a treatment capacity of 2.6 mgd, and an increase to 4.6 mgd by 2004 (EIP
Associates, 1997).

6.1.3 Electricity/Gas/Energy
Electricity
Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) supplies electricity to homes and businesses in the proposed
project vicinity. PG&E’s power is generated in fossil-fueled plants, hydroelectric powerhouses,
geothermal generators, a nuclear power plant, and ten combustion turbines. PG&E also buys power from
independent power producers and other utilities. PG&E provides approximately 75 billion kilowatt-hours
per year to approximately 12 million customers in Northern and Central California.
The PG&E system has about 18,450 miles of interconnected transmission lines, 1,014 substations, and
about 105,500 miles of distribution lines. A 12 kV three-phase overhead distribution circuit exists along
Sierra College Boulevard. Existing electrical distribution lines adjacent to the project in Sierra College
Boulevard could serve the site.

Gas
PG&E supplies natural gas to the homes and businesses in the project area. PG&E has more than
35,000 miles of distribution pipelines supplying 3.2 million residential gas customers, 200,000
commercial customers and 2,000 industrial users in Northern and Central California.
PG&E maintains three natural gas pipelines serving the study area. These existing lines are located in
Lincoln (3.3 miles from the site), along Sierra College Boulevard and King Road (4.4 miles from the site)
and in Penryn (approximately 2.0 miles from the site).
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Energy
Energy consumption in the study area takes many forms, including electrical and natural gas use by
residences, and fossil fuel consumption associated with transportation. As described above, there is
currently no energy consumption associated with the project site.

6.1.4 Parks and Recreation
Numerous federal, state, and local jurisdictions and private entities provide recreation opportunities in
Placer County. The U.S. Forest Services manages over 300,000 acres in portions of the Tahoe National
Forest, El Dorado National Forest, and portions of the Tahoe Basin, including recreation facilities and
campgrounds generally near rivers, streams, reservoirs, and lakes along the I-80 and SR 89 corridors.
Granite Chief Wilderness is a federally designated wilderness that provides hiking trails and protection
for natural features. The California Department of Parks and Recreation operates eight state parks and
recreation areas throughout Placer County. These regional facilities provide outdoor recreation
opportunities such as camping, hiking, boating, and swimming. In addition, there are extensive park and
recreation facilities within the Sacramento metropolitan region.
Local park and recreation facilities are oriented primarily towards serving neighborhood, community or
district recreation needs. Local parks in the western portion of the County are provided primarily by
Placer County, the Auburn Recreation District, and incorporated cities, such as Roseville, Rocklin, and
Lincoln. Approximately 439 acres of County and Auburn Recreation District local parkland are located
primarily along the I-80 corridor between Roseville and Auburn. County-operated recreation facilities in
the western County primarily serve communities for which community plans have been developed or for
which a County Service Area has been created. A number of the small, unincorporated communities
depend on nearby community facilities or incorporated city park facilities for local park and recreation
facilities. Placer County also utilizes school facilities as supplemental park and recreation facilities
(Placer County General Plan Update Countywide General Plan FEIR, Crawford, Multari & Starr et al.,
1994b).
The South Placer County Park and Recreation Study (ABC, 1997) identifies several community park and
recreation facilities in the Horseshoe Bar-Penryn area, an area that extends from SR 193 on the north, to
the Town of Loomis and the Auburn Park and Recreation District on the west, and to Folsom State
Recreation Area to the southwest. The Horseshoe Bar-Penryn area includes three park facilities operated
by Placer County: the Loomis Basin Community Park; Griffith Quarry Park and Museum; and the
recently opened Traylor Ranch Nature Reserve. The 33-acre Loomis Basin Community Park includes
four softball fields, three soccer fields, two tot lot/playgrounds, two picnic areas, horseshoe pits, a
basketball court, 1.5 miles of trails, an equestrian area, and portable restrooms. The Griffith Quarry Park
and Museum offers 24.4 acres of passive park area with three miles of hiking trails and several picnic
areas. The Traylor Ranch Nature Reserve opened in October 1998 near English Colony Way and Del
Mar, near the project site, as a bird sanctuary and nature reserve. Trails within this 90-acre park
could potentially be linked with trails in the Bickford Ranch project in the future (Ramirez, 1998).
School facilities in Placer County are also utilized for community recreation activities. The Penryn
Elementary School includes three youth soccer fields, one adult soccer field, one ball field, four tennis
courts, and one tot lot and playground. The Placer Elementary School includes six basketball courts, one
softball fields, two youth soccer fields, and one adult soccer field (ABC, 1997).
The City of Lincoln has the nearest municipal park facilities to the project site. Parks in the City of
Lincoln include McBean Memorial Community Park, Markham Ravine Park, Joiner Park, and three
community playground facilities at existing school sites. McBean Park comprises 23 acres of recreational
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facilities including a swimming pool, two baseball fields, soccer field, indoor rifle range, playground and
picnic areas (Dellwo, 1998). Park staff include park services positions, pool services positions and swim
instructors, and recreation program staff. The park is expected to grow by 66 acres in several years,
although the additional acreage will only be used for passive trails and picnic areas. Markham Ravine
Park is approximately 1.7 acres and has one playground surrounded by open space. Joiner Park is
approximately 13 acres and has a playground, two soccer fields, basketball court and baseball diamond.
City recreation facilities are at full capacity, particularly basketball, softball and soccer fields, as is the
swimming pool during the summer (Dellwo, 1998). A new 15-acre lighted sports complex has been
proposed, but development is not yet planned.
Park and recreation facilities in the Town of Loomis include 44 acres within Sunrise Loomis Park,
Loomis Elementary School, H. Clark Powers School, Franklin Elementary School, and Del Oro High
School. Together, these facilities offer nine softball/baseball fields, six soccer fields, three tot lot/
playgrounds, six basketball courts, two tracks, and five tennis courts.
City of Rocklin facilities are located about ten miles south of the proposed project. The nearest municipal
park and recreation facilities to the proposed project include Jocelyn Springview County Park, with
tennis, baseball, soccer, and picnic facilities, and the four-acre Sierra Meadows neighborhood park. A
swimming pool is available at Rocklin High School. City of Rocklin facilities are heavily utilized
(Reimer, 1998).
Trails and paths near the project site include bicycle paths and equestrian trails. English Colony Trail is a
Class I bicycle trail along English Colony Way to Clark Tunnel Road in Penryn. A Class II bicycle lane
exists on Sierra College Boulevard, which provides primary access to the project site. Unofficial public
use occurs along the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way. Equestrian trails described on the Loomis
Basin Horsemen’s Association Trails map consist of proposed trails along English Colony Way from
Sierra College Boulevard to Clark Tunnel Road in Penryn, and along Clark Tunnel Road to SR 193. The
County is actively pursuing equestrian trails in the proposed project area (Ramirez, 1998).

6.1.5 Other County/Community Services
Placer County Services
The proposed project lies in the jurisdiction of Placer County. The County services include the Health
Department, the criminal justice system, libraries, the Planning Department, senior citizen services, street
maintenance, ambulance and other miscellaneous services.

Other Community Services
Schools
The proposed project lies within the jurisdiction of three school districts. They include Western Placer
Unified School District covering approximately 14 percent of the site; Penryn School District and Placer
Union High School (together) with approximately 32 percent coverage; and Loomis Union School
District and Placer Union High School (together) with approximately 54 percent coverage. Figure 6-1
depicts the school district coverage and overlaps.
The new Loomis School site, H. Clarke Powers School, will be the closest school at approximately
3 miles from the project. The new H. Clarke Powers School will be located on Humphrey Road adjacent
to No Name Lane. Geographically, Penryn Elementary School is closer to the project at approximately
2 miles but due to the closure of Clark Tunnel Road as part of the project, travel distance exceeds that
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required to travel to H. Clarke Powers School. Loomis Grammar School is approximately 3 miles from
the project area.
All school districts covering the project site are over capacity at this time. Currently, Western Placer
Unified School District is operating at 107 percent of capacity, Penryn School District at 104 percent,
Loomis Union School District at 106 percent capacity and Placer Union High School District at
143 percent of the designed enrollment capacity. The future Loomis School site will alleviate growth
issues in the area and will accept the first elementary school students generated from this project.
Fire Protection
Statutory wildland fire protection within Bickford Ranch will be provided by the California Department
of Forestry (CDF). Structural fire protection and emergency services for the project is split between two
jurisdictions; the Placer County Fire Department (Zone 76) (63 percent) and the Penryn Fire Protection
District (37 percent). See Figure 6-2 for fire district boundaries.
Solid Waste
Solid Waste generated in the project area is disposed of at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill located
on 320 acres at the southwest corner of Athens Road and Fiddyment Road, 10 miles north of the City of
Roseville in Placer County. Auburn Placer Disposal provides residential and commercial garbage
service, debris box service and bluebag recycling to residents and businesses in the cities of Rocklin and
Auburn and the town of Loomis and in unincorporated Placer County, including the project area.
The company processes more than 100,000 tons of garbage and recyclable materially annually. The
company also offers spring clean-up day for residents, and provides commercial cardboard recycling and
newspaper drop off.
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) mandates that cities and counties
develop source reduction and recycling plans. The goal of this plan was to divert 25 percent of the waste
stream from going to landfills by 1996, and to divert 50 percent of the waste stream from going to
landfills by the year 2000. According to the City of Lincoln, Solid Waste Division, the local jurisdiction
has achieved compliance with the State recycling programs. To support the recycling efforts, the Western
Placer Materials Recovery Facility opened in 1995 and located at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill,
receives, separates, processes and markets all recyclable materials. Expansion of the landfill and the
implementation of State recycling programs (Chapter 1095, California Statutes of 1989) could extend the
useful life of the landfill beyond 2030. Fees collected from residential, commercial, and industrial user
accounts cover collection costs and disposal methods.
A Household Hazardous Waste facility is located at the Western Placer Materials Recovery Facility. The
facility is open at no charge to Placer County residents every Saturday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Residents may bring up to five gallons or 50 pounds of household hazardous waste to the facility.
Telephone/CATV
Pacific Bell currently provides telephone services to the homes and businesses in the project vicinity.
Currently the project area is covered by two exchanges; the Lincoln exchange for the western half of the
project area and the Newcastle Exchange on the eastern potion of the project (see Figure 6-3).
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Starstream Communications of Rocklin is the cable television provider in the project area. If Starstream
serves the project area, they would connect to their system at their Central Office on Delmar Avenue in
Rocklin, California.

6.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to public services and utilities are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion
in Section 6.3. Additional regulations regarding public services and utilities are identified below, by
topic, where applicable.

6.2.1 Water
General Plan Goals and Policies of Placer County
General Plan Goals and Policies of Placer County are applicable to the proposed project. The
Countywide General Plan Policy Document sets forth goals and policies for water supply and delivery.
The following General Plan goals and policies apply to water supply and conveyance in Placer County.
Goal:
To ensure the availability of an adequate and safe water supply and the maintenance of high
quality water in water bodies and aquifers used as sources of domestic supply.
Policies:
4.C.1

The County shall require proponents of new developments to demonstrate the
availability of a long-term, reliable water supply. The County shall require written
certification from the service provider that either existing services are available or
needed improvements will be made prior to occupancy. Where the County will
approve groundwater as the domestic water source, test wells, appropriate testing,
and/or report(s) from qualified professionals will be required substantiating the
long-term availability of suitable groundwater.

4.C.2

The County shall approve new development based on the following guidelines for
water supply:
a. Urban and suburban development should rely on public water systems using
surface supply.
b. Rural communities should rely on public water systems. In cases where parcels
are larger than those defined as suburban and no public water system exists or
can be extended to the property, individual wells may be permitted.
c. Agricultural areas should rely on public water systems where available,
otherwise individual water wells are acceptable.

4.C.3
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The County shall encourage water purveyors to require that all new water services
be metered.
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4.C.4

The County shall require that water supplies serving new development meet state
water quality standards.

4.C.5

The County shall require that new development adjacent to bodies of water used
as domestic water sources adequately mitigate potential water quality impacts on
these water bodies.

4.C.6

The County shall promote efficient water use and reduced water demand by:
a. Requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction.
b. Encouraging water-conserving landscaping and other conservation measures.
c. Encouraging retrofitting existing development with water-conserving devices;
and
d. Encouraging water-conserving agricultural irrigation practices.

4.C.7

The County shall promote the use of reclaimed wastewater to offset the demand
for new water supplies.

4.C.8

When considering formation of new water service agencies, the County shall favor
systems owned and operated by a governmental entity over privately- or mutuallyowned systems. The County will continue to authorize new privately- or
mutually-owned systems only if system revenues and water supplies are adequate
to serve existing and projected growth for the life of the system. The County shall
ensure this through agreements or other mechanisms setting aside funds for longterm capital improvements and operation and maintenance.

4.C.9

The County shall support opportunities for groundwater users in problem areas to
convert to surface water supplies.

4.C.10

The County shall promote the development of surface water supplies for
agricultural use in the western part of the county.

4.C.11

The County shall protect the watersheds of all bodies of water associated with the
storage and delivery of domestic water by limiting grading, construction of
impervious surfaces, application of fertilizers, and development of septic systems
within these watersheds.

4.C.12

The County shall limit the annual rate of growth to 3 percent in areas where
domestic water is supplied by individual or community wells. Where surface
water supplies provide domestic water, the amount of growth shall be limited to
what can be served by available surface water supplies assuming a 4-year drought
period and usage of one acre foot of water per year per household.

4.C.13

In implementation of groundwater use policies, the County will recognize the
significant differences between groundwaters found in bedrock or “hardrock”
formations of the foothill/mountain region and those groundwaters found in the
alluvial aquifers of the valley. The County should make distinctions between
these water resources in its actions.
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Placer County Water Agency Policies
PCWA’s policies, improvement standards, technical provisions, and standard drawings are applicable to
the proposed project. These criteria are applicable to portions of the project involving supply and
delivery of both raw water and treated domestic water.
In particular, PCWA’s General Design Criteria set forth specific requirements for engineering design of
water system improvements that are intended to:
“ . . . provide a water system that will dependably and safely convey the required amount of high-quality
water throughout the distribution system at the least cost.” (PCWA, 1993)
Additionally, PCWA’s improvement standards require that the design of all PCWA facilities comply with
the following:
1.

Laws and standards of the State of California Department of Public Health pertaining to domestic
water supply.

2.

Title 17, Chapter V, Sections 7583-7622 of the California Administrative Code (pertaining to
cross-connections).

3.

Applicable ordinances, rules, and regulations of all other local agencies.

6.2.2 Wastewater
General Plan Goals and Policies of the City of Lincoln
The PFE of the City of Lincoln General Plan sets forth goals and policies applicable to the off-site
wastewater treatment and disposal, as listed below.
Goal:

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:
PFE 3-8 Require that collected wastewater be of a quality consistent with State Regional
Water Quality Control Board standards or those adopted by the City of Lincoln in
order to accommodate wastewater within the design parameters of the treatment
plant. This may include the requirement for pretreatment of wastewater.
PFE 3-9 Use the best available technology to dispose of treated effluent and give first
priority to land disposal.
PFE 3-10 Determine the degree of wastewater treatment to be provided based on the
requirements of the chosen disposal system.
PFE 3-11 Promote the use of reclaimed water with priority to recreational, industrial, and
agricultural users; landscaping along roadways; and wetland mitigation areas.
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PFE 3-12 Approve connections to the city’s existing sewer system and treatment plant on a
first-come, first-served basis.
PFE 3-13 Maintain the existing treatment plant and site in public use upon completion of the
new treatment plant.
Resolutions:
On October 27, 1998, the Lincoln City Council adopted Resolution No. 98-118
which revised Public Facilities Element Policy 3-5. The former Policy 3-5
prohibited extension of sewers and related wastewater treatment services to
customers outside the corporate City Limits. Resolution No. 98-118 dropped
Policy 3-5 from the Public Facilities Element of the City’s General Plan.

6.2.3 Electricity/Gas/Energy
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations requires the use of energy-efficient appliances in all new
residential, commercial, and educational facilities. The County does not require special permits for
electrical hook-up, gas hook-up, or other energy sources; however, building permits would be required for
these services. PG&E services are provided in accordance with the Public Utilities Commission rules and
regulations.

6.2.4 Parks and Recreation
Placer County General Plan policies, including Appendix C, provide the primary regulatory framework
governing parks and recreation within the unincorporated areas of Placer County. As stated above, these
policies are identified in the General Plan consistency discussion in Section 6.3.4 of this chapter.

6.2.5 Other County/Community Services
Placer County General Plan policies provide the primary regulatory framework governing services
provided by Placer County and other community services. As stated above, these policies are identified
in the General Plan consistency discussion in Section 6.3.5 of this chapter. School facilities and solid
waste are also addressed by State regulations, as described below.
A variety of State legislation is directed toward school facilities, including the requirements and
methodology for conducting needs assessments, and covering construction and financing of new schools.
The School Facilities Act of 1986 (Education Code Section 17620) authorizes school districts to impose
school fees to finance permanent school facilities necessitated by new development. It set dollar limits
(calculated on a square-foot basis) on fees for residential, commercial, and industrial construction, which
are adjusted every two years. In response to several court cases, the School Facilities Act of 1998
(SB 50) sets forth absolute limits on the type and amount of school mitigation that can be imposed (while
maintaining the previously existing statutory structure relating to the authority to impose a school fee). It
further provides that the statutory school fees are the only mitigation that may be imposed on any type of
land use approval (“full and complete mitigation,” per Section 65995(a)).
Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 1276.01 requires that all parcels 1 acre and greater in
size shall provide a minimum 30-foot setback for buildings and accessory buildings from all property
lines or the center of a road. This article is intended to reduce the intensity of a wildfire by reducing the
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volume and density of flammable vegetation, providing increased safety for emergency fire equipment
and evacuating civilians and a point of attack or defense from a wildfire.
Section 41780 of the Public Resources Code requires local agencies to implement source reduction, recycling,
and composting programs at landfills, and that recycling plans be prepared that achieved a 25 percent
reduction in solid wastes by January 1, 1995, and a 50 percent reduction by January 1, 2000. Placer County
has integrated the Source Reduction and Recycling Element into Countywide Integrated Waste Management
Plan in order to comply with the solid waste diversion requirement set forth by the state in AB 939.

6.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 6.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with public services and utilities have been evaluated using the
following criteria:

Water
T
T

Ability of available water supply to meet the proposed project demand; and
Provision for water system modifications sufficient to meet proposed project demand.

Wastewater
T
T
T

Ability of conveyance/treatment to meet proposed demand;
Adequacy of proposed and/or planned system modifications to meet proposed demand; and
Ability of facilities to function properly without adversely affecting air quality, safety, or groundwater.

Electricity/Gas/Energy
T
T
T
T

Increased demand for gas or electricity requiring new production facilities to supply the
development;
Availability of infrastructure to supply the project;
Encouragement of activities that result in the use of large amounts of energy or fuel, or the project
uses energy in a wasteful manner; and
The ability of suppliers to accommodate the energy needs of the proposed project.

Parks and Recreation
T
T
T

Dedication of an adequate supply of parkland and related facilities;
The ability of existing recreation facilities in the area to meet the increased demand created by
residents of the proposed project; and
Consistency with Placer County’s General Plan and policies.

Other County/Community Services
T
T
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Increased demand for County services would substantially interfere with the ability of the County
to provide services to the existing service area;
Increased demand for law enforcement services would interfere with the Sheriff Department’s
ability to deter crime;
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T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Project-generated students would substantially increase the public school population beyond
existing or planned school capacity;
The increased demand for fire protection would substantially interfere with the ability of the fire
department(s) to provide adequate service to the plan and the project;
The ability of the fire department to provide an adequate response time to emergency calls would
be compromised;
Increase in solid waste sufficient to exceed landfill capacity or substantially shorten the life of the
landfill;
Generation of solid waste sufficient to overburden the collection agency beyond their ability to
service the project;
Increase in telephone service demand would substantially interfere with the ability of the Pacific
Bell to serve the existing customers; and
Increase in cable television service demand would substantially interfere with the ability of the
cable service provider to serve the existing customers.

6.3.1 Water Impacts
Water Supply
IMPACT PS-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for treated surface water
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Treated water for domestic and commercial use would be supplied to the proposed project by PCWA.
PCWA has determined that the projected water demand associated with the proposed project is not
included in its most recently adopted Urban Water Management Plan for the Agency’s Zone No. 1 water
system. At the present time, the total projected water supplies available during normal, single-dry, and
multiple-dry water years as included in the 20-year projection contained in the Urban Water Management
Plan will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to the
system’s existing and planned future uses. Demand for treated water for the proposed project would
gradually increase over the three proposed buildout phases as summarized in Table 6-1.
Table 6-1
Estimated Treated Water Demand from PCWA (Daily Average)
Phase I
(mgd)

Phase II
(mgd)

Phase III
(mgd)

Total Demand at Buildout
(mgd)

0.70

0.63

0.91

2.24

As discussed in Section 6.1.1, PCWA currently has surface water entitlements equivalent to an average
daily demand of 292 mgd, and current peak usage by PCWA customers is 25 mgd during the summer.
The proposed project would increase the peak demand by approximately 5 percent to 10 percent. The
existing surface water supply is more than adequate to supply the proposed project and the proposed use
is consistent with Placer County’s policy to promote the use of surface water for suburban development
(Policy 4.C.2). The impact to surface water supply would therefore be less than significant.

 T 
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IMPACT PS-2:

Increased demand for raw water from Caperton and Antelope
canals
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

As discussed in Section 6.1.1, the Applicant currently has contracts with PCWA for 100 miner’s inches of
raw water from the Antelope Canal and 121 miners inches from the Caperton Canal. The proposed
project would utilize a portion of the contracted supply for irrigation of the golf course, 15 large
residential parcels, common landscaped areas, and open space at the project site. Raw water demand for
the proposed project would gradually increase over the three proposed phases of construction, as
summarized in Table 6-2.
Table 6-2
Estimated Raw Water Demand from Caperton and Antelope Canals
(Annual Totals)
Phase I
(mi)

Phase II
(mi)

Phase III
(mi)

Total Demand at Buildout
(mi)

86

22

55

163

mi = miner’s inches

Raw water would be supplied to the project by the Caperton and Antelope Canals. Portions of the
Caperton Canal would be abandoned, realigned, encased, or run through a siphon as part of the proposed
project (see Figure 3-18). Previous hydraulic capacity improvements to Caperton Canal, which were
partially funded by the Applicant, were sufficient to provide the needed hydraulic capacity without
reducing flows downstream of the proposed intake point.
As a separate project to be undertaken by PCWA, a new on-site reservoir upstream of the existing Clover
Valley Reservoir would be constructed to provide storage for water drawn from the Antelope Canal.
PCWA’s improvements to the Antelope Canal would also include a new pipeline to feed the proposed
reservoir, and replacement of unlined portions of the canal between the new reservoir and Clover Valley
Reservoir (see Figure 3-18). The underlying land for the proposed improvements would be conveyed to
PCWA by the Applicant.
Because adequate hydraulic capacity currently exists, the demand of the proposed project will not exceed
the available supply. The impact to this resource is therefore less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT PS-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for groundwater
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The project would include individual wells to serve as domestic supply for 12 Rural Residential parcels.
Landscape irrigation water for these parcels would be supplied from the Caperton and Antelope Canals.
A permit from Placer County for the proposed water wells would be obtained for each well, and design
and construction would be in conformance with the State’s Water Well Standards. Each well would be
required to meet State of California Title 22 water quality standards in accordance with General Plan
Policy 4.C.4. Data from the Well Drillers Report, for a domestic well recently constructed in R-19
indicate that adequate supply exists at that location to supply one single-family residence, provided that a
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storage tank is installed. Data on file with the Placer County Environmental Health Services Department
indicate that several parcels near the project site have or have had active domestic wells. A review of
records for parcels neighboring the project site indicates that there may be as many as eleven active
domestic wells in the area. The wells reportedly have total depths varying from 110 to 225 feet below the
ground surface with measured flow rates of 0.5 to 50 gallons per minute (Carlos, 1999).
Based on the limited available data, it appears that use of domestic wells for a limited number of parcels
will be feasible, provided that appropriate storage tank systems are used in cases where well yields are too
low to sustain peak domestic flow demands for a single-family residence. Because of the small number
of residences involved and the proposed use of raw water for irrigation of the affected parcels, the
projected demand represents a less than significant impact to the resource.

Water Treatment
IMPACT PS-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for surface water treatment
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

As discussed in Section 6.1.1, PCWA operates two water treatment plants that are interconnected by
water distribution pipelines owned by PCWA. The Foothill Water Treatment Plant, located east of
Newcastle, has a treatment capacity of about 27 mgd; the Sunset Water Treatment Plant, located south of
the City of Lincoln, has an approximate capacity of 5 mgd. Water supply to the proposed project would
be provided primarily by the Foothill WTP. The treatment capacity of the Foothill WTP is planned to
increase to 55 mgd in 2002. The increased demand for surface water treatment is equivalent to the
demand for surface water supply (2.24 mgd on average at buildout). Construction of the planned
treatment capacity improvements would accommodate the proposed additional demand, and fees from the
proposed project would support the expansion. The proposed project’s impact with respect to surface
water treatment demand would therefore be less than significant.

Water Distribution Systems
IMPACT PS-5:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Temporary (short-term) shortage of water supply if planned
pipeline construction falls behind schedule
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure PS-A (Provide will-serve letter and
participate in the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline)
None
Less Than Significant

Available water supply is also dependent on the hydraulic capacity of existing pipelines. The Cross
Basin I pipeline, which currently provides service to the project site area, is nearing its design capacity.
Construction of the planned Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline, which is planned for completion in early
2001, would provide ample conveyance to serve the proposed project as well as other anticipated regional
growth. If completion of the pipeline is delayed significantly (i.e., by several years), the public water
conveyance system may be temporarily unable to meet all demands of the proposed project considering
other projected demands. Unless mitigated, this potentially significant impact could be expressed as low
water pressures at many service connections, including those at the project site. It is recommended that
PCWA carefully track the progress of the planned Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline and track actual water
usage from potentially affected pipelines over the next two to three years. The Applicant proposes to
participate in this new pipeline and will provide written assurance to Placer County that adequate capacity
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will be available at the time of building permit issuance. This mitigation measure is consistent with
Placer County General Plan Policy Number 4.C.1 and would reduce the impact to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT PS-6:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential contamination of potable water supply where
proposed pipeline crosses under storm drainage culverts in
Butler Road
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure
improvements)
None
Less Than Significant

PS-B

(Provide

water

pipeline

Butler Road crosses over five culverts ranging from 12 to 48 inches in diameter. The proposed 16-inch
water supply pipeline would be constructed within the paved roadway section and is anticipated to be
placed under these culverts. The water supply could potentially be impacted by contaminants in storm
water runoff during periods of negative pressure in the pipeline due to loose joints in the pipeline. The
pipeline would be designed to operate under positive pressure, thereby preventing inflow of runoff;
however, short periods of negative pressure could occur. The potential for contamination of the potable
water supply would be a potentially significant project impact.
Recommended mitigation for this impact consists of providing concrete encasement, sleeving, or
mechanical joints for pipeline segments under culverts. Proposed mitigation would reduce the impact to
less than significant.

6.3.2 Wastewater
Wastewater Collection and Conveyance
IMPACT PS-7:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for sewage conveyance to wastewater
treatment plant
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Sewage would be transported from the project site to the City of Lincoln via sewer pipelines constructed
by the Applicant. The on-site portion of the sewer system (see Figure 3-19) would be conveyed to, and
maintained by, Placer County through a Community Services Area. The off-site sewer pipelines needed
to connect the project site to the existing City of Lincoln wastewater treatment plant would be conveyed
to either the JPA or Placer County, depending on the status of the JPA at the time of transfer (see
Figure 3-20).
The portion of the off-site sewer between Sierra College Boulevard and the intersection of Ferrari Road
and SR 65 may be sized to serve as a regional sewer. In such case, the off-site sewer would be conveyed
to, and maintained by, either the JPA or the County. If the JPA and/or the County are not able to
participate in these regional sewer improvements, then the Applicant may elect to construct that portion of
the pipeline as a 12-inch pipeline (which is sufficient to meet the needs of the proposed project).
If the planned 30-inch pipeline along SR 65 were to reach its hydraulic capacity before the regional
wastewater pipeline is constructed, the Applicant would construct a 48-inch pipeline across SR 65 and
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along the alignment of the proposed Westlake Blvd. roadway in the Lincoln Crossing project. That
pipeline would then connect to the existing 12-inch force main to the LWWTP. The environmental
impacts of that alignment have been analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the Lincoln
Crossing project.
Because the proposed project provides for design and construction of the needed off-site sewer pipeline
regardless of whether the JPA can participate at the time, the residual impact would be less than
significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed or recommended.

 T 
IMPACT PS-8:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Odor and blockages due to low wastewater flows
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure PS-C (Provide for increased hydraulic
loading, maintenance, or special design to prevent odor and
blockages in off-site sewer pipelines until flows from other
sources are sufficient to ensure adequate velocity, if and when
such conditions arise)
None
Less Than Significant

If the Applicant constructs portions of the off-site sewer to satisfy future regional needs (i.e., a 48-inch
pipeline), flows from other sewer customers to be served by the JPA may lag flows from the proposed
project for several years. During this time, the SR 193 segment of the pipeline would serve only the
proposed project, which requires only a 12-inch pipe, and would be underutilized. Without mitigation,
sewage flow velocities in the pipeline would occasionally be too slow to keep solids moving, resulting in
accumulation of degradable solids within the pipeline. These solids would continue to degrade, causing
increased rates of sewer gas generation and associated unpleasant odors near manholes.
Mitigation Measure PS-C (which is only appropriate under the circumstance described above) would
reduce the level of impact to less than significant by providing an appropriately engineered means of
keeping the solids moving through the pipeline to the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). This would
be accomplished by:
T
T

periodic flushing or cleanout of the affected pipe segments; or
other special design as approved by Placer County or the JPA.

 T 
IMPACT PS-9:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Public safety hazard due to maintenance activities along the
alignment of the sewer pipeline
Potentially Significant
None
Mitigation Measure PS-D (Prepare and implement traffic and
safety plan for maintenance of off-site sewer line)
Less Than Significant

Sewer maintenance typically requires positioning of maintenance vehicles and personnel at manholes
within the traveled width of roads. These activities, if not carefully planned and executed, can cause
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inconvenience and potential safety hazards to both motorists and the maintenance crew. It is therefore
recommended that all sewer maintenance to be performed within roadways be done during off-commute
daylight hours to minimize traffic disruption and potential safety hazards. All sewers associated with the
project will be owned and maintained by one or more public agencies. Maintenance crews should follow
all applicable procedures (depending on the local Public Works or Streets and Traffic Department
standards) for cordoning off work areas and providing signage and traffic diversions to alert motor
vehicles (Mitigation Measure PS-D). The residual impact would be less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT PS-10:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential water quality impacts to Auburn Ravine or
groundwater due to leakage from sewer pipeline
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures PS-E (Design off-site sewer pipeline per
Placer County requirements); and PS-F (Design off-site sewer
pipeline with watertight joints)
None
Less Than Significant

The sewer pipeline along the planned Ferrari Ranch Road would parallel Auburn Ravine for
approximately one mile at an offset distance ranging from approximately 300 to 400 feet. This offset is
adequate to prevent impacts to water quality in Auburn Ravine from normal in-service sewer leakage.
However, peak flows in the pipeline could potentially result in pipe surges which could displace manhole
covers and allow overland flow of untreated sewage. Mitigation Measure PS-E would prevent impacts to
Auburn Ravine resulting from pipe surge by ensuring the design meets appropriate design standards set
forth by Placer County.
Depending on the pipe material used, sewer pipes typically leak at joints due to joint separation after
construction. Such leakage can be limited by ensuring strict compliance with construction specifications
for trenching, pipe installation, and trench backfilling. However, in areas where the groundwater table is
relatively close to the pipeline, additional measures may be needed to protect groundwater quality.
Mitigation Measure PS-F requires the Applicant to construct the pipeline with watertight joints, as well as
meet other standards set forth by Placer County.
In combination, Mitigation Measures PS-E and PS-F would reduce the risk of water quality impacts to the
extent practical, and the residual impact would be less than significant.

Wastewater Treatment
IMPACT PS-11:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:
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Increased demand on wastewater treatment system
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures PS-G (Participate in construction of
additional wastewater treatment capacity to accommodate
projected flows); and PS-H (Issue building permits only when
sufficient wastewater treatment capacity exists or will exist at
time of sewer connection)
None
Less Than Significant
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The proposed project would include 1950 dwelling units on 1,954.6 acres, and would begin discharging
sewage from a six- to eight-year phased buildout beginning in 2001. Capacity requirements for Phase 1
would be 0.13 mgd; capacity requirements for Phases 1 and 2 would be 0.26 mgd, and total requirements
including Phase 3 would be 0.45 mgd. The City of Lincoln and/or the newly formed JPA would provide
off-site wastewater conveyance and treatment for the Bickford Ranch project. This would require an
agreement between the CSA and the City of Lincoln to provide service to the proposed project.
If the existing LWWTP is expanded to the proposed capacity of 2.4 mgd by 2001 as planned, sewer flows
from the proposed project and other customers would not exceed the available capacity of the LWWTP
until 2003. Construction of the planned RWWTP in 2001 would provide the necessary capacity to allow
complete buildout of the proposed project. The RWWTP is planned to operate concurrently with the
existing plant for several years until the new plant expands its capacity to 4.6 mgd. Table 6-3 summarizes
the existing and projected wastewater treatment demand for existing users, approved development
projects, and the proposed project.
Table 6-3
Existing and Projected Wastewater Treatment Demand and Capacity
Year

Existing and
Approved
Service Demand
(mgd)

Proposed
Bickford Ranch
Service Demand
(mgd)

Total Service
Demand
(mgd)

Treatment Capacity (mgd)
Existing

Planned

1998

0.96

0.00

0.96

1.4

0.0

1.4

1999

1.08

0.00

1.08

1.4

0.0

1.4

2000

1.27

0.02

1.29

1.4

0.0

1.4

1

2.6

5.0

1

2.6

5.0

1

2.6

5.0

1

2001

1.59

0.09

1.68

2.4

2002

1.94

0.17

2.11

2.4

2003

2.31

0.24

2.57

2.4

2

Total

2004

2.66

0.31

2.98

2.4

4.6

7.0

2005

3.02

0.37

3.41

2.4

1

4.6

7.0

2006

3.38

0.43

3.82

0.0

4.6

4.6

2007

3.73

0.45

4.20

0.0

5.6

5.6

Notes:
1
Represents projected capacity upgrades for the LWWTP (pending certification of the City of Lincoln’s EIR and RWQCB approval of
NPDES permit).
2
Represents planned capacity for the new RWWTP.

If the LWWTP expansion falls behind schedule, then there would not be adequate treatment capacity to
serve the first phase of the proposed project, nor would the LWWTP be able to serve projected flows
from other sources. If the RWWTP were to come on line in 2001 as planned, this significant impact
would be fully mitigated, and the RWWTP would be able to provide treatment for all projected users
through at least 2003 without any flows to the LWWTP.
If the proposed project were not approved, additional treatment capacity would still be needed to
accommodate projected flows from other users no later than 2002. It is therefore proposed that the
Applicant participate with the JPA in the permitting, design and construction of the planned
improvements to the LWWTP and the new RWWTP (Mitigation Measure PS-G). It is also recommended
that Placer County carefully track the progress of WWTP construction for both facilities, and coordinate
with the City of Lincoln and the JPA to track actual flows to the WWTP(s) over the next four years.
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Building permits for the proposed project should only be issued to the extent that sewage treatment
capacity is available at the time the permits are issued, or to the extent that adequate treatment capacity
can be assured at the time of actual sewer connection (Mitigation Measure PS-H). In combination, these
two mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant.

6.3.3 Electricity/Gas/Energy
Electricity will be supplied to the Bickford Ranch project from a 12 kV three-phase overhead distribution
circuit that exists along Sierra College Boulevard. A primary distribution feed line into the project site
with a backbone feeder system would be installed along Lower Ranch Road. The electric backbone will
require a single 6-inch conduit with #7 splice boxes looping through the project site, as shown on
Figure 6-4. In addition to adding new distribution feeders, the range of electric system improvements
needed to accommodate growth may include upgrading existing substation and transmission line
equipment, expanding existing substations to their ultimate capacity, and building new substations and
interconnection transmission lines. Expansion of these facilities is typically conducted as part of the
infrastructure expansion to supply new customers under the direction of the Public Utility Commission.
Three natural gas supply lines could potentially serve the proposed project, however any one of the three
would require significant off-site line extension to service the project site. The first natural gas line option, and
the one preferred by PG&E, is a 3.3-mile extension from an existing line at East Street in Lincoln. This route
is preferred because of the relatively flat, non-rock appearance of the soil and because the trench could be
installed along the wide road shoulder with minimal asphalt breaking and repair. With this option PG&E
would construct a 6-inch gas feeder main that entered the project at the corner of Sierra College Boulevard and
SR 193.
The second gas line option would be a 4.4-mile extension from an existing line at Sierra College Blvd and
King Road. This option would involve construction in narrow right-of-ways, rocky soils, and two ravine
crossings. The third option would entail constructing a two-mile pipeline extension from Penryn along
Clark Tunnel Road. This option may not have adequate capacity to supply the proposed project
(G.A. Krause & Associates, 1998). Additional difficulties associated with this natural gas line would
include construction in narrow right-of-ways and rocky soils, crossing the PCWA canal and a small creek,
and uncertain grades and road locations toward the eastern end of the proposed project.
Assuming an extension from either Lincoln or Sierra College Boulevard, initial plans are to extend a
backbone gas feeder system along Lower Ranch Road and through the project site, as shown on
Figure 6-5. All natural gas pipe distribution pressure would be planned for 60 psi, eliminating the need
for an on-site regulator station. The gas backbone feeder system would include a single 6-inch plastic
feeder main up to the main load center of the project, as shown on Figure 6-5.

 T 
IMPACT PS-12:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand on electric supply
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Table 6-4 presents the expected electrical demands for the proposed project by phase. PG&E’s existing
electrical supply of PG&E is estimated to be approximately 75 billion kilowatt-hours per year
(G.A. Krause & Associates, 1998). Table 6-4 shows the estimated electricity demand associated with
proposed project operation by phase. The total buildout demand is estimated at 17,912 megawatt-hours
per year, or 17,912,000 kilowatt-hours per year. This represents an increase of approximately
0.02 percent of PG&E’s current supply, an increase that PG&E could readily accommodate. The
proposed project impact on existing electrical supply would be less than significant.
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Table 6-4
Electricity Demand By Phase
Phase

1

Land Use

Units

Dwelling Units
Clubhouse/Rec Center
Fire Station
Golf Maintenance Bldg.
Total Phase 1

611

2

Dwelling Units
Total Phase 2

692

3

Dwelling Units
Recreation Center
Commercial
Total Phase 3

647

1-3

SF

20000
4500
4000

6000
70000

KVA/
Unit or
SF

Peak
Demand
(MVA)

MWH/
YR

Average
Demand
(MVA)

3
0.0066
0.0093
0.003

1.83
0.13
0.04
0.01
2.02

4777
452
187
27
5443

0.55
0.05
0.02
0.00

3

2.08
2.08

5410
5410

0.62

3
0.0066
0.0086

1.94
0.04
0.60
2.58

5058
162
1838
7058

0.58
0.02
0.21

6.68

17912

Total All 3 Phases

Notes:
KVA – Kilovolt-amps, SF – square feet, MVA – Megavolt-amps, MWH/YR – Megawatt-hours/year
Source: G.A. Krause & Associates, 1998

 T 
IMPACT PS-13:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand on the electrical distribution network
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The proposed project’s increased electricity demand could be adequately accommodated by the 12 kV
overhead distribution lines located along Sierra College Boulevard, and distributed to the project via
distribution lines as depicted on Figure 6-4. According to PG&E, there is adequate capacity in the
existing distribution network to serve the proposed project. The proposed project would have a less than
significant impact on the electrical distribution network.

 T 
IMPACT PS-14:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Potential for effects of electromagnetic fields
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The presence of voltage (electric fields) and the movement of electricity (magnetic fields) generate
electromagnetic fields (EMFs) in power lines, transformers, and appliances as well as natural sources
such as lighting. The intensity of EMFs varies with the type of electricity source, with higher voltages
generating higher-intensity electric fields and higher currents generating higher magnetic fields. The
EMF intensity also diminishes with distance from the source.
The relationship between EMF exposure and health effects has not been scientifically proven. The
California Department of Health Services and the California Public Utilities Commission have concluded
that current information is incomplete and inconclusive with respect to the effects of EMFs (Leonard et
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al., 1990; California EMF Consensus Group, 1992). In the absence of more conclusive information, the
proposed project effect with respect to electromagnetic fields is considered less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT PS-15:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand on natural gas supply
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Table 6-5 presents the estimated natural gas demands for the proposed project by phase. PG&E has
indicated that it can adequately supply the project without significant impact to available natural gas
supplies (G.A. Krause & Associates, 1998). The proposed project would thus have a less than significant
impact on natural gas supply.
Table 6-5
Estimated Natural Gas Demand by Phase
Phase

Land Use

Units or
Square Feet

1

Dwelling Units
Clubhouse/Rec Center
Fire Station
Golf Maintenance Bldg.
Total Phase 1

2

Dwelling Units
Total Phase 2

3

Dwelling Units
Recreation Center
Commercial
Total Phase 3

1-3

Total CFH All 3 Phases

1-3

Total MCFH All 3 Phases

CFH/SF or per
Unit

Total
Demand
CFH

611
20,000
4,500
4,000

50
0.05
0.05
0.04

30,550
1,000
225
160
31,935

692

50

34,600
34,600

647
6,000
70,000

50
0.05
0.05

32,350
300
3,500
36,160
102,685
103

Note:
CFH – Cubic feet/hour
Source: G.A. Krause & Associates, 1998

 T 
IMPACT PS-16:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand on the natural gas distribution system
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The natural gas distribution piping will be provided by PG&E. According to PG&E, there is capacity in
the existing distribution system to serve the proposed project (G.A. Krause & Associates, 1998). The
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on the electrical distribution network.

 T 
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IMPACT PS-17:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increase in the consumption of energy resources during
project operation
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

When fully operational, the proposed project would introduce new sources of energy consumption into
the study area. At buildout, these sources would include 1,950 residential units, a commercial center, and
various recreational facilities. There would also be an increase in automobiles in the study area, which
would generate an estimated 16,000 vehicle trips (both internal and external trips) per day.
Although the proposed project would increase the rate of energy consumption within the study area, the
proposed project has been designed to minimize energy waste. Measures incorporated into the proposed
project design include: orienting buildings to take advantage of passive solar heating; providing ample
shade coverage along residential streets; encouraging use of non-automobile related modes of
transportation for trips within the project site; and providing a park-and-ride lot to encourage carpooling
for trips outside of the project site. The Specific Plan and the Design Guidelines for the proposed project
describe design features of the proposed project, many of which are aimed at minimizing energy use associated
with the new development. Measures aimed at reducing potential transportation and air quality impacts would
also reduce energy use; these measures are discussed in their respective chapters of this Draft EIR. The
proposed project is considered to have a less than significant impact with respect to energy consumption.

6.3.4 Parks and Recreation
IMPACT PS-18:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Dedication of an adequate supply of parkland and related
facilities
Beneficial
None Warranted

The proposed recreation facilities are tailored to meet both the number of anticipated users and the
specific needs of active adults, which include access, safety, comfort, and negotiability. The most direct
result of this emphasis on special needs is the inclusion of areas for passive and non-traditional active
recreation facilities within the proposed project. The proposed project would include an 18-hole golf
course, driving range, clubhouse/recreational center, pool, equestrian area, and two neighborhood parks.
The Applicant proposes that the County own and maintain public natural open space areas, public trails,
and parks. Maintenance funding will be provided through a Community Services Area (CSA) from
within the project. The proposed trail system of pedestrian and equestrian trails and bicycle lanes would
integrate access throughout the development and would also provide opportunities for informal
recreation, cycling, and passive leisure activities. Table 6-6 summarizes the proposed facilities by
acreage, ownership, and access limitations.
The total parkland and open space areas described above comprise 44 percent of the total project area.
The Placer County General Plan requires that (Policy 5.A.3) the proposed project provide 21.8 acres of
each park type to accommodate an anticipated 4,300 residents. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Project
would include a total of 23.9 acres of improved public parkland and 442 acres of public natural open
space, significantly more than the 21.8 acres of each required by County policy.
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Table 6-6
Proposed Parks and Open Space Areas

Facility

Acreage

Ownership

Public
Access

Major Activities

Open Space (including easements)
Natural Open Space

476.8

County

Y

Open space
Passive recreation

Open Space Corridors

52.1

County

Y

Trail system
Passive recreation

County

Y

Equestrian staging,
baseball and soccer turf
fields, basketball, tennis,
tot lot, picnic area

County

Y

Sport court, tot lot, picnic
area, turf area

Passive Recreation
Subtotal

528.9 acres

Parks
Bickford Ranch Park
Active
Passive

26.34
30.46

Tower Park
Active
Passive

0.5
3.2

Golf Course, Driving Range,
and Maintenance Facility

332.5

Homeowners
Association

Y1

Golf (park)

Clubhouse/Recreation Center

6.0

Homeowners
Association

N

Clubhouse, fitness center,
swimming pool, tennis
courts

Improved Parkland
Parks Subtotal

27.06 acres (excluding private and potentially private
facilities)
399.0 (total)

Totals

589.4 acres (excluding private and potentially private
facilities)
927.9 acres (total)

Note:
1
May revert to a private facility

 T 
IMPACT PS-19:

Increased demand for existing public parks and recreational
facilities for new residents
SIGNIFICANCE:
Less Than Significant
MITIGATION
None Warranted
General Plan policy 5.A.2 lists the County’s park facility goals (described in Section 6.2.4). Table 6-7
compares the projected needs for park facilities based on these goals with the facilities included in the
proposed project.
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Table 6-7
Placer County Park Facility Goals and Proposed Park Facilities
Facilities
Tot lots
Playgrounds
Tennis Courts
Basketball
Hardball Diamond
Softball Diamond
Recreational Trail
Youth Soccer Field
Adult Field
Sports Court
Ball Field
Golf Course
Equestrian Staging
Area
Picnic Areas
Water Pond
Heritage Recreation
Clubhouse
Fitness Equipment
Meeting Rooms
Swimming Pool

Goal
4.2
1.4
0.7
0.7
1.4
1.4
4.2
2.1
2.1
na
na
0.8
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

Facilities Identified in Proposed Project
2
Public
2
Public
1
Public
1
Public
1
Public
1
Public
17.51
Public
4
Public
2
Public
1
Public
1
Public
18 holes
Public (potentially private in future)
1
Public
2
4
na
1
1
1
1

Public
Public
Private

Notes:
1

The Applicant has proposed an additional 1 mile of “minor” trail as shown on Revised Figure 3.7. This trail
consists of 2 feet of additional paved sidewalk through residential communities R-13 and R-14. This may not be
included in meeting the Applicant’s requirement for provision of recreational trails per the General Plan.
na = not applicable

As shown on Table 6-7, the proposed project exceeds the goal for the number of playgrounds, tennis
courts, recreational trails, golf course, and open space required. The project also establishes facilities or
provides the land for future facilities that are not required, such as an equestrian area, picnic areas, pond,
and the Village Recreation and Heritage Ridge recreation areas. Many of the recreational facilities and
the majority of the trails included in the proposed project would be open to the public and would create
recreational opportunities for nearby communities. The equestrian area and trail system appear to be in
high demand by residents in nearby areas, based on the number of stables and equestrian facilities
described in the South Placer County Park and Recreation study. The proposed project does not achieve
the County’s goal for tot lots, baseball, softball, or soccer fields. The Bickford Ranch Park and Tower
Park would have open field areas for multi-use recreation activities, which will include baseball, softball
and seasonal soccer.
The lack of tot lot and formal sport facilities would potentially increase use of those facilities in the City
of Lincoln and other nearby communities. Because the proposed project would provide different
recreational facilities than those currently available in the area, and would include a large active senior
adult population that would be less likely to use active recreation facilities and tot lots, this impact would
be less than significant.
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Projected completion of the residential development could occur between six to eight years depending on
market conditions, and would be conducted in three phases. Current construction phasing includes
development of recreational facilities concurrently with residential development. Phase 1 would include
equestrian and bicycle trails within Phase 1, lakes within Meadows, the golf course/driving range,
Bickford Ranch Park and Heritage Ridge Recreation Center. Phase 2 would include equestrian and
bicycle trails within Phase 2. Phase 3 would include remaining trails within Phase 3, and the Tower Park.
Areas of the park that may not initially be developed with active recreational facilities would have turf
and irrigation installed so that the area would eventually be useable for active recreation.

 T 
IMPACT PS-20:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Improvements/extension of existing bicycle and equestrian
trail systems
Beneficial
None Warranted

In addition to the developed recreation facilities, a bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian trail system would be
constructed. A total of 3.8 miles of public equestrian paths are planned, connecting to the equestrian area. The
equestrian trails could be linked to proposed equestrian trails along English Colony Way and Clark Tunnel
Road described above. The equestrian trails may become part of a future regional county trail system, once
one is developed by the County. A total of 12.6 miles of Class II bicycle lanes would be constructed on
Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road. These bicycle lanes would provide connections with the
existing bicycle lanes on English Colony Way and Sierra College Boulevard. Pedestrian paths would provide
circulation within the project.
The development of a total of 31.2 miles of bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian trails is compatible with
Placer County Public Recreation goal 5.C: to develop a system of interconnected hiking, riding and
bicycle trails and paths suitable for active recreation and transportation and circulation. This is a
beneficial impact of the proposed project.

 T 
IMPACT PS-21:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Development of private recreational facilities
Beneficial
None Warranted

Placer County General Plan Goal 5.B encourages development of private recreational facilities. The
proposed project would include development of the following private facilities: three tot lots and two
playgrounds, two recreation centers, two tennis courts, one swimming pool, and potentially, future use of
the golf course. These facilities would help to reduce demands on existing recreational facilities by new
residents. This is a beneficial impact of the proposed project.

6.3.5 Other County/Community Services
Placer County Services
IMPACT PS-22:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

March 15, 2002

Increased demand on public services
Less Than Significant
None Warranted
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With an increase of 1,950 dwelling units in the proposed project, there would be an increase in the
demand for County services. Since the County services are based on the population they serve, it is likely
that the affected services will increase to meet the demand of the new residents. Based upon financial
analysis (EPS, 1999) the tax revenue generated by the proposed project would be sufficient to fund the
requisite additional services. The County has reviewed this analysis and concurs with it, except those
conclusions regarding criminal justice costs related to age-qualified housing units. The increased demand
on public services would be a less than significant impact.

Other Community Services
Schools
IMPACT PS-23:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Increased demand for public schools
Significant
Mitigation Measure PS-I (Pay statutory fees to existing school
district(s))
None
Potentially Significant (short-term); Less Than Significant
(long-term)

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Currently, the proposed project is within the Western Placer Unified School District, the Loomis Union
School District and the Placer Union High School District. Figure 6-1 depicts the districts currently
covering the site. Age restricted housing is not expected to generate demand for school services. The
non-age qualified housing in the Meadows and Ridges areas would potentially generate demand for
schools. These include 1,003 housing units as shown in Table 6-8. The table also shows the student
population estimated to be generated by the proposed project.
Table 6-8
Bickford Ranch Student Generation

School District

Non–AgeQualified
Housing

Student Generation
Rate
K-8

9-12

K-8
111

9-12

Total

Western Placer
Unified (K-12)

241

0.46

Loomis (K-8)

465

0.46

214

214

Penryn (K-8)

297

0.46

137

137

Placer Union (9-12)

762

Total

0.2362

Projected Students

0.2362

1,003

462

57

168

180

180

237

699

Notes:
The Loomis Union School District Facilities Master Plan, June 1995, identified different student yield rates on east
side of I-80. Housing east of I-80 was established to produce 0.29 students per home and housing west of I-80
produced 0.46 students per home.
Western Placer student generation rates were assumed at the same 0.46 K-8 rate and 0.2362 9-12 rate as used
in the other districts.
Sources: Placer Union High School District, Developer Fee Justification Study and Capital Improvement Plan,
1997. Loomis Union School District, Developer Fee Justification Study and Capital Improvement Plan, 1996.
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Access to the existing Penryn Elementary School from the project site would be limited by the proposed
closure of Clark Tunnel Road just south of the proposed project boundaries. Access to Penryn Elementary
School would be through the site to Sierra College Boulevard, then via English Colony Way to Clark Tunnel
Road. This travel route would not be optimum because it would lengthen the travel time for students and
would increase traffic on Clark Tunnel Road, a relatively winding and narrow roadway. All schools are
currently over capacity, as described in Section 6.1.5. However, the Loomis Union School District plans
to complete a new facility within 3 miles of the site. Completion of this facility is projected for August
2000. This facility will accept the first elementary school students generated from the proposed project.
It is recommended that the Applicant and the County enter into discussions between Loomis Union
School District, Western Placer School District and Penryn School District to adjust existing school
district boundaries so that one school district can serve the entire proposed project.
Regardless of where the students are accepted, the school district(s) will require payment of school fees to
support upgraded or new facilities to serve the additional school-age population in the proposed project.
This mitigation may not provide enough funding to practically address this impact in the short term,
because of the complexity of issues requiring solutions (which are not within the Applicant’s control), the
construction lead time for new facilities, and the unknown requirements for school facilities in the shortterm, which is dependent on who buys lots in the Meadows and Ridge areas, and how many buyers will
bring school age children with them in the early phases of the proposed project. In the longer term,
however, this mitigation would reduce the impact of increased demand for schools to a less than
significant impact.
Fire Protection
IMPACT PS-24:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increased demand for fire protection service
Significant
Mitigation Measure PS-J (Donate a site, construct and
partially equip a fire station)
Less Than Significant
Mitigation Measures PS-K (Establish Fire District jurisdiction
and emergency response standards for the project) and PS-L
(Pursue single-jurisdiction fire service)
Less Than Significant

Fire protection for the site is currently divided into three agencies. Estimates of the response time from
the existing agencies are near or slightly greater than the Placer County recommendation of six minutes.
Furthermore, demography of Bickford Ranch may warrant that emergency response and fire response
times should be less than the current standards in the surrounding area. It is up to the County to
determine the level of service desired to provide this development. An increased standard and decreased
response time would be achieved with an on-site station.
The development of the fire station eventually constructed should take into consideration the following:
T
T
T
T
T
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Housing for a minimum staff of two persons and fire apparatus;
A type 1 or 2 (structural) fire engine;
A type 3 (wildland) fire engine;
Emergency medical services;
Pressurized fire protection water system;
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T
T
T
T

Emergency vehicle access to open space wildland areas;
Fuels management for the open space areas to reduce wildfire threats;
Golf course emergency vehicle access; and
A financial system to fund the above station.

The impact would be less than significant with proposed mitigation. It would be desirable and more
efficient if the proposed fire station site were utilized by a fire district that has full jurisdiction of the
structural (non-wildland/open space) areas within the project site and included the services and apparatus
outlined above. This would require a fire district boundary adjustment and a LAFCO amendment.

 T 
IMPACT PS-25:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential interference with emergency fire access due to
driveways built on steep slopes
Significant
Mitigation Measures PS-M (Grade driveways to slopes of
15 percent or less at the time of home construction; a Grading
Permit will be required for those identified lots prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit); PS-N (Pave driveways with
asphaltic concrete or concrete at the time of home
construction on driveways with slopes of 16 to 20 percent; a
Grading Permit will be required for those identified lots prior
to issuance of a Building Permit); and PS-O (Prohibit
development on lots with driveway access in excess of
20 percent)
None
Less Than Significant

The State Fire Safety Standard, as adopted in the County’s Land Development Ordinance prohibits
unpaved driveways on slopes of 16 percent or greater. Approximately six lots within the Meadows
residential area and 102 lots within the Ridges residential area have a natural grade of 15 percent or more,
based on current topography (Hayes Land Planning Consultants, 1998). To prevent deviation with State
Fire Safety Standard (PRC 4290, Title 14 CCR), as adopted in the County’s Land Development
Ordinance, unpaved driveways are prohibited on slopes greater than 15 percent. Where this is infeasible,
driveways with grades of greater than 15 percent and less than 20 percent should be paved with asphalt
concrete or concrete. The Applicant proposes to grade all driveway access to 15 percent or less during
roadway grading, where feasible. Where this is infeasible, driveways should be constructed and paved
with asphalt concrete or concrete at the same time the grading for roadways occurs. Construction should
not be permitted on lots where driveway grades exceed 20 percent. Implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.
Solid Waste
IMPACT PS-26:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for solid waste hauling
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Table 6-9 estimates the solid waste generated by the proposed project.
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Auburn Placer Disposal provides residential and commercial garbage service, debris box service and
bluebag recycling to residents and businesses in the project area. The company processes more than
100,000 tons of garbage and recyclable materially annually.
The project “full buildout” solid waste generation is estimated at 2,665 tons/year. This represents less
than 3 percent of the total solid waste processed by the Auburn Placer Disposal Company and according
to the company representatives, this does not represent a significant increase in services and therefore
represents a less than significant impact.
Table 6-9
Estimated Solid Waste Generation
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
Land Use

Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Total

Conventional DU

185

283

535

1,003

Age Qualified DU

426

268

253

947

Total Dwelling
Units

612

553

791

1,950

50,000 sf

50,000 sf

3.10
1,132

7.30
2,665

Commercial
Solid Waste Gen.
(tons/day)
(tons/year)

2.21
807

1.99
726

Source: GW Consulting Engineers, 1998a

 T 
IMPACT PS-27:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for solid waste disposal
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, a Class III, non-hazardous landfill, has capacity for
approximately 6,000,000 tons of solid waste with a life expectancy of approximately 20 years. The solid
waste generated by this project represents approximately 53,000 tons in the next 20 years. This quantity
equals less than one percent of the total remaining capacity and therefore is a less than significant impact
on the existing solid waste disposal capacity.
Telephone/CATV
IMPACT PS-28:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increased demand for telephone and cable services
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Pacific Bell has indicated that they will request a modification in the existing telephone exchange
boundary that runs north/south through the project (see Figure 6-3). They will solicit the California
Public Utilities Commission to move the boundary to the east, in order to consolidate the entire project in
the Lincoln Exchange.
Initial calculations indicate that the most of the proposed project will achieve density adequate to be
classified as a subdivision, therefore putting the responsibility for up-front cost of trench, conduits,
manholes, boxes, splicing and cabling on the utility company. Pacific Bell generally prefers all such costs
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(plus a CIAC Tax gross-up of 33 percent) on the developer up-front, with the possibility of refund only if
the development segments build out sufficiently within three years of the date service is available.
Figure 6-3 depicts the expected telephone feeder conduit and general System Area Interface information
obtained from discussions with Pacific Bell.
A private cable company will serve the project site. If Starstream Communications serves the project, it
intends to do so with a new fiber line extending overhead on existing utility poles from its Central Office
on Delmar Avenue in Rocklin. The line will extend north on Sierra College Boulevard and enter the
project underground at Lower Ranch Road. Eventually the system will tie in with the head end and tower
located on the east end of the project. Though Starstream has no immediate plans to do so, it eventually
could install a telephone switch at the lower location, giving it the ability to compete directly with Pacific
Bell. Starstream will provide the fiber/coax system (on-site and off-site) at its cost, and expects the
developer to provide the utility’s share of the joint trench.
Impacts to television and cable television service would be less than significant.

6.3.6 General Plan Consistency
Water Supply
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing water supply are identified below, and a
determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with
Placer County’s water supply policies.
4.C.1

The County shall require proponents of new development to demonstrate the availability of a
long-term, reliable water supply. The County shall require written certification from the service
provider that either existing services are available or needed improvements will be made prior to
occupancy. Where the County will approve groundwater as the domestic water source, test wells,
appropriate testing, and/or report(s) from qualified professionals will be required substantiating
the long-term availability of suitable groundwater.
Consistent.
Adequate surface water, both treated and raw, is available to this project for domestic and
irrigation purposes from the Placer County Water Agency.

4.C.2

The County shall approve new development based on the following guidelines for water supply:
a.

Urban and suburban development should rely on public water systems using surface
supply.

b.

Rural communities should rely on public water systems. In cases where parcels are
larger than those defined as suburban and no public water system exists or can be
extended to the property, individual wells may be permitted.

c.

Agricultural areas should rely on public water systems where available, otherwise
individual water wells are acceptable.

Consistent.
Placer County Water Agency will supply treated water to the proposed project.

R:\02Bickford\06\psu.doc

Page 6-31

March 15, 2002

6.0 Public Services and Utilities
4.C.4

The County shall require that water supplies serving new development meet state water quality
standards.
Consistent.
Placer County Water Agency water supplies meet state water quality standards. Placer County
Environmental Health Services will require that all wells be tested to ensure compliance with
Title 22 drinking water standards.

4.C.6

The County shall promote efficient water use and reduced water demand by:
a. Requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction;
b. Encouraging water-conserving landscaping and other conservation measures;
c. Encouraging retrofitting existing development with water-conserving devices; and
d. Encouraging water-conserving agricultural irrigation practices.
Consistent.
The proposed project will utilize water-conserving techniques in all residential, recreational and
commercial applications as required by Placer County standards.

Wastewater Collection and Conveyance
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing wastewater are identified below, and a determination
of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with Placer County’s
wastewater policies.
4.D.1

The County shall limit the expansion of urban communities to areas where community
wastewater treatment systems can be provided.
Consistent.
The project Applicant proposes to design and construct an on-site sewage collection system and
off-site pipeline. Wastewater generated by the proposed project is to be treated at the City of
Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant.

4.D.2

The County shall require proponents of new development within a sewer service area to provide
written certification from the service provider that either existing services are available or needed
improvements will be made prior to occupancy.
Consistent.
The City of Lincoln has agreed to provide wastewater treatment services for the proposed project.
The planned expansion of the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant or proposed new regional
wastewater treatment plant will accommodate regional wastewater treatment capacity needs.

4.D.3

The County shall discourage extension of sewer service outside of city spheres of influence and
community plan areas, except in limited circumstances to resolve a public health hazard resulting
from existing development, or where there is a substantial overriding public benefit.
Consistent.
The extension of sewer service outside the City of Lincoln sphere of influence to serve the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area is consistent with this policy. The substantial public benefit is
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derived from the efficient provision of infrastructure to a plan area that was anticipated in the
Placer County General Plan (Appendix C).
4.D.4

The County shall promote efficient water use and reduced wastewater system demand by:
a.

Requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction;

b.

Encouraging retrofitting with water-conserving devices; and

c.

Designing wastewater systems to minimize inflow and infiltration to the extent
economically feasible.

Consistent.
The proposed project will utilize water-conserving techniques in all residential, recreational and
commercial applications as required by Placer County standards.
4.D.6

The County shall promote functional consolidation of wastewater facilities.
Consistent.
The City of Lincoln has agreed to provide wastewater treatment services for the proposed project.
The planned expansion of the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant or proposed new
regional wastewater treatment plant will accommodate regional wastewater treatment capacity
needs. A regional wastewater treatment plant serving the anticipated and existing development is
currently being designed.

Electric/Gas/Energy
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing energy are identified below, and a determination of
the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with Placer County’s
energy policies.
2.G.1

All new dwelling units shall be required to meet current state requirements for energy efficiency.
The retrofitting of existing units shall be encouraged.
Consistent.
All structures within the proposed project will comply with the Uniform Building Code, including
current state requirements for energy efficiency.

2.G.2

New land use patterns should encourage energy efficiency, to the extent feasible.
Consistent.
The proposed project will include policies related to energy management and conservation within the
Specific Plan. Energy reduction for cooling would be achieved by shading in parking areas, around
buildings and along streets. Energy reduction for heating would be achieved with wind break
plantings, building siting to enhance solar heating and energy efficient construction techniques.

Parks and Recreation
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing parks and recreation are identified below, and a
determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with
Placer County’s parks and recreation policies.
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5.A.2

The County shall strive to achieve the following park facility standards:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

1 tot lot per 1,000 residents
1 playground per 3,000 residents
1 tennis court per 6,000 residents
1 basketball court per 6,000 residents
1 hardball diamond per 3,000 residents
1 softball/little league diamond per 3,000 residents
1 mile of recreation trail per 1,000 residents
1 youth soccer field per 2,000 residents
1 adult field per 2,000 residents
1 golf course per 50,000 residents

Consistent.
This policy is intended to provide guidance in development of County park and recreation
facilities. Please refer to the consistency analysis for Policy 5.A.3.
5.A.3

The County shall require new development to provide a minimum of 5 acres of improved
parkland and 5 acres of passive recreation area or open space for every 1,000 new residents of the
area covered by the development. The park classification system shown in Table 5-1 should be
used as a guide to the type of the facilities to be developed in achieving these standards.
Consistent.
In order to meet the County standards of 5 acres of improved parkland and 5 acres of passive
recreation area for every 1,000 new residents, approximately 22 acres each of active and passive
recreation areas are needed for the projected development population of 4,367 persons. The
proposed project includes approximately 23.9 acres of land dedicated to park purposes, as well as
the golf course. This area includes a contiguous wetland preservation easement in the northern
portion of Bickford Ranch Park consisting of approximately 2.62 acres that are not integrated
with other park uses. This could be considered a passive use, bringing the total active park
acreage to 21 acres, or approximately 1 acre below the requirement identified in this policy. The
Placer County Parks and Recreation Department has worked with the Applicant to provide
adequate active parks and recreation opportunities within the proposed project, and County staff
believes that the plan described in the Specific Plan and this Draft EIR is adequate with regard to
both the acreage provided and the mix of recreational opportunities, and meets the intent of this
policy. Public passive recreation areas, consistent with County definition, within the project site
total 442 acres. The proposed project would be consistent with Placer County General Plan
policy 5.A.3. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

5.A.4

The County shall consider the use of the following open space areas as passive parks to be
applied to the requirement for 5 acres of passive park area for every 1,000 residents.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
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Floodways
Protected riparian corridors and stream environment zones
Protected wildlife corridors
Greenways with the potential for trail development
Open water (e.g., ponds, lakes, and reservoirs)
Protected woodland areas.
Protected sensitive habitat areas providing that interpretive displays are provided (e.g.,
wetlands and habitat for rare, threatened or endangered species.)
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Buffer areas are not considered as passive park areas if such areas are delineated by setbacks
within private property. Where such areas are delineated by public easements or are held as
common areas with homeowner/property owner access or public access, they will be considered
as passive park areas provided that there are opportunities for passive recreational use.
Consistent.
442 acres of the site is planned as passive recreation area. This area is in addition to 15 acres of
private easements planned as open space. While some of 442 acres could be defined as buffer
area, it far exceeds the 22 acres of required passive park area required by this policy.
5.A.5

The County shall require the dedication of land and/or payment of fees, in accordance with state
law (Quimby Act) to ensure funding for the acquisition and development of public recreation
facilities. The fees are to be set and adjusted as necessary to provide for a level of funding that
meets the actual cost to provide for all of the public parkland and park development needs
generated by new development.
Consistent.
As described above, the project owners propose to dedicate land and develop several park and
recreational areas. A CSA from within the Bickford Ranch project would be formed to pay for
the County’s operation and maintenance costs for all the park facilities that would be under the
County’s responsibility.

5.A.9

The County shall give priority to early acquisition of park sites in newly-developing areas
through many means including the use of public financing or land dedication.
Consistent.
As described above, the project owners propose to dedicate land and develop several park and
recreational areas.

5.A.23 The County shall require that park and recreation facilities required in conjunction with new
development be developed in a timely manner so that such facilities are available concurrently
with new development.
Consistent. The proposed project includes approximately 23.9 acres of land dedicated to park
purposes, in addition to the golf course. Improvements to park areas are planned and will occur
concurrent with development of residential units.
Private Recreational Facilities And Opportunities
5.B.1

The County shall encourage development of private recreation facilities to reduce demands on
public agencies.
Consistent.
A golf course, driving range and associated golf facilities are to be developed in conjunction with
the proposed project. A Clubhouse/Recreation Center in the Heritage Ridge community will
house a variety of indoor facilities, as well as, tennis courts and a swimming pool.
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Recreational Trails
5.C.4

The County shall require the proponents of new development to dedicate rights-of-way and/or the
actual construction of segments of the countywide trail system pursuant to trails plans contained
in the County’s various community plans.
Consistent.
18.5 miles of public pedestrian, equestrian paths or trails are planned for the proposed project.
Approximately 2 miles of private pedestrian paths are included in the Heritage Ridge community.
Class II bike lanes are proposed along both sides of Bickford Ranch Road.

The Placer County General Plan policies addressing other County and community services and facilities
are identified below, and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed
project is consistent with these policies.
4.A.1

Where new development requires the construction of new public facilities, the new development
shall fund its fair share of the construction. The County shall require dedication of land within
newly developing areas for public facilities, where necessary.
Consistent.
The proposed Applicant will pay their fair share of the cost of constructing new public facilities
to serve this project. In addition, the Applicant proposes the dedication of park areas, open space
and a fire station site.

4.A.2

The County shall ensure through the development review process that adequate public facilities
and services are available to serve new development. The County shall not approve new
development where existing facilities are inadequate unless the following conditions are met:
a.

The Applicant can demonstrate that all necessary public facilities will be installed or
adequately financed (through fees or other means); and

b.

The facilities improvements are consistent with applicable facility plans approved by the
County or with agency plans where the County is a participant.

Consistent.
A fiscal impact analysis has been prepared for this project that concludes that the “development
of the Plan Area is expected to yield positive fiscal results to the General and Public Safety Funds
combined, the County Road Fund, and Library Fund.
4.B.1

The County shall require that new development pay its fair share of the cost of all existing
facilities it uses based on the demand for these facilities attributable to the new development;
exceptions may be made when new development generates significant public benefits (e.g., low
income housing, needed health facilities) and when alternative sources of funding can be
identified to offset foregone revenues.
Consistent.
The proposed Applicant will pay their fair share of the cost of providing County services, by
payment of applicable County fees.

4.B.2
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The County shall require that new development pay the cost of upgrading existing public
facilities or construction of new facilities that are needed to serve the new development;
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exceptions may be made when new development generates significant public benefits (e.g., low
income housing, needed health facilities) and when alternative sources of funding can be
identified to offset foregone revenues.
Consistent.
The proposed Applicant will construct or pay their fair share of upgrading existing public
facilities to serve this project.
4.B.3

The County shall require, to the extent legally possible, that new development pay the cost of
providing public services that are needed to serve the new development; exceptions may be made
when new development generates significant public benefits (e.g., low income housing, needed
health facilities) and when alternative sources of funding can be identified to offset foregone
revenues. This includes working with the cities to require new development within city limits to
mitigate impacts on countywide facilities and services.
Consistent.
The proposed Applicant will construct or pay their fair share of the cost of constructing new
public facilities to serve this project.

4.B.6. The County shall require the preparation of a fiscal impact analysis for all major land
development projects. The analysis will examine the fiscal impacts on the County and other
service providers which result from large-scale development. A major project is a residential
project with 100 or more dwelling units or a commercial, professional office or industrial
development on 10 or more acres of land.
Consistent.
A fiscal impact analysis has been prepared for this project.
Law Enforcement
4.H.2

The County Sheriff shall strive to maintain the following average response times for emergency
calls for service:
a.

6 minutes in urban areas

b.

8 minutes in suburban areas

c.

15 minutes in rural areas

d.

20 minutes in remote rural areas

This policy is intended to provide guidance in funding and staffing of County Sheriff services.
Please refer to the consistency analysis for Policy 4.H.4.
4.H.4

The County shall require new development to develop or fund sheriff facilities that, at a
minimum, maintain the above standards.
Consistent.
The fiscal analysis prepared for this project concludes that expected County revenues in the
Public Safety Fund generated by buildout of the proposed project will exceed actual expenses in
serving this project.
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Schools
4.J.10 The provision of adequate school facilities is a community priority. The County and school
districts will work closely to secure adequate funding for new school facilities and, where legally
feasible, the County shall provide a mechanism which, along with state and local sources,
requires development projects to satisfy an individual school district’s financing program based
upon their impaction.
Consistent.
The project Applicant will pay required school district fees in order to fund adequate school
facilities.
4.J.11 The County and residential developers should coordinate with the school districts to ensure that
needed school facilities are available for use in a timely manner. The County, to the extent
possible, shall require that new school facilities are constructed and operating prior to the
occupation of the residences which the schools are intended to serve.
Consistent.
The project Applicant is also coordinating with the Placer County Board of Education which in
turn is coordinating with the affected school districts to identify the school facilities in each
district that are available to serve the project’s future students.
4.J.13 Before a residential development, which includes a proposed general plan amendment, rezoning
or other legislative review can be approved by the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors,
it shall be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the hearing body that adequate school facilities shall
be provided when the need is generated by the proposed development.
Consistent.
The project Applicant is working with area school districts to provide adequate school facilities in
advance of the need generated by the proposed project.
Fire Protection Services
4.I.1

The County shall encourage local fire protection agencies in Placer County to maintain the
following minimum fire protection standards (expressed as ISO ratings):
a.

ISO 4 in urban areas

b.

ISO 6 in suburban areas

c.

ISO 8 in rural areas

This policy is intended to provide guidance in establishing standards for fire protection services
within the County. Please refer to the consistency analysis for Policy 4.I.3.
4.I.2
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The County shall encourage local fire protection agencies in the county to maintain the following
standards (expressed as average response times to emergency calls):
a.

4 minutes in urban areas

b.

6 minutes in suburban areas
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c.

10 minutes in rural areas

This policy is intended to provide guidance in establishing standards for fire protection services
within the County. Please refer to the consistency analysis for Policy 4.I.3.
4.I.3

The County shall require new development to develop or fund fire protection facilities, personnel,
and operations and maintenance that, at a minimum, maintains the above service level standards.
Consistent.
The project Applicant will dedicate a fire station site on the project site. The Applicant will
donate site, construct facility and partially equip the fire station.

4.I.9

The County shall ensure that all proposed developments are reviewed for compliance with fire
safety standards by responsible local fire agencies per the Uniform Fire Code and other County
and local ordinances.
Consistent.
The proposed project will comply with the Uniform Fire Code.

8.C.2

The County shall require that discretionary permits for new development in fire hazard areas be
conditioned to include requirements for fire-resistant vegetation, cleared fire breaks, or a longterm comprehensive fuel management program. Fire hazard reduction measures shall be
incorporated into the design of development projects in fire hazard areas.
Consistent.
Site development conditions will include provisions for a long-term fuel management program on
the project site in compliance with Public Resources Code 4290 and local ordinances. Access
will be provided to the ravines every 1,000 feet or as agreed to and approved by the CDF. The
Applicant intends to seek an exception to the 30-foot sideyard setback requirement for certain
“RR” parcels from CDF. Fuel modification zones of 100 feet will be provided around residences.
The Homeowners Association and individual homeowners will be responsible for maintaining the
clearances in the open space and on private properties, respectively.

8.C.3

The County shall require that new development meets state, county, and local fire district
standards for fire protection.
Consistent.
The proposed project will meet all applicable fire protection standards. A 1.0-acre site accessed
off of Lower Ranch Road and adjacent to the road entering the NAPOTS will be donated by the
Applicant. The Applicant will retain a County-approved architect to design the facility in
accordance with state, county and local fire district standards for fire stations.

8.C.4

The County shall refer development proposals in the unincorporated county to the appropriate
local fire agencies for review for compliance with fire safety standards. If dual responsibility
exists, then both agencies shall review and comment relative to their area of responsibility. If
standards are different or conflicting, the more stringent standards shall be applied.
Consistent.
Please refer to the discussion in Sections 6.1.5 and 6.3.5.
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Landfills, Transfer Stations, And Solid Waste Recycling
4.G.1

The County shall require waste collection in all new urban and suburban development.
Consistent.
The proposed project will subscribe to weekly refuse collection.

6.4

MITIGATION MEASURES

6.4.1 Water
Mitigation Measure PS-A:
pipeline

Provide will-serve letter and participate in the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset

Mitigation Measure PS-A applies to Impact PS-5.
If the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline is constructed by early 2001 as anticipated, the proposed project
would not impact the treated water supply. However, if long delays are encountered, the proposed project
could cause the hydraulic capacity of existing conveyance systems to reach capacity. To mitigate
potential impacts to other customers, PCWA should carefully track the progress of the
Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline project and actual water usage over the next two to three years. If
unforeseen delays in design, permitting, or construction of the new pipeline are encountered, then
portions of the proposed project may need to be delayed. Building permits for the proposed project
should only be issued to the extent that adequate capacity can be assured at the time of actual water
service connection. In accordance with Placer County General Plan Policy Number 4.C.1, the Applicant
must provide written assurance to Placer County that PCWA is able to meet the project’s water demands
at the time of service connection. Participating in the construction of facilities that would increase the
capacity of the water distribution system would fully mitigate this potentially significant impact, and the
residual impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure PS-B:

Provide water pipeline improvements

Mitigation Measure PS-B applies to Impact PS-6.
The Applicant proposes to design and construct a 16-inch off-site water supply pipeline in accordance
with PCWA standards. These standards specify acceptable pipe materials and joint types and require that
all treated water pipelines are pressure tested for leakage and breakage at 150 PSI or 150 percent of line
pressure, whichever is higher, assuring that there can be no “loose joints” in these lines. Air Vacuum
Release Valves are required to be installed at high points in pipelines to automatically expel air from the
pipeline and should a loss of pressure occur to automatically let air back into the pipeline so that negative
pressures do not occur.
This mitigation measure would therefore reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

6.4.2 Wastewater
Mitigation Measure PS-C:
Provide for increased hydraulic loading, maintenance, or special design
to prevent odor and blockages in off-site sewer pipelines until flows from other sources are sufficient to
ensure adequate velocity, if and when such conditions arise.
Mitigation Measure PS-C applies to Impact PS-8.
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The purpose of this mitigation measure is to prevent solids accumulation in the 48-inch sewer pipeline
along SR 193 and associated odors should a 48-inch pipeline be constructed rather than a 12-inch
pipeline, to satisfy future regional needs as well as those of the proposed project. Depending on
economic feasibility, and Placer County design standards, this may be accomplished by:
T
T
T

hydraulic dosing at proposed pump stations to increase flows,
maintenance and periodic flushing to remove accumulated solids, or
other design features approved by Placer County.

Design and construction of the necessary improvements would be the responsibility of the Applicant.
However, upon conveyance of the system to either the JPA or Placer County, the new owner would be
responsible for operation and maintenance of the facilities to control potential odor impacts. The residual
impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure PS-D:
sewer line

Prepare and implement traffic and safety plan for maintenance of off-site

Mitigation Measure PS-D applies to Impact PS-9.
Sewer maintenance will be the responsibility of either the JPA or Placer County, as would
implementation of this mitigation measure. To protect public safety during maintenance activities, a
traffic and safety plan will be prepared to cover maintenance activities by the agency or jurisdiction
responsible for such maintenance. Maintenance crews must follow all applicable Public Works
Department procedures for cordoning off work areas and providing signage and traffic diversions to alert
motor vehicles. Whenever practical, maintenance within rights of way should be performed during offcommute daylight hours. The residual impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure PS-E:

Design off-site sewer pipeline per Placer County requirements

Mitigation Measure PS-E applies to Impact PS-10.
The Applicant is responsible for designing and constructing portions of the off-site sewer in accordance
with design standards set forth by Placer County. This mitigation measure would reduce potential
impacts to surface water to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure PS-F:

Design off-site sewer pipeline with watertight joints

Mitigation Measure PS-F applies to Impact PS-10.
The Applicant is responsible for designing and constructing portions of the off-site sewer in accordance
with design standards set forth by Placer County. This mitigation measure would reduce potential
impacts to surface water to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure PS-G:
accommodate projected flows

Participate in construction of additional wastewater treatment capacity to

Mitigation Measure PS-G applies to Impact PS-11.
The City of Lincoln has agreed to provide wastewater treatment services for the proposed project. The
existing LWWTP would have to expand to 2.4 mgd as planned to accept the first phase of the proposed
project; and if it is expanded to 2.4 mgd as planned, it would be 2003 before the flows from the Bickford
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Ranch project and other customers would exceed the available capacity of that plant. Completion of the
RWWTP in 2001 would provide the necessary capacity to allow complete buildout of the proposed
project. Fees paid by the Applicant for the proposed project and those generated from other approved
projects would enable the expansion and new plant, thereby reducing the impact to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure PS-H:
Issue building permits only when sufficient wastewater treatment
capacity exists or will exist at time of sewer connection
Mitigation Measure PS-H applies to Impact PS-11.
Placer County and other local agencies served by the LWWTP should carefully track the progress of
WWTP construction for both plants, and coordinate with the City of Lincoln and the JPA to track actual
flows to the WWTP(s) over the next four years. Building permits for previously approved projects and
the proposed project should only be issued to the extent that sewage treatment capacity is available at the
time the permits are issued, or to the extent that adequate treatment capacity can be assured at the time of
actual sewer connection. If unforeseen delays in design, permitting, or construction of the WWTP
improvements are encountered, then portions of the proposed project may need to be delayed. Preventing
construction of facilities that would cause the capacity of the treatment system to be exceeded would fully
mitigate this potentially significant impact, and the residual impact would be less than significant.
Assurance of adequate wastewater treatment capacity will be provided in writing by the City of Lincoln to
Placer County, and will include a statement that current (as of the date of the statement) capacity exists, or
that construction is under way (as of the date of the statement) that will provide such capacity.

6.4.3 Other County/Community Services
Mitigation Measure PS-I: Pay statutory fees to existing school district(s)
Mitigation Measure PS-I applies to Impact PS-23.
The Applicant will pay its pro-rata share of statutory school fees to support upgrade of existing facilities
or new facilities to serve the proposed project.
Mitigation Measure PS-J: Donate a site, construct, and partially equip a fire station
Mitigation Measure PS-J applies to Impact PS-24.
The Applicant proposes to donate a site for a fire station and to fund the construction of the station
through the proposed Community Facilities District or other private future bond sales. Fire protection for
the site is currently divided into three agencies. Estimates of the response time (to the site entrance at
Sierra College Boulevard) from the existing agencies are near or slightly greater than the Placer County
recommendation of six minutes. Demography of project residents warrants that emergency response and
fire response times should be less than the current standards in the surrounding area. An increased
standard and decreased response time would be achieved with an on-site station.
Mitigation Measure PS-K: Establish Fire District jurisdiction and emergency response standards for the
project
Mitigation Measure PS-K applies to Impact PS-24.
There are three fire districts involved with this project: the Penryn Fire District, the Placer County Fire
District which contracts with the California Department of Forestry (CDF) for the western portion of the
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site, and the CDF which is also responsible for wildland fire management. At this time the open spaces
and wildlands of the project are the jurisdiction of CDF. The jurisdiction of the proposed development
has not yet been resolved. CDF has a contract with Placer County to provide emergency fire and
emergency medical service to the non-wildland portions of the County (Guyan, 1998). The Penryn Fire
Department is a separate and independent fire protection entity governed by their own board of directors
with responsibility for structural and emergency medical services to the eastern portion of this project. It
is up to the individual districts to determine the type and level of fire and emergency service to the
project.
Since there are no standards established for this project yet, there are no standards for response times,
although CDF considers a five minute response to be desirable. Response times will be affected by the
proposed closing of Clark Tunnel Road. From the existing Placer County Fire District (contracted CDF)
fire station to the entrance of Bickford Ranch at Sierra College Boulevard, the travel is approximately
3.5 to 4.0 miles with a response time of 4 minutes 30 seconds. Additional time would be required to
arrive at any particular residence or facility within the development. This additional time would be as
much as four minutes to the far eastern portions of the site. It is estimated that the Penryn Fire District
has approximately the same response time. The Penryn Fire District might have a shorter but more
difficult travel route along English Colony Way. This issue should be settled before final design of the
project is complete so that the fire issue may be addressed in a timely and efficient manner. A boundary
adjustment for fire district service through LAFCO will be required.
The impact would be less than significant if the proposed fire station site were utilized by a fire district
that has full jurisdiction of the structural (non-wildland/open space) areas within the project site. Funding
for the additional crew and engine would be provide by the revenues generated by the County and the
development.
Mitigation Measure PS-L: Pursue single-jurisdiction fire service
Mitigation Measure PS-L applies to Impact PS-24.
The Placer County Office of Emergency Services prefers that a single local fire protection provider be
identified to serve the proposed project, rather than have the jurisdiction split between two entities. If the
County Fire Department serves the project, the eastern portions of the project will be recommended for
detachment from the Penryn Fire Protection District. If the Penryn Fire Protection Department serves the
project, the northern and southern portions of the project are recommended to be annexed into Penryn
Fire Protection District (see Figure C7-1).
Mitigation Measure PS-M: Grade driveways to slopes of 15 percent or less at the time of home
construction; a Grading Permit will be required for those identified lots prior to the issuance of a Building
Permit.
Mitigation Measure PS-M applies to Impact PS-25.
To prevent deviation from the State Fire Safety Standard, as adopted in the County’s Land Development
Ordinance (PRC 4290, Title 14 CCR), prohibiting unpaved driveways on slopes greater than 15 percent,
the Applicant will provide graded driveway access to all lots at slopes of 15 percent or less, where
feasible.
Mitigation Measure PS-N: Pave driveways with asphaltic concrete or concrete at the time of home
construction on driveways with slopes of 16 to 20 percent; a Grading Permit will be required for those
identified lots prior to issuance of a Building Permit.
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Mitigation Measure PS-N applies to Impact PS-25.
Where it is infeasible to provide graded driveway access to all lots at slopes of 15 percent or less, the
Applicant will provide asphalt concrete or concrete driveways on slopes of greater than 15 percent and
less than 20 percent.
Mitigation Measure PS-O: Prohibit development on lots with driveway access in excess of 20 percent
Mitigation Measure PS-O applies to Impact PS-25.
The Applicant will prohibit development on all lots with driveway access greater than 20 percent.
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7.0 Transportation and Circulation

7.0

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

7.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The evaluation of the operating characteristics of the existing circulation system in the vicinity of the
proposed project is the initial task in defining the transportation impacts of the proposed project. The
following sections briefly discuss existing roadway functions, traffic volumes, and traffic levels of
service, as well as transit services and bicycle facilities.

7.1.1 Study Area Roadways
The study area for this traffic impact analysis is shown in Figure 7-1. The study focuses on the primary
access roadways to the project, which includes Sierra College Boulevard, SR 193, Clark Tunnel Road,
English Colony Way, King Road, Taylor Road, and I-80.
The Circulation Plan Diagram in the Countywide General Plan depicts the circulation system for
unincorporated Placer County by means of a set of roadway classifications. The roadway classification
system has been developed to guide Placer County’s long range planning and programming. Roadways
are classified in this system based on the linkages they provide and their function, both of which reflect
their importance to the land use pattern, traveler, and general welfare. The County’s functional
classification system recognizes differences in roadway function and standards between urban/suburban
areas and rural areas.
The roadway classifications are as follows:
T

Local streets provide direct access to abutting land, and access to the collector street system.
The public uses these streets for local circulation. They carry little, if any, through traffic, and
generally carry very low traffic volumes.

T

Collector roadways are intended to “collect” traffic from local streets and carry it to roadways
higher in the street classification hierarchy (e.g., arterials). The public uses these roadways as
secondary circulation routes, and they generally carry light to moderate traffic volumes. Access
to abutting land is normally permitted, but may be restricted to certain uses dependant upon future
traffic volumes. In urban/suburban areas, major collector roadways will generally carry higher
traffic volumes than minor collectors and thus require more right-of-way and have more access
restriction.

T

Arterial roadways are fed by local and collector roadways and provide linkages to the State
highway system as well as linkages to and between communities and major activity centers. The
public uses these roadways as primary circulation routes for through traffic, and they carry higher
volumes of traffic than local streets and collector roadways. In urban/suburban areas, major
arterials will generally carry higher traffic volumes than minor arterials and thus require more
right-of-way and have more access restrictions. Rural arterial roadways may or may not carry
high traffic volumes, but do provide primary access routes for through travel in rural areas of the
County.

The existing street network in the vicinity of the proposed project consists of state highways, arterial,
collectors and local roadways. The key roadways shown in Figure 7-1 are described below.
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SR 193 is an east-west state highway that links the City of Lincoln with Newcastle. This two-lane
highway provides access from the project site to SR 65 to the west and I-80 to the east. Project access to
SR 193 would be provided by Sierra College Boulevard. SR 193 carries approximately 6,500 vehicles
daily west of Sierra College Boulevard and 5,000 vehicles daily east of Sierra College Boulevard.
Interstate 80 (I-80) is a transcontinental highway that links Placer County not only to Sacramento and
the Bay Area, but to the rest of the United States via its crossing of the Sierras. Project access to I-80 is
provided by Sierra College Boulevard. This freeway has six lanes through South Placer County and
carries about 87,000 daily vehicles west of Sierra College Boulevard and 84,000 daily vehicles east of
Sierra College Boulevard.
Sierra College Boulevard is a north-south arterial that provides direct access to the project site. This
roadway connects the project area to Loomis, Rocklin and Sacramento to the south, as well as Lincoln
(via SR 193) to the north. From Loomis’ northerly town limits to SR 193, Sierra College Boulevard is
classified as a rural arterial. In that section, Sierra College Boulevard is a two-lane roadway with a
55 mph speed limit that carries between 4,900 and 5,800 vehicles per day.
English Colony Way is a two-lane east-west rural collector roadway immediately south of the project
site, and connects Sierra College Boulevard and Taylor Road. At the railroad underpass at its western
end, English Colony Way is only one lane wide. English Colony Way currently carries about
900 vehicles per day east of Sierra College Boulevard, and about 2,500 vehicles per day between Clark
Tunnel Road and Taylor Road.
Clark Tunnel Road is a north-south rural collector roadway that traverses the project site and connects
English Colony Way to SR 193. This dirt and gravel roadway has some sections with steep grades and
sharp curves. This two-lane roadway carries about 240 vehicles per day between Callison Road and
English Colony Way. Through the project site, Clark Tunnel Road carries less than 100 vehicles per day.
King Road is a 2-lane roadway in Loomis that connects Sierra College Boulevard to Taylor Road.
Between I-80 and Auburn-Folsom Road, King Road is classified as a rural arterial. It carries about
1,900 vehicles per day east of Sierra College Boulevard.
Taylor Road is an arterial roadway that parallels I-80 and connects Rocklin and Loomis with Newcastle.
Near Sierra College Boulevard, this two-lane roadway carries about 10,000 vehicles per day. In Rocklin,
Taylor Road becomes Pacific Street, which carries about 8,000 vehicles per day near Sierra College
Boulevard.

7.1.2 Existing Traffic Levels of Service
Determination of traffic impacts of the proposed project is based upon projected roadway volumes and
comparisons to roadway capacities. Roadway operating conditions are described using the concept of
“levels of service.”
Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors which include speed
and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and
operation costs. Levels of service are designated “A” through “F” from the best to worst, which cover the
entire range of traffic operations that might occur. Level of service “E” describes conditions approaching
or at maximum capacity.
Under the Placer County General Plan, the County has set a standard of LOS “C” except for within onehalf mile of state highways, where the standard is LOS “D.” Two types of level of service analysis were
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conducted: peak hour intersection analysis and daily segment-based level of service analysis. Tables 7-1
through 7-3 summarize the level of service criteria used for these analyses. The criteria for the segmentbased analysis is consistent with the methodologies used in the Placer County General Plan EIR.
Collector roadways were evaluated using the criteria for “low access control arterials.”
Table 7-1
Level of Service Definitions
Signalized Intersections
LOS

V/C

Description

A

0.00-0.60

Free Flow / Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully utilized
by traffic and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.

B

0.61-0.70

Stable Operation / Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase
is fully utilized. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted.

C

0.71-0.80

Stable Operation / Acceptable Delays: Major approach phases fully
utilized. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.

D

0.81-0.90

Approaching Unstable / Tolerable Delays: Drivers may have to
wait through more than one red signal indication. Queues may
develop but dissipate rapidly, without excessive delays.

E

0.91-1.00

Unstable Operation / Significant Delays: Volumes at or near
capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles. Long
queues form upstream from intersection.

F

>1.00

Forced Flow / Excessive Delays: Represents jammed conditions.
Intersection operates below capacity with low volumes. Queues may
block upstream intersections.

Sources: Circular 212, Transportation Research Board, 1981.

Table 7-2
Level of Service Definitions
Unsignalized Intersections
Average Delay per Vehicle
(sec/vehicle)

Level of Service (LOS)
A

0 to 5.0

B

5.1 to 10.0

C

10.1 to 20.0

D

20.1 to 30.0

E

30.1 to 45.0

F

> 45.0

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 1994.
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Table 7-3
Level of Service Definitions
Daily Segment Based Analysis

Roadway Capacity Class

Maximum Daily Traffic Volume Per Lane for Each
Level of Service Designation
A

B

C

D

E

1) Arterial
– Moderate Access Control

5,400

6,300

7,200

8,100

9,000

2) Arterial and Collector
– Low Access Control

4,500

5,250

6,000

6,870

7,500

Source: Placer County General Plan Update, Countywide General Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report, Crawford,
Multari & Starr et al., 1994b, based upon Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 1985.

Table 7-4 summarizes 1998 peak hour intersection conditions at study intersections while Table 7-5
contains the daily segment-based analysis for existing conditions. The existing traffic volumes and
geometrics at each intersection in Table 7-4 are provided in Appendix C. Currently only one intersection
within the study area operates at conditions worse than LOS “C”: Sierra College at the I-80 Eastbound
(EB) ramps, which operates at LOS “D” conditions during the afternoon peak hour. Likewise, the daily
segment-based level of service analysis indicates that the only section of roadway in the study area that
currently operates at level of service worst than LOS “C” conditions is the section of Sierra College
between Granite Drive and I-80 which operates at LOS “D” conditions. The current operation of this
section of Sierra College Boulevard meets the County’s level of service policy since it is within one-half
mile of a state highway.

7.1.3 Existing Transit Service
Local transit service in Placer County is currently provided by local governments and social service
agencies. Most of the services are oriented towards senior citizens, students, disabled persons and other
transit dependents. Fixed-route service providers in South Placer County include Placer County Transit,
Lincoln Transit, Roseville Fixed Route and Roseville Commuter Service. Placer County Transit operates
a fixed route between Lincoln and the Sierra College campus south of I-80. This route operates three
times daily and runs along Sierra College Boulevard adjacent to the project site. However, this route may
be re-routed to operate along SR 65 based on a Short-Range Transit Plan. Placer County Transit also
provides “deviated route” transit services along I-80 and Taylor Road. This service extends about three
quarters of a mile from these roadways and thus does not serve the vicinity of the proposed project.
The area around the project site is also not served by “dial-a-ride” transit services. Consolidated
Transportation Services Agency, an independent provider of demand responsive transportation services to
the elderly and disabled, provide services in the SR 49 corridor, but they do not serve the area near the
project site.

7.1.4 Existing Bicycle Facilities
Bicycle facilities in Placer County are classified as follows:
Class I: Off-street bike trails or paths which are physically separated from streets or roads used by
motorized vehicles.
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Intersection

Table 7-4
Existing Levels of Service at Study Intersections
AM
Traffic
LOS Criteria
Control
Signalized
Unsignalized
LOS
Type
Intersection
Intersection
(V/C Ratio)

SR 193
SR 193

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Wy.

English Colony Wy.

Notes:

SR 65
Sierra College – overall
NB Approach
WB Left
Clark Tunnel Road – overall
NB Approach
WB Left
Twelve Bridges Dr. – overall
NB Left
EB Approach
English Colony Wy. – overall
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue – overall
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road – overall
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road – overall
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road – overall
NB Approach
SB Approach
EB Approach
WB Approach

Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

4-way Stop

A
A
B
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
N/A2
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B
A
A
C
A

(Delay)

PM
LOS Criteria
LOS

Signalized
Intersection
(V/C Ratio)

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
N/A2
A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C/D
D
A
A
A
D
C
A
F
A

0.58

1

0.51
2.1 sec
7.3 sec
6.6 sec
0.0 sec
0.0 sec
0.0 sec
0.2 sec
3.2 sec
4.0 sec
0.2 sec
2.5 sec
4.4 sec
0.0 sec
0.8 sec
3.2 sec
N/A2.
6.9 sec
7.3 sec
0.9 sec
2.8 sec
2.6 sec
5.2 sec
4.8 sec
0.44
0.47
0.75
0.76
0.6 sec
4.6 sec
2.4 sec
6.4 sec
3.0 sec
3.1 sec
16.1 sec
2.4 sec

Unsignalized
Intersection
1
(Delay)
3.1 sec
6.8 sec
3.1 sec
0.0 sec
0.0 sec
0.0 sec
0.4 sec
2.6 sec
4.3 sec
0.2 sec
3.0 sec
4.9 sec
0.0 sec
0.6 sec
N/A2
3.0 sec
6.6 sec
6.6 sec
1.2 sec
2.6 sec
3.1 sec
7.4 sec
5.0 sec

0.49
0.68
0.80
0.88
0.5 sec
4.4 sec
2.5 sec
24.6 sec
13.8 sec
1.8 sec
111.4 sec
1.8 sec

1

Overall LOS at stop-sign controlled intersections represent weighted average of all approaches.
No vehicles were observed making this movement during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
2
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Class II: On-street bike lanes with signs, striped lane markings and pavement legends.
Class III: On-street bike routes marked by signs and shared with motor vehicles and pedestrians.
Optional four-inch edge lines painted on the pavement.
Placer County prepared a Bikeway Master Plan in 1988. There is a limited bikeway system in the vicinity
of the proposed project. That plan designates Sierra College Boulevard with Class II bike lanes. Sierra
College Boulevard currently has eight-foot shoulders on each side of the roadway. These shoulders allow
Sierra College Boulevard to be classified as a Class II bikeway. Portions of King Road also have Class II
bike lanes. The 1988 Bikeway Master Plan is in the process of being updated. Class II bike lanes have
recently been completed on Taylor Road between Newcastle and Loomis.
Several other roadways near the proposed project site are identified in the Bikeway Master Plan with
Class III bikeways. These include English Colony Way, SR 193 and Taylor Road.
Table 7-5
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Conditions
Roadway

Segment

No. of Lanes

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

Taylor Road to Granite Dr

2

10,200

A

Granite Dr to I-80

2

14,770

D

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel Rd

2

5,000

A

Clark Tunnel Rd to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

East of Sierra College Blvd

2

-

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College Blvd

2

-

Clark Tunnel Rd.

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony Way

2

240

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel Rd

2

870

A

Clark Tunnel Rd to Taylor

2

2,530

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony
Way

Note:
ADT = average daily traffic
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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7.2

REGULATORY SETTING
A number of County standards apply to the evaluation of transportation impacts of the proposed project.
These standards cover the primary aspects of the transportation system (operations and design) and should
be adhered to by the project. These standards include:

Level of Service (LOS) Standard
Under the Placer County General Plan, the County has set a standard of LOS “C” or better for its roadway
system. Consequently, LOS “A,” “B,” and “C” are considered acceptable, while “D,” “E” and “F” are
unacceptable. Within one-half mile of a state highway, LOS “D” will be considered acceptable. State
highway facilities that are included in the County’s roadway system have a LOS “E” standard; this
includes SR 65, SR 193 and I-80.

Placer County Improvement Standards
Roadway improvements within Placer County must conform to a set of standard plans that detail County
standards for pavement width, lighting, drainage, sewer, and other roadside facilities. Roadway facilities
associated with the proposed project must meet or exceed these standards, unless these standards are
superseded by the Development Standards adopted for the project by ordinance in conjunction with the
approval of the Specific Plan.

Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
The CIP defines roadway improvements that are needed to meet the County’s LOS standards over a
20-year period. This program should be updated a minimum of every five years or with the approval of a
significant level of development.

Bikeway Master Plan
The Placer County General Plan calls for the development of a comprehensive bikeway system that
would provide connections between the major urban areas of the County, with linkages to bikeway
systems in other jurisdictions. The County developed a Bikeway Master Plan in 1988 to provide
guidelines for the development of a County-wide network of bicycle facilities and design standards (based
on Caltrans standards) for new bicycle facilities.

Truck Routes
Placer County has not developed a system of truck routes for the unincorporated county. Trucks are
prohibited from using specific bridges and roadways. However, trucks are not prohibited on any
roadways or bridges near the project site.

Project Consistency with the Placer County General Plan
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to transportation and circulation are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion
in Section 7.3.
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7.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 7.4.
CEQA Guidelines states that a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will
cause a substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system. For this analysis, roadway levels of service will be used as the basis for determining significant
impacts. Placer County uses an LOS “C” standard for county roadways, except for those county
roadways within one-half mile of a state highway, where LOS “D” is permissible. State highway level of
service is governed by the Placer County Congestion Management Program standards. The roadway
segments and intersections in the study area are under the jurisdiction of Placer County, the Town of
Loomis and the cities of Lincoln and Rocklin. This analysis uses an LOS “C” standard for study area
locations except within one-half mile of state highways where an LOS “D” standard is used. This
standard is consistent with the County’s policies and the other jurisdictions in the study area.
An exception to this level of service standard is made for stop-sign controlled intersections that would not
have high enough traffic volumes to warrant a traffic signal. At these locations, when a low volume stopsign controlled approach operates at level of service “D” or worse conditions and there is no reasonable
mitigation measure to improve the operations on that approach, then the impact is not considered
significant.
Potential significant impacts associated with traffic impacts have been evaluated using the following
criteria:
T

The project would cause roadway or intersection operations to deteriorate to levels below LOS
standard C (or LOS D within one-half mile of state highways);

T

On a two-lane rural roadway that has no shoulders, and/or limited sight distance, the project
would cause traffic volumes to exceed the County’s recommended volume threshold for safety
improvements;

T

Planned transit services do not meet the additional transit demand generated by the project, which
includes helping the County meet its level of service standard, transportation systems
management standards and air quality goals; and

T

Planned bicycle facilities do not provide adequate capacity for the additional bicycle trips
generated by the project, and the policies and guidelines of the Bikeway Master Plan.

7.3.1 Methodology
Transportation system needs and impacts are based on the travel demand model which was originally
developed by DKS Associates in 1993 for Placer County. The model translates land uses into transit
patronage and roadway volume projections. Its inputs are estimates of development (i.e., the number of
single-family and multi-family dwelling units, and the amount of square footage of various categories of
non-residential uses) and descriptions of the roadway and transit systems. The model covers not only the
portions of Placer County west of Colfax, but also the entire Sacramento region and is consistent with the
regional model currently used by Placer County Transportation Planning Agency to prepare the Placer
County Regional Transportation Plan. The model also maintains a general consistency with the trip
distribution and mode choice estimates from the regional model used by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG).
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To determine the traffic impacts of the proposed project, the traffic associated with full development of
the proposed project was superimposed upon the following three “base” (i.e., no project) scenarios:
T

Existing Conditions - existing traffic volumes (based on recent traffic count data).

T

2010 General Plan Conditions - projected traffic volumes based on 2010 development levels
assumed in the Placer County General Plan EIR (but excluding development on the project site).

T

Buildout of Project Vicinity Scenario - projected traffic volumes based on adding full buildout of
both the Clover Valley Lakes and Twelve Bridges developments to the 2010 development levels
assumed in the Placer County General Plan EIR (but excluding development on the project site).

Comparing traffic conditions with and without full development of the proposed project under these three
scenarios provides a comprehensive basis for determining the traffic impacts of the proposed project.
While the circulation system within the project site is discussed, the traffic analysis focuses on the
proposed project’s impacts on the roadway system outside the project site.
To evaluate project impacts, two types of roadway level of service analyses were conducted. A roadway
segment analysis based on average daily traffic volumes and capacities was conducted following the same
methodology used in the Placer County General Plan EIR. In addition, an intersection level of service
analysis was performed for a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic conditions. This analysis covered the major
intersections in the vicinity of the proposed project, as shown in Figure 7-2. To conduct the intersection
analysis, a peak hour component was added to Placer County’s existing daily travel model to provide a.m.
and p.m. peak hour traffic forecasts. The daily trip tables by trip purpose were factored using peak hour
factors from SACOG’s regional travel demand model.
Traffic impacts of the proposed project, based on the travel demand model, are discussed in the following
sections. Detailed traffic data and analyses are presented in a separate report entitled Technical Appendix –
Capacity Analysis Summaries (DKS Associates, 1999).

7.3.2 Project Trip Generation
Table 7-6 summarizes the trip generation of the proposed project. The trip generation rates for The Ridge
and The Meadows residential communities reflect rates for typical single-family dwelling units in the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Sixth Edition. The trip generation rates for
Heritage Ridge, an age-restricted residential community, is based on recent traffic count data at the Del
Webb-Sun City project in Roseville that was collected by the City of Roseville.
Trip generation for commercial development is typically based on trips per 1,000 square feet of gross
floor area. To estimate the trip generation of the Village Center retail development, a floor-area-ratio of
25 percent was assumed. This FAR represents 10,890 square feet per acre. Thus about 80,000 square
feet of retail space was assumed on the proposed 7.3-acre Village Center.
A portion of the traffic generated by the various land uses in the proposed project would remain within
the project site. It was estimated that about 26 percent of the daily residential trips generated by the
proposed project would travel to the Village Center retail uses. This represents about 55% of the daily
trips generated by the Village Center remaining internal to the proposed project. The percent of internal
trips traveling between the residential and retail portions of the proposed project would vary during peak
commute hours (see Table 7-6).
The residential trip generation rates for the Heritage Ridge community already include the impact of the golf
course, driving range and clubhouse/recreation center (since similar facilities are included in the Del Webb
development). Most of the trips traveling to these uses would be from the residences within the project site.
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Table 7-6
Estimated Trip Generation
Proposed Bickford Ranch Project
A.M. Peak Hour

Daily
Land Use

Residential:

In

Units
Trips
per Unit

Trips

P.M. Peak Hour
Out

Trips
per Unit

Trips

In

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Out

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

- The Ridge

909 DU

9.57

8,699

0.19

173

0.56

509

0.64

582

0.36

327

- The Meadows

94 DU

9.57

900

0.19

18

0.56

53

0.64

60

0.36

34

- Heritage Ridge

947 DU

3.68

3,485

014

134

0.13

123

0.13

122

0.14

136

Subtotal

13,084

325

685

764

497

% Internal Trips

26%

12%

9%

27%

41%

Internal Trips

3,411

38

65

203

203

External Trips

9,673

287

620

561

295

Commercial Village Center

1,950 DU

7.3 Acre

855

6,242

12.70

93

7.46

54

40.00

292

40.00

292

% Internal Trips

55%

70%

70%

70%

70%

Internal Trips

3,411

65

38

203

203

External Trips

2,831

28

17

89

89

Total External Trips

12,503

315

637

650

384

Note:
Internal trips represents trips that remain within the proposed project site.
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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The proposed project would generate about 16,000 daily vehicle trips on an average weekday (note that
daily internal trip “ends” are not double counted). About 12,500 of these daily trips would travel outside
the project site.

7.3.3 Trip Distribution and Assignment
The Placer County travel demand model was used to estimate the distribution of trips that leave the
project site. The distribution of the project traffic differs depending on the assumed level of development
in South Placer County and the rest of the Sacramento metropolitan area. The 2010 General Plan
conditions include more job and shopping opportunities in surrounding communities (i.e., Rocklin and
Lincoln) than Existing Plus Project conditions. This additional development would attract a share of the
project’s trips and result in a different distribution of project traffic. Likewise, the Buildout of Project
Vicinity conditions include more job and shopping opportunities in the Twelve Bridges development than
the 2010 General Plan conditions, and would result in a higher percentage of project traffic attracted to
the City of Lincoln. For these reasons the County’s travel model was used to estimate a different
distribution of project traffic for the three development scenarios that were evaluated in this EIR (existing plus
project conditions, 2010 General Plan conditions, and Buildout of Project Vicinity scenario). The project
distribution varies due to differences in job and shopping opportunities in Rocklin, Lincoln, Roseville, etc. in
2010 versus the existing condition. The distribution of traffic from the proposed project under each of these
scenarios is shown in Table 7-7.
Table 7-7
External Project Trip Distribution
Existing
Conditions

2010 General
Plan

Buildout of
1
Project Vicinity

I-80 – West of Sierra College Blvd.

40%

28%

26%

South of I-80

11%

7%

6%

Auburn / I-80 East

10%

6%

5%

Rocklin

9%

17%

17%

Loomis / Penryn

13%

11%

10%

Lincoln / SR 65

17%

31%

36%

Total

100%

100%

100%

Direction of Travel

Notes:
1
With buildout of the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan and the Clover Valley Lakes development
Source: DKS Associates, 1999

7.3.4 Planned Transportation Improvements
For the purposes of this traffic analysis the following improvements to the transportation system were
assumed under existing and 2010 conditions:

Existing Conditions Roadway Improvements
The analysis of the “existing plus project” scenario assumed the following roadway network
improvements:
T

The internal roadways to the proposed project would be fully implemented.
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T

The intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Bickford Ranch Road would be signalized, while
Sierra College Boulevard and Lower Ranch Road would be a one-way stop-sign controlled
intersection.

Roadway Improvements Under 2010 General Plan and Buildout of Project Vicinity
Scenarios
The analysis of the “no project” conditions under the 2010 General Plan scenario and under Buildout of
Project Vicinity scenario (i.e., with buildout of the Twelve Bridges and Clover Valley Lakes) assumed
that the 2010 improvements contained in the Placer County General Plan EIR would be fully
implemented. These improvements, shown in Figure 7-3, include the following:
T
T
T
T
T

Sierra College Boulevard would be widened to four lanes from SR 193 to Granite Drive, and to
six lanes from Granite Drive to I-80.
Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 interchange would be reconstructed.
SR 193 would be widened to four lanes from Sierra College Boulevard to Ferrari Ranch Road.
SR 65 would be widened to four lanes from Blue Oaks Boulevard to Industrial Boulevard (in the
City of Lincoln).
Pacific Street would be widened to four lanes from Sierra College Boulevard to Rocklin Road.

It was also assumed that Taylor Road would be widened to four lanes near its intersection with Sierra
College Boulevard. These scenarios also assume that the internal roadway systems in the Twelve Bridges
Specific Plan and the Clover Valley Lakes project would be implemented.
A planning level signal warrant analysis was conducted for the “no project” conditions under the 2010
General Plan scenario to define the locations where traffic signals should be assumed. This analysis
indicates that the following intersections should be signalized by 2010:
T
T
T
T
T
T

SR 193 / Sierra College Boulevard
Twelve Bridge Drive / Sierra College Boulevard
English Colony Way / Sierra College Boulevard
Clover Valley Road / Sierra College Boulevard
King Road / Sierra College Boulevard
English Colony / Taylor Road

No additional traffic signals were identified under Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions.

7.3.5 Construction Impacts
Construction of the proposed project would have traffic impacts related to the following project elements:
T
T
T
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On-site construction of infrastructure and buildings
Construction of the off-site sewer line
Construction of the off-site water line
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IMPACT T-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Short-term traffic impacts related to project construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures T-A (Prepare and implement
construction traffic management plans for on-site
construction activities for Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra
College Boulevard, and coordinate with appropriate agencies
in the preparation and implementation of construction traffic
management plans for required off-site improvements); and
T-B (Implement a community relations program during
on-site construction, and coordinate with appropriate agencies in
the implementation of a community relations program during
construction of required on-site and off-site improvements)
None
Less Than Significant

The on-site construction of the proposed project is expected to last for approximately six to eight years,
subject to economic conditions. The maximum number of construction workers on the site in any given
day is estimated to be 132. During this peak construction period, there would be about 330 daily vehicle
trips generated by construction workers, plus an estimated 10 to 50 vehicles (mostly trucks) per day
delivering materials to the site, depending on the activity occurring. Site access during construction
would be from Sierra College Boulevard and SR 193.
The off-site sewer line would follow along the south side, and within the SR 193 right-of-way, to a point
east of the SR 193 crossing of Auburn Ravine. Since the pipeline would be constructed along the
alignment of a detour road (which Caltrans will construct as part of the SR 193 realignment improvement
project), traffic impacts related to this construction would not be significant. The off-site water pipeline
would be constructed within the existing rights-of-way of Swetzer Road, Butler Road and English Colony
Way. One-way traffic control during the construction of this pipeline may be required on these low
volume roadways.
Implementation of a traffic control plan and a community relations during construction would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.

7.3.6 Impacts Under Existing Plus Project Conditions
The “existing plus project” analysis represents an unlikely scenario given the magnitude of development
in the proposed project. In reality, the proposed project will develop over a period of years (as dictated by
market absorption rates), and thus other development outside the proposed project would also occur in
this same time frame. The existing plus project analysis reports a worst-case scenario for CEQA
purposes.
In the determination of “existing plus project” traffic conditions, traffic associated with the proposed
project is superimposed upon existing conditions as if the project were instantaneously and fully
developed. To superimpose this traffic, two steps are necessary. First, traffic associated with full
development of the project is estimated (trip generation). Table 7-6 shows the estimated traffic generated
by the proposed project. Second, this traffic is assigned to the roadway network in accordance with
projected travel patterns (trip distribution). Table 7-7 provides the estimated distribution of traffic under
this scenario.
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A roadway segment level of service analysis based on daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 7-8.
Figure 7-4 shows the Existing Plus Proposed Project average daily traffic volumes. This analysis
indicates that full development of the proposed project would cause several sections of Sierra College
Boulevard to operate at unacceptable levels of service. Between Bickford Ranch Road and King Road
the proposed project would cause traffic operations on Sierra College Boulevard to deteriorate from LOS
“A” conditions today to LOS “D” conditions. Between Taylor Road and Granite Drive, Sierra College
Boulevard currently operates at LOS “A” conditions, but would operate at LOS “E” conditions with the
proposed project. From Granite Drive to I-80, Sierra College Boulevard currently operates at LOS “D”
conditions, which is acceptable under the Placer County General Plan since it lies within one-half mile of
a state highway. With development of the proposed project, this section of Sierra College Boulevard
would operate at LOS “F” conditions.
Table 7-8
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Proposed Project Conditions
No Project

Proposed Project

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

7,880

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

8,060

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

15,100

D

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

14,410

D

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

14,100

C

Taylor Road to Granite Dr

2

10,200

A

16,700

E

Granite Dr to I-80

2

14,770

D

21,140

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,700

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,630

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel Rd

2

5,000

A

5,880

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,280

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

92,000

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,250

D

East of Sierra College Blvd

2

-

1,200

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College Blvd

2

-

11,300

B

Clark Tunnel Rd.

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

10

A

Callison Rd To English Colony Way

2

240

A

200

A

English Colony Wy. Sierra Coll. Blvd to Clark Tunnel Rd

2

870

A

1,750

A

2

2,530

A

3,400

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

Lower Ranch Rd.

Clark Tunnel Rd to Taylor Rd
Source: DKS Associates, 1999
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Table 7-9 presents the intersection level of service analysis for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under the
Existing Plus Proposed Project scenario. The traffic volumes and existing lane geometrics at each
intersection in Table 7-9 are shown in Appendix C. This analysis indicates that the proposed project
would cause two intersections along Sierra College Boulevard (the I-80 westbound ramps and the I-80
eastbound ramps) to operate at unacceptable levels of service.
The roadway segment and intersection level of service analyses indicates that Sierra College Boulevard
should be widened to four lanes before the proposed project is fully developed. The forecasted travel
demand levels in the Placer County General Plan EIR indicated the need to widen Sierra College
Boulevard from SR 193 to I-80 before the year 2010. Traffic demand on this section of Sierra College
Boulevard will be impacted by development not only in Bickford Ranch, but by approved development
near Sierra College Boulevard in Lincoln, Rocklin, Loomis and some other unincorporated areas in South
Placer County. The amount of development that could occur before Sierra College Boulevard would
reach unacceptable levels of service, and thus need to be widened to four lanes will depend on the
following:
T

The location of the development – The percentage of traffic that would use Sierra College
Boulevard would be greater for development close to Sierra College Boulevard than for
development that is further away.

T

The type of development – Residential, retail, office and industrial uses have different travel
patterns.

T

The section of Sierra College Boulevard – The portion of Sierra College Boulevard that is
between Granite Drive and I-80 has little “spare” capacity compared to the sections north of
Granite Drive.

For all the reasons outlined above, a definitive estimate of the amount of development that can occur
before Sierra College Boulevard needs to be widened can not be made. For this EIR, a generalized
analysis was conducted to define the development potential “in the vicinity of the proposed project”
before widening of Sierra College Boulevard would be required. This analysis, summarized in
Table 7-10, defines the number of dwelling units that could be developed in Bickford Ranch or in other
areas adjacent to Sierra College Boulevard north of King Road (such as the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan
or Clover Valley Lakes). These estimates were based on the traffic distribution under the Existing Plus
Proposed Project scenario shown in Table 7-7. Two estimates of development potential were estimated.
One estimate reflects the mix of single family and retirement (age-restricted) units in the Bickford Ranch
development, while the other estimate reflects all single-family units.
The analysis summarized in Table 7-10 indicates that only about 300 to 400 dwelling units could be
developed before the section of Sierra College Boulevard between Granite Drive and I-80 should be
widened to four lanes. This section of Sierra College Boulevard would also be impacted by retail and
residential development in Rocklin and Loomis. North of Granite Drive, higher levels of development
could occur before Sierra College Boulevard would require widening.
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Intersection
SR 193
SR 193

Table 7-9
Intersection Levels of Service – Existing Plus Project Conditions
No Project
Traffic
AM
PM
Control
LOS
LOS
Type LOS
LOS
LOS
1
1
Criteria
Criteria

SR 65
Sierra College – overall
NB Approach
WB Left
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road – overall
NB Approach
WB Left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road – overall
SB Left
WB Approach
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Dr. – overall
NB Left
EB Approach
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way – overall
SB Left
WB Approach
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue – overall
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road – overall
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Wy. Clark Tunnel Road – overall
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Wy. Taylor Road
Notes:

Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.51
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
2
N/A
2
N/A

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.58
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
2
N/A
2
N/A

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
2
N/A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.8
3.2
2
N/A
6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.44
0.46
0.75
0.76
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
2
N/A
A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C/D
D
A
A
A
C

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.6
2
N/A
3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.49
0.69
0.80
0.88
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
B
2
N/A
C
C
A
A
A
C
B
B
B
D/E
E
A
B
A
B

Plus Proposed Project
AM
PM
LOS
LOS
LOS
1
1
Criteria
Criteria
0.53
3.8
9.8
7.5
0.0
2
N/A
2
N/A
0.6
2.8
5.5
0.2
3.5
4.4
0.58
0.4
3.3
6.4
1.0
5.2
2
N/A
16.8
19.1
0.9
4.4
3.3
11.5
8.4
0.66
0.63
0.90
0.95
0.6
5.0
2.5
7.8

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
B
B
A
2
N/A
A
C
C
A
A
B
D
B
C
D
F
F
A
A
A
C

0.62
4.3
9.4
7.9
0.0
2
N/A
2
N/A
0.5
3.5
5.9
0.4
2.9
5.2
0.58
0.6
5.1
7.9
0.7
2
N/A
4.9
17.1
17.2
1.6
3.4
5.1
20.6
9.9
0.72
0.87
1.04
1.10
0.4
4.9
2.6
11.9

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

1

Overall LOS at stop-sign controlled intersections represent weighted average of all approaches.
2
No vehicles were observed making this movement during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 7-10
Development Potential in the Vicinity of the Proposed Project Before Widening of Sierra
College Boulevard is Required

Segment of Sierra College Blvd.

Existing
ADT

“Spare”
1
ADT

Additional Dwelling Units Before
2
Widening is Required
Mixed Units

Single Family
Units

3

SR 193 to Project Site

4,900

9,500

6,500

4,500

Project Site to English Colony Way

5,600

8,800

1,900

1,300

English Colony Way to King Rd.

5,800

8,600

2,000

1,400

King Rd. to Taylor Rd.

6,100

8,300

2,100

1,500

Taylor Rd. to Granite Dr.

10,200

6,000

1,900

1,300

Granite Dr. to I-80

14,800

1,400

400

300

Notes:
1
North of Taylor Road, reflects difference between LOS “C” capacity and existing traffic volume. Between I-80 and Taylor Road,
based on LOS “D” capacity. The LOS “C” and LOS “D” capacities for a two-lane arterial with “moderate access control” is 14,400
and 16,200 ADT, respectively.
2
Based on estimated percentage of external trips (see Table 7-6) and trip distribution (see Table 7-7) from proposed project.
3
Reflects mix of single family and retirement (age-restricted) units in full Bickford Ranch development.
Source: DKS Associates, 1999

The traffic impacts and mitigation measures identified under “Existing Plus Project” conditions are
outlined below. The existing and “Existing Plus Project” lane geometrics at each intersection discussed in
this section are shown in Appendix C.
 T 
IMPACT T-2:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, traffic operations at
the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and I-80
westbound ramps in Rocklin would worsen from LOS “C” to
LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour. The intersection of
Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 eastbound ramps would
worsen from LOS “C” to LOS “E” during the a.m. peak hour
and from LOS “D” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-C (Pay pro-rata fair share of
reconstruction of the I-80/Sierra College Boulevard
interchange)
None
Less Than Significant

The intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and the I-80 eastbound ramps currently operates at LOS “D”
conditions during the p.m. peak hour, which is acceptable under Placer County’s level of service policy
since it is within one-half mile of a state highway. Development of only a portion of the project site
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would cause this intersection, and the Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 westbound ramp intersection, to
operate at unacceptable levels of service. However, the need for improving this interchange would also
result from other approved development in the study area, including the proposed project. The Applicant
proposes to pay a pro-rata fair share of the cost to improve the I-80/Sierra College Boulevard interchange.
The City of Rocklin is working with Caltrans to redesign this intersection. This would include replacing
the overpass with a wider and longer structure as well as relocating and widening the ramps. The
interchange improvement is included in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, but does not yet have
funding. With reconstruction of this interchange, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant
level.

 T 
IMPACT T-3:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, traffic operations on
the eastbound stop-sign controlled approach of King Road at
Sierra College Boulevard in Loomis would worsen from LOS
“B” to LOS “D” during the p.m. peak hour
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

A traffic signal would not be warranted at this intersection under Existing Plus Proposed Project
conditions. The average delay for vehicles waiting at the stop-sign controlled approach on eastbound
King Road would be about 20 seconds per vehicle during the afternoon peak hour. The “overall” level of
service (representing a weighted average of delay on all approaches) would be LOS “A.” Due to the low
eastbound volume (about 24 vehicles per hour) this impact is considered less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT T-4:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, Sierra College
Boulevard between Taylor Road and Granite Drive in Rocklin
would worsen from LOS “A” to LOS “E,” and Sierra College
Boulevard between Granite Drive and I-80 in Rocklin would
worsen from LOS “D” to LOS “F” based on a daily roadway
segment level of service analysis
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-D (Pay pro-rata fair share to widen
Sierra College Boulevard from two to four lanes from Taylor
Road to I-80)
None
Less Than Significant

The need for improving this section of Sierra College Boulevard would result from the cumulative
impact of approved development in the study area, including the proposed project. The Applicant
proposes to pay a pro-rata fair share of the cost to improve this section of Sierra College Boulevard.
With implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant
level.
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7.3.7 Impacts Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project Conditions
To determine the traffic volumes under the 2010 General Plan Plus Project conditions, traffic associated
with the proposed project is superimposed upon the traffic forecasts (developed by the Placer County
travel demand model) under the 2010 General Plan, assuming the future transportation improvements
described in Section 7.3.4 and no other development on the project site. The trip generation for the
proposed project is shown in Table 7-6 and the distribution of project traffic under this scenario is shown
in Table 7-7.
Figure 7-5 shows the estimated average daily traffic volumes under the 2010 General Plan with and without
the proposed project. A roadway segment level of service analysis based on daily traffic volumes is presented
in Table 7-11. This analysis indicates that development of the proposed project would cause the section of
Sierra College Boulevard from Taylor Road to Granite Drive to operate at LOS “E” conditions. If the
proposed project were not constructed by 2010, this section of Sierra College Boulevard would operate at LOS
“D” conditions. Under the 2010 General Plan, it was assumed that Sierra College Boulevard would be
widened to four lanes from SR 193 to Granite Drive, and to six lanes from Granite Drive to I-80.
The roadway segment analysis also indicates that I-80 would operate at LOS “F” conditions west of
Sierra College Boulevard and east of SR 193, assuming no improvements (i.e., six lanes), with or without
the proposed project. This same impact was identified for the 2010 Base Network in the General Plan
EIR. The recommended mitigation measures identified in the General Plan EIR were the construction of
HOV lanes from the Sacramento County line to Sierra College Boulevard and construction of an
eastbound truck climbing lane from Penryn to SR 49. With these mitigation measures, I-80 would
operate at LOS “E” conditions with or without the proposed project.
Table 7-11
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Proposed Project
Roadway
Sierra College Blvd.

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.
Bickford Ranch Rd.
12 Bridges Rd.
Clover Valley Rd.
Clark Tunnel Rd
English Colony Way

Segment
SR 193 to Twelve Bridges
Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd
Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony
English Colony to King Road
King Road to Taylor Road
Taylor Road to Granite Dr
Granite Dr to I-80
SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits
Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College
Sierra Coll. Blvd to Clark Tunnel Rd
Clark Tunnel Rd to Newcastle
West of Sierra College Blvd
East of SR 193
East of Sierra College Blvd
East of Sierra College Blvd
West of Sierra College Blvd
West of Sierra College Blvd
SR 193 to Callison Rd
Callison Rd To English Colony Way
Sierra Coll. Blvd to Clark Tunnel Rd
Clark Tunnel Rd to Taylor Rd

No. of
Lanes
4
4
4
4
4
4
6
4
4
2
2
6
6
2
2
4
2
2
2
2
2

No Project
ADT
LOS
12,690
A
15,220
A
15,220
A
13,990
A
15,970
A
29,200
D
30,970
A
12,120
A
19,550
A
13,430
C
9,300
A
110,000
F
100,000
F
2,560
A
2,820
A
50
A
460
A
3,200
A
4,770
A

Proposed Project
ADT
LOS
16,440
A
18,880
A
23,220
B
20,490
A
21,720
B
34,070
E
35,350
B
13,740
A
22,680
B
14,060
C
9,920
A
113,500
F
100,750
F
1,390
A
11,110
B
3,310
A
3,700
A
10
A
420
A
3,830
A
5,400
A

Notes:
ADT = average daily traffic
Source: DKS Associates, 1999
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Table 7-12 presents the intersection level of service analysis for the proposed project. The traffic volumes
and lane geometrics at each intersection in Table 7-12 are provided in Appendix C. This analysis
indicates that level of service “D,” “E” or “F” conditions would exist at several intersections. The traffic
impacts and mitigation measures identified under the 2010 General Plan with the proposed project are
outlined below.
The traffic impacts and mitigation measures identified under 2010 General Plan conditions are outlined
below.
IMPACT T-5:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project conditions, the
intersection of SR 193 and SR 65 would operate at LOS “E”
conditions during the a.m. peak hour and LOS “F” conditions
during the p.m. peak hour with or without the proposed
project
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-E (Pay Placer County traffic mitigation
fees)
None
Less Than Significant

The City of Lincoln and Caltrans do not plan improvements to this intersection, but intend to relieve the
anticipated congestion along SR 65 through central Lincoln by constructing the SR 65 Bypass. The
analysis of the 2010 General Plan conditions did not include the bypass around Lincoln, which is planned
to be constructed by 2010, but does not yet have funding. The Lincoln Bypass is, however, included in
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and will likely be funded and constructed by 2010. The need for
this improvement would result from the cumulative impact of development in the study area, and the
proposed project would contribute a relatively small portion of the future demand on SR 65. The Placer
County Traffic Mitigation Fee Program includes a share of the funding for route adoption and right-ofway for the Lincoln Bypass. By paying traffic fees, the proposed project would be contributing funds to
the Bypass project. The Lincoln Bypass would divert a substantial amount of traffic from existing SR 65
in central Lincoln to the Bypass and greatly improve the operations at the intersection of SR 193 and
SR 65. With construction of the Lincoln Bypass, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant
level.

 T 
IMPACT T-6:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project conditions, the
westbound stop-sign controlled approach of Lower Ranch
Road at Sierra College Boulevard would operate at LOS “E”
conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

A traffic signal would not be warranted at this intersection under 2010 General Plan Plus Project
conditions. The average delay for the stop-sign controlled approach on Lower Ranch Road would be
about 31 to 34 seconds during peak commute hours. The “overall” level of service (representing a
weighted average of delay on all approaches) would be LOS “A.” Due to the low volume of traffic on
this approach, this impact is considered less than significant.
 T 
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Table 7-12
Intersection Levels of Service – 2010 General Plan With Proposed Project
No Project
Intersection

SR 193
SR 193
SR 193

SR 65
Sierra College
Clark Tunnel Road – overall
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road – overall
SB Left
WB Approach
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue – overall
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Wy. Clark Tunnel Road – overall
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Wy. Taylor Road
Notes:

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

AM
LOS
E
B
A
A
A
N/A

A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
D
E
A
D
B
C
B
A
B
A
B

Plus Proposed Project
PM

LOS
1
Criteria
0.95 V/C
0.64 V/C
0.0
sec
3.5
sec
2.8
sec

0.40

V/C

0.38
0.30
1.5
4.9
4.8
25.0
30.0
0.40
0.88
0.63
0.74
0.63
0.7
6.0
3.0
0.67

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

LOS
F
C
A
A
A
N/A

A
N/A
A
A
A
2
N/A
A
D
D
A
D
C
C
B
A
B
A
C

AM

LOS
1
Criteria
1.16 V/C
0.72 V/C
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec

0.38

V/C

0.36
0.25
0.9
2
N/A
4.5
23.4
23.4
0.44
0.88
0.74
0.73
0.62
0.5
5.8
2.6
0.79

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

LOS
E
C
A
A
A
A
A
E
A
A
A
A
A
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
B/C

LOS
1
Criteria
0.96 V/C
0.73 V/C
0.0
sec
3.6
sec
2.9
sec
0.8
sec
4.9
sec
31.2 sec
0.46 V/C
0.50 V/C
0.47 V/C
0.43 V/C
3.7
sec
1.3
sec
5.9
sec
64.0 sec
98.7 sec
0.49 V/C
0.97 V/C
0.67 V/C
0.79 V/C
0.65 V/C
0.7
sec
6.3
sec
3.0
sec
0.70 V/C

PM
LOS
F
C
A
A
A
A
B
E
A
A
A
A
A
2
N/A
B
F
F
A
E
C/D
D
B
A
B
A
C/D

LOS
1
Criteria
1.20 V/C
0.78 V/C
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.5
sec
5.4
sec
33.6 sec
0.46 V/C
0.46 V/C
0.51 V/C
0.40 V/C
2.1
sec
2
N/A
6.8
Sec
69.0 Sec
57.9 Sec
0.59 V/C
0.93 V/C
0.80 V/C
0.81 V/C
0.69 V/C
0.5
Sec
6.2
Sec
2.7
Sec
0.80 V/C

1

Overall LOS at stop-sign controlled intersections represent weighted average of all approaches
2
No vehicles were observed making this movement during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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IMPACT T-7:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project conditions, the
proposed project would cause operations on the westbound
stop-sign controlled approach of Del Mar Avenue at Sierra
College Boulevard in Loomis to worsen from LOS “E” to
LOS “F” during the a.m. peak hour, and from LOS “D” to
LOS “F” in the p.m. peak hour. The eastbound approach
would worsen from LOS “D” to LOS “F” during both the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

A traffic signal would not be warranted at this intersection under the 2010 General Plan with or without
the proposed project. The average delay for the eastbound approach would be about 64 to 69 seconds
during peak commute hours with the proposed project. The average delay for the westbound approach
would be about 98 seconds during the a.m. peak hour and about 58 seconds during the p.m. peak hour.
The “overall” level of service (representing a weighted average of delay on all approaches) would be LOS
“A.” A future traffic signal at King Road and Sierra College Boulevard would provide a location for
vehicles on Del Mar Avenue west of Sierra College Boulevard to access Sierra College Boulevard at a
signal-controlled intersection. Due to the low volumes on these approaches, and the availability of the
signal at Taylor Road and Sierra College Boulevard, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT T-8:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project conditions, the
proposed project would cause operations at the intersection of
Sierra College Boulevard and Taylor Road in Loomis to
worsen from LOS “D” to LOS “E” during both a.m. and p.m.
peak hours
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-F (Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a
second westbound left-turn lane on Taylor Road at the Sierra
College Boulevard intersection)
None
Less Than Significant

The need for improving this intersection would result from the cumulative impact of approved
development in the study area, including the proposed project. The Applicant proposes to pay a pro-rata
fair share of the cost to improve this intersection. The addition of a second westbound left-turn lane on
Taylor Road would allow the intersection to operate at LOS “D” in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “C” in
the p.m. peak hour and thereby reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

 T 
IMPACT T-9:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION

March 15, 2002

Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project conditions, the
proposed project would cause Sierra College Boulevard
between Taylor Road and Granite Drive in Rocklin to worsen
from LOS “D” to LOS “E,” based on a daily roadway
segment level of service analysis
Significant
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Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Mitigation Measure T-G (Pay pro-rata fair share of widening
Sierra College Boulevard from four to six lanes from Taylor
Road to Granite Drive)
None
Less Than Significant

The need for improving this section would result from cumulative impacts of approved development in
the study area, including the proposed project. The Applicant proposes to pay a pro-rata fair share of the
cost to improve this intersection. The widening of this section of Sierra College Boulevard to six lanes
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

 T 
IMPACT T-10:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under 2010 General Plan conditions, the traffic volume on
English Colony Way between Sierra College Boulevard and
Clark Tunnel Road would reach a recommended threshold
for safety improvements with or without the proposed
project
Significant
None
Mitigation Measure T-H (Pay pro-rata fair share of the cost to
add shoulders and improve vertical and horizontal curves
along English Colony Way)
Less Than Significant

Traffic volumes on English Colony Way are currently low, with about 900 daily vehicles between Clark
Tunnel Road and Sierra College Boulevard. This section of road does not have shoulders and has some
sharp vertical and horizontal curves with limited sight distance. In the County’s Capital Improvement
Program, a threshold of 2,000 ADT was recommended to define when safety improvements (i.e., addition
of shoulders and improvements to sight distances) should be considered. This threshold would be
reached on this section of English Colony Way without the proposed project due to the assumed growth
in the study area under the 2010 General Plan, but the proposed project would add an additional 630 daily
vehicles. Some improvements to English Colony Way are included in the County’s Capital Improvement
Program and Traffic Mitigation Fees. The recommended mitigation measure would require the Applicant
to pay a pro-rata fair share of the cost of the improvements to this section of English Colony Way. The
Applicant will advance a portion of their fair share costs up-front, to contribute to expediting some of
these improvements. With these safety improvements, this impact would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

 T 
IMPACT T-11:

SIGNIFICANCE:
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Under 2010 General Plan conditions, I-80 west of Sierra
College Boulevard and between Penryn and SR 49 would
operate at LOS “F” conditions with or without the proposed
project, based on a daily roadway segment level of service
analysis
Significant
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MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Mitigation Measure T-I (Participate in any developmentbased funding of solutions to I-80 congestion if adopted by
Placer County)
None
Potentially Significant

The EIR on the Placer County General Plan recommended the construction of HOV lanes from the
Sacramento County line to Sierra College Boulevard, and the construction of an eastbound truck
climbing lane from Penryn to SR 49. With these improvements, the impact would be reduced to a
less than significant level. However, there is no identified funding source for these improvements to
I-80.
The need for improvements to I-80 would result from growth throughout the I-80 corridor, and the
proposed project would contribute a relatively small portion of the future traffic demand on I-80.
Solutions to traffic congestion should be resolved through a regional effort, such as the on-going I-80
Corridor Major Investment Study that is being conducted by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) and the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA). This study
may define alternative solutions to those recommended by the Placer County General Plan and may also
define funding mechanisms for potential solutions.
Policy 3.A.15(a) of the Placer County General Plan states:
The funding of capacity-increasing projects on I-80 shall utilize state and federal sources
intended for the improvement of the regional and interstate system such as Flexible
Congestion Relief (FCR). Placer County and local development shall not be required to
participate financially in the upgrading of I-80 to provide additional capacity for through
traffic.
Due to uncertainty about funding for solutions to congestion on I-80 (such as improvements
recommended in the EIR on the Placer County General Plan) this impact is considered to be potentially
significant.

7.3.8 Impacts Under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
The Buildout of Project Vicinity Scenario is based on adding full buildout of both the Clover Valley
Lakes and Twelve Bridges developments to the 2010 development levels assumed in the Placer County
General Plan EIR (but excluding development on the project site). To determine the traffic volumes
under the Buildout of Project Vicinity plus the proposed project scenario, traffic associated with the
proposed project is superimposed upon the traffic forecasts (developed by the Placer County travel
demand model) under Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions. The trip generation for the proposed
project is shown in Table 7-6 and the distribution of project traffic under this scenario is shown in Table
7-7. Without the proposed project, the section of Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and
Granite Drive would operate at LOS “E” conditions.
Figure 7-6 shows the estimated average daily traffic volumes under Buildout of Project Vicinity
conditions with the proposed project. A roadway segment level of service analysis based on daily
traffic volumes is presented in Table 7-13. The analysis indicates that development of the proposed
project would cause other sections of Sierra College Boulevard to operate at unacceptable levels of
service.
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Table 7-14 presents the intersection level of service analysis with and without the proposed project. The
traffic volumes and lane geometrics at each intersection in Table 7-14 are provided in Appendix C. This
analysis indicates that level of service “D,” “E” or “F” conditions would exist at several intersections.
The traffic impacts and mitigation measures identified under Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions with
the proposed project are outlined below.
Table 7-13
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Conditions With Proposed Project

Roadway

Segment

No. of
Lanes

No Project

Proposed
Project

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

17,850

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

31,600

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

34,860

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

29,780

D

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

29,060

D

Taylor Road to Granite Dr

4

35,190

E

39,690

F

Granite Dr to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,710

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,660

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,620

B

Sierra Coll. Blvd to Clark Tunnel Rd

2

14,600

D

15,100

D

Clark Tunnel Rd to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,430

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

114,670

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

101,330

F

East of Sierra College Blvd

2

-

A

1,270

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College Blvd

2

-

A

11,230

B

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College Blvd

4

15,710

A

17,460

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College Blvd

2

6,640

A

7,640

A

Clark Tunnel Rd.

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

10

A

Callison Rd to English Colony Way

2

460

A

420

A

Sierra Coll. Blvd to Clark Tunnel Rd

2

5,430

A

5,930

A

Clark Tunnel Rd to Taylor Rd

2

6,480

A

6,980

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony
Way

Source: DKS Associates, 1999
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Table 7-14
Intersection Levels of Service – Buildout of Project Vicinity Conditions With Proposed Project
No Project
Intersection

Control
Type

AM
LOS

SR 193
SR 193
SR 193
SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Wy.

English Colony Wy.
Note:

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
Sierra College
Clark Tunnel Road – overall
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road – overall
SB Left
WB Left
Twelve Bridges Drive
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue – overall
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road – overall
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

E
B
C
A
B
A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B/C
A
B
A
C

Plus Proposed Project
PM

LOS
1
Criteria
0.99 V/C
0.65 V/C
0.72 V/C
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
2.8
sec

0.72

V/C

0.52
0.59
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.56
0.99
0.68
0.79
0.70
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.75

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
2
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

LOS
F
C/D
C
A
C
A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
A
2
N/A
B
F
F
C
E
D
D
C
A
B
A
C/D

AM

LOS
1
Criteria
1.19 V/C
0.80 V/C
0.77 V/C
0.0
sec
11.0 sec
0.0
sec

0.79

V/C

0.59
0.47
2.8
2
N/A
8.9
112.8
108.0
0.71
0.93
0.80
0.82
0.74
0.4
7.7
3.1
0.80

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

LOS
F
B/C
C
A
C
A
A
B
E
C
B
A
C
E
C
C
F
F
B
F
C
D
C
A
B
A
C

LOS
1
Criteria
1.02 V/C
0.70 V/C
0.76 V/C
0.0
sec
10.4 sec
2.9
sec
0.8
sec
5.5
sec
36.3 sec
0.79 V/C
0.64 V/C
0.58 V/C
0.71 V/C
42.3 sec
14.0 sec
8.3
sec
2
>180 sec
2
>180 sec
0.65 V/C
1.07 V/C
0.76 V/C
0.83 V/C
0.71 V/C
0.6
sec
7.6
sec
3.1
sec
0.77 V/C

PM
LOS
F
D
D
A
C
A
A
A
E
D
C
C
B
C
2
N/A
C
F
F
D
F
D
D
D
A
B
A
D

LOS
1
Criteria
1.23 V/C
0.85 V/C
0.82 V/C
0.0
sec
11.7 sec
0.0
sec
0.5
sec
5.3
sec
37.6 sec
0.87 V/C
0.72 V/C
0.73 V/C
0.61 V/C
17.3 sec
2
N/A
13.0 sec
2
>180 sec
2
>180 sec
0.84 V/C
1.02 V/C
0.86 V/C
0.89 V/C
0.80 V/C
0.4
sec
8.7
sec
3.1
sec
0.81 V/C

1

Overall LOS at stop-sign controlled intersections represent weighted average of all approaches.
2
Analysis methods are not accurate for calculating delays greater than 180 seconds.
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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IMPACT T-12:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project conditions,
the intersection of SR 193 and SR 65 would operate at LOS
“F” conditions during the p.m. peak hour with or without the
proposed project
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-E (Pay Placer County traffic mitigation
fees)
None
Less Than Significant

The City of Lincoln and Caltrans do not plan improvements to this intersection, but intend to relieve the
anticipated congestion along SR 65 through central Lincoln by constructing the SR 65 Bypass. The
analysis of the Buildout of Project Vicinity scenario did not include the bypass around Lincoln, which is
planned to be constructed by 2010, but does not yet have funding. The Lincoln Bypass is, however,
included in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and will likely be funded and constructed by 2010. The
need for this improvement would result from the cumulative impact of development in the study area, and
the proposed project would contribute a relatively small portion of the future demand on SR 65. The
Placer County Traffic Mitigation Fee program includes a share of the funding for route adoption and
right-of-way for the Lincoln Bypass. By paying traffic fees, the proposed project would be contributing
funds for the Bypass project. The Lincoln Bypass would divert a substantial amount of traffic from
existing SR 65 in central Lincoln to the Bypass and greatly improve the operations at the intersection of
SR 193 and SR 65. With construction of the Lincoln Bypass, this impact would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

 T 
IMPACT T-13:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions, the westbound stop-sign controlled approach of
Lower Ranch Road at Sierra College Boulevard would
operate at LOS “E” conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

A traffic signal would not be warranted at this intersection under Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions.
The average delay for the stop-sign controlled approach on Lower Ranch Road would be about 36 to
38 seconds during peak commute hours. The “overall” level of service (representing a weighted average
of delay on all approaches) would be LOS “A.” Due to the low volume of traffic on this approach this
impact is considered to be less than significant.

 T 
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IMPACT T-14:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions, the proposed project would cause operations at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Twelve Bridges
Drive to worsen from LOS “C” to LOS “D” during both the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours
Significant
None
Mitigation Measure T-J (Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a
second northbound left-turn lane on Sierra College Boulevard
at Twelve Bridges Drive intersection)
Less Than Significant

This intersection would have a heavy northbound left-turn volume during the p.m. peak hour. The most
effective mitigation would be a second northbound left-turn lane on Sierra College Boulevard. The need
for improving this intersection is the total volume on its “critical movements” (not specifically the
northbound left turn volume), which would result from the cumulative impact of approved growth in the
study area, including the proposed project. The recommended mitigation measure would require the
Applicant to pay a pro-rata fair share for improvements to this intersection. The recommended
improvement would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

 T 
IMPACT T-15:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions, the eastbound and westbound stop-sign controlled
approaches on Del Mar Avenue would operate at LOS “F”
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with or without the
proposed project
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

A traffic signal would not be warranted at this intersection under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions. With the proposed project, the average delay on these stop-sign controlled approaches would
exceed 180 seconds during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Under Buildout of Project Vicinity
conditions without the proposed project, delays on these approaches would range from 108 seconds to
more than 180 seconds during peak hours. The “overall” level of service (representing a weighted
average of delay on all approaches) would be LOS “F” during the a.m. peak hour and LOS “C” during the
p.m. peak hour. Due to the low volumes of traffic on these approaches, and the availability of the existing
signal at King Road and Sierra College Boulevard, this impact is considered less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT T-16:

SIGNIFICANCE:

March 15, 2002

Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions, the proposed project would cause operations at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and King Road in
Loomis to worsen from LOS “C” to LOS “D” during the p.m.
peak hour
Significant
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MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Mitigation Measure T-K (Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a
westbound right-turn lane on King Road at Sierra College
Boulevard intersection)
None
Less Than Significant

The need for improving this intersection would result from the cumulative impact of approved
development in the study area, including the proposed project. The Applicant proposes to pay a pro-rata
fair share of the cost to improve this intersection. The addition of a westbound right lane on King Road
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
 T 
IMPACT T-17:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions, the intersection of English Colony and Taylor
Road would operate at LOS “D” during the p.m. peak hour
with or without the proposed project
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-L (Pay pro-rata fair share of adding
right-turn lanes in both directions on Taylor Road at the
English Colony Way intersection)
None
Less Than Significant

The need for improving this intersection would result from the cumulative impact of approved
development in the study area, including the proposed project. The Applicant proposes to pay a pro-rata
fair share of the cost to improve this intersection. This intersection was assumed to be signalized under
the Buildout of Project Vicinity scenario based on a planning level signal warrant analysis. The addition
of right-turn lanes on both of the Taylor Road approaches to this intersection would reduce this impact to
a less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT T-18:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
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Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
conditions, the proposed project would cause sections of
Sierra College Boulevard to operate at unacceptable levels of
service based on a daily roadway segment level of service
analysis
Significant
Mitigation Measures T-F (Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a
second westbound left-turn lane on Taylor Road at Sierra
College Boulevard intersection); T-G (Pay pro-rata fair share
of widening Sierra College Boulevard from four to six lanes
from Taylor Road to Granite Drive); and T-K (Pay pro-rata
fair share of adding a westbound right-turn lane on King Road
at Sierra College Boulevard intersection)
Significant
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Recommended:

Mitigation Measure T-J (Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a
second northbound left-turn lane on Sierra College Boulevard
at Twelve Bridges Drive intersection)
Less Than Significant

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

The capacity of arterial roadways, such as Sierra College Boulevard, are usually controlled by the
capacity of its intersections during peak hours. The roadway segment analysis is based on daily volumes
and the level of service thresholds that were used in the Placer County General Plan EIR. The daily level
of service thresholds attempt to reflect the capacity of “typical” signalized intersections which usually
contain four approaches, and often involve multiple signal phases and significant cross-flows. The
signalized intersections on Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and SR 193 would principally
be “T” intersections with simple signal phasing. Therefore, this section of roadway would generally have
a higher capacity than the daily volume thresholds used in the roadway segment analysis.
Using a more detailed intersection level of service analysis based on peak hour traffic volumes, it was
found that four lanes on Sierra College Boulevard would provide adequate levels of service north of
Taylor Road if feasible “spot” improvements (i.e., adding turn lanes) are made at key intersections. The
need for these spot improvements would result from the cumulative impact of approved growth in the
study area. Therefore, the Applicant should pay a pro-rata fair share of these improvements. With the
implementation of the Mitigation Measures T-F, T-G, T-J, and T-K, this impact would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

7.3.9 Internal Roadway Circulation
The analysis of the project’s proposed internal roadway system involved the following:
T

An evaluation of roadway capacities and expected traffic volumes.

T

Issues related to the proposed design features of the internal roadways.

T

Issues related to the design and operations of gated entrances.

The highest average daily traffic volume on the internal roadway system would occur on the project’s
main access, Bickford Ranch Road, near Sierra College Boulevard. This roadway would be a four lane
divided street for approximately 2,000 feet east of Sierra College Boulevard, where it would intersect
with Lower Ranch Road at the Village Commercial Center. It would have adequate capacity to carry the
11,200 daily vehicles estimated to use it.
The remainder of the internal roadway system would consist of two-lane roadways with varying crosssections. The projected traffic volumes on these two-lane roadways would not exceed their level of
service “C” thresholds and thus would operate at acceptable levels.
Bickford Ranch Road would extend more than two miles east of its intersection with Lower Ranch Road.
All of the development east of that intersection must use Bickford Ranch Road to exit the project site;
thus Bickford Ranch Road would function similar to a cul-de-sac. The large number of homes that would
be served by one exit and the length of this roadway would raise safety concerns related to potential
emergencies (such as fires) if it were not for the two emergency accesses that would be provided under
the proposed project. Clark Tunnel Road would provide emergency access to both SR 193 and to Penryn.
These emergency access roads should provide an adequate level of safety for the project site. Due to
safety and circulation concerns, Placer County staff have indicted their desire to provide an additional
access road to Bickford Ranch Road.
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East of Lower Ranch Road, Bickford Ranch Road would contain one lane in each direction. A portion of
this two lane roadway would be separated by a median. The curb-to-curb width of each travel direction,
which includes a bike lane, would be 20 feet. This width would allow vehicles, particularly emergency
vehicles, to get around potential stalled vehicles. This cross-section should provide an adequate level of
safety. Maintenance of the median areas (such as landscaping) would require crews to park vehicles
adjacent to the median which would force vehicles traveling on this section of Bickford Ranch Road to
use a portion of the bicycle lane. To minimize this impact it is desirable that turnouts/parking areas for
maintenance crews be provided at key locations along the median.
Nineteen private streets will be gated at entryways to residential neighborhoods in the proposed project.
Gated entryways could cause problems if they are not properly designed, including:
T

Excessive queuing of vehicles at the gates that could cause backups onto public roadways.

T

Inadequate areas for vehicles to turn around if they cannot enter a gate or have made a wrong turn
at the gated entry.

The design of the entryways and the operations of the gates have not been specified. To conduct a
general analysis of the proposed gated entryways, the following assumptions were made:
T

None of the entryways would have a security guard to control the gate, and thus all of the
entryways would require various mechanisms to residents, guests, and delivery/service vehicles
to open the gate.

T

The entryways would not be controlled by a “railroad crossing” type gate with a lifting “arm” that
is used in many paid parking lots. They would have metal, fence-type gates that roll back or
swing open.

T

The entryways would likely have a keypad for entering codes and a phone for contacting
residents.

T

Residents could enter by either entering a code or using a “garage door opener” device.

T

Guests or delivery vehicles could enter by either entering a code or using the phone to contact a
resident. Residents would likely be able to open the gate for guest by pressing a button at their
homes.

T

Once the gate is opened, any vehicle waiting in a queue behind the first vehicle could enter at the
same time without having to enter a code or pushing the garage door opener since the gate would
have sensors that would not allow it to close on a vehicle. Residents waiting in a queue would
typically follow a lead vehicle through the gate while guests and delivery vehicles may or may
not follow the lead vehicle.

Based on these assumptions, a limited amount of “queuing distance” (the distance between the public
road and the “clear area” of the gate swing) would be needed for residences. The arrival volume of
residents during the p.m. peak commute hour would typically set this distance, except potentially at the
age-restricted Heritage Ridge community where inbound traffic volumes may peak at different hours. A
queuing analysis indicates that space for two to four vehicles (a queuing distance of 50 to 100 feet) would
be required at the various gates in the proposed project. The range in distance reflects the number of
homes served by each gate on the proposed Master Lotting Plan.
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The more critical issue for queuing at the gated entryways, however, would be guests (particularly nonregular guest) and delivery vehicles. Some of these may take considerable time to place phone calls,
figure out the operation of the gate or determine if they are at the right gate. For this reason, the
entryways and gates should be wide enough for a resident vehicle to pull along the right side of a guest or
delivery vehicle. The resident could then use a garage door opener to activate the gate and relieve any
excessive queues.
The entryway should be designed with adequate areas for cars and small delivery vehicles to turn around
if someone cannot enter a gate or has made a wrong turn at the gated entry.

7.3.10 Transit Impacts
IMPACT T-19:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential unmet transit needs generated by the proposed
project
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures T-M (Provide park-and-ride lot and two
bus stops); and T-N (Participate in fair share of the cost of
limited transit services)
None
Potentially Significant

Placer County has limited transit services in the project area. The proposed project site area is not
currently served by either fixed route transit routes or by dial-a-ride transit services. A portion of the
Village Commercial site would include a “park and ride” lot, and two bus stops are proposed within the
proposed project. There are no plans by the Applicant or by Placer County Transit to provide transit
services to the vicinity of the project site at this time. However, potential service to this area will be
explored in the Fiscal Year 1999/2000 Short Range Transit Plan.
The residential development in Bickford Ranch, especially the age-restricted community within the
proposed project, would generate transit demand. The City of Roseville was contacted to determine the
transit demand from a comparable age-restricted community: the Sun City development. Sun City is not
served by any fixed transit routes, only by dial-a-ride service. During fiscal year 1997/1998, the Sun City
development generated a demand for about 2,200 transit trips using the City’s dial-a-ride services. This
represents an average weekly demand of about 42 transit trips. The Sun City development has been
growing rapidly. During fiscal year 1997/1998, the Sun City development grew from about 1,800
dwelling units to about 2,400 dwelling units. Thus the average number of dwelling units during fiscal
year 1997/1998 in Sun City would be 2,100, and the current average transit demand per dwelling unit
would be about one transit trip per year per dwelling unit. The transit demand per dwelling unit at the
Sun City development is expected to grow as the average age of the residents of this new age-restricted
community increases.
Based on the Sun City experience, the proposed 947 dwelling units in Heritage Ridge, the age-restricted
community on Bickford Ranch would generate a demand for about 1,000 transit trips per year (or about
20 transit trips per week) during the years immediately following buildout of the proposed project. This
transit demand would likely increase as the average age of the residents in the Heritage Ridge community
increases. Most of the destinations for this transit demand would likely be in the Roseville area due to its
concentration of medical facilities and shopping. Other desired destinations could include Auburn and
Rocklin.
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If transit services are not provided to the proposed project, then an “unmet transit need” would likely be
identified after buildout of the project, even with the provision of a park-and-ride lot and two bus stops.
Such unmet transit needs are defined by Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) and are
reviewed on a regular basis. To meet a potential unmet transit need at Bickford Ranch, Placer County
would need to provide at least a limited amount of transit service. The most likely service would be a
limited shuttle bus service to medical and shopping destinations in Roseville that would operate a few
days per week. Such a service would be relatively costly due to the trip lengths involved. Placer County
would receive some additional funding for transit services due to the proposed project through
Transportation Development Act sources, since these funds are based on population. However, the
additional funds would not be adequate to implement limited transit service to the remote project location,
and therefore this impact would still remain potentially significant.
The Applicant proposes to participate in a fair share of the cost of limited transit services to the project
location if “unmet transit needs” related to the proposed project are identified by PCTPA. These potential
services would likely focus on meeting basic medical and shopping needs for elderly residents of the
Heritage Ridge Community. The cost of this transit service and the proposed project’s appropriate cost
share cannot be defined at this time for the following reasons:
T

The type, frequency and destinations for the desired transit services would be defined by PCTPA
through a public involvement process as part of a future unmet transit need analysis.

T

Transit services could cover only the proposed project, or could include other areas of Placer
County in the vicinity of the proposed project.

Implementation of the mitigation measure to share in the cost of limited transit services would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level. However, because no mechanism to implement this mitigation
measure is identified at present, this impact remains potentially significant.

7.3.11 Bicycle Impacts
IMPACT T-20:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increased demand for recreational and transportation related
bicycle trips
Less Than Significant
Mitigation Measure T-O (Provide Class II bike lanes on
Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road)
None
Less Than Significant

The proposed project with its active adult community (Heritage Ridge) would generate a substantial
demand for safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities, especially for recreational experiences.
The proposed project would include Class II bike lanes on Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road.
The proposed Class II bike lanes should meet the demand for safe and convenient bicycle facilities by
allowing connections between the project’s residential areas, the project’s commercial and community
center sites and the regional bikeway system (via Sierra College Boulevard). The substantial length of the
proposed Class II bike lanes should also provide an adequate recreational experience for project residents.
The proposed bikeway system in the proposed project appears to meet the intent of the General Plan
policies. This impact would be less than significant.

R:\02Bickford\07\t&c.doc

Page 7-33

March 15, 2002

7.0 Transportation and Circulation
7.3.12 Golf Cart Circulation
IMPACT T-21:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Safety concerns at two golf cart crossings on Bickford Ranch
Road
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-P (Provide signing and striping on
Bickford Ranch Road at the golf cart crossings); and T-Q
(Work with Placer County to define an acceptable Golf Cart
Crossing Plan)
None
Less Than Significant

The proposed project includes two golf cart crossings of public streets. These crossings would be located
at uncontrolled locations along Bickford Ranch Road. The speed limit on Bickford Ranch Road would be
set by the County, based on speed studies, after the proposed project is constructed; but it would likely be
at least 35 miles per hour. Golf carts have limited operating speeds and acceleration rates. Therefore,
golf cart crossings on Bickford Ranch Road should include adequate safety measures, including signing,
striping, lighting and other potential traffic control measures.
The Applicant proposes some signing and striping at the proposed golf cart crossings on Bickford Ranch
Road. The Applicant’s plan shows a median refuge area for golf carts so that they can cross one direction
of travel on Bickford Ranch Road at a time. However, the crossing at the Village Commercial Center
would be located at an intersection which would have left turn lanes, and thus, the median would not have
the width shown on the Applicant’s plan. The proposed design raises safety concerns due to the location
of the crossings, the potential speed on Bickford Ranch Road and the lack of traffic control.
The California Vehicle Code (Section 21115) allows a crossing zone for golf carts on a street other than a
state highway which has a posted speed of 45 miles per hour or less and which is immediately adjacent to
a golf course. The vehicle code calls for a Golf Cart Crossing Plan to be prepared and approved by the
responsible jurisdiction when golf carts cross public streets. The recommended mitigation measure would
require the Applicant to work with Placer County to prepare a Golf Cart Crossing Plan, and get approval
of this plan by Placer County. This plan should address safety concerns at the crossings on Bickford
Ranch Road. With this mitigation measure, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.

7.3.13 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing transportation and circulation are identified below,
and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent
with Placer County’s transportation and circulation policies, except for Policy 3.A.2.

Streets And Highways
3.A.2
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Streets and roads shall be dedicated, widened, and constructed according to the roadway design
and access standards generally defined in Section I of this Policy Document and, more
specifically, in community plans and the County’s Highway Deficiencies Report. Exceptions to
these standards may be necessary but should be kept to a minimum and shall be permitted only
upon determination by the Public Works Director that safe and adequate public access and
circulation are preserved by such exceptions.
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Inconsistent. See Impact T-22 below.
3.A.3

The County shall require that roadway rights-of way be wide enough to accommodate the travel
lanes needed to carry long-range forecasted traffic volumes (beyond 2010), as well as any
planned bikeways and required drainage, utilities, landscaping, and suitable separations.
Minimum right-of-way criteria for each class of roadway in the county are specified in Part I of
this Policy Document (see page 29).
Consistent.
The planned internal road rights-of-way are consistent with the standards in the Placer County
General Plan. The project Applicant proposes the dedication of right-of-way along the east side
of Sierra College Boulevard and SR 193 frontages to conform to County standards.

3.A.6

The County shall require all new development to provide off-street parking, either on-site or in
consolidated lots or structures.
Consistent.
Off-street parking is proposed for all components of the proposed project in compliance with
County requirements.

3.A.7

The County shall develop and manage its roadway system to maintain the following minimum
levels of service (LOS).
a.

LOS “C” on rural roadways, except within one-half mile of state highways where the
standard shall be LOS “D.”

b.

LOS “C” on urban/suburban roadways except within one-half mile of state highways
where the standard shall be LOS “D.”

The County may allow exceptions to these level of service standards where it finds that the
improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS standards are unacceptable based
on established criteria. In allowing any exception to the standards, the County shall consider the
following factors:
•

The number of hours per day that the intersection or roadway segment would operate at
conditions worse than the standard.

•

The ability of the required improvement to significantly reduce peak hour delay and
improve traffic operations.

•

The right-of-way needs and the physical impacts on surrounding properties.

•

The visual aesthetics of the required improvement and its impact on community identity
and character.

•

Environmental impacts including air quality and noise impacts.

•

Construction and right-of-way acquisition costs.

•

The impacts on general safety.
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•

The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance.

•

The impacts on quality of life as perceived by residents.

•

Consideration of other environmental, social, or economic factors on which the County
may base findings to allow an exceedance of the standards.

Exceptions to the standards will only be allowed after all feasible measures and options are
explored, including alternative forms of transportation.
Consistent.
Roadways within and serving the proposed project are not expected to exceed level of service
standards outlined in the Placer County General Plan with implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures in Chapter 7 of this document.
3.A.9

The County shall work with neighboring jurisdictions to provide acceptable and compatible levels
of service and joint funding on the roadways that may occur on the circulation network in the
Cities and the unincorporated area.
Consistent.
The project Applicant will pay their pro-rata fair share contribution to regional transportation
improvements.

3.A.10 The County shall strive to meet the level of service standards through a balanced transportation
system that provides alternatives to the automobile.
Consistent.
Planned improvements within the proposed project that provide alternatives to the automobile
include bicycle lanes, pedestrian paths and transit stops. Further recommended measures include
partial funding of transit service.
3.A.12 The County shall require an analysis of the effects of traffic from all land development projects.
Each such project shall construct or fund improvements necessary to mitigate the effects of traffic
from the project. Such improvements may include a fair share of improvements that provide
benefits to others.
Consistent.
A traffic analysis has been completed for the proposed project. This analysis outlines the
improvements necessary to mitigate traffic impacts resulting from the buildout of the proposed
project. The project Applicant will fund the proposed project’s pro-rata fair share contribution of
regional transportation improvements.
3.A.14 The County shall assess fees on new development sufficient to cover the fair share portion of that
development’s impacts on the local and regional transportation system. Exceptions may be made
when new development generates significant public benefits (e.g., low income housing, needed
health facilities) and when alternative sources of funding can be identified to offset foregone
revenues.
Consistent.
The project proposes to pay Traffic Mitigation Fees to fund its fair share of regional
transportation improvements.
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Non-Motorized Transportation
3.D.5

The County shall continue to require developers to finance and install pedestrian walkways,
equestrian trails, and multi-purpose paths in new development, as appropriate.
Consistent.
18.5 miles of pedestrian and equestrian trails or paths are planned connecting the open space and
residential/public areas. 6.5 miles of these trails would be located along public roadways. In
addition, bikeways will be on-road Class II trails along Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch
Road.

3.D.7

The County shall, where appropriate, require new development to provide sheltered public transit
stops, with turnouts.
Consistent.
Two transit stops with sheltered benches are included within the proposed project.

IMPACT T-22:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Inconsistency with Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.2
requiring that all streets and roads shall be dedicated,
widened, and constructed according to the roadway design
and access standards in the General Plan.
Significant
None
Significant
Mitigation Measure T-R (Construct a third lane on Sierra
College Boulevard opposite the project boundaries)
Less Than Significant

The standards in the General Plan address requirements for the various roadway classifications on the
Circulation Plan Diagram. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan describes the planned roadway
improvements for internal streets that are consistent with the General Plan. The standards in the General
Plan indicate that Sierra College Boulevard is designated as Rural Arterial and should ultimately be
developed as a 4-lane roadway. The proposed project is not consistent with Policy 3.A.2, as it does not
include required frontage improvements along Sierra College Boulevard. The existing two lanes of Sierra
College Boulevard are constructed on the east side of the ultimate centerline of the roadway. This fact
does not preclude this project from construction of the equivalent frontage improvements to the west side
of Sierra College Boulevard.
Mitigation Measure T-R requires that the project developer construct required frontage improvements on
Sierra College Boulevard. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project
would not be inconsistent with Policy 3.A.2 and this impact would be less than significant.
IMPACT T-23:
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Based on the standards of significance for traffic impacts, a
significant impact occurs in the 2010 General Plan Plus
Project and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
scenarios, due to LOS “E” conditions on the westbound minor
street approach to the intersection of Sierra College
Boulevard and the unnamed road north of Lower Ranch
Road, south of SR 193.
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SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:
Proposed:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Significant
None
Mitigation Measure T-S (Install traffic signal at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and the unnamed
road north of Lower Ranch Road, south of SR 193)
Less Than Significant

To mitigate these impacts, traffic signal warrants were investigated for these two scenarios. Based upon a
peak hour warrant, a traffic signal is warranted in both scenarios. With a traffic signal installed at this
location, the intersection would operate as follows:
T

2010 General Plan Plus Project
LOS “A,” 0.58 volume-to-capacity ratio

T

Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
LOS “B,” 0.64 volume-to-capacity ratio

The need for installing the traffic signal at this location would result from the cumulative impact of
development in the study area, including the proposed project. The installation of this traffic signal by the
Applicant would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

7.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure T-A: Prepare and implement construction traffic management plans for on-site
construction activities for Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra College Boulevard, and coordinate with
appropriate agencies in the preparation and implementation of construction traffic management plans for
required off-site improvements
Mitigation Measure T-A applies to Impacts T-1 and A-1.
Prior to the beginning of each portion of the project construction, including Bickford Ranch Road, Sierra
College Boulevard and off-site water and sewer lines, a construction traffic management plan should be
prepared by the Applicant to the satisfaction of the Placer County Public Works Department. An
exception would be individual residence construction in the Meadows and Ridges areas. These plans
should involve an analysis of traffic volumes on roadways where one-way traffic control would be
required to determine if the hours of such control should be limited. Traffic management plans should
consider providing flag persons as necessary to facilitate traffic flow through construction areas, and
arranging construction schedules to begin and end during off-peak hours.
Mitigation Measure T-B: Implement a community relations program during on-site construction, and
coordinate with appropriate agencies in the implementation of a community relations program during
construction of required on-site and off-site improvements
Mitigation Measure T-B applies to Impacts T-1, N-1, and N-2.
Residents near the proposed project site, near areas of off-site improvements, and in proposed project
residences which would be occupied during Phases 2 and 3 of proposed project construction should be
notified of construction schedules in advance through postings and mailings. By notifying potentially
affected community members in advance of construction activities and providing a mechanism for
complaints, affected residents could avoid the construction areas during periods of intense activity.
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Community residents could also develop a more tolerant attitude toward construction activities if they are
informed of them in advance, and are apprised of the length of construction activities in their area.
This mitigation measure would also minimize the disruption and annoyance caused by construction noise,
although it would not reduce noise levels generated by construction activities.
Mitigation Measure T-C: Pay pro-rata fair share of reconstruction of the I-80/Sierra College Boulevard
interchange
Mitigation Measure T-C applies to Impact T-2.
The unacceptable levels of service at the intersections of Sierra College Boulevard with the eastbound and
westbound ramps to I-80 would require a widening of Sierra College Boulevard to four lanes. Both of
these intersections are immediately adjacent to the Sierra College Boulevard overpass to I-80. This
overpass is narrow, has a short vertical curve, and does not meet current standards for vertical clearance
between the bottom of the structure and I-80. For these reasons, the improvement that would be needed
to mitigate unacceptable levels of service at the Sierra College Boulevard intersections with the I-80
eastbound and westbound ramps would require a reconstruction of the Sierra College Boulevard
interchanges at I-80, including the overpass structure.
The Applicant proposed to pay a pro-rata fair share of the cost to reconstruct the I-80/Sierra College
Boulevard interchange. The City of Rocklin has been working with Caltrans on a Project Study Report to
identify the appropriate design of this interchange. The new interchange should be designed to
accommodate cumulative traffic conditions on Sierra College Boulevard (i.e., with buildout of the
proposed project, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan, and the Clover Valley Lakes development). This
mitigation measure was assumed to be implemented under the 2010 General Plan and Buildout of Project
Vicinity conditions.
Mitigation Measure T-D: Pay pro-rata fair share to widen Sierra College Boulevard from two to four
lanes from Taylor Road to I-80
Mitigation Measure T-D applies to Impact T-4.
Under Existing Plus Project traffic conditions, this section of roadway should be widened to four lanes.
Mitigation Measure T-E: Pay Placer County traffic mitigation fees
Mitigation Measure T-E applies to Impacts T-5 and T-12.
The analysis of 2010 General Plan and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project conditions did not
include the planned SR 65 Bypass around central Lincoln. This bypass is planned to be constructed by
2010, but does not yet have funding. The Placer County Traffic Mitigation Fee Program includes a share
of the funding for route adoption and right-of-way for the Lincoln Bypass. With construction of this
bypass, the intersection of SR 65 and SR 193 is anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of service
under 2010 General Plan Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project conditions.
Mitigation Measure T-F: Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a second westbound left-turn lane on Taylor
Road at the Sierra College Boulevard intersection
Mitigation Measure T-F applies to Impacts T-8 and T-18.
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Under the No Project Alternative for the 2010 General Plan scenario, it was assumed that this intersection
would have two through lanes and a separate left-turn lane on all four approaches. The unacceptable level
of service with the proposed project could be mitigated by the addition of a second westbound left-turn
lane on Taylor Road.
Mitigation Measure T-G: Pay pro-rata fair share of widening Sierra College Boulevard from four to six
lanes from Taylor Road to Granite Drive
Mitigation Measure T-G applies to Impacts T-9 and T-18.
Under 2010 General Plan and Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions, this section of Sierra College
Boulevard would require six lanes to provide an acceptable level of service. (Under Existing Plus Project
traffic conditions, this section of roadway should be widened to four lanes; see Mitigation Measure T-A.)
Mitigation Measure T-H: Pay pro-rata fair share of the cost to add shoulders and improve vertical and
horizontal curves along English Colony Way
Mitigation Measure T-H applies to Impact T-10.
Traffic volumes would exceed the recommended threshold where safety improvements should be
considered on a roadway like English Colony Way. The recommended mitigation calls for the addition of
shoulders plus improvements to sharp vertical and horizontal curves on some sections of English Colony
Way between Sierra College Boulevard and Clark Tunnel Road.
Mitigation Measure T-I: Participate in any development-based funding of solutions to I-80 congestion
if adopted by Placer County
Mitigation Measure T-I applies to Impact T-11.
Placer County policy does not require the County or local development to finance the upgrading of I-80 to
provide additional capacity for through traffic. However, if the County adopts a development-based
funding mechanism for solutions to the I-80 corridor, the proposed project will participate in that funding.
Mitigation Measure T-J: Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a second northbound left-turn lane on Sierra
College Boulevard at Twelve Bridges Drive intersection
Mitigation Measure T-J applies to Impacts T-14 and T-18.
A second northbound left-turn lane on Sierra College Boulevard at the intersection with Twelve Bridges
Drive is the recommended mitigation measure due to the heavy northbound left-turn volume during the
p.m. peak period.
Mitigation Measure T-K: Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a westbound right-turn lane on King Road at
Sierra College Boulevard intersection
Mitigation Measure T-K applies to Impacts T-16 and T-18.
The most cost-effective mitigation measure is the addition of a westbound right turn lane on King Road at
the intersection with Sierra College Boulevard.
Mitigation Measure T-L: Pay pro-rata fair share of adding right-turn lanes in both directions on Taylor
Road at the English Colony Way intersection
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Mitigation Measure T-L applies to Impact T-17.
This intersection was assumed to be signalized under both 2010 General Plan and Buildout of Project
Vicinity conditions based on a planning level signal warrant analysis. This mitigation measure would
involve the addition of right turn lanes on both of the Taylor Road approaches to this intersection.
Mitigation Measure T-M: Provide a park-and-ride lot and two bus stops
Mitigation Measure T-M applies to Impacts T-19, A-3 and A-4.
The Applicant proposes to provide a park-and-ride lot at the Village Commercial Center, and two bus
stops within the project area. These project features would contribute to reducing the unmet transit needs
generated by the proposed project, but would not reduce them to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure T-N: Participate in fair share of the cost of limited transit services
Mitigation Measure T-N applies to Impacts T-19, A-3 and A-4.
If an unmet transit need is identified by PCTPA, the proposed project should share the cost of providing
limited transit services. These potential services would likely focus on meeting basic medical and
shopping needs for elderly residents of the Heritage Ridge Community.
Mitigation Measure T-O: Provide Class II bike lanes on Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road
Mitigation Measure T-O applies to Impacts T-20, A-3 and A-4.
The Applicant proposes to construct Class II bike lanes on Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road.
These roadways would connect with existing and planned adjacent roadways outside the project area, and
contribute to meeting the demand for recreational and transportation related bicycle trips generated by
proposed project residents and others.
Mitigation Measure T-P: Provide signing and striping on Bickford Ranch Road at the golf cart
crossings
Mitigation Measure T-P applies to Impact T-21.
The Applicant has proposed some signing and striping at two crossings of Bickford Ranch Road, a public
street. The proposed design raises safety issues due to the location of the crossings, the potential speed on
Bickford Ranch Road and the lack of traffic control. The Applicant shall work with Placer County to
define an acceptable plan for these crossings that address safety concerns.
Mitigation Measure T-Q: Work with Placer County to design an acceptable Golf Cart Crossing Plan
Mitigation Measure T-Q applies to Impact T-21.
Similar to Mitigation Measure T-P, above, the Applicant shall work with Placer County to define a plan
for golf cart crossings at Bickford Ranch Road. This plan must be approved by the Placer County Board
of Supervisors.
Mitigation Measure T-R: Construct a third lane on Sierra College Boulevard opposite the project
boundaries
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Mitigation Measure T-R applies to Impact T-22.
In order to comply with the provisions of General Plan Policy 3.A.2, the Applicant will construct required
frontage improvements on Sierra College Boulevard. These improvements shall consist of a third through
lane on the west side of the roadway for the length of the project boundary.
Mitigation Measure T-S: Install traffic signal at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and the
unnamed road north of Lower Ranch Road, south of SR 193
Mitigation Measure T-S applies to Impact T-23.
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8.0

AIR QUALITY

8.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Ambient air quality is generally determined by climatological conditions, the topography of the air basin,
and the type and amounts of pollutants emitted. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area is subject to a
combination of topographical and climatic factors which result in high potential for regional and local
pollutant accumulation. The following discussion describes relevant characteristics of the air basin, and
provides an overview of physical conditions affecting pollutant accumulation and dispersion in the study
area. The air quality setting also describes the sources, types, and health effects of major air pollutants.

8.1.1 Climate and Topography
The study area is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), within the western third of Placer
County. The mountain ranges which hem the SVAB influence wind directions and speeds in the
Sacramento Valley; the Coast Range lies west of the SVAB, the Sierra Nevada lies to the east, and the
Cascade range is north and east of the valley. These ranges channel winds through the Sacramento
Valley, affecting the dispersion of air pollutants. Typically, marine air enters the Sacramento Valley
through the Carquinez Strait and the Cordelia Gap in the Coast Range. Air flows from the south through
the urban Sacramento area, pushing pollutants and their precursors north and east toward northern SVAB
counties and the Mountain Counties Air Basin.
Temperature inversions occur frequently in the Sacramento Valley; typically, inversions occur when the
sun heats upper layers of air, and cooler layers of air are trapped close to the ground. Local pollutants are
also trapped within this layer, as inversions inhibit vertical air dispersion. Inversions occur frequently
throughout the year in the study area, although they are most severe (in terms of limited ventilation)
during the late summer and fall months.
Sacramento Valley weather is characterized by hot, dry summers and mild, wet winters. With clear skies
and warm temperatures between May and October, the broader Sacramento area has a high potential for
ozone accumulation.1 During winter months, calm conditions and poor ventilation dominate the late
evening and early morning atmosphere; these conditions are conducive to local carbon monoxide (CO)
accumulation (CARB, 1974).

8.1.2 Air Quality Standards and Existing Concentrations
Both federal and state governments have established standards for ambient pollutant concentrations.
National and California standards have focused on six primary pollutants, called “criteria” air pollutants
because such criteria have been set for them: ozone, CO, suspended particulate matter (PM), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. In the Sacramento area, CO and ozone are of particular
concern, although the area also experiences high PM concentrations. Air quality regulations are discussed
in Section 8.2 below.
Counties and metropolitan areas are classified as attainment or non-attainment with respect to state and
federal ambient pollutant standards. An area’s classification is determined by comparing actual
monitored air pollutant concentrations with state and federal standards. Air pollutant monitoring stations
1

The broader Sacramento area, for the purposes of this Draft EIR, consists of those areas in the lower portion of the
Sacramento Valley Air Basin, including Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and parts of Solano and Placer Counties.
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are operated throughout the broader Sacramento area by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and
assorted air districts. The two air monitoring stations currently operating closest to the proposed project
site are CARB’s Rocklin station, about six miles south of the proposed project site, and the Lincoln
station approximately three miles west of the project site. The Rocklin station collects both particulate
and gaseous pollutant monitoring data. The Lincoln station collects only particulate monitoring data.
Other monitoring stations near the study area are located on North Sunrise Avenue in Roseville, about
11 miles south of the proposed project site, and in North Highlands in Sacramento County, approximately
14 miles southwest of the proposed project site. Table 8-1 presents a summary of CO, ozone, and PM10
(particulate matter with diameter between 2.5 and 10 microns) data collected at the Rocklin station in
recent years.
Table 8-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards and Maximum Measured Concentrations
(Rocklin, 1992-1996)
Pollutant
Carbon Monoxide
2
One-hour maximum concentration (ppm)
Number of federal standard violations
Number of state standard violations
Eight-hour maximum concentration (ppm)
Number of federal standard violations
Number of state standard violations
Ozone
One-hour maximum concentration (ppm)
Number of federal standard violations
Number of state standard violations
Eight-hour maximum concentration (ppm)
Number of federal standard violations
Respirable Particulates (PM10)
3 5
24-hour maximum concentration (µg/m )
Number of federal standard violations
Number of state standard violations
3
Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m )
3
Annual Geometric Mean (µg/m )
Fine Particulates (PM2.5)
3
24-hour maximum concentration (µg/m )
Number of federal standard violations
3
Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m )

Federal
Standard

2

992

Maximum Measured Concentration
1993 1994 1995
1996
1997

35

20.0

4

9

9.0

2.3

0.12

0.09

0.15

0.08

N/A

3

0.12

150

50

50
N/A

N/A
30

58
0
3
29.6
25.8

65

*

15

*

*
*
*

6

5
0
0
2.3
0
0

3
0
0
1.6
0
0

3
0
0
1.6
0
0

**
**
**
**
**
**

0.13
3
21
0.11
9

0.15
1
29
0.11
20

0.13
3
25
4
*
19

0.11
0
9
*
*

79
0

6

24.2
24.5

87
0
13
39.5
34.3

**
**
**
**
**

66
0
4
21.9
15.7

*
*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*

Notes:
1
CO and ozone monitoring data collected at CARB’s Rocklin monitoring station. Particulate data collected at the Lincoln monitoring station.
2
ppm = parts per million
3
N/A = Not Applicable – No standard promulgated
4
* = Monitoring data not yet available. EPA implemented the PM2.5 and the eight-hour ozone standards in 1997. A history of eight-hour
monitoring data for ozone were made available by CARB for monitoring years 1992-1995; a PM2.5 monitoring network is currently under
construction throughout California.
5
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
6
** = No data reported.
Source: California Air Resources Board, California Air Quality Data (1992-1996)
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Ozone
Ozone concentrations in western Placer County typically exceed state and federal standards many times
during the year, as shown by monitoring data in Table 8-1. Because these standard violations occur
throughout the broader Sacramento area, EPA has designated the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance
Area, an area spanning the broader Sacramento area including western Placer County, as non-attainment
area with respect to the federal one-hour ozone standard. Placer County is also designated as a nonattainment area for the state ozone standard.
Ozone is formed in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight by a series of chemical reactions involving
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG). Because these reactions occur on a regional
scale, ozone is considered a regional air pollutant. A primary constituent of smog, ozone causes eye and
lung irritation, visibility reduction, and crop damage. Sensitive receptors exposed to high ozone
concentrations may suffer from reduced resistance to lung infection, eye irritation, and shortness of
breath. Vehicular exhaust is the major source of ozone precursors in the Sacramento area.
Table 8-1 shows that the state ozone standard was exceeded on 146 days between 1992 and 1996 at the
Rocklin monitoring station; the federal one-hour ozone standard was violated 15 times during this period.
Although EPA only recently promulgated the eight-hour ozone standard of 0.08 parts per million (ppm),
historical data indicate that ozone concentrations in the Rocklin area have exceeded the new federal
standard. Ozone is a regional air pollutant, thus monitored concentrations at the Rocklin station are
considered representative of ozone concentrations in the study area.

Carbon Monoxide
CO standards exist for both one- and eight-hour average concentrations to regulate both short-term and
extended-term pollutant exposure. Placer County has been designated as unclassified with respect to state
CO standards, and has recently been classified as attainment with respect to federal one- and eight-hour
CO concentration standards.
CO is a local pollutant caused primarily through incomplete fuel combustion; vehicular exhaust is the
major source of CO in Placer County; however, residential wood stoves and fireplaces also contribute
substantially to CO emissions. CO concentrations are highest near heavily traveled roadways, and
particularly near intersections. Vehicular CO emissions increase as ambient temperature and average
vehicle speed decrease, causing worst-case CO concentrations during winter months and in areas of heavy
traffic congestion. High levels of CO can impair the transport of oxygen in the bloodstream and thereby
aggravate cardiovascular disease and cause fatigue, headaches, and dizziness.
Table 8-1 shows that neither the state nor the federal eight-hour CO standard was violated between 1992
and 1996 at the Rocklin monitoring station.

Particulate Matter
Airborne particulate matter is generally composed of minute separate particles in the air such as dust,
soot, aerosols, fumes, and mists. The particles of primary concern are inhalable particulates. The
characteristics, sources, and potential health effects of larger, or “coarse” particles (from 2.5 to
10 micrometers in diameter) and smaller or “fine” particles (smaller than 2.5 micrometers in diameter) are
very different. Coarse particles, or PM10, are generated by sources such as windblown dust, agricultural
2

Oxides of nitrogen include NO2.
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fields, and dust from vehicular traffic on unpaved roads. Fine particles, or PM2.5, are generally emitted
from activities such as industrial combustion, vehicle exhaust, and residential wood-burning stoves and
fireplaces. Fine particles are also formed in the atmosphere when gases such as sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, and volatile organic compounds, emitted by combustion activities, are transformed by chemical
reactions in the air.
PM10 standards exist for 24-hour average concentrations as well as for annual mean concentrations to
regulate both short-term and chronic pollutant exposure. As shown in Table 8-1, 22 violations of the state
24-hour PM10 standard were recorded at the Lincoln monitoring station between 1993 and 1996. No
exceedances of the federal PM10 standard were recorded during this period. Placer County is considered
to be a non-attainment area for the state PM10 standard, and is unclassified with respect to the less
stringent federal PM10 standard.
EPA promulgated the PM2.5 standard in 1997. A monitoring network to collect ambient PM2.5 data is
currently under construction in California; therefore, no data are yet available with respect to this new
standard.

Nitrogen Dioxide
NO2 is an indirect product of fuel combustion in industrial sources, motor vehicles, and other mobile
sources (e.g., trains, airplanes, etc.). NO2 concentrations in Placer County are well within state and
federal standards.

Sulfur Dioxide
The major source of SO2 emissions is fuel-burning equipment in which fuel oil and/or coal is consumed.
Typical sources of SO2 include power plants and steam generators; high SO2 concentrations generally
occur in proximity to these sources. SO2 concentrations in Placer County are well within state and federal
standards.

8.1.3 Existing Emission Sources
The CARB maintains an emission inventory to determine the sources of air pollution within the state’s air
basins, and to determine the quantities of pollutants emitted. Inventoried pollutants include total organic
gases (TOG), ROG, CO, NOX, SO2, PM, and PM10. Table 8-2 presents a summary of current pollutant
emission data for Placer County. Mobile sources are a major source of ozone precursor (NOX and ROG)
emissions in Placer County and the broader Sacramento area; in Placer County, mobile sources account
for more than 90 percent of county-wide NOX emissions, and 55 percent of county-wide ROG emissions.
Transportation factors which contribute to an area’s mobile source emissions include the population, the
number of on-road vehicles in use, the average daily vehicle trips, and the average daily vehicle miles
traveled. The average daily trips in a given area probably has the greatest effect on pollutant emissions.
A large percentage of pollutant emissions, particularly ROG, occur during the first few minutes of vehicle
operation, and while the vehicle engine is cooling down. Because this large portion of ROG emissions is
generated by means that are unrelated to the vehicle running time, ROG emissions do not increase with
direct proportion to trip lengths; some short trips could produce almost as much ROG as longer trips.

3

Emissions estimates exclude emissions from that portion of Placer County which lies within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin.
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Table 8-2
1996 Estimated Average Emissions – Placer County
Pollutant Emissions (Tons/Day)
Source Category

TOG

ROG

STATIONARY SOURCES
Fuel Combustion
0
0
1
Other Industrial Processes
8.7
6.7
Total Stationary Sources
8.7
6.7
AREA SOURCES
Solvent Evaporation
3.5
3.4
Miscellaneous Processes
6.7
3.3
Total Area Sources
10.2
6.7
MOBILE SOURCES
On-Road Vehicles
15.9
14
Other Mobile
3.6
3.5
Total Mobile Sources
19.5
17.5
NATURAL (NON-ANTHROPOGENIC) SOURCES
Total Natural Sources
0.1
0.1
Total Placer County
38
31

CO

NOX

SO2

PM

PM10

1.8
0
1.8

1.3
0.1
1.3

0.1
0
0.1

0.3
1.5
1.8

0.3
0.9
1.2

0
51.7
51.7

0
1
1

0
0.1
0.1

0
31
31

0
19.1
19.1

135.9
26.1
162

19.3
7.7
27

0.3
0.4
0.7

0.7
0.4
1.1

0.6
0.4
1.0

1.1
217

0
29

0
1

0.2
34

0.2
22

Notes:
1
Emissions are primarily from construction and demolition activities, entrained road dust, and waste disposal.
Source: CARB, 1998a.

8.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Air quality in the study area is regulated by several agencies including EPA, CARB, and the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD). Each of these agencies develop rules and/or regulations
to attain various air quality goals. Although EPA regulations may not be superseded, both State and local
regulations may be more stringent than federal air quality regulations. In general, state and federal
agencies are responsible for regulating emissions from on-road and off-road vehicles and establishing air
quality standards; local APCDs are responsible for implementing state and federal air quality regulations,
permitting stationary sources of air pollution, and developing plans aimed at attaining ambient air quality
standards. Emissions from indirect sources, such as automobile traffic associated with development
projects, are addressed through APCD air quality plans.
Air quality is sometimes regulated on a county-by-county basis and sometimes on a regional (e.g., basinwide) basis. This distinction is particularly relevant in Placer County, which spans three air basins in
California: the southwestern third of the county lies within the SVAB; the northernmost portion of Placer
County is within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin; and the remainder is within the Mountain Counties Air Basin.
Because portions of Placer County lie within the SVAB, the District coordinates with other SVAB air
districts to resolve basin-wide air pollution problems.
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to air quality are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion in Section 8.3.
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8.2.1 Federal
Under federal law, a large region called the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area, which includes
Sacramento, and parts of Yolo, Placer (including the study area), and Solano Counties, has received a
severe non-attainment designation for the federal ozone standard. Accordingly, these regions must solve
their ozone problems jointly.
The Districts of the SVAB, including Placer County, have developed the 1994 Sacramento Area Regional
Ozone Attainment Plan (1994 Plan), which identifies source controls and trip reduction strategies aimed
at achieving the federal ozone standard by the year 2005. The attainment strategy requires reductions of
approximately 38 percent of ROG and 40 percent of NOX from 1990 baseline emissions. The strategy
relies heavily on mobile source NOX reductions, since mobile sources generate approximately 90 percent
of regional NOX emissions. The goal for attainment of federal standards is 2005; if Placer County does
not achieve federal ambient air quality standards by the mandated deadline, the County may be subject to
federal sanctions affecting transportation funding as well as U.S. EPA-mandated increased controls on
industrial source emissions.
In 1997 EPA promulgated new ambient air quality standards for ozone and PM2.5. The new ozone
standard of 0.08 ppm applies to rolling eight-hour concentrations of ozone, whereas previous standards
(which will not be superceded by the new standard until the old standard is attained) applied only to onehour ozone concentrations. As described in Section 8.1.2, CARB has computed average eight-hour ozone
concentrations measured at the Rocklin station based on historical one-hour measurements; these data
indicate that ozone concentrations in the Rocklin area have exceeded 0.08 ppm in past years. No ambient
PM2.5 data are currently available in the study area, however a PM2.5 monitoring network is under
construction in California. Current plans call for a PM2.5 monitoring station to be located on North
Sunrise Boulevard in Roseville.

8.2.2 State
Under State law, areas are designated as attainment or non-attainment on a county-by-county basis; Placer
County on the whole is designated as attainment / unclassified with respect to CO, and as a severe nonattainment area with respect to the state ozone standard. The 1988 California Clean Air Act requires nonattainment areas to develop plans aimed at achieving state ambient standards. Placer County has
developed an Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) outlining strategies for achieving the state ozone
ambient standard. The AQAP outlines both stationary and mobile emission source control measures, and
emphasizes Transportation Control Measures and Indirect Source Control Measures as means of reducing
mobile source emissions in Placer County. Measures in the AQAP include:
T
T
T

T
T
T
T
T
T
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Area-wide carpool/vanpool matching and assistance;
City or County trip reduction ordinances;
In new developments, provision of bikeways and bicycling support facilities and pedestrian
amenities such as sidewalks, adequate crosswalks, and building entries near sidewalks rather than
behind large parking lots;
Use of alternative motor fuels and energy sources;
Jobs-housing balance requirement for new developments;
Mixed land use requirement, i.e., residences, workplaces, and services located closely enough that
private motorized transit between them would not be necessary;
Transit service expansion and operational changes;
Parking space limitations; and,
Suburban fringe area park-and-ride lots.
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8.2.3 Local
At a local level, air quality is managed through land use and development planning practices, which are
implemented by Placer County, and through permitted source controls, which are implemented by the
Placer County APCD. The Placer County APCD is also the agency responsible for enforcing many
Federal and State air quality requirements, and for establishing air quality rules and regulations.
The Placer County General Plan Air Quality Element provides county-wide goals and policies aimed at improving air quality. Goals and policies in the Air Quality Element parallel those identified in state and federal plans
applicable to Placer County. General Plan policies applicable to the proposed project include the following:
Policy 6.F.6: The County shall require project-level environmental review to include identification of
potential air quality impacts and designation of design and other appropriate mitigation measures or offset
fees to reduce impacts. The County shall dedicate staff to work with project proponents and other
agencies in identifying, ensuring the implementation of, and monitoring the success of mitigation
measures.
Policy 6.F.7: The county shall encourage development to be located and designed to minimize direct and
indirect air pollutants
Policy 6.F.8: The County shall submit development proposals to the PCAPCD for review and comment
in compliance with CEQA prior to consideration by the appropriate decision-making body.
Polity 6.F.9: In reviewing project applications, the County shall consider alternatives or amendments
that reduce emissions of air pollutants.
Policy 6.F.10: The County may require new development projects to submit an air quality analysis for
review and approval. Based on this analysis, the County shall require appropriate mitigation measures
consistent with the PCAPCD’s 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan (or updated edition).
Policy 6.G.3: The County shall encourage the use of alternate forms of transportation by incorporating
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes in County transportation planning and by requiring new
development to provide adequate pedestrian and bikeway facilities.
Policy 6.G.4: The County shall consider instituting disincentives for single-occupant vehicle trips, including
limitation in parking supply in areas where alternative transportation modes are available and other measures
identified by the Placer County APCD and incorporated into regional plans.
Policy 6.G.5: The County shall endeavor to secure adequate funding for transit services so that transit is
a viable transportation alternative. New development shall pay its fair share of the cost of transit
equipment and facilities required to serve new projects.
Policy 6.G.6: The County shall require large new developments to dedicate land for and construct
appropriate improvements for park-and-ride lots, if suitably located.
The Placer County APCD through its enhanced CEQA review has developed mitigation thresholds and
significance thresholds for project-generated air pollutant emissions. These thresholds apply to both
short-term and long-term air pollutant emissions. Projects with the potential to generate emissions
exceeding any of the District mitigation thresholds would be required to implement additional mitigation
strategies to reduce emissions. Projects with the potential to generate emissions exceeding the District
significance thresholds would have a significant air quality impact, and would also be required to
implement mitigation. Table 8-3 presents Placer County APCD significance thresholds.
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Table 8-3
Placer County APCD Significance Thresholds
Pollutant

Thresholds For
Implementation Of Mitigation
Measures
(lb/day)

Significance
Thresholds
(lb/day)

Reactive Organic Gasses (ROG)

10

82

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)

10

82

Sulfur Oxides

10

136

Particulate Matter (PM10)

82

82

550

550

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Source: PCAPCD, 1998

8.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 8.4.
State CEQA Guidelines state that a project would normally have a significant adverse air quality impact if
project-generated pollutant emissions would: cause a violation of an ambient air quality standard or
worsen an existing violation; contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or conflict with adopted environmental
plans, policies, or regulations for air pollutants (CEQA Guidelines, 1995, 1998).
Potential significant impacts associated with air quality have been evaluated using the following
criteria:
T
T
T

Proposed project emissions cause or contribute to a localized exceedence of an air quality
standard. Table 8-1 provides a summary of state and federal ambient standards;
Proposed project emissions exceed any of the Placer County APCD significance criteria; or
The proposed project conflicts with the policies identified in the Air Quality Element of the
Placer County General Plan or the goals of the Air Quality Attainment Plan.

The proposed project could affect air quality during both construction and operation phases. Construction
activities could result in criteria pollutant emissions through earthmoving activities, application of
architectural coatings, and vehicle and equipment exhaust emissions. Proposed project operation would
result in criteria pollutant emissions primarily from vehicular sources; however, landscape maintenance
equipment, residential heating sources (natural gas heaters, fireplaces, and wood stoves), and other
miscellaneous activities would also generate pollutant emissions. Emissions from proposed project
construction and operation could contribute to both regional pollutant emissions and localized pollutant
concentrations.
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8.3.1 Construction Impacts
IMPACT A-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Construction activities would create short-term criteria air
pollutant emissions
Significant (short-term); Less Than Significant (long-term)
Mitigation Measure G-B (Prepare and implement a grading
and erosion control plan); A-A (Provide dust controls); A-B
(Maintain construction equipment and vehicles); A-C
(Implement a construction worker trip reduction program);
A-D (Require use of low-emission construction materials and
equipment where feasible); and T-A (Prepare and implement
construction traffic management plans for onsite
construction activities for Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra
College Boulevard, and coordinate with appropriate
agencies in the preparation and implementation of
construction traffic management plans for required off-site
improvements)
None
Significant (short-term); Less Than Significant (long-term)

Emissions associated with proposed project construction would be generated by fugitive dust from earthmoving activities, construction workers traveling to and from the construction sites, heavy duty
construction equipment operation, and application of architectural coatings. Construction activities would
generate CO, ROG, NOX, and particulate emissions; pollutants such as CO and particulates usually create
localized impacts near emission sources, while pollutants such as ROG and NOX contribute to regional
pollutant concentrations.
Daily emissions generated during project construction would vary depending on the type and intensity of
construction activity. The highest level of construction activity would occur during a combination of
activities associated with mass grading, road construction, and vertical construction. In addition, it is
possible (worst case) that construction of off-site sewer/water improvements could take place
simultaneously with on-site mass grading. Tables 3-4 and 3-5 in Section 3.5.11 shows the estimated
maximum level of construction activity that would occur if these activities were to occur simultaneously.
These approximate equipment quantities and work force numbers are expected to be utilized over a 6- to
15-month period beginning in 1999. Following the mass grading phase, various portions of the proposed
project would be developed on different schedules. Parks, the commercial center, and the fire station site
would be among those areas that would be graded at the outset of proposed project construction, and
constructed / developed at a later date.
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Table 8-4
Estimated Maximum Proposed Project Construction Emissions
Pollutant Emissions
(lb/day)

Emission Source
ROG

NOx

CO

PM10

Maximum Activity Level Construction Phase – Unmitigated
Construction Grading Fugitive Dust

0

0

0

500

212

2,135

0

329

Worker Trips

9

13

24

2

Stationary equipment

3

2

0

0

23

365

0

23

5,798

0

0

0

26

0

0

0

6,070

3,515

24

854

0

0

0

128

201

2,978

0

264

Worker Trips

9

12

23

2

Stationary equipment

3

2

0

0

22

347

0

21

5508

0

0

0

Grading vehicle exhaust

Mobile Equipment
Architectural Coatings
Asphalt Paving
Total – Unmitigated

Maximum Activity Level Construction Phase – Mitigated
Construction Grading Fugitive Dust
Grading vehicle exhaust

Mobile Equipment
Architectural Coatings
Asphalt Paving
Total – Mitigated
Placer County APCD Significance Criteria

25

0

0

0

5,768

3,340

23

416

82

82

550

82

Average daily construction emissions were estimated for the maximum activity phase of project
construction. Table 8-4 presents estimated emissions for this maximum construction activity level.
Emissions from construction activities were estimated using CARB’s URBEMIS7G emissions model;
this model incorporates EPA and CARB emission factors and activity level assumptions, and allows for
the calculation of emission reductions associated with implementation of mitigation measures.
During maximum project construction activity, the primary emissions would be dust from earthmoving
activities, NOX from construction vehicle exhaust, and ROG from architectural coatings application.
Earthmoving activities would contribute approximately 220 pounds of PM10 per acre per month of
earthmoving activity, or approximately 500 pounds of PM10 per day; most of these fugitives would be
expected to have diameters greater than 2.5 microns. Construction vehicle exhaust would generate ROG,
NOX, and particulate emissions; because it would be a by-product of fuel combustion, it is likely that a
substantial portion of particulate emissions from vehicle exhaust would be comprised of PM2.5.
As shown in Table 8-4, pollutant emissions during phases of maximum construction activity would
exceed the Placer County APCD significance criteria for ROG, NOX, and PM10. A number of mitigation
measures were identified to reduce potential construction emissions. These measures include:
T
T
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Water exposed earth surfaces as necessary to prevent visible dust emissions;
Pave, use gravel cover, or apply dust control agents to all haul roads;
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T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph or lower (this speed must be posted);
Use tarpaulins for haul trucks which travel on public streets;
Institute measures to reduce wind erosion when site preparation is completed;
Maintain all construction equipment properly;
Develop and implement a construction worker trip reduction plan aimed at achieving an average
vehicle ridership of 1.5;
Use low-VOC coatings per PCADCD Rules and Regulations; and
Use low-VOC asphalt per PCADCD Rules and Regulations.

Table 8-4 provides an estimate of emission reductions realized from implementation of these measures.
Implementation of these measures would reduce proposed project construction emissions; however,
mitigated emissions would still exceed the Placer County APCD significance criteria for all three
pollutants. Construction of the proposed project would thus result in a significant, short-term air quality
impact.

8.3.2 Operational Impacts
Proposed project operation would cause direct pollutant emissions, from stationary sources such as
fireplaces or machinery exhaust stacks; fugitive emissions, such as from consumer products (aerosols,
etc.); and (primarily) indirect emissions, such as those generated by automobile trips traveling to and from
the proposed project. Operational emissions would chiefly affect local pollutant concentrations,
particularly automobile-generated CO concentrations near heavily traveled roadways, and region-wide
emissions of ozone precursor pollutants.
IMPACT A-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Increase in localized CO concentrations along affected
roadways
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Local air quality impacts would result primarily from high CO concentrations near heavily traveled
roadways. To evaluate whether traffic associated with the proposed project would create localized
pollutant concentration impacts, CO concentrations for Existing Plus Project conditions, 2010 General
Plan Plus Project conditions, and 2010 General Plan plus Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions (as
described in Chapter 7) were modeled using Caltrans’ CALINE4 pollutant dispersion model. Vehicle
volumes and roadway configurations assumed for the analysis were the same as those assumed for the
traffic analysis; congestion mitigations not included in the proposed project were not assumed for
modeling. CO concentrations were modeled at intersections for which project-generated traffic would
have the greatest effects, in terms of increased volume, increased congestion, or decreased average
speeds. Receptors were assumed to be located for extended periods within 100 feet of the subject
intersections; actual sensitive receptor locations are generally much farther from the intersections. CO
modeling incorporated worst-cast meteorological conditions and evening peak-hour traffic volumes and
speeds. Tables 8-5 and 8-6 provide results of the modeling effort.
As indicated in Tables 8-5 and 8-6, predicted future maximum CO concentrations are lower than existing
CO concentration. This results from improvements in average motor vehicle emissions that occur as
newer, more efficient vehicles take the place of older, more polluting vehicles. In addition, the
intersection of English Colony Way and Taylor Road is currently unsignalized, thus no traffic near the
intersection is free-flowing. Current plans call for this intersection to be signalized, which will reduce CO
concentrations substantially in the vicinity of the intersection.
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Table 8-5
Modeled Maximum One-Hour CO Concentrations1,2
2010 General Plan
Intersection

Sierra College Boulevard /
English Colony Way
Sierra College Boulevard /
Del Mar Avenue
Sierra College Boulevard /
Taylor Road
Sierra College Boulevard /
I-80 Westbound Ramps
Sierra College Boulevard /
I-80 Eastbound Ramps
English Colony Way /
Taylor Road
1

2

3

Existing
Plus
Project

2010 General Plan and
Buildout of Project Vicinity
No Project
Plus Project
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Plus Project

4.2

4.4

4.6

5.5

5.3

9.4

8.0

9.0

8.7

9.3

8.8

7.7

7.6

7.6

8.0

10.3

7.5

7.3

7.4

7.5

8.5

7.3

7.7

8.1

8.2

12.3

6.0

5.9

5.8

6.0

Applicable
Standard3

20

Maximum modeled concentrations include a background component, which represents the effect of all CO sources in the project vicinity,
and a local component generated by vehicular traffic on the subject roadway. The background concentration was 4.0 ppm, the highest
second-high monitored at the Rocklin monitoring station over a three-year period. No rollback was assumed for background concentrations,
thus existing and future background concentrations were assumed to be the same.
Emission factors were generated using Caltrans’ CT-EMFAC model. Modeling was conducted following Caltrans methodology as described
in Caltrans’ Air Quality Technical Analysis Notes, June 1988.
Applicable standard for CO concentrations are for California. California ambient CO concentration standards are more stringent than the
corresponding federal standards.

Table 8-6
Modeled Maximum Eight-Hour CO Concentrations1,2
2010 General Plan
Intersection

Sierra College Boulevard /
English Colony Way
Sierra College Boulevard /
Del Mar Avenue
Sierra College Boulevard /
Taylor Road
Sierra College Boulevard /
I-80 Westbound Ramps
Sierra College Boulevard /
I-80 Eastbound Ramps
English Colony Way /
Taylor Road
1

2
3

2010 General Plan and
Buildout of Project Vicinity
No Project
Plus Project
Alternative

Existing
Plus
Project

No Project
Alternative

Plus Project

2.2

2.4

2.5

3.2

3.0

5.9

4.9

5.6

5.4

5.8

5.5

4.7

4.6

4.6

4.9

6.5

4.6

4.4

4.5

4.6

5.3

4.4

4.7

5.0

5.0

7.9

3.5

3.4

3.4

3.5

Applicable
Standard3

9.0

Maximum modeled concentrations include a background component, which represents the effect of all CO sources in the project vicinity,
and a local component generated by vehicular traffic on the subject roadway. The background concentration for the eight-hour analysis
was 2.1 ppm, the highest second-high monitored at the Rocklin monitoring station over a three-year period. No rollback was assumed for
background concentrations, thus existing and future background concentrations were assumed to be the same.
Eight-hour modeled concentrations were assumed to be 70% of the modeled one-hour contribution.
Applicable standard for CO concentrations are for California. California ambient CO concentration standards are more stringent than the
corresponding federal standards.
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Results of the CO modeling effort indicate that future CO concentrations would not be substantially
affected by the proposed project. With the 2010 General Plan Plus Project traffic scenario, traffic
generated by the proposed project would increase CO concentrations at sensitive locations by up to
0.4 parts per million, but this increase would not create high CO concentrations. With the 2010 General
Plan plus Buildout of Project Vicinity traffic scenario, predicted CO concentrations would be somewhat
higher but would still not approach or exceed ambient CO standards.
The proposed project would not lead to violations of either the state or federal one- or eight-hour CO
standards. Proposed project contributions to localized CO concentrations would be less than significant.
IMPACT A-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increase in regional criteria air pollutant emissions
Significant
Mitigation Measures A-E (Incorporate pedestrian, bicycle,
and golf-cart oriented design); T-O (Provide Class II bike
lanes on Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road); T-M
(Provide park-and-ride lot and two bus stops); A-F
(Incorporate mixed land uses into the project design to reduce
external vehicle trips); A-G (Accommodate and encourage
low-emission energy use); A-H (Install only natural gas CNG
fireplaces); A-I (Provide public awareness materials); A-J
(Incorporate into project CC&Rs the prohibition of open
burning of any kind); and A-K (Implement an off-site
mitigation program to reduce 105 percent of long-term air
pollutant emissions)
Less Than Significant
Mitigation Measures; A-L (Provide dedicated parking spaces
at the park-and-ride lot with electrical outlets for electric
vehicles); and T-N (Participate in fair share of the cost of
limited transit services)
Less than Significant

Proposed project operation would introduce stationary, area, and mobile sources of criteria air pollutant
emissions to the study area. The primary area and stationary sources would include residential gas
heaters, residential landscaping equipment, and commercial (golf course and roadside) landscape
maintenance equipment. Other area source emissions would include those from residential barbecues and
consumer product use, however emissions from these sources would be small. Mobile sources would
include exhaust emissions from motor vehicles, and re-entrained dust emissions from motor vehicle travel
on paved roads.
Table 8-7 summarizes maximum potential emissions associated with the proposed project. Operational
emissions were calculated using CARB’s URBEMIS7G emissions model. This model accounts for
project-specific transportation data, including trip generation factors, project internal trip rates (i.e.,
vehicle trips internal to the proposed project), and external trip rates, along with other project-specific
data such as average winter and summer temperatures and the project build-out year. Appendix D
contains URBEMIS7G model output.
URBEMIS7G is able to estimate unmitigated project emissions, as well as quantify minimum emissions
reductions realized through various project design elements, such as mixed land-uses, pedestrian oriented
design, and provision of park-and-ride lots. A number of these emission-reducing measures are proposed
as part of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan design. Table 8-4 presents both unmitigated and mitigated
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(proposed by Applicant) project emissions estimated by URBEMIS7G. Mitigation measures proposed by
the Applicant and included in these estimates include the following:
Table 8-7
Proposed Project
Maximum Daily Operational Emissions (lb/day)1,2
Source Type

ROG

NOX

CO

PM10

Summer Emissions
Area Sources
Residential Gas Heating
Residential Landscaping Equipment
Golf Course Maintenance Equipment
Mobile Sources
Motor Vehicle Exhaust
Entrained Road Dust

3

34

14

0

1

0

6

0

6

17

67

2

184

457

1635

162

0

0

0

887

Maximum Daily Emissions – Summer
Emissions Reductions from Proposed Mitigation Measures
Mitigated Maximum Daily Emissions – Summer
Winter Emissions
Area Sources
Residential Gas Heating
Residential Woodburning Stoves and Fireplaces (winter only)
Golf Course Maintenance Equipment
Mobile Sources
Motor Vehicle Exhaust
Entrained Road Dust

193

508

1723

1051

23
170

78
430

260
1463

282
479

Maximum Daily Emissions – Winter
Emissions Reductions from Proposed Mitigation Measures
Mitigated Maximum Daily Emissions – Winter
Placer County APCD Significance Criteria
1

2

3

34

14

0

515

311

4161

364

6

17

67

2

225

490

2128

162

0

0

0

887

748

852

6371

1415

57
691

149
703

528
5842

284
1131

82

82

550

82

Proposed project maximum daily emissions would occur during the winter months, therefore the total maximum daily emissions
estimate does not include emissions from residential or commercial landscape maintenance equipment. Mobile source emissions
based on CARB’s URBEMIS7G methodologies.
Assumptions include default ambient temperatures and other URBEMIS7G default assumptions (Sacramento County) for trip lengths,
speeds, and percentage cold and hot starts. Trip generation factors of 9.57 trip per dwelling unit (t/du) for family residential, and 3.68
t/du for restricted age residential land uses were provided by DKS Associates (1999); approximately 26% of trips internal.

T

A mixed land use design, i.e., residences and services located closely enough that external trips
would be reduced;

T

Pedestrian-oriented facilities, including pedestrian paths and sidewalks to most destinations,
moderate shade coverage on streets, visually interesting land uses within walking distance, and a
high degree of pedestrian safety;

T

Bicycle oriented facilities, including some interconnected bikeways, paved shoulders for bike
routes, and mixed land uses within bicycling distance;
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T

Transit infrastructure provisions, including a Park and Ride lot at the village commercial center, bus
stops to accommodate future transit opportunities, and golf cart lanes along Heritage Ridge Road to
provide access to golf facilities, residential neighborhoods, and the village commercial center.

Some air pollution reducing elements of the proposed project were not incorporated into the emissions
estimates. For example, the circulation element of the proposed project provides for golf cart access to
many destinations within the Heritage Ridge Plan Area, however the emissions reductions associated with
internal golf cart travel were not incorporated into the emissions quantification. Emission reductions
associated with such proposed project elements would be slight, and would not generate a substantial
decrease in emissions estimates, and thus were not estimated for this analysis.
Other air pollution generating elements of the proposed project were not considered in the URBEMIS7G
emission inventory. Gas- or charcoal residential barbecues would be a source of fugitive ozone precursor
emissions primarily during the summer months. Consumer product use at proposed project residences,
particularly aerosols and other sprays, would also represent new sources of ozone precursor emissions.
Emissions from these sources would be small relative to pollutant emissions from motor vehicles and
other sources. Pollutant emissions generated by these sources would not generate a substantial increase in
emissions estimates, and thus were not estimated for this analysis.
As shown in Table 8-7, proposed project pollutant emissions estimates, incorporating all Applicant-proposed
mitigation measures, would still exceed the Placer County APCD significance criteria. At buildout the
proposed project would generate average daily summer emissions of 170 pounds per day (lb/day) of ROG,
430 lb/day of NOX, 1463 lb/day of CO, and 769 lb/day of PM10. Emissions of all four of these pollutants
would exceed the PCAPCD significance criteria, and therefore would be considered significant.
Mitigation measures A-E, A-F, A-G, A-H, A-I, A-J, T-M and T-O have been proposed in the Specific
Plan to reduce this significant impact. These measures are described in detail in Sections 8.4 and 7.4, and
include the following:
T

Install electrical outlets at the front and back of residences to accommodate electrical yard
equipment;

T

Encourage building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar energy use (i.e., building
orientation in a south to southeast direction where feasible, encouraging planting of deciduous trees on
western sides of structures, and groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce heat reflection);

T

Require that all fireplaces and woodburning stoves installed in proposed project residences meet
EPA-certifications; and

T

Prohibit open burning of vegetative refuse.

While these proposed mitigation measures would accommodate non-vehicular travel patterns and help
reduce pollutant emissions associated with energy consumption, the air quality benefit associated with
these measures is not quantifiable. Emission reductions would not be likely to yield a large decrease in
total project-generated emissions, however, and proposed project emissions would still exceed Placer
County APCD significance criteria despite incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures.
Mitigation Measure A-K would require the Applicant to reduce the project’s long-term air pollutant
emissions by 40 percent. This can be accomplished by implementation of sufficient on-site (i.e., high
density residential, pedestrian-oriented design, class I bicycle lanes) and off-site (i.e., on/off road heavy
vehicle nitrogen oxide reduction, wood stove replacement, etc.) mitigation measures to reduce its longterm pollutant emissions. The PCAPCD considers these measures to be feasible. The Applicant can
develop and implement such a mitigation program as approved by the PCAPCD. Alternatively, the
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Applicant could choose to pay air quality mitigation fees to PCAPCD. Air quality mitigation fees would
be determined by PCAPCD, and would be used by the District to achieve quantifiable emission
reductions, thereby offsetting a large portion of emissions generated by the proposed project. Emission
reductions would be achieved through the woodstove replacement program, the heavy-duty vehicle NOx
reduction program, or other District programs that work to reduce or eliminate pollutant emissions
beyond emission reductions already mandated by state or federal law. Mitigation Measure A-L would
require the Applicant to implement additional residential design features beyond those proposed in the
Specific Plan to accommodate and encourage low emission energy use. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures A-K and A-L in conjunction with those measures proposed in the Specific Plan would reduce this air
quality impact with respect to operational ozone precursor emissions to a less than significant level.
IMPACT A-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Inconsistent with the goals of the Placer County Air Quality
Attainment Plan
Significant
Mitigation Measures A-E (Incorporate pedestrian, bicycle,
and golf-cart oriented design); A-F (Incorporate mixed land
uses into the project design to reduce external vehicle trips);
A-G (Accommodate and encourage low-emission energy
use); A-H (Install only natural gas CNG fire places); A-I
(Provide public awareness materials); A-J (Incorporate into
project CC&Rs the prohibition of open burning of any kind);
T-M (Provide park-and-ride lot and two bus stops); T-N
(Participate in fair share of the cost of limited transit
services); and T-O (Provide Class II bike lanes on Bickford
Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road)
None
Significant

The development would incorporate relevant and feasible Transportation Control Measures and Indirect
Source Control Measures from the AQAP, including bicycle provisions, future transit and Park and Ride
lot accommodations, mixed land uses, and design and development policies which would yield air quality
benefits, described above. The proposed project is consistent with applicable policies identified in the
1991 AQAP (PCAPCD, 1997).
The proposed project would, however, generate substantial emissions of ozone precursor (NOX and
ROG), CO, and PM10 emissions. The AQAP outlines all feasible measures which Placer County will
undertake in order to achieve the mandated five percent per year emission reductions, based on
anticipated development and emissions associated with those developments. While the proposed project
was included in the most recent General Plan growth projections, the General Plan projections are
inconsistent with growth projections in the Air Quality Attainment Plan, which are used to predict future
emissions in the County. Emissions associated with the proposed project would therefore hinder Placer
County’s ability to achieve emission reductions mandated by state Clean Air Act. The proposed project
would thus be inconsistent with the goals of the AQAP.

8.3.3 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing air quality are identified below, and a determination
of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with Placer County’s
air quality policies.
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Air Quality—General
6.F.6

The County shall require project-level environmental review to include identification of potential
air quality impacts and designation of design and other appropriate mitigation measures or offset
fees to reduce impacts. The County shall dedicate staff to work with project proponents and other
agencies in identifying, ensuring the implementation of, and monitoring the success of mitigation
measures.
Consistent.
The proposed project has completed an air quality analysis that identifies appropriate mitigation
measures. The project has incorporated feasible Transportation Control Measures and Indirect
Source Control Measures from the Air Quality Attainment Plan, including transit stops, bicycle
lanes, mixed land uses, and a park and ride lot.

6.F.7

The county shall encourage development to be located and designed to minimize direct and
indirect air pollutants.
Consistent.
Placer County has identified the project site as one of its Mixed Use Specific Plan areas in the
General Plan. The proposed project has completed an air quality analysis that identifies
appropriate mitigation measures. The project has incorporated feasible Transportation Control
Measures and Indirect Source Control Measures from the Air Quality Attainment Plan, including
transit stops, bicycle lanes, mixed land uses, and a park and ride lot.

6.F.8

The County shall submit development proposals to the Placer County APCD for review and
comment in compliance with CEQA prior to consideration by the appropriate decision-making
body.
Consistent.
The proposed project has been submitted to the Placer County APCD for review and comment in
compliance with CEQA prior to consideration by the appropriate decision-making body.

6.F.9

In reviewing project applications, the County shall consider alternatives or amendments that
reduce emissions of air pollutants.
Consistent.
Land use alternatives to the proposed project are considered as part of this environmental
analysis. Those alternatives do evaluate the potential air quality impacts with implementation of
10 land use scenarios. At least three of the alternatives would likely result in a reduction in air
quality impacts.

6.F.10 The County may require new development projects to submit an air quality analysis for review
and approval. Based on this analysis, the County shall require appropriate mitigation measures
consistent with the Placer County APCD's 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan (or updated edition).
Consistent.
An air quality analysis has been prepared for the propose project. This project has incorporated
feasible Transportation Control Measures and Indirect Source Control Measures form the Air
Quality Attainment Plan, including transit stops, bicycle lanes, mixed land uses and a park and
ride lot.
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Air Quality—Transportation/Circulation
6.G.1

The County shall require new development to be planned to result in smooth flowing traffic
conditions for major roadways. This includes traffic signals and traffic signal coordination,
parallel roadways, and intra- and inter-neighborhood connections where significant reductions in
overall emissions can be achieved.
Consistent.
Major access to the project site is planned from two points on Sierra College Boulevard. Planned
improvements include road widening and a traffic signal at the future intersection of Bickford
Ranch Road and Sierra College Boulevard. The internal street system allows connection between
the planned communities.

6.G.3

The County shall encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation by incorporating public
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes in County transportation planning and by requiring new
development to provide adequate pedestrian and bikeway facilities.
Consistent.
Approximately 18.5 miles of public pedestrian paths or trails will be constructed with the
proposed project. Class II bike lanes are proposed along both sides of Bickford Ranch Road and
Lower Ranch Road. The proposed project will include two bus stops.

6.G.5 The County shall endeavor to secure adequate funding for transit services so that transit is a viable

transportation alternative. New development shall pay its fair share of the cost of transit
equipment and facilities required to serve new projects.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes a park-and-ride lot and two transit stops, and the Applicant has
agreed to pay the fair share costs of limited transit services.
6.G.6

The County shall require large new developments to dedicate land for and construct appropriate
improvements for park-and-ride lots, if suitably located.
Consistent.
A park-and-ride lot is planned with the proposed project.

8.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure A-A: Provide dust controls
Mitigation Measure A-A applies to Impacts A-1 and G-5.
The Applicant proposes to include dust controls during construction in its policies related to air quality.
The Placer County Department of Public Works requires that a Grading Permit be obtained from the
County prior to beginning any grading work. The permit will include a Grading Plan which will provide
for revegetation of disturbed areas and vegetation maintenance. Mitigation Measure G-C describes the
Grading Plan and Erosion Control Plan recommended for the proposed project.
In addition, the Applicant will require construction contractors for the proposed project to submit a
construction emission/dust control plan to the PCAPCD prior to ground breaking. At a minimum, this
plan shall include the following measures:
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T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Water exposed earth surfaces as necessary to eliminate visible dust emissions (at least one water
truck will be available for every three pieces of earthmoving equipment);
Suspend grading operations when wind is sufficient to generate visible dust clouds.
Pave, use gravel cover or spray a dust control agent on all haul roads;
Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph or lower (this speed must be posted);
Clean earthmoving construction equipment with water once daily, and clean all haul trucks
leaving the site;
Use tarpaulins for haul trucks which travel on public streets;
Institute measures to reduce wind erosion when site preparation is completed; and
Provide paved or grass-covered areas for construction employee vehicle parking.

Dust controls will ensure that all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. be paved as soon as possible in the
construction phase. The construction contractor should designate a person or persons to monitor the dust
control program as approved by the PCAPCD, and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent
the transport of dust off site. This designee’s duties will include holiday and weekend periods when work
may not be in progress.
For project components that would not be constructed / developed immediately following the mass
grading phase, the following dust control measures are also recommended:
T
T

Apply chemical soil stabilizers or commence reestablishing ground cover to construction areas
within 96 hours of completing grading activities.
Develop and implement a wind erosion monitoring program for areas which will remain inactive
for extended periods; this program should at a minimum provide for weekly monitoring of
inactive sites to assess the effectiveness of wind erosion controls.

These measures will be incorporated into the CC&Rs.
Mitigation Measure A-B: Maintain construction equipment and vehicles
Mitigation Measure A-B applies to Impact A-1.
Well-maintained equipment generates less pollutant emissions than poorly-maintained equipment. All
construction vehicles and equipment will be maintained according to manufacturers specifications.
Construction contractors must be required to show written evidence of appropriate maintenance prior to
bringing equipment on site.
Mitigation Measure A-C: Implement a construction worker trip reduction program
Mitigation Measure A-C applies to Impact A-1.
Construction contractors will be required to develop and implement a construction worker trip reduction
plan aimed at achieving an average vehicle ridership of 1.5. This would reduce vehicular pollutant
emissions associated with construction employee travel.
Mitigation Measure A-D: Require use of low-emission construction materials and equipment where
feasible
Mitigation Measure A-D applies to Impact A-1.
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Construction contractors will be required to use low-VOC architectural coatings and asphalt in
compliance with District Rules and Regulations. Use of low-VOC architectural coatings and asphalt
would substantially reduce project-generated ROG emissions. Use of low-emission mobile and stationary
construction equipment would reduce combustion emissions of all criteria air pollutants. Contractors will
also be required to fuel stationary construction equipment with low-sulfur fuels, and use existing power
sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators in place of temporary power generators whenever
feasible.
Mitigation Measure A-E: Incorporate pedestrian, bicycle, and golf-cart oriented design
Mitigation Measure A-E applies to Impacts A-3 and A-4.
The Applicant proposes to include provisions for pedestrian walkways and sidewalks to most internal
destinations and other pedestrian-oriented facilities, including pedestrian paths and sidewalks to most
destinations, moderate shade coverage on streets, visually interesting land uses within walking distance,
and a high degree of pedestrian safety. The proposed project also includes paved bicycle lanes and paths,
interconnected bikeways, and mixed land uses within bicycling distance. The Circulation Element of the
project also complies with this mitigation measure by encouraging golf-cart use for internal trips.
Mitigation Measure A-F: Incorporate mixed land uses into the project design to reduce external vehicle
trips
Mitigation Measure A-F applies to Impacts A-3 and A-4.
The Applicant proposes to design the Village Commercial Center to accommodate day-to-day needs of
proposed project residents, to minimize the need for external vehicle trips.
Mitigation Measure A-G: Accommodate and encourage low-emission energy use
Mitigation Measure A-G applies to Impacts A-3 and A-4.
A number of residential design features can accommodate and encourage use of alternative energy
sources. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Air Quality Design Guidelines will be amended to include the
following measures:
T

Install natural gas hookups in all new fireplaces;

T

Install a natural gas outlet in the backyard of all new residences for gas-burning barbecues;

T

Install electrical outlets at the front and back of new residences for electrical yard equipment;

T

Install low-NOX hot water heaters per PCAPCD Rule 246;

T

Install electric vehicle recharging circuits in all residential garages in Heritage Ridge, and
recharging raceways in all other residential garages;

T

Incorporate into project CC&Rs the restriction to electric-powered golf carts on the project site;

T

Encourage landscape maintenance companies to use battery-powered or electric equipment for
non-residential maintenance activities, where feasible; and
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T

Construction contracts shall stipulate that at least 20% of the heavy-duty off-road equipment
included in the inventory be powered by CARB-certified off-road engines, as follows:
175 hp – 750 hp
100 hp – 174 hp
50 hp – 99 hp

1996 and newer engines
1997 and newer engines
1998 and newer engines

T

The prime contractor shall submit to the APCD a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model,
year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that
will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. APCD personnel,
with assistance from the California Air Resources Board (if available), will conduct initial Visible
Emission Evaluations of all heavy-duty equipment on the inventory list.

T

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

T

Minimize idling time to 10 minutes.

T

Schedule operations affecting traffic for off-peak hours whenever possible.

T

Use air conditioning units with an Ozone Destruction Catalyst. Provide natural gas lines or
electrical outlets to all backyards to encourage use of natural gas or electric barbecues, as well as
electric lawn equipment.

T

Prohibit (through CC&Rs) the use of gasoline-powered lawn mowers on homes with lot sizes
under 0.5 acre.

T

Prohibit (through CC&Rs) use of gas-powered golf carts.

T

Install Class I bicycle lockers along with bike racks in commercial site.

T

Build unmanned informational kiosk in central location in Village Center.

The above measures will be included as part of the proposed project design and included in residential
CC&Rs. In addition, the Air Quality Design Guidelines will be amended to encourage implementation of
the following measures:
T

Incorporate passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar energy use
(i.e., building orientation in a south to southeast direction where feasible, encouraging planting of
deciduous trees on western sides of structures, landscaping with drought-resistant species, and
including groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce heat reflection);

T

Incorporate solar heaters in proposed project residences as feasible;

T

Include high-efficiency heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking equipment,
refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units; and
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T

Include energy-efficient window glazings, wall insulation, and efficient ventilation methods on
all new residential units.

Mitigation Measure A-H: Install only natural gas CNG fireplaces
Mitigation Measure A-H applies to Impacts A-3 and A-4.
Mitigation Measure A-I: Provide public awareness materials
Mitigation Measure A-I applies to Impacts A-3 and A-4.
The CC&Rs will require that educational materials regarding air quality be included in
homeowners/renters packages for all occupants. Information contained in these packages will, at a
minimum, provide information in the following areas:
T

T

Commute options: Inform project occupants of the amenities provided by the proposed project in
terms of alternative travel modes, including ridesharing and mass transit availability/schedules;
and,
Alternative transportation options: Provide maps showing pedestrian, bicycle, and golf-cart paths
to community centers, shopping areas, and recreational areas.

Mitigation Measure A-J: Incorporate into project CC&Rs the prohibition of open burning of any kind
Mitigation Measure A-J applies to Impacts A-3 and A-4.
Open burning creates substantial pollutant emissions of ozone precursors, CO, and PM. The company
employed to maintain landscapes for the proposed project will be prohibited from open burning of
vegetative refuse anywhere in the SVAB. No open burning will be allowed on any of the residential,
commercial, or recreational parcels.
Mitigation Measure A-K: Implement an off-site mitigation program to reduce 105 percent of long-term
air pollutant emissions
Mitigation Measure A-K applies to Impact A-3.
To reduce the identified impact to a less than significant level, the Applicant shall implement an off-site
mitigation program that is equal to reducing 40 percent of the proposed project’s long-term air pollutant
emissions. The Applicant shall develop the mitigation program which shall be approved by the
PCAPCD. Alternatively, the Applicant could pay air quality mitigation fees to the Placer County Air
Pollution Control District. Air quality mitigation fees would be used to fund measures aimed at
improving air quality in Placer County, such as public transportation funding, financing of commuter
rideshare programs, heavy duty NOx reduction programs, and the woodstove replacement program. To
reduce the identified impact to a less than significant level, PCAPCD will require a reduction of
summertime NOx emissions by 40 percent. Air quality mitigation fees will be based on a cost of $10,000
per ton of NOx emission reduction. This measure has been implemented for a number of projects in
Placer County to reduce a project’s long-term air quality impacts.
Mitigation Measure A-L: Provide dedicated parking spaces at the park-and-ride lot with electrical
outlets for electric vehicles
Mitigation Measure A-L applies to Impact A-3.
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Additional residential design features can accommodate use of alternative energy sources. Amend the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Air Quality Design Guidelines to include dedicated parking spaces at the
park-and-ride lot with electrical outlets for electric vehicles.
Other Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measures T-A, Prepare and implement construction traffic
management plans for on-site construction activities for Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra College
Boulevard, and coordinate with appropriate agencies in the preparation and implementation of
construction traffic management plans for required off-site improvements; T-M, Provide park-and-ride
lot and two bus stops; T-N, Participate in fair share of the cost of limited transit services; and T-O,
Provide Class II bike lanes on Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road, are discussed in Chapter 7.
Mitigation Measure G-B, Prepare and implement a grading and erosion control plan, is discussed in
Chapter 10.
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9.0 Noise

9.0

NOISE

9.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

9.1.1 Characteristics of Environmental Noise
Environmental sound levels are usually measured in A-weighted decibels, or dBA. The A-weighting is a
method of taking into account the sensitivity of the human ear to various frequencies in the sound
spectrum. The A-weighted decibel is the internationally accepted metric for community noise
measurement.
Table 9-1 provides examples of typical sound levels for commonly encountered noise sources. Because
sound levels at a given location or from a given source can vary over time (e.g., morning rush-hour traffic
is considerably louder than traffic at 1:00 a.m.), measured sound levels such as those shown in Table 9-1
represent the average of many instantaneous sound level measurements from the source. These average
sound levels are expressed as the “energy equivalent” sound level, or Leq. In general, an increase or
decrease of three decibels is barely perceptible to the human ear, while a difference of 10 decibels is
perceived as a doubling of loudness.
Community noise evaluations frequently consider a 24-hour average noise level, called the day-night
average sound level, or Ldn. The Ldn is determined by adding 10 dBA to average hourly noise levels
(Leqs) generated between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., then averaging 24 consecutive hourly Leqs. By
weighting nighttime noise levels prior to averaging all 24-hours of noise data, the Ldn takes into account
human sensitivity to nighttime noise.1
Table 9-1
Typical Average Sound Levels
Noise Source

Average Sound Level
(Leq, dBA)

Jet Takeoff at 200 feet

120

Jet Flyover at 1,000 feet

100

Motorcycle at 25 feet

90

Garbage Disposal

80

Typical Freeway Traffic at 50 feet

70

Conversation at 3 feet

60

Air Conditioner at 15 feet

55

Lower-Limit Urban Daytime Ambient Noise

40

Threshold of Hearing

10

Source: Beranek, 1988

Ambient noise is noise generated by a mixture of sources, including mobile sources, such as automobiles,
trucks, trains, and airplanes, and stationary sources such as construction sites, machinery, or industrial
operations. Often “background” noise sources, such as birds chirping, an occasional vehicle passby, or a
television or radio, can contribute substantially to an ambient noise environment.
1

The Community Noise Equivalent Level, or CNEL, is a 24-hour descriptor similar to the Ldn, but with a different noise
weighting method. Community Ldn and CNEL measurements usually differ by less than one decibel.
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Noise generated by moving, or “line” sources, such as highway traffic, generally attenuates at between
3.0 and 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Thus a sound level of 65 dBA, 50 feet from the roadway
would be reduced to about 62 to 61 dBA at 100 feet from the roadway. Noise from stationary, or “point”
sources, such as a turbine, generally attenuates at about 6 dBA per doubling of distance. Thus a sound
level of 65 dBA, 50 feet from the turbine, would be reduced to 59 dBA at 100 feet.
Sound levels at a given location can usually be reduced by placing barriers between the noise source and
receiver. In general, a structure acts as an effective noise barrier only when the structure breaks the line
of sight between the noise source and receiver. Buildings, walls, dense foliage, and topography can all
act as noise barriers in various situations. Noise generated by traffic sources can be reduced substantially
when the line-of-sight between the noise source and receptor is broken by a solid barrier. Concrete or
earthen barriers are usually effective at reducing noise levels, while wooden or foliage barriers offer
limited attenuation.

9.1.2 Regional Setting
Ambient sound levels can be characterized based on the types of development present; typically, sound
levels in residential areas, if not affected by a major roadway, are relatively low. Sound levels near
commercial areas or along arterial roadways are typically higher than residential areas.
Major noise sources in the Lincoln / Loomis area are primarily transportation related. Traffic from local
roadways, highways, and I-80 contribute significantly to noise environments in their immediate vicinity.
In addition to vehicular traffic noise from roadways, aircraft traffic at the Lincoln Municipal Airport and
rail traffic from the Union Pacific Railroad line contribute to the regional noise environment.

9.1.3 Local Setting
The study area for the noise impact analysis includes the proposed project site, and the properties near the
proposed project site which would be affected by proposed project activities and related traffic. The
study area primarily includes residential and undeveloped properties. Ambient sound levels in the study
area generally depend on the location of noise receptors, their proximity to highway noise sources, and
the amount and speed of traffic on nearby roadways. Currently, vehicular traffic on SR 193 and Sierra
College Boulevard, and rail traffic on the Union Pacific Railroad line, generate most transportation noise
in the study area.

Existing Traffic Noise Levels
Sound level monitoring was conducted at the proposed project site to characterize existing ambient noise,
and to generate data for use in the impact analysis. Traffic noise measurements were conducted at two
locations: Location 1 was adjacent to SR 193, approximately 50 feet from the roadway centerline, and
Location 2 was adjacent to Sierra College Boulevard approximately 75 feet from the roadway centerline.
Measurement locations were selected to represent proposed project residential sites nearest to off-site
traffic noise sources. Figure 9-1 shows the locations of the noise measurements. Appendix E provides
additional data regarding noise monitoring.
During each of the traffic noise measurements, traffic volumes, speeds and vehicle types were recorded.
These traffic data were used to predict traffic generated noise levels using the FHWA Highway Traffic
Noise Prediction Model (1997), and predicted noise levels were then compared with actual measured
noise levels. The purpose of this comparison was to determine the accuracy of the FHWA model in
predicting traffic noise in the project area. Table 9-2 presents results of the noise monitoring and sound
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level predictions. As shown in Table 9-2, the FHWA model was found to predict traffic-generated noise
levels at the proposed project site accurately.
Table 9-2
Existing Measured and Modeled Traffic Noise Levels1
Measurement
Location

Vehicles per Hour

Speed
(mph)

Distance
(feet)

Measured
Leq (dBA)

Modeled
Leq (dBA)

Autos

Medium
Trucks

Heavy
Trucks

1

344

20

32

50

50

67

67

2

368

12

8

55

75

64

63

Note:
1
Traffic noise monitoring and traffic counts were conducted by Brown Buntin & Associates (BBA, 1998a), and confirmed with shortterm measurements by Dames & Moore in 1998.

Existing sound levels along other roadways in the study area were predicted using the FHWA model.
Table 9-3 shows calculated 24-hour average traffic noise levels at a distance of 75 feet from the roadway
centerline, along with the distances to the 65, 60, and 55 dBA Ldn contours. As shown, the 55 Ldn contour
is at most 285 feet from the roadways adjacent to the project site (SR 193, Sierra College Boulevard, and
English Colony Way). This indicates that average 24-hour sound levels at most portions of the proposed
project site are below 55 dBA.
Table 9-3
Existing 24-Hour Average Traffic Noise Levels1
Ldn, dBA
at 75 feet

Roadway

Distance to Ldn
Contour
65

60

55

SR 193
East of Sierra College Boulevard

63

52

111

239

West of Sierra College Boulevard

64

61

132

285

From SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

61

40

87

187

From Twelve Bridges to English Colony Way

64

59

128

276

From English Colony Way to Clover Valley Rd.

64

61

131

282

From Clover Valley Rd. to Taylor Rd.

64

63

135

292

From Taylor Rd. to Interstate 80

66

89

191

411

From Sierra College Boulevard to Clark Tunnel Road

54

13

27

59

From Clark Tunnel Road to Interstate 80

58

26

56

120

Sierra College Boulevard

English Colony Way

Note:
1
Traffic generated noise levels based on traffic speeds and data provided by DKS & Associates, and traffic noise calculation
procedures developed by FHWA (FHWA-RD-77-108), modified to include CALVENO noise emission regression equations. Fleet
mix used for the sound level calculations for major arterials include 1-2.5% heavy trucks, 1-2.5% medium duty trucks, and the
balance automobiles, based data collected by Brown Buntin Associates (BBA, 1998a).
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Existing Railroad Noise Levels
The Union Pacific Railroad line passes through the southern portion of the proposed project site. Sound
level measurements were conducted to characterize the noise environment in the vicinity of the railroad
line (BBA, 1998a). Noise measurements included both continuous hourly measurements and single event
(e.g., train passby) noise level measurements. The results of the noise level measurements indicated that
current train operations produce a single-event noise level of 91 dBA at 600 feet from the track centerline.
In the vicinity of the rail line noise from train passbys is a dominant contributor to average daily sound
levels. Current operations on the line include between 7 and 10 trains per day, including both freight and
Amtrak traffic, in the westbound direction (only westbound tracks traverse the proposed project site).
Freight trains occur on an unscheduled basis. Based on this operating frequency and assuming that trains
were equally likely to pass through the project site during daytime or nighttime hours, 24-hour average
noise contribution from rail line operations was estimated. Table 9-4 shows the estimated distances from
the track centerline to existing 65 Ldn and 60 Ldn contours.
Table 9-4
Estimated Existing Railroad Noise Levels
Distance to 60 Ldn Contour

Distance to 65 Ldn Contour

430 feet

200 feet

Noise-Sensitive Land Uses
Some land uses are considered particularly sensitive to ambient noise. Residences, schools, libraries,
hospitals, and parks, for instance, are generally considered more sensitive to ambient noise than
commercial or industrial land uses. The predominant noise-sensitive uses in the study area are singlefamily residences along roadways near the proposed project site. Along Sierra College Boulevard
between Taylor and Clover Valley Roads, scattered residences lie as close as 80 feet to the roadway.
Between Clover Valley Road and English Colony Way, the nearest residence to Sierra College Boulevard
is about 150 feet from the roadway centerline; because of the area’s topography, many residences in this
area do not have a direct line of sight with the roadway. Between English Colony Way and Twelve
Bridges, the residence closest to Sierra College Boulevard is approximately 150 feet from the roadway.
North of Twelve Bridges, residences are as close as 100 feet from the Sierra College Boulevard
centerline. Numerous single family residences lie along English Colony Way, many within 100 feet of
the roadway. Scattered single family residences are also located north of English Colony Way and south
of the proposed project site along rural roads and driveways near Butler Road and Clark Tunnel Road.

9.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Environmental noise is generally governed at a local level. State and federal agencies have established
guidelines for determining acceptable noise levels for various land uses. Individual communities
typically adopt state guidelines or slight variations of these guidelines. In addition, individual cities and
counties establish plans for achieving their community noise goals through their general plan process.
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to noise are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion in Section 9.3.
Noise level limits referenced in these policies are summarized below in Table 9-5. In general, the Noise
Element establishes land use compatibility criteria of 60 dBA Ldn in outdoor activity areas and 45 dBA
Ldn for interior areas of new residential developments. Exterior noise levels of up to 65 dBA Ldn may be
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allowed only after a detailed acoustical analysis of construction requirements is made and practical noise
abatement features have been included in project design.
Table 9-5
Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure — Transportation Noise Sources
Placer County General Plan Noise Element
Land Use

Outdoor Activities Areas

Residential
Transient Lodging
Hospitals, Nursing Homes
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls
Churches, Meeting Halls
Office Buildings
Schools, Libraries, Museums
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Ldn/CNEL, dB
3
60
3
60
3
60
N/A
3
60
N/A
N/A
70

1

Interior Spaces
Ldn /CNEL, dB
45
45
45
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Leq, dB
N/A
N/A
N/A
35
40
45
45
N/A

2

Notes:
Leq = Energy equivalent sound level
Ldn = Day-night average noise level
N/A = Not Applicable
1
Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown, the exterior noise level standard shall be applied to the property line of
the receiving land use.
2
As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use.
3
Where it is not possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to 60 dB Ldn/CNEL or less using a practical application of the
best available noise reduction measures, an exterior noise level of up to 65 dB Ldn/CNEL may be allowed provided that
available exterior noise level reduction measures have been implemented and interior noise levels are in compliance with this
table.

9.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental noise impacts resulting from the proposed project,
and suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation
measures is included in Section 9.4.
CEQA Guidelines state that a project would normally have a significant noise impact if it would conflict
with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located, or substantially
increase the ambient sound levels for adjoining areas (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). Potential
significant impacts associated with noise have been evaluated using the following criteria:
T

Proposed project construction activities would create unacceptable short-term sound levels at
noise sensitive receptors; for the purpose of this EIR, construction noise is considered
unacceptable if it exceeds an hourly average of 70 dBA for an extended period of time, or if
construction activities would take place during noise-sensitive hours;

T

Proposed project-generated traffic would result in sound levels exceeding thresholds
recommended in the Placer County General Plan Noise Element. For new residential
development, this threshold is 60 dBA, Ldn for outdoor activity areas. In areas where existing
outdoor sound levels already exceed 60 dBA Ldn, a project-generated increase of three or more
decibels at outdoor activity areas was considered significant; and,
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T

Proposed project activities would generate a substantial noise level increase in average daily
sound levels at noise-sensitive receivers; for the purposes of this EIR, an increase of 3 or more
decibels was considered substantial.

The proposed project could affect ambient noise levels during both construction and operation phases.
Construction activities would generate noise as a result of equipment operation at the project site, and by
adding construction employee vehicle traffic to the roadway network serving the proposed project site.
Proposed project operation could result in noise impacts in several ways: proposed project-generated
traffic and could increase ambient noise along roadways serving the proposed project site, and proposed
project residences could be located in areas where existing or future noise levels would be incompatible
with residential development.

9.3.1 Construction Impacts
IMPACT N-1:

Construction equipment would generate short-term sound
level increases at noise-sensitive locations
Significant (short-term)

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Mitigation Measures N-A (Restrict hours of construction
activity); N-B (Prior to grading or improvement plan
approval, develop and implement a construction equipment
noise abatement program); and T-B (Implement a community
relations program during on-site construction, and coordinate
with appropriate agencies in the implementation of a
community relations program during construction of required
on-site and off-site improvements)
None
Significant (short-term)

Noise impacts from construction would result from the operation of on-site construction equipment, and
from construction of off-site improvements. The magnitude of the impact would depend on the type of
construction activity, the noise level generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the duration
of the construction phase, the distance between the noise source and receptor, and the presence or absence
of noise barriers, including topographical features in the area. Table 9-6 shows average sound levels
generated by individual pieces of typical construction equipment.
Table 9-6
Typical Construction Equipment Sound Levels
Equipment Type

Maximum Sound Level (dBA)

Grader

85

Concrete Mixer

85

Scraper

88

Bulldozer

80

Paver

89

Backhoe

85

1

Notes:
1
Values represent unattenuated sound levels 50 feet from the noise source during the noisiest mode of operation.
Source: U.S. EPA, 1971
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On-Site Construction Activities
The proposed project would be constructed in several phases, as described in Section 3.5.11 of the Project
Description. The highest level of construction activity would occur during the mass grading phase of
proposed project construction. This phase would also represent the most noise-intensive period of
construction.
The potential impact of on-site construction noise would be highly dependent the locations of receptors,
the intensity of construction activity, and site-specific topography. Residential receptors lie within
several hundred feet of the proposed project boundary, however the most mass grading would take occur
near the center of the site rather than adjacent to the proposed project boundary. Construction activity
taking place close to the boundaries of the proposed project site would generally be low-intensity, such as
construction of Rural Estate, Rural Residential, or Country Residential units. The topography of the
proposed project site would also affect construction noise propagation. Construction noise would be
greatest when the noise receptor has a direct line of sight with the construction equipment, however this
would not occur often as the sites’ uneven topography would shield most off-site residences from
construction equipment noise.
Potential noise impacts to off-site receptors were evaluated for two scenarios: the first scenario was based
on maximum equipment operation associated with the mass grading phase. Noise levels were estimated
assuming that most grading equipment would be located near the center of the proposed project site, and
that the nearest residential receiver would be located 1,600 feet from the center of construction activity.
Hourly average (Leq) construction noise levels for this scenario were estimated to be 73 dBA at off-site
receptors; this estimate accounts for some shielding from site topography.
The second construction noise scenario assumed that several pieces of construction equipment would be
operating close to the proposed project site boundary. Locations for which this construction noise
scenario would be likely include residences along Clark Tunnel Road south of the proposed retrofit site,
and a single residence near the intersection of Clark Tunnel Road and SR 193. This analysis assumed
simultaneous operation of a compactor, a bulldozer a scraper, a grader, and a large truck. Based on
simultaneous operation of these pieces, hourly average (Leq) noise levels 500 feet from the construction
site were estimated to be 71 dBA. This estimate does not include any shielding associated with site
topography. Construction noise of this magnitude would create a noticeable short-term increase in
ambient daytime sound levels at residential areas near the construction site. Based on the potential for
proposed project on-site construction activities to generate average noise levels exceeding 70 dBA over
an extended period at existing residential areas, the proposed project would have a significant, short-term
construction noise impact.

Off-Site Construction Activities
During construction of off-site improvements (water and sewer lines), noise-generating construction
equipment would be used for clearing and trenching. Individual equipment pieces could generate average
sound levels of up to 88 dBA at 50 feet, as identified in Table 9-6.
Clearing and trenching for water line improvements would occur south of the proposed project site in the
residential area along Butler and Colwell Roads. Similar construction activities for sewer line
improvements would occur north of the proposed project site along SR 193, and residences in these areas
would be as close as several hundred feet from the sewer and water line construction site. Based on
simultaneous operation of all sewer and water line construction equipment, including two excavators, two

R:\02Bickford\09\NOISE.DOC

Page 9-7

March 15, 2002

9.0 Noise
loaders, two compactors, a grader, and several other equipment pieces, maximum hourly noise levels
would be approximately 74 dBA at a distance of 200 feet. Residences nearer to the construction site
would be exposed to somewhat greater exterior noise levels, and more distant residences would be
exposed to lower noise levels.
Construction noise from off-site improvements would be intermittent and short-term. Construction
activities would take place on weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., and thus would not occur
during noise-sensitive periods. However, based on the potential for proposed project off-site construction
activities to generate average noise levels exceeding 70 dBA over an extended period at residential areas,
the proposed project would have a significant, short-term construction noise impact.

Construction Noise Impacts Associated with Phasing
The proposed project would be constructed in three major phases over an estimated six to eight year
construction period, depending upon market conditions. During the first phase of construction, only offsite receptors would be potentially affected by construction noise. During construction of Phases 2 and 3
of the proposed project, however, construction noise could affect project residents. The magnitude of
construction noise would vary greatly, depending on the level of construction activity and the distance
between the construction site and the project residences. Based on the construction equipment scenario
outlined above, maximum hourly noise levels would be approximately 74 dBA (Leq) 200 feet from the
construction area. This would be a significant, short term construction noise impact to some residents,
depending on their proximity to the construction site.
Measures to mitigate this impact include developing and implementing a construction equipment noise
abatement program, and implementing a community relations program to apprise nearby residents and
prospective buyers of planned short-term construction activities and locations. While these measures
would lessen the severity of the impact, on-site construction-generated noise would remain a significant
short-term impact of the proposed project.

 T 
IMPACT N-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Construction traffic would generate short-term sound level
increases at noise sensitive locations
Significant (short-term)
Mitigation Measures N-C (Develop and implement a
construction traffic noise abatement program to include
restriction of construction truck traffic on non-major roads)
and T-B (Implement a community relations program during
on-site construction, and coordinate with appropriate agencies
in the implementation of a community relations program
during construction of required on-site and off-site
improvements)
None
Less Than Significant

Construction vehicles traveling to and from the project site would increase vehicle volumes on the local
roadway network, contributing to an incremental and temporary increase in traffic-generated noise. As
shown in Table 3-4, on-site construction activities would require up to 132 construction employees
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traveling to and from the project site. Noise from construction employee vehicle traffic would occur at
the beginning and end of construction shifts. Construction traffic noise would not be concurrent with
construction equipment noise.
Generally, a doubling of traffic volume on a given roadway will generate a three decibel (perceptible)
sound level increase. Based on current traffic volumes on roadways serving the proposed project site, the
additional vehicle volumes from construction employees would not be large enough to generate
noticeable noise level increases. Construction employee vehicle traffic would have a less than significant
noise impact.
Truck traffic associated with the proposed project construction would travel local roadways throughout
the day. Noise from truck traffic is considerably higher than noise from vehicular traffic. The Applicant
proposes to restrict construction truck traffic on Clark Tunnel Road south to Penryn. Truck traffic
through residential areas with otherwise low traffic volumes, such as areas along English Colony Way,
could create noticeable traffic noise increases in these areas. This would be a significant short-term noise
impact.
Mitigation Measure T-B would require that residents near the project site be apprised of the
construction location and schedule. Mitigation Measure N-C would require that construction truck
traffic be restricted from non-major roadways through residential areas near the proposed project site.
Implementation of these two measures would reduce the identified impact to a less than significant
level.

9.3.2 Operational Impacts
IMPACT N-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Project-generated increase in 24-hour average traffic noise
levels at off-site locations
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The proposed project would attract vehicle trips to the project site, thereby increasing traffic volumes on
the roadway network serving the site and affecting local traffic flow. Traffic volumes would increase
primarily along Sierra College Boulevard, SR 193, and English Colony Way. Traffic generated noise
along these roadways was calculated at a reference distance of 75 feet from the roadway centerline for
existing, 2010 General Plan, and 2010 General Plan Plus Project traffic conditions using the FHWA
Traffic Noise Prediction Model, incorporating average daily traffic volumes and posted roadway speeds.
Table 9-7 shows the results of the traffic noise predictions.
Table 9-7 shows that traffic-generated noise along most roadways is expected to increase as a result of
anticipated growth in Placer County. Sound levels in 2010 without the proposed project are three to five
decibels higher than existing traffic-generated sound levels. The traffic noise predictions shown in
Table 9-7 represent screening level estimates; that is, these estimates reflect sound levels very close to the
roadway (75 feet from the centerline), and do not take into account shielding from existing structures or
terrain. Much of Sierra College Boulevard between Clover Valley Road and Lower Ranch Road is
bordered by roadway cuts, which serve as noise barriers in those areas.
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Table 9-7
Off-Site Traffic-Generated Noise Levels and Distance to the 60 dBA Ldn Contour1
Traffic-Generated Noise Level
at 75 feet (dBA Ldn)

Existing

2010
General
Plan

2010
General
Plan Plus
Project

East of Sierra College Boulevard

63

67

West of Sierra College Boulevard

64

From SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

Distance to 60 dBA Ldn
Contour

Existing

2010
General
Plan

2010
General
Plan Plus
Project

67

111

215

221

69

69

132

276

304

63

67

68

117

225

267

From Twelve Bridges to English Colony Way

64

68

70

128

260

298

From English Colony to Clover Valley Rd

64

68

69

131

254

320

From Clover Valley Rd to Taylor Rd

64

68

69

135

257

316

From Taylor Rd to Interstate 80

66

71

71

191

385

426

From Sierra College to Clark Tunnel Road

50

56

57

17

40

45

From Clark Tunnel Road to Interstate 80

55

58

58

34

52

57

Roadway Segment

SR 193

Sierra College Boulevard

English Colony Way

Notes:
Traffic generated noise levels based on traffic speeds and data provided by DKS & Associates, and traffic noise calculation procedures
developed by FHWA (FHWA-RD-77-108), modified to include CALVENO noise emission regression equations. Fleet mix used for the
sound level calculations for major arterials include 1-2.5% heavy trucks, 1-2.5% medium duty trucks, and the balance automobiles, based
on data collected by Brown Buntin Associates (BBA, 1998a).
2
n/a = not applicable
1

The proposed project would increase traffic-generated noise levels by 1 to 2 decibels along Sierra College
Boulevard between SR 193 and Taylor Road, and along English Colony Way between Sierra College
Boulevard and Clark Tunnel Road. Because the proposed project increment would be less than the 3 dBA
significance criteria previously identified, traffic noise associated with the proposed project would have a
less than significant impact.
Project-generated noise impacts, however, would occur in areas where existing and projected traffic noise
exceeds the 60 dBA Ldn threshold considered by Placer County to be normally acceptable for residential
land uses. Because the proposed project, in conjunction with other planned development in Placer
County, would increase noise levels in areas where existing and projected noise levels exceed 60 dBA
Ldn, the proposed project would contribute to a cumulative noise impact to residential sites along Sierra
College Boulevard. This cumulative noise impact is discussed in greater detail in Section 16.5 of this
EIR.
The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with respect to traffic noise impacts to
off-site receptors.

 T 
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IMPACT N-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Introduction of noise-sensitive receptors to a potentially noiseimpacted area
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures N-D (Incorporate building setbacks and
noise barriers into the proposed project design); N-E (Inform
prospective buyers of potential rail noise exposure exceeding
60 dBA Ldn); N-F (Implement community park design measures
to minimize potential noise impacts); N-G (Inform prospective
buyers of potential community noise sources); N-H (Restrict the
timing and location of truck deliveries to the Village
Commercial Center); N-I (Require 6-foot block or masonry walls
along project roadways where residential areas would fall within
the 60 dBA Ldn contour); and N-J (Restrict business hours of
operation within specified areas of the Village Commercial
Center)
None
Less Than Significant

The proposed project would introduce noise-sensitive residential receptors to a potentially noise-impacted
area. The major existing noise source on the proposed project site is the Union Pacific Railroad line.
However, traffic noise from Sierra College Boulevard, SR 193 and internal project roadways, and
proposed community noise sources would also contribute to the on-site noise environment. Figure 9-1
shows calculated distances to 60 dBA Ldn contours on the proposed project site.

Railroad Line Noise
Railroad operations along the westbound Union Pacific Railroad mainline are not anticipated to change
substantially in future years (BBA, 1998a). Currently, between seven and ten trains (including both
freight and Amtrak trains) traverse the site each day in the westbound direction (only westbound tracks
cross the site). For the purposes of this analysis, future noise contours associated with rail noise were
assumed to be the same as existing noise contours. The distance to the 60 and 65 dBA Ldn contours is
shown in Table 9-4. New residences constructed within approximately 200 feet of the existing rail line,
and with an unobstructed view of the track (i.e., no shielding), would be exposed to average noise levels
exceeding 65 dBA Ldn. New residences constructed within approximately 430 feet of the existing rail line
would be exposed to average noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Ldn. This is a potentially significant project
impact.
The proposed project includes several mitigation measures aimed at minimizing the potential noise
impact. Mitigation Measure N-D entails the incorporation of building setbacks and noise barriers at
noise-sensitive locations. On the southern edge of the proposed project site, 26 Estate Residential
building pads lie within 430 feet of the Union Pacific Railroad line. All building pads are at least 200 feet
from the track centerline, however, therefore exterior noise levels at proposed residential sites would be
below 65 dBA Ldn. Residential lots in this area are located on steep and complicated topography,
generally 50-75 feet above the railroad track grade; the topographical features of the area serve to provide
substantial shielding of rail noise at proposed residence locations.
Dames & Moore conducted a lot-by-lot analysis to determine whether a given residential site would
benefit from topographical shielding. The analysis assumed that outdoor activity areas would be located
above the actual existing grade, simulating a residential deck area. Results of this analysis indicated that
for 18 of the 26 building pad locations, topographical shielding would be sufficient to reduce exterior
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sound levels generated by train passbys to at most 60 dBA Ldn. The development of residential uses at
these 18 sites would be a less than significant project impact.
The remaining eight building pad locations – Lots 12-18 and 21 on Parcel 7 – would not benefit
substantially from topographical shielding; sound levels at above-grade outdoor activity areas (decks) for
these eight residences would be between 61 and 65 dBA Ldn. As discussed in Section 9.2, while the
Placer County General Plan allows for new residential development in areas where sound levels generated
by transportation noise sources do not exceed 60 dBA Ldn, sound levels of up to 65 dBA Ldn may be
allowed after a detailed acoustical analysis has been conducted and practical noise abatement features
have been included in project design.
Mitigation Measure N-E would require the that prospective buyers of Lots 12-18 on Parcel 7 be informed
regarding potential noise exposure in excess of 60 dBA Ldn at above-grade decks and outdoor activity
areas. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-D and N-E would reduce the identified impact to less
than significant.

Traffic Noise
Development of the proposed project would entail the construction of new roads to serve new residential
areas; traffic noise from these new roadways could also create noise levels in some areas that are
incompatible with residential land uses. The primary roadway serving proposed project residents would
be Bickford Ranch Road; however Lower Ranch Road and South Bickford Ranch Road would also carry
substantial portions of on-site traffic. Traffic-generated noise levels were calculated along Bickford
Ranch Road using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model. Results of the noise modeling are
presented in Table 9-8. Based on these estimates, residences located within the 60 dBA Ldn contour
would be exposed to traffic generated noise levels that are incompatible with residential land uses. As
shown, the 60 dBA Ldn contour is 92 feet from Bickford Ranch Road near the proposed project entrance;
residential outdoor activity areas closest to Bickford Ranch Road would be located at least 400 feet from
the roadway in this area. Along Lower Ranch Road the 60 dBA Ldn contour is 22 feet from the roadway
centerline; residential setbacks would be considerably greater than this distance.
Along Bickford Ranch Road through Heritage Ridge, the distance to the 60 dBA Ldn contour would be
76 feet. The project design indicates that residential setbacks for residences adjacent to Bickford Ranch
Road would be approximately 85 feet in the Ridges 7 area, and 130 feet at the Ridges 8 and 9 areas. In
these areas planned setbacks from the proposed roadway would be sufficient to reduce traffic-generated
noise levels at residential outdoor activity areas to less than 60 dBA Ldn.
Table 9-8
On-Site Traffic-Generated Noise Levels and Distance to the 60 dBA Ldn Contour1
Traffic-Generated Noise
Level at 75 feet (dBA Ldn)

Distance to 60
dBA Ldn Contour

Bickford Ranch Road at Entrance

61

92

Lower Ranch Road

52

22

Bickford Ranch Road through Heritage Ridge

60

76

Roadway Segment

1. Traffic generated noise levels based on traffic speeds and data provided by DKS & Associates, and traffic noise calculation
procedures developed by FHWA (FHWA-RD-77-108), modified to include CALVENO noise emission regression equations. Fleet
mix used for the sound level calculations for major arterials include 1-2.5% heavy trucks, 1-2.5% medium duty trucks, and the
balance automobiles, based data collected by Brown Buntin Associates (BBA 1998a).
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At the Ridges 11, 12, 14, 16, and 17, and Heritage Ridge 33 and 34 areas, the distance from the roadway
centerline to the nearest residential property boundary is approximately 50 feet. In these areas, residential
lots could be exposed to traffic generated noise exceeding 60 dBA Ldn at outdoor activity areas. This is a
potentially significant noise impact.
The traffic-generated noise levels presented in Table 9-8 do not account for the presence of perimeter
walls along interior project corridors. Mitigation Measure N-D, which was incorporated into the
proposed project design, entails the construction of privacy fences or walls in areas bordering Bickford
Ranch Road. The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines indicate that privacy fences / walls would border all
portions of Bickford Ranch Road in the Ridges 12, 14, 16, and 17, and Heritage Ridge 33 and 34 areas;
however, no walls are identified in the Ridges 11 area adjacent to the roadway. Privacy walls would be at
least 6 feet in height, and may be either wood siding fences or block walls with plaster finish. Wood
fences could not be guaranteed to provide substantial noise reduction; however, block walls with plaster
finish would be effective noise barriers. Because the wall construction type does not specifically identify
concrete block walls in areas potentially affected by traffic noise, and because no wall is identified at
residences in Ridges 11 adjacent to Bickford Ranch Road, the impact would remain potentially
significant.
Mitigation Measure N-I would require that block walls with plaster finish be constructed along Bickford
Ranch Road wherever residential property lines fall within 76 feet of the roadway centerline. In
particular, masonry walls would be constructed along the Ridges 11 area border with Bickford Ranch
Road. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N-I would reduce the identified impact to less than
significant.

Community Noise
The proposed project would include the introduction of several community noise sources to be located
near proposed residential areas. Community noise sources would include two parks – Bickford Ranch
Park and Tower Park – a Village Commercial Center, a Village Recreation Center, and a fire station.
Activity at these non-residential uses could generate high noise levels during short-term events such as
golf tournaments, equestrian events, outdoor gatherings or performances, or emergency vehicle use. In
addition, events that attract substantial vehicular traffic to the site could generate short-term noise levels
that are higher than those predicted in Table 9-7.
Bickford Ranch Park
The 22-acre Bickford Ranch Park would include an equestrian area, athletic fields, and a tot-lot.
Activities or events at the Bickford Ranch Park would cause occasional, short-term noise level increases
at surrounding residential sites. This would be a potentially significant noise impact.
Mitigation Measure N-F describes design measures which have been incorporated into the park’s siting
and conceptual plan to minimize potential noise impacts associated with recreational activities. No
lighting is proposed within Bickford Ranch Park, a design measure which minimizes the potential for
noise impacts by precluding nighttime equestrian or athletic events. The Bickford Ranch Park would be
located near residential sites only on the south side of the park; to the west, the park would be bordered by
Sierra College Boulevard, to the east the park would border a natural open space area, and residences
north of the park would be buffered by a natural open space corridor and a wetlands preservation
easement. The natural open space corridor and wetlands preservation easement, combined with minimum
residential setbacks and the roadway providing access to residences, would result in a minimum 400-foot
buffer between the five potential Rural Residential sites north of the park and Bickford Ranch Park
activity areas. Outdoor activity areas of the six residential sites south of the proposed park would be a
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minimum of 150 feet from the nearest park activity area, and would be separated from the park by Lower
Ranch Road, an open space pedestrian / equestrian corridor on either side of the roadway, and a 6-foot
privacy wall running parallel to Lower Ranch Road. Mitigation Measure N-I would specify that the
privacy wall along Lower Ranch Road be constructed of cement blocks rather than wood.
Mitigation Measure N-G would require that prospective buyers of lots near the Bickford Ranch Park be
informed of the approximate frequency and content of noise-generating community events.
Implementation of these three mitigation measures would reduce the identified impact to less than
significant.
Tower Park
Tower Park, a 4-acre neighborhood park planned on the east side of the Plan Area, would include a tot lot,
picnic area, and open fields. Tower Park would be designed to accommodate small-scale passive
recreation, and would not include full athletic fields or outdoor lighting.
Activities at the Tower Park would cause occasional short-term noise level increases at surrounding
residential sites, and would be a potentially significant noise impact. Mitigation Measure N-F includes
the incorporation of design measures into the park plan to minimize potential noise impacts to
surrounding residential sites; these measures would include locating the picnic areas and tot lot on the
west side of the park, away from residential backyards. This would result in an approximate 100-foot
buffer between park activity areas and residential backyards. Mitigation Measure N-G would require that
prospective buyers be informed regarding the approximate frequency and content of noise-generating
community events at the park. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-F and N-G would reduce the
identified impact to less than significant.
Village Commercial Center
An 8-acre Village Commercial Center would also generate potential noise impacts by attracting
automobiles and delivery trucks to the commercial site, and by introducing stationary noise sources (such
as HVAC units) to the area. The western edge of the Village Commercial Center would parallel two
Estate Residential lots in the Meadows area; the project design includes a 6- to 6.5-foot masonry privacy
wall along this shared border, and an equestrian path between the residential property line and the nearest
Village Commercial Center parking area. The minimum distance between commercial buildings and the
nearest residential outdoor activity area would be approximately 80 feet. Vehicular traffic and truck
delivery noise and other commercial center activities would cause short-term noise level increases at
residential sites surrounding the commercial site. This would be a potentially significant noise impact.
Mitigation Measure N-G would require that prospective buyers of lots bordering the Village Commercial
Center be informed regarding potential land uses and use restrictions at the Village Commercial Center.
Mitigation Measure N-H would restrict the timing and location of truck deliveries to facilities at the
Village Commercial Center; heavy truck deliveries would only be allowed on the eastern side of the
commercial structures, away from adjacent residential uses. Mitigation Measure N-H would also restrict
delivery times for non-heavy truck deliveries to daytime hours. Mitigation Measure N-J would require
that minor use permits issued for the Village Commercial Center restrict business hours to between
6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. at those commercial sites facing the proposed residential lots. Implementation
of Mitigation Measures N-G, N-H, and N-J would reduce the identified impact to less than significant.
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Village Recreational Center
The proposed 5-acre Village Recreation Center would be located in the Heritage Ridge development, and
would be configured so that it opens to the south to face the golf course and medium density residential
neighborhoods. Outdoor activity areas at the recreation center would include a tot lot, a picnic and
playground area, and tennis courts. Activities or events at the Recreation Center could cause occasional,
short-term noise level increases at nearby residential sites. This would be a potentially significant noise
impact.
Design measures have been incorporated into the proposed project to reduce the potential for noise
impacts. A 60-foot open space corridor would lie between the proposed recreation center and the nearest
residential land uses; this would result in a buffer of about 85 feet between the nearest outdoor activity
area at the Village Recreation Center and the nearest residential property line. Mitigation Measure N-G
would require that prospective buyers of lots bordering the Village Recreation Center be informed
regarding the potential for outdoor activities to generate short-term noise level increases. This would
reduce the identified impact to less than significant.
Fire Station
A 1-acre fire station site would be located southeast corner of Bickford Ranch Park, adjacent to Lower
Ranch Road, as shown in the Land Use Diagram (Figure 3-3). During emergency situations, alarms at the
fire station would represent a substantial noise source in the site vicinity. While it is anticipated that fire
alarm events would be infrequent, noise associated with the proposed fire station operation would
represent a potentially significant noise impact. Mitigation Measure N-G would require that prospective
buyers of lots within 1,000 feet of the proposed fire station be informed regarding the presence of the fire
station and the potential for short-term noise events to occur in the area. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure N-G would reduce the identified impact to less than significant.

9.3.3 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing noise are identified below, and a determination of the
proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with Placer County’s noise
policies, except for policy 9.A.12 identified below.
9.A.3

The County shall continue to enforce the State Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of
Regulations, Title 24) and Chapter 35 of the Uniform Building Code.
Consistent.
Future construction on the project site will be subject to the provisions of the Uniform Building
Code.

9.A.6

The feasibility of proposed projects with respect to existing and future transportation noise levels
shall be evaluated by comparison to Figure 9-1.
Consistent.
A noise evaluation for the proposed project has been completed and the results are included in
this report.

9.A.8

New development of noise-sensitive land uses shall not be permitted in areas exposed to existing
or projected levels of noise from transportation noise sources, including airports, which exceed
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the levels specified in Table 9-3, unless the project design includes effective mitigation measures
to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas and interior spaces to the levels specified in Table 9-3.
Consistent.
The noise evaluation for the proposed project indicates that the 65 dBA Ldn noise level would not
be exceeded at new residential sites. Along Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road, the
noise evaluation identifies mitigation measures to reduce noise levels at residential outdoor
activity areas to at or below 60 dBA Ldn, the level considered normally acceptable for new
residential development. The only locations where the acoustical analysis determined that
mitigation to levels below 60 dBA Ldn could not be achieved were at eight lots bordering the
Union Pacific Railroad tracks. At these locations, however, noise levels at above grade decks
would still be below the 65 Ldn limit allowable after an acoustical study has been performed and
potential mitigation measures examined. The proposed project design meets the intent of this
policy.
9.A.9

Noise created by new transportation noise sources, including roadway improvement projects,
shall be mitigated so as not to exceed the levels specified in Table 9-3 at outdoor activity areas or
interior spaces of existing noise-sensitive land uses.
Consistent.
The noise evaluation completed for the Bickford Ranch project concludes that traffic noise
generated by the proposed project will result in a less than significant impact.

9.A.10 Where noise-sensitive land uses are proposed in areas exposed to existing or projected exterior
noise levels exceeding the levels specified in Table 9-3 or the performance standards of
Table 9-1, the County shall require submission of an acoustical analysis as part of the
environmental review process so that noise mitigation may be included in the project design. At
the discretion of the County, the requirement for an acoustical analysis may be waived provided
that all of the following conditions are satisfied:

March 15, 2002

a.

The development is for less than five single-family dwellings or less than 10,000 square feet
of total gross floor area for office buildings, churches, or meeting halls;

b.

The noise source in question consists of a single roadway or railroad for which up-to-date
noise exposure information is available. An acoustical analysis will be required when the
noise source in question is a stationary noise source or airport, or when the noise source
consists of multiple transportation noise sources;

c.

The existing or projected future noise exposure at the exterior of buildings which will
contain noise-sensitive uses or within proposed outdoor activity areas (other than outdoor
sports and recreation areas) does not exceed 65 dB Ldn (or CNEL) prior to mitigation. For
outdoor sports and recreation areas, the existing or projected future noise exposure may not
exceed 75 dB Ldn (or CNEL) prior to mitigation;

d.

The topography in the project area is essentially flat; that is, noise source and receiving land
use are at the same grade; and

e.

Effective noise mitigation, as determined by the County, is incorporated into the project
design to reduce noise exposure to the levels specified in Table 9-1 or 9-3. Such measures
may include the use of building setbacks, building orientation, noise barriers, and the
standard noise mitigations contained in the Placer County Acoustical Design Manual (1993).
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If closed windows are required for compliance with interior noise level standards, air
conditioning or a mechanical ventilation system will be required.
Consistent.
A noise evaluation for the proposed project has been completed and the results are included in
this report.
9.A.12 Where noise mitigation measures are required to achieve the standards of Tables 9-1 and 9-3, the
emphasis of such measures shall be placed upon site planning and project design. The use of
noise barriers shall be considered as a means of achieving the noise standards only after all other
practical design-related noise mitigation measures have been integrated into the project.
Consistent.
The acoustical analysis prepared for the proposed project concludes that a number of residential
lots in the Heritage Ridge and Ridges communities are adjacent to Bickford Ranch Road, where
exceedance of the County residential noise standard (60 dBA Ldn) could occur. The Applicant
proposes privacy walls in this area, which would reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA Ldn. Noise
contributions from non-transportation noise sources, including community parks and recreation
areas, would comply with the allowable noise levels of 50 Ldn at residential receivers.

9.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure N-A: Restrict hours of construction activity
Mitigation Measure N-A applies to Impact N-1.
Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Building Permit is required is
prohibited on Sundays and Federal holidays, and should only occur:
a.
b.

Monday through Friday, between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.
Saturdays, between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

This condition shall be noted in the Improvement Plans and in the Project Development Notebook.
Mitigation Measure N-B: Prior to grading or improvement plan approval, develop and implement a
construction equipment noise abatement program
Mitigation Measure N-B applies to Impact N-1.
Construction equipment noise will be reduced by implementing the following measures:
T
T
T

Install intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the equipment manufacturer;
Equip pavement breakers and jack hammers with manufacturer-recommended acoustically
alternating shrouds or shields; and
Equip all internal combustion engines with a manufacturer-recommended muffler.

Mitigation Measure N-C: Develop and implement a construction traffic noise abatement program to
include the restriction of construction truck traffic on non-major roads
Mitigation Measure N-C applies to Impact N-2.
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Require the construction contractor to develop a construction traffic plan that restricts construction
vehicle traffic on non-major roadways through residential neighborhoods in the study area. Local
residents will be informed of proposed construction routes as part of the community relations program
identified in Mitigation Measure T-B.
Mitigation Measure N-D: Incorporate building setbacks and noise barriers into the proposed project
design
Mitigation Measure N-D applies to Impact N-4.
The Applicant has proposed building setbacks throughout the proposed project site. In the vicinity of the
UPRR line, the minimum building pad setback is 210 feet from the track centerline. Steep and
complicated topography in this area would render noise barriers impractical and would limit noise barrier
effectiveness. At the minimum setback of 210 feet, however, all residences in the area would be within
the 65 dBA Ldn allowable for new residential construction (following an acoustical analysis and
implementation of feasible mitigation measures) under the Placer County General Plan, and most
residences would be within the 60 dBA Ldn contour.
The proposed project design also entails residential property line setbacks and construction of community
fences along roadways in the project area. Community fences would border Lower Ranch Road wherever
residential property lines abut the roadway; where no community fences are planned, residential sites are
set back at least 70 feet from the roadway centerline. Community fences are also planned in many areas
along Bickford Ranch Road; in areas along Bickford Ranch Road where community fences are not
proposed, residential building setbacks range from 50 to 135 feet from the roadway centerline.
Mitigation Measure N-E:
60 dBA Ldn

Inform prospective buyers of potential rail noise exposure exceeding

Mitigation Measure N-E applies to Impact N-4.
The Applicant will inform prospective buyers of Lots 12-18 and 21 on Parcel 7 of the potential exterior
noise exposure from railroad operations exceeding the 60 dBA Ldn threshold considered normally
acceptable for residential development.
Mitigation Measure N-F: Implement community park design measures to minimize potential noise
impacts
Mitigation Measure N-F applies to Impact N-4.
The Applicant has proposed a number of design measures at project parks to minimize potential noise
impacts. These measures include the following:
T

No lighting is proposed within either Bickford Ranch Park or Tower Park. This minimizes the
potential for noise impacts by precluding nighttime equestrian or athletic events.

T

Park activity areas are located away from residential property borders. At the Bickford Ranch
Park, a natural open space area, a wetland preservation easement, and other planned setbacks
would result in a 150- to 400-foot buffer between residential sites park activity areas. The
Bickford Ranch Park’s equestrian area, which would host larger park events, would be at least
400 feet from the nearest residential outdoor activity area. At Tower Park, activity areas and
residential areas would be separated by an approximate 100-foot buffer.
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T

Recreational facilities at Tower Park would limit the park use to small-scale active and passive
recreation, including one sport court, a tot lot, and swings.

Should the park design plan change substantially or should distances between residential sites and park
features be reduced, subsequent analysis of potential noise impacts would be required.
Mitigation Measure N-G: Inform prospective buyers of potential community noise sources
Mitigation Measure N-G applies to Impact N-4.
The Applicant proposes to inform prospective buyers of residential properties of potential community
noise sources. Similar requirements will be included in the CC&Rs.
T

Prospective buyers of lots adjacent to the northeastern park boundary and south of the park will
be informed regarding the approximate frequency and content of noise-generating community
events at the park including athletic events and any events which would include the use of a
public address system.

T

Prospective buyers of lots adjacent to the proposed school site reservation and along school
access roadways will be informed regarding the potential presence of the school site, and the
likely frequency and content of noise-generating activities at the site. The Applicant will work
with the applicable school district to prepare this information.

T

Prospective buyers of lots bordering Tower Park will be informed regarding potential park uses
and hours of operation.

T

Prospective buyers of lots sharing a border with the Village Commercial Center will be informed
regarding potential land uses and use restrictions at the Center.

T

Prospective buyers of lots adjacent to the Village Recreation Center would be informed regarding
potential outdoor activity area uses and hours of operation.

T

Prospective buyers of lots within 1,000 feet of the fire station site will be informed of the
potential noise disturbance associated with emergency events.

Mitigation Measure N-H: Restrict the timing and location of truck deliveries to the Village Commercial
Center
Mitigation Measure N-H applies to Impact N-4.
The Applicant proposes to include restrictions on the timing and location of truck deliveries to facilities at
the Village Commercial Center. Heavy truck deliveries would be prohibited along the eastern edge of the
commercial center where there is a shared border with residential lots. All deliveries to businesses in this
area would be restricted to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.).
Mitigation Measure N-I: Require 6-foot block or masonry walls along project roadways where
residential areas would fall within the 60 dBA Ldn contour
Mitigation Measure N-I applies to Impacts N-4 and T-21.
As described in Mitigation Measure N-D, the Applicant has proposed to provide residential lot setbacks
and to construct community fences along most project roadways. The Applicant will amend the Specific
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Plan to specify that in areas where residential lot lines would fall within the 60 dBA Ldn contour as
identified in Figure 9-1 and Table 9-8, community fences will be constructed of concrete block, masonry,
or other materials having a minimum density of 4.0 pounds per square foot.
Mitigation Measure N-J: Restrict business hours of operation within specified areas of the Village
Commercial Center
Mitigation Measure N-J applies to Impact N-4.
Amend the Specific Plan to require that minor use permits issued for the Village Commercial Center
restrict business hours to between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. at those commercial sites facing proposed
residential lots west of the Village Commercial Center.

March 15, 2002

Page 9-20

R:\02Bickford\09\NOISE.DOC

CHAPTER 10
SOILS, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMICITY
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10.0 SOILS, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMICITY
10.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
This section presents an overview of the geologic, soils and seismic setting of the study area. Existing
characteristics discussed include:
T
T
T
T
T
T

topography;
regional geology;
local geology;
mineral resources;
seismicity; and
soils.

The following sections present a brief overview of the regional setting, and a more detailed overview of
the on-site characteristics listed above. The site conditions for the off-site infrastructure corridors are
generally similar to the conditions found elsewhere on the project site. Deviations are noted where
appropriate.

10.1.1 Topography
Regional Setting
The study area lies within the geomorphic province referred to as “Dissected Alluvial Plains” (USGS,
1985; Olmsted and Davis, 1961). This province is characterized by rolling and rounded knolls and ridges
separated by intermittent streams. The entire region slopes gently westward toward the Sacramento
River. Several streams, with moderate to narrow flood plains entrenched 10 to 15 feet below the
surrounding topography, drain the area flowing east to west (Livingston, 1976).

Existing Site Conditions
The topography of the project site is dominated by a broad, northeast to southwest trending ridge known
as Boulder Ridge. This ridge slopes gently to the southwest at a slope of approximately 100 feet per mile.
Extending from the northern side of this main ridge are a series of nine, northwest trending ridges. Site
elevations range from approximately 950 feet above mean sea level (msl) near the eastern site boundary
to approximately 280 feet msl near the northwestern corner of the site.
Intermittent streams leading to Auburn Ravine drain the narrow valleys between the northwest trending
ridges. The main northeast to southwest trending ridge is partially bisected by the upper end of the
Clover Valley Creek drainage, which flows southwest into Clover Valley Reservoir, located just outside
and south of the subject site. Clover Valley Creek continues southwest from the reservoir and re-enters
the project site for approximately 4,000 feet before leaving the project site and turning southward to flow
toward Dry Creek. The flow of Clover Valley Creek is seasonal above the Clover Valley Reservoir and
perennial below the reservoir. The primary water source of Clover Valley Reservoir, and for maintaining
the flow of Clover Valley Creek downstream from the reservoir, is Antelope Canal, which provides a
supply of untreated water. Caperton Canal, which also delivers untreated water to rural residences and
farms, is partially lined with concrete and crosses the project site from east to west to the north of the
main ridge.
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10.1.2 Geology
This section presents a summary of regional geologic history and local geology in the study area.

Regional Setting
The study area is located in the central portion of the Sacramento Valley. The Sacramento Valley extends
from Redding in the north to the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Region in the south. At the latitude of
the project site, the valley is approximately 48 miles wide. The Sacramento Valley is formed by the Great
Valley geocline, which is a large, elongate, northwest-trending asymmetric structural trough. It is
bordered by the Coast Ranges to the west, the Klamath Mountains and Cascade Range to the north, and
the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east. The trough continues southward from the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Region, where it is called the San Joaquin Valley. Both the Sacramento and San Joaquin
valleys comprise the Great Valley geomorphic province of California (Hackel, 1966).
The structural trough has a long, stable eastern shelf which is supported by metamorphic and igneous
rocks of the west-dipping Sierran slope. The basement rocks of the western edge of the structural trough
are comprised of Jurassic metamorphic, ultramafic, and igneous rocks of the Franciscan formation
(Hackel, 1966). The northwest-trending axis of the geocline is closer to the west side of the valley;
therefore, the regional dip of the formations on the east side is less than that of the formations on the west
side. This structural trough began receiving sediments in the Late Jurassic epoch (208-144 million years
ago (Ma). It has been filled with sediments derived from both marine and continental sources. The
thickness of the valley fill ranges from thin veneers along the valley edges to greater than 40,000 feet in
the central portion of the valley. These sedimentary deposits range in age from Jurassic (190-135 Ma) to
Holocene (0-0.01 Ma), with the older deposits (Jurassic to Eocene (57.8-36.6 Ma)) comprising the marine
sequence and the younger deposits (Eocene to Holocene age) comprising the continental sequence. The
marine deposits were formed in offshore shallow ocean shelf and basin environments. Continental
sediments were derived mountain ranges surrounding the valley, and were deposited in lacustrine, fluvial,
and alluvial environments (Norris & Webb, 1990).
The major sedimentary units in the study area are listed from youngest to oldest as follows:
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Quaternary Alluvium (Holocene, 0-0.01 Ma);
Quaternary Basin deposits (Holocene, 0-0.01 Ma);
Quaternary Modesto Formation, upper and lower members (Pleistocene, 0.01-1.5 Ma);
Quaternary Riverbank Formation, upper and lower members (Pleistocene, 0.01-1.5 Ma);
Tertiary-Quaternary Turlock Lake Formation, also known as Fair Oaks Formation
Pleistocene, 0.01-5.3 Ma);
Tertiary Mehrten Formation (Miocene-Pliocene, 1.6-23.7 Ma); and
Tertiary lone Formation (Eocene, 36.6-57.8 Ma).

(Plio-

Existing Site Conditions
Currently anticipated future activities at the project site would have the potential to affect or would be
affected by only those geologic deposits which occur at or near the surface. For this reason, only those
deposits which occur at or near the surface within the study area are described in this section. Geologic
mapping and lithologic descriptions are summarized from preliminary geotechnical engineering reports
prepared by Anderson Geotechnical Consultants (Anderson Geotechnical Consultants, 1989) and
Wallace-Kuhl & Associates (Wallace-Kuhl & Associates, 1998).
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Three distinct geologic units exist at the project site: the volcanic mudflow breccia of the Mehrten
Formation, sandstone and cobble conglomerate of the Mehrten Formation, and granitic bedrock.
Approximate boundaries of these units are shown on Figure 10-1. A geologic cross section is shown on
Figure 10-2.
The caprock of Boulder Ridge consists of the Mehrten volcanic mudflow which was deposited when
volcanic eruptions in the Sierra Nevada during the Pliocene (5 to 10 million years ago) resulted in
volcanic mudflows. These mudflows flowed westerly through stream and river valleys. After the
mudflows were deposited and before they had time to harden, the streams and rivers reworked the
mudflows and deposited the material further downstream as sandstones and cobble conglomerates. These
sedimentary deposits were then overlain by subsequent mudflows. The lava capped ridge at the site is the
result of the last mudflow sequence deposited in the region. The elongate configuration of the lava
capped ridge is due to the confining nature of the old river valley. As the mudflow hardened, it formed a
resistant cap which protected the underlying softer rocks, such as the conglomerates and sandstones, from
erosional processes. Ridges which once confined the mudflows were left unprotected from erosional
processes and were subsequently eroded exposing the mudflows, sandstones, and conglomerates in their
present form.
The Mehrten volcanic mudflow (shown as Tmv on Figure 10-1) is composed of angular fragments and
blocks of black, gray and red, fine grained to porphrytic, andesitic rock which range in size from less than
an inch to several feet in diameter. The rocks are contained in a cemented matrix composed of andesitic
lapilli and light brown to gray ash and sand. The majority of this unit exists on top of the main ridge as
caprock and dips gently to the southwest. Blocks of andesite are scattered over the ridge top and
represent the residual products of weathering. Soil development on the mudflow tends to be very thin
with typical soil thickness of less than six inches. Some areas underlain by the mudflow do not have any
soil development. Due to its well cemented nature, the volcanic mudflow would be the most difficult
material to excavate on the site (Anderson Geotechnical Consultants, 1989). Typically trenching or mass
grading of this material requires specialized ripping equipment, and can result in fracturing and
excavation of large blocks of material. This ripping can cause fractures in the rock that extend beyond the
excavation site, that can affect the hydrology of surrounding areas by increasing the permeability of the
surface. This can adversely effect vernal pools and other habitat, as discussed in Chapter 13.
The Mehrten conglomerate (Tmc on Figure 10-1) consists of rounded andesitic gravel and cobbles in a
cemented matrix of andesitic sand and silt. Cemented layers of andesitic sandstone and thin layers of
mudflow breccia are often interbedded within this unit. This unit is exposed on top and in the sides of the
ridge at the site, and on the northwesterly trending ridges that finger off from the main ridge. Although
large boulders or cemented blocks of conglomerate may be excavated during grading, the sandstone and
conglomerate should be well-suited for use as fill material (Anderson Geotechnical Consultants, 1989).
The sandstones and conglomerates of the Mehrten Formation are underlain by granitic bedrock that is
approximately 130 to 150 million years old (Mesozoic age). The bedrock is part of the Penryn Pluton and
has been classified as quartz diorite. This Mesozoic quartz diorite (Mzd on Figure 10-1) is exposed as
boulder outcrops throughout the lowlands of the property. The bedrock is differentially weathered and
varies between slightly weathered, hard rock, and severely weathered rock which is similar to a partially
cemented soil (decomposed granite). Where well weathered, the granitic bedrock would be excavatable
and suitable as fill material (Anderson Geotechnical Consultants, 1989). This unit underlies the mid to
lower ridge slopes and Clover Valley Creek below Clover Valley Reservoir. The Meadows area in the
northwestern portion of the project site is also underlain by this unit.
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10.1.3 Mineral Resources
Information on the mineral resource potential within the study area was obtained from the California
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), Mineral Land Classification of
Placer County (CDMG, 1995). In accordance with California’s Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of
1975, this document classifies the land in Placer County according to “the presence, absence, or likely
occurrence of significant mineral deposits in areas of the county subject to either urban expansion or other
irreversible land uses incompatible with mining.”

Regional Setting
This report classifies the land in the study area as Mineral Resource Zone I (MRZ-1), Mineral Resource
Zone 2a (MRZ-2a), Mineral Resource Zone 3a (MRZ-3a), and Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4).
Mineral Resource Zones are defined as follows:
T

MRZ-1 = Areas where available geologic information indicates there is little likelihood for the
presence of significant mineral resources.

T

MRZ-2a = Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data indicate that significant
measured or indicated resources are present.

T

MRZ-3a = Areas containing known mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource
significance.

T

MRZ-4 = Areas of no known mineral occurrences where geologic information does not rule out
either the presence or absence of significant mineral resources.

Mineral resource zones MRZ-2 and MRZ-3 within Placer County have been further subdivided to
indicate the type of mineral deposit. Within the project site, the subdivision “p” exists, denoting placer
gold deposits.

Existing Site Conditions
The portions of the project site underlain by granitic bedrock (Mzd on Figure 10-1) lie within a mineral
resource zone classified as MRZ-1. Those areas underlain by Mehrten Formation (Tmv and Tmc on
Figure 10-1) and which make up the main northeast to southwest trending ridge, and the finger ridges
trending to the northwest, lie within a zone classified as MRZ-3a(P). This zone encompasses tertiary
gravel deposits which have been previously mined or prospected for placer gold, but whose economic
significance cannot be evaluated based on the available information. Regionally, this area includes
several ridges capped by tertiary volcanic rocks of the Mehrten Formation that are known to, or most
likely to, conceal older gold-bearing river channels (CDMG, 1995).
Seven locations described as “drifts, prospects, declined shafts, tailings dumps and prospects” are
discussed in the Phase II Evaluation of Cultural Resources (Windmiller, et al., 1998a). The location
coordinates of these mines and prospects were determined by Windmiller using global positioning
satellite (GPS) equipment. These prospects and tunnels are located on the northern and southern slopes of
the main northeast to southwest trending ridge, near the contact between the Mehrten conglomerate and
the Mesozoic quartz diorite (Figure 10-1). The mining and prospecting activity was apparently associated
with past placer mining of gold bearing gravels. The lack of any recorded mineral rights claims suggests
that the mines and prospects were not successful (Windmiller, et al., 1998a). No known current mining
activity exists on or in the vicinity of the proposed project.
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The abandoned mine located in the northeastern portion of the project site is described as the most
developed of the seven mine and prospect locations on the project site, based on the information
presented by Windmiller, et al. This abandoned mine was visited during the site reconnaissance on
November 13, 1998, by a Dames & Moore representative accompanied by the Applicant’s engineer,
Mr. Jerry Anders. The location of this abandoned mine is below Caperton Canal, near the head of the
easternmost of the canyons trending northwest from Boulder Ridge. Three tunnel openings, partially
covered by fill material, were observed at this location but not entered. These openings are constructed in
cemented Mehrten conglomerate without timbering or other support. There was no evidence of collapse
of the tunnels, which widen to approximately 15 feet within the limit of visibility from the tunnel
entrance. No drainage was observed from the tunnels, and there was no evidence of former drainage. A
terrace, approximately 150 feet long and 50 feet wide and apparently composed of mine tailings, was
observed in the canyon just below the tunnel entrance. No structures or other significant debris were
noted, and it appeared that the past mining activity at the site had been limited. Mr. Anders said that he
had been informed by the previous property owners that the mine was last worked in 1925, and
production had been minimal. Mr. Anders also said that to his knowledge there had never been seepage
from the mine, but that there was standing water within it, and that the tunnel was reported to extend for a
few hundred feet. The remaining four locations shown as mine tunnels on Figure 10-1 are described by
Windmiller, et al. as similar to the location visited but less extensive.
The remaining portions of the project site and study area are classified as MRZ-4, or mineral areas with
no known mineral occurrences. No other valuable deposits of mineral commodities are known to exist in
the site vicinity or underlying the project site.
Information on the oil and natural gas resource potential within the study area was obtained from the
Munger Map Book of California-Alaska Oil and Gas Fields (Munger, 1995) and the book of California
Oil & Gas Fields, Northern California (California Division of Oil and Gas, 1982). According to the
Munger Map Book and the book of California Oil & Gas Fields, no oil or natural gas fields are known to
exist in the vicinity or underlying the project site.

10.1.4 Seismicity
Regional Setting
The project site is located along the eastern edge of the Central Valley of California in a relatively
seismically quiescent area between two areas of documented tectonic activity. The Coast Ranges to the
west contain many active faults which are associated with the northwest trending San Andreas Fault
system, such as the Hayward and Calaveras faults (Jennings, 1994). The Coast Ranges-Sierran Block
boundary zone, which follows the physiographic boundary between the Coast Ranges and Great Valley,
contains potentially active “blind” thrust faults such as the Midland Fault (Unruh and Moores, 1992).
Based on the size of historical events and on the inferred segmentation of the boundary zone, these
“blind” thrust faults are capable of producing moderate to large earthquakes. To the east, there are active
faults such as the Cleveland Hills Fault and the Carson Valley Fault, as well as older faults (pre-Holocene
in age, or greater than 11,000 years before present) associated with the faults of the Foothill Fault System
in the Sierra Nevada foothills, such as the Bear Mountain and Melones fault zones (Figure 10-3). In
addition, the eastern range of the Sierra Nevada is bounded by a series of active faults associated with the
Sierra Nevada Frontal Fault System, such as the Genoa Fault.
Other nearby faults, including the Willows Fault and Stockton Fault, are considered to be inactive faults
with displacements occurring greater than two million years before the present (Jennings, 1994; Harwood
and Helley, 1987).
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There are three known inactive faults located in the vicinity of Roseville to the south: the Volcano Hill
Fault, the Linda Creek Fault, and one unnamed fault. The Volcano Hill Fault is located northwest of
Volcano Hill and trends northwest for approximately one mile starting just east of the Roseville city
limits. The Linda Creek Fault is suspected to extend along a portion of Linda Creek through Roseville
and a portion of Sacramento County. The existence of this fault is disputed due to a lack of recorded
activity (City of Roseville, 1992). However, it is reported that terrace deposits have been cut by the fault,
suggesting that fault activity may have occurred during the last 100,000 years (Livingston, 1976). The
unnamed fault trends in an east-west direction between Folsom Lake and the City of Rocklin. Portions of
this unnamed fault alignment are reported to be concealed and possibly connected to the Bear Mountain
Fault near Folsom Lake (City of Roseville, 1992).
The most recent seismic event recorded in the south Placer area occurred in 1908 on a north-south
trending fault between Folsom and Auburn and on an east-west trending fault between Placerville and
Roseville. This event measured at least 4.0 on the Richter Scale; however, no significant seismic event
has been recorded in the Roseville area since that time (City of Roseville, 1992).
The CDMG has classified the south Placer area a low severity earthquake zone (City of Roseville, 1992).
The maximum expected intensity in a zone of this classification would range between VI and VII on the
Modified Mercalli Scale. Events of this intensity level would include cracks in weak masonry and
chimneys, shaking or rustling of trees and bushes, furniture movement, and breaking of glassware.
The fault zones within 100 kilometers (km) of the study area that are currently zoned as active by the
CDMG under the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act (Hart, 1992) are listed on Table 10-1. The
active San Andreas Fault and Genoa Fault Zones are also listed for comparative purposes. Significant
faults (those showing Late Quaternary displacement) within 100 km of the study area not currently zoned
active by the CDMG are listed in Table 10-2.
Table 10-1
Active Faults Zoned by California Division of Mines and Geology Within 60 Miles (100
Kilometers) of the Project Site
Fault Name

Distance to Site
(kilometers)

Maximum Credible
Earthquake Magnitude
(MCE)

Cleveland Hill Fault

73

6.5

Green Valley Fault

115

6.5

Antioch Fault

124

6.5

Huntington Creek Fault

115

6.0-6.5

San Andreas Fault

171

8.3

Genoa Fault

119

7.5

Source: Hart, 1992; Jennings, 1994
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Table 10-2
Other Faults Not Zoned Active in the Vicinity of the Project Site1
Fault Name

Distance to Site
(kilometers)

Maximum Credible
Earthquake Magnitude

Dunnigan Hills Fault

59

6.5

Spenceville Fault

14

6.0-6.5

Swain Ravine Fault

42

6.0-6.5

Bear Mountain Fault Zone

49

6.5

Dewitt Fault

30

6.0-6.5

Melones Fault Zone

98

6.0-6.5

Vaca-Kirby Hills Faults

95

6.5

Cordelia Fault

102

6.0-6.5

West Napa Fault

116

6.0-6.5

Soda Creek Fault

109

6.0-6.5

Note:
1
Available data are insufficient for the California Division of Mines and Geology to determine whether the faults have been active in
the last 11,000 years.
Source: Hart, 1992; Jennings, 1994

Existing Site Conditions
There are no known active faults zoned beneath or near the study area and no active fault trace is known
to pass beneath the study area. The active zoned fault nearest to the study area is the Cleveland Hills
Fault, approximately 66 kilometers north, and the source of a magnitude 5.7 earthquake in 1975. In
addition, recent studies (PG&E, 1992) indicate that there may be active faults, similar to the Cleveland
Hills Fault, located within the Bear Mountains and Melones fault zones.
The Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) postulated for each of the known active faults within
approximately 100 kilometers of the study area is also listed in Tables 10-1 and 10-2. MCE magnitudes
were empirically derived for each fault based on a combination of parameters known for each fault,
including the potential fault rupture length, and regional seismic data (Slemmons, 1982).
It is not anticipated that any provisions will be required to comply with the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies
Zones Act of 1972, since the project site is not located in an area that is classified as a “Special Studies
Zone” under this Act.

10.1.5 Soils
Soil type is one criterion used to evaluate potential impacts of development. Soils are typically
considered for their resource value in agricultural production or for their potential development
characteristics or constraints. For potential development, some soils are susceptible to erosion and/or
liquefaction while others are more suitable for compaction for construction.
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Regional Setting
The Soil Survey of Placer County, Western Part (USDA, 1980) shows ten soil types occurring in the
region of the project site (Figure 10-4). The soils occurring in this area are classified as either those
which form on terraces, such as Cometa Complexes, or those which form in foothill areas, such as the
Exchequer Complex. Terrace soils are generally well drained, moderately deep to deep over a clay pan,
and have a sandy loam or loam subsurface layer and a dense clay subsoil. Soils forming on the foothills
are somewhat excessively drained to well drained gravely coarse sandy loams to silt loams.

Existing Site Conditions
The “Soil Survey of Placer County California, Western Part” (USDA, 1980) shows 13 soil types
occurring within the boundaries of the project site (Figure 10-4). The primary soils located at the project
site belong to two complexes of related series, Andregg and Caperton loams, and Exchequer and Inks
Loams. The Andregg and Caperton loams are underlain by weathered granitic bedrock at depths of 8 to
40 inches. The Exchequer and Inks loams are typically found on the tops and sides of volcanic tabular
ridges and are underlain by hard andesitic breccia at depths ranging from 11 to 18 inches.
The soil types (units) occurring within the project site are shown on Figure 10-4. These soils are
described below. The numeral preceding the soil name keys to the map on Figure 10-4.
106-Andregg coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes; 107-Andregg coarse sandy loam, 9 to
15 percent slopes; 109-Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 2 to 15 percent slopes; 110-Andregg
coarse sandy loam, rocky, 15 to 30 percent slopes; and 111-Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 30 to
50 percent slopes: These soils are described together, as their characteristics are similar. These are
moderately deep, rolling, well drained soils underlain by weathered granitic bedrock. They are
formed on low hills in the Loomis Basin at elevations of 200 to 1,000 feet msl. Typically, the
surface layer of the Andregg soil is grayish brown coarse sandy loam about 15 inches thick. The
subsoil is pale brown and very pale brown coarse sandy loam. At a depth of 29 inches is highly
weathered granitic rock. Permeability is moderately rapid. Surface runoff is medium and the hazard
of erosion is moderate for slopes up to 15 percent. On slopes of greater than 15 percent surface
runoff is medium to rapid and the hazard of erosion is high. The major limitations to urban use are
the depth to bedrock, and in the case of those with greater than 15 percent slope, the slope. Septic
tank absorption fields may not function properly because the depth to bedrock is generally less than
40 inches, and because of the slope in the steeper soils.
Special care is needed for use of the soils with slopes greater than 15 percent as sites of rural subdivisions.
Care must be used in locating roads to minimize the depths of cuts and fills. Cuts and fills greater than
6 feet make access to building sites a problem. Because of the erodibility of this soil and its parent
material, all cut and fill slopes made in this material should be on at least a 2 to 1 slope.
Capability classes indicate in a general way the suitability of soils for most kinds of field crops.
Capability classes for these soils range from III to IV for slopes up to 15 percent. These soils have severe
to very severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants, due to the erosion potential. At slopes of
greater than 15 percent, these soils have capability classes of VI and VII. These soils have severe to very
severe limitations that make them unsuitable for cultivation because they are shallow, droughty, or stony.
130 Caperton-Andregg coarse sandy loams: These undulating to rolling soils are on the granitic
foothills in the Folsom Lake-Loomis Basin area at elevations of 200 to 1,000 feet msl. The unit is about
50 percent Caperton soil and 30 percent Andregg soil. The Caperton soil is on rounded knolls and the
Andregg soil is on lower slopes.
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106 Andregg coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes
107 Andregg coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes
109 Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 2 to 15 percent slopes
110 Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 15 to 30 percent slopes
111 Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 30 to 50 percent slopes
130 Caperton-Andregg coarse sandy loams
133 Caperton-Rock outcrop complex, 30 to 50 percent slopes
144 Exchequer very stony loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes
145 Exchequer-Rock outcrop complex, 2 to 30 percent slopes
152 Inks cobbly loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes
153 Inks cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes
154 Inks-Exchequer complex, 2 to 25 percent slopes
194 Xerofluvents, frequently flooded

SOILS MAP
1999
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Bickford Ranch Specific Plan EIR
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The Caperton is a shallow, somewhat excessively drained soil formed over weathered granitic bedrock.
Typically the surface layer is grayish brown and brown coarse sandy loam about 12 inches thick. The
next six inches is a pale brown gravelly coarse sandy loam, overlying weathered granitic bedrock at a
depth of 18 inches. Permeability is moderately rapid and surface runoff is medium. The hazard of
erosion is moderate.
The Andregg is a moderately deep, well drained soil also formed over weathered granitic bedrock. The
surface layer typically is grayish brown coarse sandy loam about 15 inches thick. The subsoil is pale
brown and very pale brown coarse sandy loam, overlying weathered granitic bedrock at a depth of
29 inches. Permeability is moderately rapid. Surface runoff is medium, and the hazard of erosion is
moderate.
The major limitations to urban use of these soils is depth to bedrock. Septic tank absorption fields may
not function properly because the depth to rock generally ranges from 8 to 40 inches.
This soil has a capability class designation of IVe-4(18) indicating that it has very severe limitations that
reduces the choice of plants due to low available water capacity.
133-Caperton-Rock outcrop complex, 30 to 50 percent slopes: This is a combination primarily of
about 70 percent steep Caperton soil and 15 percent granitic outcrop. It is found on granitic side slopes of
volcanic ridges in the Loomis Basin at elevations of 300 to 1,000 feet msl.
The Caperton soil is a somewhat excessively drained, shallow soil formed over weathered granitic
bedrock. Typically the surface layer is grayish brown and brown gravelly coarse sandy loam about
12 inches thick. The next 6 inches is pale brown gravelly coarse sandy loam overlying weathered granitic
bedrock at a depth of 18 inches. Permeability is moderately rapid. Surface runoff is rapid and the hazard
of erosion is high.
The steepness of slope, erosion hazard, and the rock outcrop are the major limitations to planning home
and road construction. The capability classification of VIIs(18) indicates that this soil has very severe
limitations making it unsuitable for cultivation because it is shallow, droughty, or stony.
144-Exchequer very stony loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes: This is a shallow, somewhat excessively
drained very stony soil underlain by hard andesitic breccia. It is formed on long, road volcanic ridges at
elevations of 100 to 2,000 feet msl. Typically, the soil is brown very stony loam and cobbly loam. At a
depth of about 11 inches is hard andesitic breccia. Permeability is moderate. Surface runoff is medium.
The hazard of erosion is slight to moderate. After intense rainstorms, this soil is saturated with water and
water flows across the surface for a short time.
Stones and the depth to hard rock are the major limitations to be considered in planning road construction.
Septic tank absorption fields may not function properly because the depth to hard rock is less than
20 inches. The capability classification of VIIs(18) indicates that this soil has very severe limitations
making it unsuitable for cultivation because it is shallow, droughty, or stony.
145-Exchequer-Rock outcrop complex, 2 to 30 percent slopes: This unit is on long, broad volcanic
ridges and their side slopes. It consists of about 60 percent Exchequer soil and 15 percent andesitic
breccia (lava cap). The Exchequer is a shallow, somewhat excessively drained very stony soil formed in
residuum from hard andesitic breccia. Permeability is moderate. Surface runoff is medium to rapid, and
the hazard of erosion is slight to high. After intense rainstorms, this soil is saturated and water flows
across the surface for a short time.
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Steepness of slope, the rock outcrop, and the shallowness over hard rock are the major limitations to be
considered in planning road construction. Septic tank absorption fields should not be planned on this unit
because the soil material is not deep enough to install leach fields.
The capability classification of VIIs(18) indicates that this soil has very severe limitations making it
unsuitable for cultivation because it is shallow, droughty, or stony.
152-Inks cobbly loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes and 153-Inks cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes:
This is a shallow, well drained cobbly soil underlain by andesitic conglomerate. It is formed in residuum
on long broad volcanic ridges and side slopes at elevations of 200 to 1,200 feet msl.
Typically, the surface layer is yellowish brown cobbly loam about five inches thick. The subsoil is brown
very cobbly clay loam. At a depth of about 18 inches it is underlain by andesitic conglomerate.
Permeability is moderate. The hazard of erosion is slight to high on 2 to 30 percent slopes, and high on
30 to 50 percent slopes.
Some rural housing has been developed on this soil. The major limitations to rural development are the
slope and depth to rock. Septic tank absorption fields may not function properly because of the slope and
the depth to rock, which is generally less than 20 inches.
The capability classification of IVe-8(18) for the 2 to 30 percent slopes indicates severe limitations
limiting the choice of plants due to the shallow bedrock. The capability classification for these soils at
30 to 50 percent slopes is VIe-(18). This indicates severe limitations making it generally unsuitable for
cultivation because of the potential for erosion.
154-Inks-Exchequer complex, 2 to 25 percent slopes: This unit is found on long, broad volcanic ridges
and side slopes at elevations of 200 to 1,200 feet msl. It is about 40 percent Inks soil and 30 percent
Exchequer soil. The soil pattern generally follows the pattern of oak trees. The Inks soil supports a
denser stand of oak trees than does the Exchequer soil.
The Inks is a shallow, well drained cobbly soil formed in residuum from andesitic conglomerate.
Typically, the surface layer is yellowish brown, cobbly loam about five inches thick. The subsoil is
brown very cobbly clay loam. At a depth of 18 inches is andesitic conglomerate. In a few places, the
surface layer is gravelly loam. Permeability is moderate. The surface runoff is medium. The hazard of
erosion is slight or moderate. After intense rainstorms, this soil is saturated and water flows across the
surface.
The Exchequer is a shallow somewhat excessively drained very stony soil that formed in residuum from
hard andesitic breccia. Typically the soil is brown very stony loam and cobbly loam. At a depth of
11 inches is hard andesitic breccia. Permeability is moderate. The hazard of erosion is slight or moderate
After intense rainstorms, this soil is saturated and water flows across the surface.
Some rural housing has been developed on this unit. The major limitations to rural development are the
slope and the depth to rock. Septic tank absorption fields may not function properly because of the slope
and the depth to rock, which is generally less than 20 inches.
The capability classification of this soil is VIs(18), which indicates that this soil has severe limitations
making it unsuitable for cultivation because it is shallow, droughty, or stony.
194-Xerofluvents, frequently flooded: This soil type is mapped within two tributary stream channels
within the northwestern corner of the project site which drain to Auburn Ravine. The soil type consists of
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narrow stringers of somewhat poorly drained recent alluvium adjacent to stream channels. These soils are
variably colored, stratified gravelly sandy loams, gravely loams, and gravelly clay loams that generally
grade to sand and gravel with increasing depth. The depth to underlying restrictive material is greater
than 36 inches. Surface runoff is slow.
These soils have a capability unit classification of IVw-2 which indicates there are severe limitations that
reduce the choice of crops, or that require very careful management of crops, due to poor drainage or
flooding. The risk of corrosion for uncoated steel is high and that for concrete is low. The hazard of
erosion is high. Areas are subject to frequent flooding and channelization. These soils are not suited for
urban use due to the flood hazard.

Liquefaction
Soil liquefaction is a process by which the shear strength of granular saturated soils is reduced due to an
increase in pore pressure during human-induced events or seismic shaking. Requisite conditions for
liquefaction to occur include saturated granular soils with a loose-packed grain structure capable of
progressive rearrangement of grains during repeated cycles of seismic loading. Soils at the project site
are not considered to be prone to liquefaction.

Soil Erosion
The erosion hazard of site soils as delineated by the USDA (USDA, 1980) is largely related to
topographic slope. With few exceptions, such as the Xerofluvents, frequently flooded (194) in the
Meadows area in the northwestern portion of the site, all soils rated by the USDA as having a high
erosion hazard lie on slopes of 30 percent or greater.
Soils throughout most of the project site have a low to moderate erosion hazard, and are not expected to
be subject to erosion problems. Soils occupying approximately one quarter of the project site have a high
erosion hazard (Figure 10-5). These soils include the Andregg coarse sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes
(110), Andregg coarse sandy loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes (111), Caperton-Rock outcrop complex, 30 to
50 percent slopes (13), Inks cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes (153), and Xerofluvents, frequently
flooded (194). These soils are located on the steep side slopes of the northwest trending ridges, along the
tributary to Auburn Ravine which crosses the northwest corner of the project site, and on the southern
slopes of the main ridge. Development is proposed for a limited area of these high erosion hazard soils,
as shown in Figure 10-5.

10.2

REGULATORY SETTING
The Placer County Planning and Public Works Departments have policies and guidelines concerning
grading, erosion control, stormwater design, inspection, and permitting. In addition, permits related to
soils and geology that may be required for the proposed project include:
T
T
T
T
T

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit 12, for utility line backfill and bedding;
California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement;
Regional Water Quality Control Board General Construction Activity Permit;
Drilling permits for geotechnical borings from the Placer County Department of Environmental
Health; and
Construction permits from the Placer County Building Departments.
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Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to soils, geology, and seismicity are identified in the General Plan Consistency
discussion in Section 10.3.

10.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 10.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with soils, geology, and seismicity have been evaluate using the
following criteria:
T
T
T
T
T
T

Substantial alteration of existing topographic features of the project site;
Constraint to potential mineral extraction activities;
Potential constraints to development as a result of seismic hazards within the study area;
Increased erosion during construction activities and following completion of the proposed
project;
Potential constraint to development as a result of soils and geologic conditions in the area of the
proposed project; or
Level of conflict with General Plan goals and policies related to development on slopes.

10.3.1 Topography
IMPACT G-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL IMPACT:

Topographic alteration resulting from earth grading
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage and construction of
improvements); G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); V-B (Implement sensitive grading
techniques to blend with natural setting); and V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges developments)
None
Less Than Significant

The site design utilizes and incorporates site topography into the alignment of streets, layout of residential
lots and the locating of the site’s recreational facilities. Site topography will be altered by grading for
building pads, golf course and other recreational facilities, roads, lake, and service facilities. A total of
approximately 3.8 million cubic yards of earth would be moved, which could result in potentially
significant topographic alterations. The bulk of the grading would consist of construction of building
pads in the Heritage Ridge residential area (1.3 million cubic yards), roads (1.2 million cubic yards) and
the lakes (600,000 cubic yards). Following General Grading Concepts including in the Bickford Ranch
Development Standards, adhering to Placer County ordinances for grading, drainage and construction,
and implementation of a grading and erosion control plan would reduce the effects of topographic
alteration to a less than significant level.

 T 

March 15, 2002

Page 10-12

R:\02Bickford\10\sg&s.doc

SOILS KEY
106 Andregg coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes
107 Andregg coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes
109 Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 2 to 15 percent slopes
110 Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 15 to 30 percent slopes
111 Andregg coarse sandy loam, rocky, 30 to 50 percent slopes
130 Caperton-Andregg coarse sandy loams
133 Caperton-Rock outcrop complex, 30 to 50 percent slopes
144 Exchequer very stony loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes
145 Exchequer-Rock outcrop complex, 2 to 30 percent slopes
152 Inks cobbly loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes
153 Inks cobbly loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes
154 Inks-Exchequer complex, 2 to 25 percent slopes
194 Xerofluvents, frequently flooded
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IMPACT G-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL IMPACT:

Development constraints
conditions
Potentially Significant

due

to

difficult

excavation

Mitigation Measure G-C (Comply with the conclusions of a
site-specific geotechnical investigation)
None
Less Than Significant

According to the preliminary geotechnical report prepared for the proposed project (Anderson
Geotechnical Consultants, 1996), the Mehrten mudflow breccia will be a difficult material to excavate.
Use of a large tractor equivalent in size to a Caterpillar D10 equipped with a single tooth ripper is
recommended. Depth of penetration into the cemented mudflow breccia with a standard size backhoe
would likely be limited to less than one foot. Pre-ripping of utility trenches can create pieces of mudflow
breccia which may be too large to be suitable as trench backfill material without additional processing.
According to the preliminary geotechnical report, this type of rock tends to absorb energy produced by
blasting, resulting in little energy available for fracturing. While excavation of this material will be
difficult, appropriate selection of equipment and methods can reduce this impact to less than significant.

10.3.2 Mineral Resources
IMPACT G-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Mineral resources rendered inaccessible
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The portions of the project site made up of the two main northeast to southwest trending ridges, and the
finger ridges trending to the northwest, lie within a zone classified by the CDMG as MRZ-3a(P). This zone
encompasses Tertiary gravel deposits which have been previously mined or prospected for placer gold,
but whose economic significance cannot be evaluated based on the available information. Regionally,
this area includes several ridges capped by tertiary volcanic rocks of the Mehrten Formation that are
known to, or most likely to, conceal older gold-bearing river channels.
Several mine tunnels or prospects have been identified within the project site located in the Tertiary
gravels of the Mehrten conglomerate. According to previous site owners, this mining or prospecting
activity ceased in about 1925. The CDMG has no record of productive mines on the project site. Based
on the number of prospects, it would appear that the potentially gold-bearing rocks on the project site
have been reasonably explored. Therefore, the potential that possible mineral resources on the proposed
project site will be rendered inaccessible is less than significant.

10.3.3 Seismicity
IMPACT G-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Potential for seismic activity
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

As discussed in Section 10.1.4, the zoned active fault closest to the project site is located 73 kilometers to
the north. No active fault traces are found beneath the study area of the project site. Therefore, the
probability of surface ground rupture is negligible, and the possibility of strong ground motion is low. In
addition, the proposed project would not impose surface loading which would induce seismic activity.
Therefore, impacts associated with the potential for seismic activity would be less than significant.
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10.3.4 Soils
IMPACT G-5:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential for increased erosion during and after construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage, and construction of
improvements); G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); G-C (Comply with the conclusions of a
site-specific geotechnical investigation); and A-A (Provide
dust controls)
Mitigation Measure G-D (Implement appropriate trail design,
construction, and maintenance standards to minimize erosion)
Less Than Significant

Clearing, grading and excavation activities would remove vegetative cover from the soils and would
expose soils to the effects of wind, rain, and surface flow as a result of construction. The potential for
erosion would be increased in all areas of the site affected by construction activities. The potential for
erosion would be further increased where construction activities occur in areas with soils classified as
having a high erosion potential, areas with steep slopes, and areas in which steep cut/fill slopes would be
created.
Summer construction activities would increase soil exposure to wind erosion and winter construction
would increase soil exposure to water erosion, both representing potentially significant impacts. In
addition, construction activities in creek channels would remove the vegetative cover and expose both the
creek bed and banks to increased erosion. Once the construction project is complete, increased potential
for erosion would exist in all areas which have not been properly revegetated, or on and in the vicinity of
wilderness trails not properly constructed or maintained.
In addition to the potential for increased erosion caused by construction activities, natural soil erosion
hazards exist within the boundaries of the proposed project site. Figure 10-5 presents a comparison of the
areas of the proposed project site to be developed to those having soils classified as having a high erosion
hazard (based on the Soil Survey of Placer County, Western Part, USDA, 1980). As illustrated in
Figure 10-5, most of the areas of the proposed project site with soils classified as having a high erosion
hazard would be retained as open space, or make up portions of rural estate lots of 3.5 to 10 acres in size.
A slope map, indicating the slopes within the proposed project boundaries, is shown on Figure 10-6.
Construction of specific project features with the potential to produce and/or enhance potential erosion
occur primarily from development of the three residential communities: the Meadows, the Ridges, and
Heritage Ridge, wilderness trails, and off-site facilities associated with the proposed project. Grading and
excavation activities associated with each of these areas are briefly summarized below.

Meadows
Lot grading guidelines proposed by the Applicant in the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan and the Bickford
Ranch Development Standards call for development of the majority of the lots in the Meadows residential
area with minimal grading by designing dwellings with raised, stepped or pier and grade foundations to
utilize existing contours of the land. The remaining lots would utilize building foundation pads, where
cut and fill slopes would not exceed 5 feet in height and excessive amounts of trees would not be
impacted. The fire station site is also located in the Meadows area at the southeastern corner of Bickford
Ranch Park and Lower Ranch Road. Slopes, on most lots in the Meadows area would be gentle, but some
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are steep. If the Applicant’s guidelines are not followed by individual lot owners, erosion impacts could
occur.
Eight lakes are to be constructed within the Meadows residential area, with the excavated material to be
used for fill elsewhere in the project. Two of these lakes are located within soils identified by the USDA
as having a high erosion hazard. Construction activities in these soils have the potential to cause
increased erosion. Use of these soils as fill would have the potential to cause excess seepage and/or
washout of any retaining structures or fill slopes constructed of these soil materials.

Ridges
No building foundation pad construction is proposed by the Applicant within the Ridges area of the
proposed project site, with the exception of some lots in areas R-14 and R-16 on the north and south
slopes of Boulder Ridge. Steep fill slopes created by these pads would increase the potential for erosion.
Unsuitable construction by owners of the lots not developed by the Applicant could potentially result in
increased erosion.
Erosion-related impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels through preparation and
implementation of a project specific geotechnical report, preparation and implementation of a dust control
plan, preparation and implementation of a grading and erosion control plan, compliance with the Placer
County Grading Ordinance and preparation and implementation of appropriate CC&Rs.

Heritage Ridge
The majority of site clearing and grading in the Heritage Ridge area is planned for Boulder Ridge and its
southern slopes. Grading in these areas would occur for the development of residential lots, the golf
course, the Village Commercial site, and a water storage tank site. In addition, grading activities
associated with construction of Bickford Ranch Road and other roads in the Heritage Ridge area would
account for a significant proportion of the overall grading estimate for project roads. Potentially
significant slope cuts would occur on Bickford Ranch Road at the intersection with Sierra College
Boulevard, and along the north side of Boulder Ridge, increasing the potential for erosion. Clark Tunnel
Road crosses the upper, intermittent portion of Clover Valley Creek within the eastern portion of the
Heritage Ridge residential area. Grading and excavation activities associated with construction of this
crossing could expose both the creek bed and banks to potential increased erosion. Steep fill slopes could
potentially result where building pads would be constructed on Heritage Ridge lots on the south side of
Boulder Ridge where slopes exceed 10 percent. These lots would be located in sections H-21, H-24,
H-25, H-26, H-29, H-30 and H-34. Steep fill slopes created by these pads would increase the potential for
erosion.

Off-Site Facilities
Wilderness trails planned for the north side of Boulder Ridge would be located on soils identified by the
USDA as having a high erosion hazard Trail construction activities in these soils have the potential to
cause increased erosion, as would improper trail design and inadequate maintenance The potential for
additional soil erosion during and following trail construction would be reduced to less than significant
through implementation of Mitigation Measure G-D.
The impact due to potential increased soil erosion during and after construction related to the off-site
facilities is considered to be less than significant. These off-site facilities include a water supply line
connecting to an existing main south of the property, and a sewer connection to the City of Lincoln
Wastewater Treatment Facility.
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The proposed alignment for a 16-inch water supply line to connect to an existing 30-inch line on Swetzer
Road to the south of the proposed project is on existing street right-of-way, with the exception of an
easement across private property between Plum Tree Lane and the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way.
The alignment of this easement lies within an existing private residential access road, where the impact of
increased erosion due to trenching is considered to be less than significant. Impact analysis and
acceptance of mitigation has been completed for the area through which the off-site sewer improvements
would be constructed, through Caltrans’ SR 193 improvement project (scheduled for 1999), and the
Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR and Subsequent EIR (EIP Associates, 1993 and 1997). The analysis
and mitigation in these documents are assumed to be adequate, and no further impact analysis for this part
of the project is included in this impact section. The proposed alignment of an off-site sewer line from
SR 193 to the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Facility follows existing or proposed roadways, and
the potential for increased erosion is considered to be less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT G-6:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Differential settlement of soils under proposed structures
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage and construction of
improvements); G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); and G-C (Comply with the conclusions
of a site-specific geotechnical investigation)
None
Less Than Significant

Differential settlement can occur in areas where shallow groundwater and/or poorly consolidated to
unconsolidated soils exist. Differential settlement can also occur in areas where building pads have been
constructed over areas with differential fill depths and/or where building pads have been prepared over
the transition between a cut and a fill slope Settlement or collapse due to construction in the immediate
vicinity of mine tunnels is a potentially significant impact. If construction activities encroach within
200 feet of a mine tunnel, a specific geotechnical evaluation shall be prepared. At locations more distant
from tunnel openings settlement is unlikely due to the limited extent of the workings, the competence of
the rock material within which the tunnels are constructed, and the steep topography in the vicinity of
the tunnels which would place them at considerable depth. Following the recommendations of that
specific geotechnical evaluation, along with careful grading plan design, grading implementation,
and fill compaction, the effects of differential settlement would be reduced to a less than significant
level.

 T 
IMPACT G-7:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Foundation instability
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure G-C (Comply with the conclusions of a
site-specific geotechnical investigation)
None
Less Than Significant

Foundation instability can result from landslides, unstable cut and fill slopes, collapsible and expansive
soils, and long-term exposure to corrosive soils. This would be considered a potentially significant
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impact. Specific geotechnical evaluation performed after final plans have been developed for the
proposed project, and fill control and proper design of cut and/or fill slopes, would reduce the possibility
of foundation instability to a level that is less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT G-8:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Slope instability
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare and submit a grading and
erosion control plan); and G-C (Comply with the conclusions
of a site-specific geotechnical investigation)
None
Less Than Significant

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Improper design of engineered slopes, resulting in over-steepening of slopes and/or removing the lateral
support for slopes would create the potential for slope instability and landsliding. This would be
considered a potentially significant impact. Specific geotechnical evaluation of engineered slopes within
the project site would mitigate the impact to a level that is less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT G-9:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Limited effectiveness of septic tank leach fields due to soil
conditions
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure H-J (Implement Placer County policies
and ordinances related to permitting, design, construction and
maintenance of septic systems);
None
Less Than Significant

Approximately 18 large lots would be serviced by septic systems. Septic tank leach fields potentially
may not function properly at some of these locations due to limiting soil conditions. Soil conditions
should be evaluated individually for each location. Implementation of Placer County policies and
ordinances relating to permitting, design, construction and maintenance of septic systems for each
affected parcel within the project site would mitigate the potential impact to a level that is less than
significant.

10.3.5 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing soils, geology, and seismicity are identified below,
and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent
with Placer County’s soils, geology, and seismicity policies.
8.A.5

In landslide hazard areas, the County shall prohibit avoidable alteration of land in a manner that
could increase the hazard, including construction of water through drainage, irrigation, or septic
systems; removal of vegetative cover; and steepening of slopes and undercutting the bases of
slopes.
Consistent.
The project Applicant will comply with the conclusions of a site-specific geotechnical
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investigation and the provisions of the Placer County Grading Ordinance for all grading, drainage
and improvements construction. A grading and erosion control plan will be prepared and
implemented.
8.A.6

The County shall require the preparation of drainage plans for development in hillside areas that
direct runoff and drainage away from unstable slopes.
Consistent.
Drainage plans will be prepared for the entire Specific Plan area.

8.A.11 The County shall limit development in areas of steep or unstable slopes to minimize hazards
caused by landslides or liquefaction.
Consistent.
Site-specific geotechnical investigation and grading and erosion control plans will minimize
hazards caused by landsliding. The proposed project is not in an area susceptible to liquefaction.

10.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure G-A: Comply with Placer County ordinances for all grading, drainage and
construction of improvements
Mitigation Measure G-A applies to Impacts G-1, G-5, G-6, B-8, B-9, B-10, and B-13.
The Applicant proposes that all grading, drainage and construction of improvements will be in accordance
with the Placer County Grading Ordinance, Chapter 29, Sections 29.1 through 29.10 of the Ordinance
Code of Placer County. Specific sections applicable to this project include, but are not limited to:
T

Sections 29.510 and 29.520 covering the content of preliminary and final grading plans to be
submitted to the County for review and determination of grading permit requirements.

T

Section 29.550 regarding implementation of erosion and sediment control plans to take into
consideration time of year in terms of potential for rainfall and heavy storms.

T

Sections 29.610, 29.615, 29.620, 29.625 and 29.630 regarding geotechnical, geologic and final
reporting requirements.

T

Section 29.780 regarding submission of erosion and sediment control plans for timely
implementation of measures to prevent increased discharge of sediment during all stages of
construction and effective revegetation to stabilize disturbed areas.

Plans required under this ordinance will be submitted to and approved by the County prior to
commencement of construction activities. These measures would reduce the impacts of these activities to
less than significant.
Mitigation Measure G-B: Prepare and implement a grading and erosion control plan
Mitigation Measure G-B applies to Impacts G-1, G-5, G-6, G-8, A-1, H-3, H-5, B-8, B-9, B-10, B-13,
V-1, and V-2.
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The Applicant proposes to prepare a Master Grading Plan as required by the County’s Grading Ordinance
(Chapter 29, Placer County Code) for Department of Public Works review and approval. The Master
Grading Plans will show all proposed grading, drainage improvement, vegetation and tree removal.
Revegetation of disturbed areas and vegetation maintenance will be provided for in the Master Grading
Plan. The Master Grading Plan should include:
T

General grading concepts, including reduction of impacts on sensitive habitat and open space,
maintenance of natural character and aesthetic values, incorporation of existing drainageways and
landforms, minimal disturbance of vegetation, including oak trees and soil stabilization.

T

General guidelines for grading of hillside lots, including placement of retaining walls, consistency
with geotechnical recommendations, consistency of lot drainage with the Master Drainage Plan
and construction of unobtrusive interceptor ditches where necessary to reduce erosion potential.

T

Specific grading guidelines for Meadows, Ridges and Heritage Ridge portions of the project.

T

Guidelines for developing grading transitions, including terraces where necessary for stability and
access to sloped areas.

An erosion control plan will be provided with the Master Grading Plan. The erosion control plan will
contain Best Management Practices including:
T

Timing of grading activities to minimize soil exposure during the wet season. By October, all
areas that have been graded and that will remain undeveloped during the rainy season will be
revegetated with compatible native vegetation and secured from the possibility of erosion.

Employment of measures during construction to prevent eroded soil from entering site drainageways,
including: placement of hay bales or other acceptable materials such as sediment barriers, the installation
of temporary earth berms and/or sediment traps, use of fabric silt fences, spreading hay or straw on
exposed areas, development of temporary settling areas and use of other means for slowing runoff and
reducing sediment loads.
Mitigation Measure G-C: Comply with the conclusions of a site-specific geotechnical investigation
Mitigation Measure G-C applies to Impacts G-2, G-5, G-6, G-7 and G-8.
The Applicant proposes that, prior to the commencement of any earthwork on the project site or study
area infrastructure improvement corridor, a full-scale, detailed geotechnical investigation will be
completed. A specific geotechnical evaluation performed after specific plans have been developed for the
proposed project will include:
T
T
T

Soil borings;
Laboratory testing; and
Grading and design recommendations.

The grading and design recommendations will, at a minimum, address the following issues:
T
T
T
T

Fill control plan;
Expansive soils;
Differential settlement;
Slope instability;
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T
T
T
T

Foundation instability;
Stream bank protection;
Evaluation of inactive mine sites and tunnels; and
Other significant geological characteristics pertinent to proper development of the project site and
off-site infrastructure improvement corridor.

The geotechnical investigation will consist of soil borings to collect samples and laboratory testing to
determine the appropriate design parameters for use in determination of the structural fill, roadbed fill,
and landscaping fill requirements, along with the fill placement requirements. The various soils will also
be tested for corrosivity, to allow for proper foundation design.
Design of engineered fills will require that the geotechnical investigation assess the structural properties
of each of the different soils types throughout the project site. Such an investigation will address specific
areas of the project site to be developed in order to account for the various structures and roadways
proposed for that particular area.
The geotechnical investigation will provide recommendations for monitoring of grading and fill
placement and compaction testing to be performed to ensure proper placement of all fill types (structural,
non-structural, and roadbed).
In addition to the measures mentioned above, soils will be tested for their shrink-swell potential. Soils
with low strength and/or high shrink-swell potential will be controlled by over-excavation, or covering
these soils with a sufficient amount of granular soils (as determined by the geotechnical investigation).
Potentially expansive soils will only be placed in areas determined not to consist of structural fill.
In addition to evaluation for engineered fills, specific geotechnical evaluation of engineered slopes will
also be included in the geotechnical evaluation. All proposed cut and/or fill slopes will be evaluated for
proper design in order to reduce the hazard of over-steepening and/or removing of their lateral support,
both of which could lead to slope instability, structural failure, and landsliding. If necessary, slopes will
be designed with additional lateral support, such as buttressing, and fill slopes will be properly keyed into
competent formational materials. Slopes (banks) along the creek channels will be designed with proper
slope protection to prevent soil erosion and channel-bank undercutting.
The geotechnical evaluation will include specific recommendations for inactive mine sites where potential
collapse of tunnels, shafts, or air shafts could effect the stability of improvements or otherwise create a
safety hazard.
These measures would reduce the impacts for differential settlement, foundation instability, expansive
soils, and slope instability to levels which are less than significant.
Mitigation Measure G-D: Implement appropriate trail design, construction and maintenance standards
to minimize erosion
Mitigation Measure G-D applies to Impact G-5.
Wilderness trails will be constructed and maintained based on appropriate and standard trail construction
guidelines, such as U.S. Forest Service Trail Handbook 2309.18 (USFS, 1991). Soil type and trail grade
should be considered with reference to cross drain frequency, and grades should be minimized on highly
erosive soil types. Since cross drains are maintenance intensive, particularly under equestrian use, trails
should be designed to eliminate them where possible by rolling the grades, i.e., providing dips on graded
sections to eliminate long sloped trail sections. Design, construction and maintenance of wilderness trails
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based on standardized trail construction guidelines would reduce the potential impact of erosion to less
than significant.
Other Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure A-A, Provide dust controls, is discussed in Chapter 8.
Mitigation Measure H-J, Implement Placer County policies and ordinances related to permitting, design,
construction, and maintenance of septic systems, is discussed in Chapter 12. Mitigation Measures V-B,
Implement sensitive grading techniques to blend with natural setting, and V-C, minimize grading within
Meadows and Ridges developments, are discussed in Chapter 15.
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11.0 HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS
This section presents an overview of the hazardous materials associated with, and/or surrounding the
proposed project site. Information has been summarized from documents supplied by the Applicant.
These documents and information have been reviewed for their content and supplemented by Dames &
Moore’s experience. As the impacts and mitigation measures are based on a limited review of
information provided by others, and a limited site reconnaissance by Dames & Moore, it should be noted
that conditions not revealed or observed during the preparation of these mitigation measures may be
identified during ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of the proposed project.
Additional sources of information include a review of federal and state environmental records utilizing a
computer database search prepared for Dames & Moore by Vista Information Solutions, Incorporated
(VISTA Information Solutions, 1998), and a limited site reconnaissance conducted by Dames & Moore
on November 13, 1998.

11.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
This section describes existing conditions relating to hazardous materials within the study area. The
potential for hazardous materials to have existed on the project site historically, or which may exist during
or following construction, is also presented.

11.1.1 Regional Setting
This section identifies and describes sites adjacent to the project site or within the study area where
documents show that hazardous substances are stored and/or generated, and where hazardous waste has
been reported. Properties in the study area consist primarily of rural residences and ranches. They have
the potential to contain agricultural chemicals, including pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers. Existing
documented conditions relating to agricultural chemicals are discussed in this section.
Other neighboring properties include the tracks of the Union Pacific (formerly Southern Pacific) Railroad
which are located adjacent to the southern boundary of the project site. Twelve Bridges Golf Club, which
opened in 1996, is located west of the project site across Sierra College Boulevard.
The former headquarters area of the Bickford Ranch, which consists of several structures on a 10 acre
parcel located within the boundaries of the project site (the NAPOTS), would not be part of the specific
plan for Bickford Ranch. However, since the former headquarters area would be surrounded by the
project site, pertinent information regarding the former headquarters area will therefore also be discussed
in this section.

Surrounding Sites
The following sites have been identified as being of potential environmental concern through a review of
a Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PEM, 1996a), which covers the proposed project site and
the former ranch headquarters area, and the VISTA database search (VISTA Information Solutions,
1998):
T

Fowler Nurseries, located at 525 Fowler Road approximately 0.75 miles north of the project site
on the north site of SR 193, was identified on the list of registered underground and aboveground
fuel storage tanks. No releases from these storage tanks have been reported. A release of
pesticides and other agricultural chemicals was reported for Fowler Nurseries in 1994, based on a
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Vista database search conducted in November, 1998. This release reportedly did not affect
groundwater at this site, and there is no information indicating migration of hazardous materials
off of the Fowler Nursery site.
T

Dairy Farm mine is located near Camp Far West Reservoir approximately 10 miles north of the
project site. This site was a copper mine which operated most recently in 1936. The tailings
from the mine have been capped, and the site was closed by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board in 1991 (PEM, 1996a).

According to the PEM report, the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas, was
contacted with regard to the existence of oil or gas wells in the study area, and none were identified.
Several locations near the project area containing registered underground fuel storage tanks (USTs) were
identified. No reports of releases were identified by the VISTA report, based on a list of registered USTs
maintained by the State of California. These locations are listed below, together with the distance from
the center of the project site.
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

N.A. Bouma, 4445 Poppy Hill Road, Lincoln, 0.6 miles to the northwest.
Fowler Nurseries, 525 Fowler Road, approximately 0.75 miles to the north.
Perry Ranch, 5800 English Colony Rd., Penryn, 1.3 miles to the south.
Ranch of Ladolecevita, 705 Bridge Rd., Newcastle, 1.6 miles to the northeast.
Howard Nakae, 6105 Lincoln Newcastle Rd., Newcastle, 1.7 miles to the northeast.
Sycamore Hill Farm, 5885 Sycamore Hill Rd., Newcastle, 1.8 miles to the northeast.
James Sugiyama, 6800 Lincoln Newcastle Rd., Newcastle, 1.9 miles to the east.
Falcon’s Rest, 2526 Del Mar Rd., Penryn, 1.95 miles to the south.

A Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way borders the project site to the south. There is no record of releases
of hazardous materials along this portion of railroad right-of-way. During a reconnaissance of a limited
portion of the railroad tracks, minor amounts of lubricant leakage were observed.

Former Ranch Headquarters Area
The former Bickford Ranch headquarters area consists of several wooden buildings located on a 10-acre
parcel which is contained within the northwestern portion of the project site, but is not a part of the
specific plan for Bickford Ranch. Many of these buildings were constructed subsequent to purchase of
the property by J. Arthur Bickford in 1926. The ranch was operated as a dairy farm for about 30 years,
and subsequently as a cattle ranch (Windmiller, et al., 1998a).
Most of the observations of possible waste releases described in the PEM report are located in the vicinity
of storage and maintenance structures in the ranch headquarters area. These observations, and the
recommendation made by PEM, are summarized below.
Some minor surficial petroleum staining (PEM, 1996a) has been observed on soils in the vicinity of the
ranch buildings. PEM recommended removal and disposal of these soils.
Two former underground storage tanks with a capacity of 1,000 gallons or less were reportedly located in
the vicinity of the ranch buildings and used for fuel storage (PEM, 1996b). These tanks were reportedly
removed between 1993 and 1996; however, because the installation and/or removal of agricultural
underground storage tanks are not regulated by the State or County, no record of their removal exists in
State or County databases. Exploratory pits were advanced by backhoe at the reported locations of each
of the former USTs by PEM in 1996. These pits reached depths of 4.5 to 6 feet before encountering
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bedrock. Material encountered in the pits consisted of concrete debris, ranch refuse (bailing wire), and
gravel indicative of backfill with non-native material. No staining or petroleum odors were observed in
either of the excavations. A total of two soil samples, one from each pit, were collected and analyzed for
total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel, gasoline and motor oil (TPHd, TPHg, and TPHm), and benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX). TPHd and TPHm were reported in the soil sample collected
from the more southerly of the two former UST locations at concentrations of 13 and 17 mg/kg,
respectively. The location of the southerly UST was observed to be located in an area formerly used for
vehicle maintenance (PEM, 1996b).
PEM recommended that a closure letter be requested from the Placer County Department of
Environmental Health based on the soil exploration analytical results. However, according to Mr. Dave
Buck of the Placer County Environmental Health Department (Buck, 1998), as farm tanks, the USTs are
not regulated by California code and the County can not therefore issue a letter of closure. Mr. Buck also
said that regardless of closure, evidence of remaining contamination would subject the site to review and
action by the County as a potential health risk.
Containers of paints, cleaners, oils, agricultural chemicals and other miscellaneous chemicals were
observed in the vicinity of the ranch buildings by PEM (1996a). PEM recommended appropriate disposal
of these containers.
One water supply well in the former headquarters area was observed and described by PEM. This well
was a 5-foot-diameter, hand-dug well located within a ranch building approximately 50 feet to the
northwest of the southerly former UST location. The observable interior of the well was lined with stone,
and the water level was observed to be approximately 18 feet below ground surface (PEM, 1996a).
According to the Applicant, the well is lined with concrete. No petroleum odors or sheen was observed.
A water sample was collected from this well and analyzed for TPHd, TPHg and TPHm by EPA Method
8015M, BTEX by EPA Method 8020, and chlorinated hydrocarbons by EPA Method 601. No detections
were reported (PEM, 1996b). This well is located in the downgradient groundwater flow direction from
the former UST locations, based on topography. Therefore, the lack of hydrocarbon detections indicates
that contaminated groundwater (if any) from the former ranch headquarters area has not migrated to the
proposed project. PEM recommended abandonment of this well; however, it is understood that the
current property owner intends to continue to use the well for irrigation. Mr. Roger Davies of the Placer
County Department of Health (Davies, 1998) said that normally the County would require closure of such
a well within a subdivision development, but that an appeal could be made.
A sink which drains to the ground was observed in a maintenance barn by PEM (1996a). This building
was formerly used as a dairy barn from 1926 through approximately the 1950s, then as a shop as the
ranch shifted from dairy cows to beef cattle (Windmiller, et al., 1998a). No staining was reported by
PEM, who recommended that a soil sample be collected from below the drain and analyzed for organic
compounds. Sampling has not been conducted in this area in connection with the proposed project
because migration of potential organic compounds in soil is not of concern.
Domestic wastes from the residence are handled by a septic system located within the former
headquarters area. None of the headquarters area out-buildings are connected to this system, and there is
no evidence that it has been used for the disposal of hazardous materials.
No other existing uses of adjacent properties likely to involve the handling of significant quantities of
hazardous materials or hazardous waste which could impact the proposed project site were reported by
PEM or observed by Dames & Moore during the site reconnaissance.
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No other facilities within the study area have been identified on any federal, State, or local government
agency lists.

11.1.2 Existing Site Conditions
This section describes historical or existing site conditions indicating the potential for use or release of
hazardous materials. Ranching and limited mining and prospecting have been the only apparent former
uses of the site. Aerial photographs for the study area taken between 1962 and 1989 were reviewed by
PEM as part of the preliminary environmental site assessment prepared by them (PEM, 1996a). These
photographs show land use in the study area and on the project site to be similar to current uses,
consisting of rural residences and ranches. No indications of mine activity were observable on the
photographs. No fuel dispensers in the area of the reported former USTs were evident on enlarged aerial
photographs.
Locations of possible waste releases on the site include a former gold mine on the eastern portion of the
project site, locations of casual refuse disposal, and abandoned underground lead sheathed telephone
cables. These locations are described below.

Former Gold Mining Activity
The locations of former placer mining and prospecting locations on the project site have been previously
described in Section 10.1.3. The limited amount of tailings observed and the lack of recorded mineral
rights claims indicates limited mining activity. There are no reported or observed indications of the
presence of hazardous materials associated with these locations at the surface. Although there is no
information available regarding the presence or absence of hazardous materials within the mine workings,
the nature of these deposits and the typical manner of mechanical separation of gold from the ore in placer
deposits suggest that the presence of hazardous materials within the workings or the tailings is unlikely.
No drainage, or evidence of drainage, has been reported or observed from the mine tunnels. The tunnels
are constructed within cemented conglomerate and are self-supporting without shoring. No evidence of
mine tunnel collapse, either at the entrance or elsewhere, has been observed.

Casual Refuse Disposal
During the limited site reconnaissance conducted on November 13, 1998, by Dames & Moore, two
locations of informal disposal of solid wastes were observed. One of these consisted of an abandoned,
partially buried, and re-excavated vehicle, the other of a minor amount of cans and bottles. No soil
staining or odors indicating soil contamination were observed at these locations. It is possible that other
similar sites were created during the long history of ranching use of the project site.

Potential Cattle Dipping Vat
There is no evidence, either based on reported ranch operation or direct observation, that a cattle dipping
vat (CDV) has existed at the project site. Because of the history of the project site as a former cattle
ranch, the potential for the existence of a CDV exists. A CDV, consisting of a large concrete lined
trough, was an occasional feature on cattle ranches through the mid-1950s. CDVs were used for the
control of ticks, and chemicals used in CDVs included arsenic and organic pesticides which persist for
long periods in the environment and are suspected human carcinogens. Because of the presence of these
chemicals, the soils and groundwater in the area of a CDV may be hazardous. Human exposure can occur
due to inhalation of contaminated dust, or by drinking contaminated water.
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The potential for the existence of a CDV on the project site is low. There is no evidence in the Cultural
Resources Survey (Windmiller et al., 1998a), in observations made during the limited site reconnaissance,
or in information obtained from the former ranch owner to indicate the presence of a CDV on the project
site or at the former ranch headquarters area. According to the former ranch owner, all cattle dipping was
done in Nevada. Barring the existence of a CDV on the project site, there is no evidence for any
significant past use of agricultural pesticides on the Bickford Ranch.

Abandoned Lead-Sheathed Telephone Cables
Several abandoned underground telephone cables cross the subject site. To assess potential leaching of
lead into adjacent soils from the lead-sheathed cables, soil samples were collected in the vicinity of the
abandoned cables at three locations on the project site (Aqua-Terra, 1997). Sampled locations were
within the Mehrten formation mudflow breccia on the east boundary of the proposed project site, the
Mehrten Formation conglomerate on the north side of Clark Tunnel Road, and the bedrock granitic rocks
on the southern portion of the proposed project site north of the railroad right-of-way. The cables were
encountered at these locations at depths ranging from 12 inches to 30 inches. Two soil samples were
collected at each location – one immediately beneath the cable and a background sample, apparently of
surface soils, from approximately 50 feet upslope of the cable. The samples were analyzed for lead by
EPA Method 6010 and for soil pH. Analytical results for lead ranged from 9.9 mg/kg to 31.4 mg/kg. In
all cases the background soil results were higher, and all results were below the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Preliminary Remedial Goal (PRG) of 130 mg/kg for residential soil.

11.2

REGULATORY SETTING
The State of California, the Placer County Environmental Health Department, the Penryn Fire
Department, and the Placer County Fire Department (PCFD) have policies and guidelines concerning the
handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances. Permits and requirements related to the
handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances that may be required for this proposed project
include the following:
T

The Project shall coordinate permits and requirements related to hazardous substances with the
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) program. The CUPA program is mandated by Senate
Bill 1082 (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.11) which establishes a
unified hazardous waste and materials management regulatory program. Through this unified
program, the Project has a single point of contact for permitting related to hazardous waste
generation, underground and above-ground storage tanks, hazardous materials release response
plans and inventories, and risk management and prevention programs. This program is
implemented locally by the Placer County Environmental Health Services, which was certified as
a CUPA in 1997.

T

The PCFD and Penryn Fire Department have requirements for the installation of temporary
above-ground storage tanks used to store fuel and/or other flammable/combustible liquids during
construction activities. These requirements include inspection of a vegetation break and
identification of emergency shutoff valves and switches. If electrical connections are required to
these facilities, permitting will be required through the Placer County Building Department.

T

Following construction and development, commercial businesses which have underground
storage tanks and/or above-ground storage tanks must register them with the State Water
Resources Control Board.
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T

A Hazardous Materials Storage and Containment Plan will be required by the Placer County
Department of Environmental Health for fuels and chemicals related to golf course maintenance.
This plan would be prepared under Article 80 of the Uniform Fire Code. Copies of the plan
would be filed with the PCFD, the Penryn Fire Department and with the Placer County
Department of Environmental Health.

T

Commercial businesses which handle and store hazardous substances may need to file an
Emergency Response Plan and Hazardous Chemical Inventory Listing with the Placer County
Fire District. depending on the types and quantities of substances stored.

T

During construction of the proposed project, any environmental problems detected within the
proposed project site will need oversight by the appropriate governmental agency (e.g., Placer
County Department of Environmental Health, California Department of Toxic Substance Control,
Regional Water Quality Control Board, etc.).

Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to hazardous materials are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion in
Section 11.3.

11.3

IMPACTS
This section discusses and identifies the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 11.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with hazardous waste/materials impacts have been evaluated
using the following criteria:
T
T
T
T
T
T

An increased fire hazard in areas with dry grass during grading and construction of the proposed
project;
Risk of accidental release of hazardous substances during grading and construction of the
proposed project;
Soil and/or groundwater contamination above levels that can easily be remediated;
Stored hazardous materials to which workers could potentially be exposed;
Soil and/or groundwater contamination at properties located adjacent to the proposed project have
the potential to affect soil and/or groundwater quality of the proposed project; and,
Post construction conditions of the proposed project would create a risk of the accidental release
of hazardous substances.

11.3.1 Construction Impacts
IMPACT HW-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Potential contact with stored hazardous waste/materials
during construction
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Minor amounts of stored hazardous waste/materials exist in outbuildings located at the former ranch
headquarters, located within the project site but not a part of the specific plan for Bickford Ranch. These
materials consist of containers of paints, solvents, agricultural chemicals, and used motor oil. Since the
parcel is not part of the specific plan for Bickford Ranch, worker contact with these materials and the
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potential for a hazardous waste/materials release during construction activities at the project site is
unlikely, and this impact is considered less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT HW-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Possible contact with contaminated soils during construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure HW-A (Report possible contamination to
EHS-HMS)
None
Less Than Significant

Site grading and excavation activities could potentially encounter contaminated soils. Abandoned leadsheathed underground telephone cables known to exist at the site have been evaluated and are not
considered to have impacted site soils. However, unknown former waste disposal or cattle dipping vat
locations on the project site may exist. While no contaminated soils have been observed or reported, the
possibility of undiscovered impacts to soil and/or groundwater water within the project site exists.
Construction activities could spread any potentially contaminated soils across the site or into the air,
creating a potentially significant impact.
During site grading and construction activities, any unearthed areas of apparent or suspected
environmental impacts shall be immediately reported to the County’s Environmental Health Services—
Hazardous Materials Section (EHS-HMS). Resolution of the problem shall be to the satisfaction of the
EHS-HMS. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level.

 T 
IMPACT HW-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Accidental release of
construction
Potentially Significant

hazardous

substances

during

Mitigation Measures HW-B (Comply with CDF and Penryn
Fire Department requirements for temporary storage of
combustible/flammable liquids at construction sites); and
HW-C (Comply with County and CDF requirements for
reporting releases of hazardous materials)
None
Less Than Significant

During grading and construction of the proposed project, it is anticipated that limited quantities of
hazardous substances may be brought on-site. During site clearing and grading activities, it is possible
that temporary aboveground storage tanks and other smaller storage containers would be brought on site
for use in storing gasoline and/or diesel fuel for construction equipment. As with any liquid, during
handling and transfer from one container to another, the possibility of an accidental release would exist.
If a spill should occur, it should be contained and reported to local fire department and Placer County
Environmental Health Department immediately. Impacted soil should be excavated, and properly
disposed of off-site.
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Nevada-Yuba-Place Unit (CDF) and the
Penryn Fire Department have specific requirements for the temporary storage of combustible/flammable
liquids at construction sites which must be followed. Due to the routine nature of the activities to be
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performed, the threat of an accidental spill is considered unlikely. If a spill should occur, it should be
contained and reported to the CDF and County Environmental Health Department immediately. Impacted
soil should be excavated and disposed of as may be required by the County.
Minor amounts of stored hazardous materials exist in outbuildings located at the former ranch
headquarters, located within the project site but not a part of the specific plan for Bickford Ranch. These
materials consist of containers of paints, solvents, agricultural chemicals, and used motor oil. Since the
parcel is not part of the specific plan for Bickford Ranch, worker contact with these materials during
construction activities at the project site is unlikely.
By following County and CDF requirements for temporary fuel storage and reporting of inadvertent
releases of hazardous materials, the impact of such a release would be reduced to less than significant.

11.3.2 Operational Impacts
IMPACT HW-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential groundwater contamination
Potentially Significant
Mitigation
Measure
HW-D
(Comply
with
the
recommendations of a limited groundwater investigation)
None
Less Than Significant

Several indications of actual or potential soil contamination are reported at the former Bickford Ranch
headquarters area. While this 10-acre area is not part of the specific plan for Bickford Ranch, it is
possible that contamination could extend to the adjacent project site, particularly if groundwater were
affected. In the area of the sink, potential migration of organic compounds through soil is not expected to
be of concern. A groundwater sample collected from a well located in a building within the former
headquarters area was found to be uncontaminated; however, the PEM report did not assess the direction of
groundwater flow. Currently there is insufficient data to indicate whether groundwater in the headquarters
area is contaminated, or if contaminated, groundwater has moved off of the 10-acre headquarters area parcel.
An additional groundwater investigation is necessary to assess groundwater quality downgradient of the
headquarters area, coupled with appropriate remediation, if necessary. Assessment of downgradient
groundwater quality and appropriate remediation would reduce this impact to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT HW-5:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Possible contact with hazardous materials and conditions in
mine tunnels
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure B-N (Install bat gates at tunnel entrances)
None
Less than significant

Several open and inactive mine or prospect tunnels exist on the project site. Although the interiors of
these tunnels have not been examined, the nature of the mineral deposit and typical methods of working
them suggest that the presence of hazardous materials is unlikely. Nevertheless, the absence of hazardous
materials cannot readily be determined, and the presence of physically hazardous conditions within these
inactive workings is likely. To prevent possible encounters with hazardous materials, as well as remove
the physical hazards associated with open and abandoned mine workings, these tunnels should be
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permanently closed or secured to prevent human access. No governmental agency provides regulations or
permitting for the closure and abandonment of inactive mines. However, the California Division of
Mines provides recommendations for mine tunnels, including complete closure of the mine entrance
following a professional survey documenting the absence of bats, and the use of “bat gates” if bats are
suspected to be present, or if a survey has not been completed. The applicant proposes to secure mine
tunnel entrances with the use of “bat gates.” Securing the mine tunnels to prevent access will reduce this
impact to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT HW-6:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Accidental release of hazardous substances after construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures HW-C (Comply with County and CDF
requirements for reporting releases of hazardous materials);
HW-E (Comply with the Placer County Department of
Environmental Health requirements for preparation and filing
of Emergency Response Plans and Hazardous Materials
Storage and Containment Plans); HW-F (Finalize and
implement the Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical Application
Management Plan); and HW-G (Comply with underground
storage tank regulations through the Placer County
Environmental Health Department)
None
Less Than Significant

Following construction of the proposed project it is anticipated that small quantities of hazardous
substances would exist within the project site. Development of the proposed project would include low to
medium density residential housing, village commercial center, and an 18-hole golf course.
It is anticipated that small quantities of hazardous substances, such as household pesticides, cleaning
agents, and small quantities of motor fuel, may be stored for household use and may be used and/or sold
by one or more of the commercial businesses developed within the proposed project area. Any
commercial business which stores an acutely hazardous substance or 55 gallons and/or 500 pounds of a
hazardous substance or 200 cubic feet of combustible gas must file an Emergency Response Plan and
Hazardous Materials Storage and Containment Plan with the Placer County Department of Environmental
Health, with a copy to the CDF and the Penryn Fire Department. In addition, commercial businesses
which have underground storage tanks and/or aboveground storage tanks must comply with underground
storage tank regulations through Placer County.
An 18-hole golf course is planned for the Heritage Ridge portion of the proposed project. Storage and use
of hazardous materials, including fuels, fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides will be a component of
maintenance of the golf course. To ensure proper storage and handling of these materials, the Applicant
has prepared and submitted a Draft Chemical Application Management Plan (CHAMP) for the golf
course for County review. The CHAMP will detail turf management practices, plans for storage and use
of chemicals, methods for controlling potential surface water quality impacts due to runoff contamination,
and a plan for surface water quality monitoring to document the outcome of the program and provide
information regarding changes to the program that may be needed. The golf course facility would also be
included in the Hazardous Materials Storage and Containment plan described above, or a separate plan
would be prepared for it.
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During the storage and/or use of chemical products, the risk of an accidental release exists. However,
based on the types and quantities of hazardous substances anticipated to be used, the risk of a release of a
significant quantity of hazardous substances is consistent with that of the surrounding developments and
is considered minimal. By following County and State requirements for the management of hazardous
materials, the risk of a release of hazardous substances would be reduced to less than significant.

11.3.3 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing hazardous waste and materials are identified below,
and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent
with Placer County’s hazardous waste and materials policies.
8.G.9

The County shall require that applications for discretionary development projects that will
generate hazardous wastes or utilize hazardous materials include detailed information on
hazardous waste reduction, recycling, and storage.
Consistent.
A Final Chemical Management and Application Program will be prepared and submitted for
County review. This program will be implemented as part of the golf course development for
use, storage and handling of pesticides, petroleum products or other hazardous materials. Any
other usage of hazardous materials on the project site (i.e., landscape maintenance, commercial
uses) will also submit pertinent information regarding their operations.

8.G.10 The County shall require that any business that handles a hazardous material prepare a plan for
emergency response to a release or threatened release of a hazardous material.
Consistent.
An emergency response plan will be prepared as part of the permitting process for the handling of
hazardous materials on the project site.

11.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure HW-A: Report possible contamination to EHS-HMS
Mitigation Measure HW-A applies to Impact HW-2.
Prior to initiating construction, all abandoned vehicle bodies and other casual refuse on the site shall be
removed and disposed of appropriately. Construction contract specifications will require that, if during
the course of constructing the proposed project evidence of soil and/or groundwater contamination with
hazardous material (i.e., soil staining, unusual odors, or a structure resembling a CDV) is encountered, the
Applicant shall stop work and immediately contact the County Environmental Services Hazardous
Materials Section. Resolution of the problem shall be to the satisfaction of Environmental Health
Services and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. These measures would reduce
the impacts to a level that is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure HW-B: Comply with CDF and Penryn Fire Department requirements for
temporary storage of combustible/flammable liquids at construction sites
Mitigation Measure HW-B applies to Impact HW-3.
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The Applicant proposes procedures to comply with the requirements of the CDF and the Penryn Fire
Department. The CDF and the Penryn Fire Department have specific requirements for the temporary
storage of combustible/flammable liquids at construction sites which must be followed. These
requirements include inspection to verify maintenance of a vegetation break and identification of
emergency shutoff valves and switches. If electrical connections are provided to these facilities, the
County will additionally require permitting through the County Building Department. Implementation of
these requirements would reduce the potential impacts to less than significant levels. The Applicant shall
also participate in the Community Right-to-Know program administered by the County.
Mitigation Measure HW-C: Comply with County and CDF requirements for reporting releases of
hazardous materials
Mitigation Measure HW-C applies to Impacts HW-3 and HW-6.
The Applicant proposes to comply with County and CDF requirements for reporting releases of hazardous
materials. If a release of hazardous materials should occur, it will be contained and reported to the CDF
and County Environmental Health Department immediately. Impacted soil will be excavated and
disposed of as may be required by the County. Implementation of these measures would reduce the
potential impact to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure HW-D: Comply with the recommendations of a limited groundwater investigation
Mitigation Measure HW-D applies to Impact HW-4.
A limited groundwater investigation, planned and conducted by qualified environmental engineering
consultants, will be conducted to assess whether contaminated groundwater exists downgradient of the
former ranch headquarters area. Such an investigation will include installation and sampling of one or
more borings to shallow groundwater located on the project site immediately downgradient of the
headquarters area. If the analytical results are other than non-detect, follow up investigation will be
required to assess appropriate remedial action. The Applicant will comply with the recommendations of
the groundwater investigation.
Mitigation Measure HW-E: Comply with Placer County Department of Environmental Health
requirements for preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and Hazardous Materials Storage
and Containment Plans
Mitigation Measure HW-E applies to Impact HW-6.
The Applicant proposes to comply with Placer County Department of Environmental Health requirements
for preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and Hazardous Materials Storage and
Containment Plans. These requirements apply to any commercial business which stores an acutely
hazardous substance or 55 gallons and/or 50 pounds of a hazardous substance or 200 cubic feet of
combustible gas. These plans would be prepared under Article 80 of the Uniform Fire Code. Copies of
these documents must be provided to the CDF and the Penryn Fire Department. These measures would
reduce the impacts to a level which is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure HW-F: Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical Application
Management Plan
Mitigation Measure HW-F applies to Impacts HW-6, H-6, H-7, B-17, and B-18.
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The Applicant shall prepare a draft Golf Course Chemical Application and Management Plan (CHAMP)
and Water Quality Monitoring Plan. The purpose of the CHAMP is to document turf/landscape
maintenance policies and procedures to be employed at the golf course and associated facilities. The
specific objectives of the policies and procedures are to:
T

Prevent and minimize potential impacts to soil, surface water (runoff), and groundwater from use
of pesticides, fertilizers, and other potentially hazardous materials;

T

Provide for appropriate management and storage of potentially hazardous chemicals used at the
golf course; and

T

Provide for monitoring to provide data for management feedback and to demonstrate these
objectives have been achieved.

Locations for water monitoring shall be based on the management information objectives of the CHAMP
and shall have a sound hydrogeologic basis. Monitoring points shall be located generally as indicated on
Figure GW1-1. Two types of groundwater monitoring wells shall be provided. Type 1 monitoring wells
shall be located in the shallow groundwater zone within the zone of decomposed granitic bedrock
adjacent to selected fairways to provide early feedback for management purposes. Type 2 wells shall be
sited to provide more general coverage within the shallow groundwater zone of portions of the golf course
and associated detention basins.
T

Type 1 Monitoring Wells – A minimum of four groundwater monitoring locations shall be sited,
as shown in Figure GW1-1, directly adjacent to selected fairways and the driving range to provide
early identification of potential water quality problems and implementation of corrective actions
within a short time frame. The wells shall be sited in proximity to the flowlines of existing
natural drainageways. Siting of the wells shall be directed by a professional geologist or
hydrogeologist to monitor shallow, laterally migrating groundwater within the zone of
decomposed granitic bedrock, and shall be completed and screened to the base of the zone of
decomposition. These wells are identified as:
−
−
−
−

T

Type 2 Monitoring Wells – Four groundwater monitoring locations shall be sited on the golf
course perimeter to provide overall coverage of the majority of the golf course area. The wells
shall be sited in proximity to the flowlines of existing natural drainageways, and shall be designed
to monitor shallow, laterally migrating groundwater within the zone of decomposed granitic
bedrock. Installation of these wells shall be supervised by a geologist or hydrogeologist, and they
shall be completed and screened to the base of the zone of decomposition.
−
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Monitoring Well (MW)1-1, to be located adjacent to the lower end of the driving range;
MW1-2, to be located adjacent to the fairway and green of the 12th hole;
MW1-3, to be located in proximity to a drainage way below the fairway of the 14th hole;
and
MW1-4, to be located in proximity to a drainage way adjacent to the fairway and green of
the 6th hole.

MW2-1 shall be located in Clover Valley approximately ¼ mile northeast and upgradient
from Clover Valley Reservoir. This location provides coverage of shallow groundwater
draining managed turf areas associated with golf course holes 12 through 16 and a
portion of the 17th fairway. MW2-1 is also downgradient of three detention ponds and a
PCWA storage pond.
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T

−

MW2-2 shall be located at the confluence of the Clover Valley Creek drainage and a
drainage which includes the 10th hole and a portion of the 1st hole. This location is also
downgradient of the portion of the golf course monitored by MW2-1.

−

Monitoring well MW2-3 is to be located downgradient of a detention pond within a
drainage to the north of Boulder Ridge. The fairway and green of the 7th hole is located
in the upper end of the drainage.

−

Monitoring well MW2-4 is located downgradient of a detention pond in the drainage that
includes the 3rd and 4th holes.

Surface Water Monitoring – The PCWA pond that will be constructed adjacent to the 13th hole
will become part of the canal operating system. This pond would intercept surface water runoff
from several fairways on the eastern portion of the golf course and shall be incorporated into the
monitoring program as surface water monitoring location SW-1.

Details of the plan cover the specific sampling parameters to be used, the frequency of sampling, and the
reporting of results. This is described in more detail in Master Response GW-5. The draft CHAMP is
generally adequate for the current status of the project. When a golf course owner/operator prepares
operational plans, it will then be appropriate to amend the CHAMP with details of the following:
T

Golf course layout.

T

Drainage facilities.

T

A minimum 25-foot natural area buffer zone between managed turf and water bodies.

T

A map delineating the relationship between managed turf, natural areas, and surface water bodies.

T

Selection of plant and turf material to minimize need for pesticide use.

T

A specific list of chemicals to be used.

T

Procedures for the use of each chemical.

T

Schedule for soil nutrient testing that provides for testing once per year, after one year of testing
that demonstrates that nutrient requirements remain relatively constant.

The County must accept the final CHAMP prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of
improvement plans, whichever is issued first.
Implementation of a CHAMP approved by Placer County would reduce the potential impacts of the use of
golf course chemicals to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure HW-G: Comply with underground storage tank regulations through the Placer
County Environmental Health Department
Mitigation Measure HW-G applies to Impact HW-6.
Any commercial businesses that have underground storage tanks and/or aboveground storage tanks must
comply with underground storage tank regulations through Placer County.
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Other Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure B-N, Install bat gates at tunnel entrances, is discussed
in Chapter 13.
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12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality

12.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
12.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

12.1.1 Surface Water Hydrology
Regional Water Resources
The proposed project is located within the Sacramento River Basin, which is bounded by the Sierra
Nevada to the east, the Coast Ranges to the west, the Cascade Range and Trinity Mountains to the north,
and the Delta-Central Sierra area to the south. The Sacramento River is the principal stream in the basin.
Its major tributaries are the Pit and McCloud Rivers, which join the Sacramento River from the north, and
the Feather and American Rivers, which are tributaries from the east.
The proposed project is tributary to four watersheds: Auburn Ravine, Clover Valley Creek, Ingram
Slough and Dutch Ravine (Figure 12-1). The majority of the site, around 1050 acres, drains to Auburn
Ravine; the remainder of the site drains into Ingram Slough (approximately 200 acres), a tributary of
Auburn Ravine, and Clover Valley Creek (625 acres), a tributary of Dry Creek. The balance of the site
drains to Dutch Ravine which also is a tributary of Auburn Ravine.

Auburn Ravine
Auburn Ravine is a perennial stream originating just west of the town of Auburn, approximately 10 miles
east of the project site. From Auburn, the creek flows southwest through Lincoln and north of the project
site. The Auburn Ravine watershed drains a total area of 79 square miles; above the City of Lincoln, the
watershed drains an area of approximately 33 square miles (City of Lincoln et al., 1998). Flows are
seasonable and variable. Diversions from the Nevada Irrigation District and PG&E, and discharges from
the City of Auburn wastewater treatment plant contribute to flows in the summer, when the creek would
otherwise be dry in average to drought conditions (DeWante and Stowell/QUAD, 1992).
Auburn Ravine flows into Sutter County about 10 miles west of the City of Lincoln and ultimately
empties into the East Side Canal, which, in turn, empties into the Cross Canal approximately one
mile east of SR 99. The Cross Canal empties into the Sacramento River approximately 10 miles
north of Sacramento and about one mile below the confluence of the Feather River and the
Sacramento River.

Ingram Slough
Ingram Slough is an intermittent watercourse originating in the foothills east of the City of Lincoln. It
begins just west of Sierra College Boulevard near Twelve Bridges Drive and flows west and north
through the northern part of the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Area and passes under SR 65. Ingram
Slough drains an area of approximately five square miles and is four miles long. Two parallel drainage
branches run east to west. Low-flow channels of both branches intersect and combine approximately
500 feet east of SR 65 about one-half mile south of Auburn Ravine Bridge. West of the highway, Ingram
Slough flows to the west and south for about three miles where it empties into Orchard Creek, and
subsequently Auburn Ravine.
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Clover Valley Creek
Clover Valley Creek originates on the project site and is intermittent above English Colony Way. The
creek flows south and west through the Clover Valley Reservoir and empties into Antelope Creek about
three miles south of the project site. The Clover Valley Creek subbasin is in the upper and northern
portion of the Dry Creek watershed along its western ridge. About three miles south of the project site,
Clover Valley Creek flows into Antelope Creek, a tributary of Dry Creek.
The Dry Creek watershed covers approximately 100 square miles in southwestern Placer county and
northern Sacramento County. The Dry Creek headwaters originate in the Sierra Nevada foothills near
Newcastle, flow southwesterly into the Sacramento Valley, then discharge into the Natomas East Main
Drainage Canal (Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., 1994).
The elevation of the Dry Creek watershed varies from approximately 1,200 feet above msl at the
northeasternmost portion of the watershed to 30 feet above msl at the Natomas East Main Drainage
Canal. The Dry Creek basin bridges the Sierra Nevada and Central Valley geologic provinces.

PCWA Facilities
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) owns and operates two raw water canals that cross the Bickford
Ranch property: the Caperton Canal and the Antelope Canal. The Antelope Canal enters the site from
the south and flows directly to Clover Valley Reservoir. The Caperton Canal traverses the north side of
the project, primarily crossing the Auburn Ravine drainage basins. Antelope Canal has a maximum
capacity of 40 cfs and Caperton Canal has a maximum capacity of 25 cubic feet per second (cfs). Both
canals are equipped with a series of high flow spillways that could discharge up to 10 cfs each onto the
project site. The spillways (shown on Figure 3-18) only function when the capacity of the canal(s) is
exceeded.

Regional Flooding
Regional and local floods occur from October through April. The floods are generally caused by a
combination of prolonged rainfall leading to soil saturation and a short period of intense precipitation
associated with frontal convection or severe thunderstorms.
Runoff from areas within western Placer County, in the vicinity of the cities of Lincoln, Roseville
and Rocklin, drains through several stream courses (including Auburn Ravine, Orchard Creek,
Ingram Slough, Pleasant Grove Creek and Dry Creek), which ultimately drain into the Sacramento
River.
The Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has sponsored three studies which
reviewed the areas drained by the Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks, and Dry Creek.
These creeks and their tributaries flow through and drain western Placer County and southeastern Sutter
county and portions of Sacramento County. The studies are:
T

Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, Volumes 1 and 2 (CH2M
Hill, 1993;

T

Placer/Sutter County Joint Flood Study, Auburn Ravine, Coon and Pleasant Grove Creeks
(CH2M Hill, 1994); and
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T

The Placer County Flood Control and Water conservation District and Sacramento County Water
Agency Final Report, Dry Creek Watershed Flood Control Plan (J.M. Montgomery, 1992).

These studies were prepared to respond to the concern over potential increases in flooding and to develop
potential mitigation for impacts associated with development.
Planned land uses within Placer County allow for industrial, commercial, and residential development
that would normally increase flood flows and volumes. An extensive area upstream of the Cross Canal,
in eastern Sutter County and western Placer County, has a history of periodically flooding as does Dry
Creek through and downstream of the City of Roseville.
While development can have large impacts on peak flows and volumes, hydrologic modeling of the
watershed indicated that “existing” upstream development in the Auburn Ravine/Pleasant Grove Creek
watersheds could result in approximately one-half inch increase in flooding depth in the lower (western)
watershed during the 100-year flood and that existing flooding problems in the western portion of the
watershed would not be significantly reduced, even if all existing development could be removed from
the watershed (CH2M Hill, 1993).
Land use projections based on General and Specific Plans in Placer County show the area developing in
the future to be approximately 10 percent impervious surface. Based upon HEC-1 modeling, the CH2M
Hill analysis determined that the change in watershed land use from existing conditions to future
conditions would result in approximately a 0.12-foot increase in flood stage upstream of the Cross Canal
during the 24-hour 100-year storm. The corresponding increase for the 8-day 100-year storm would be
approximately 0.08 feet.

12.1.2 Water Quality
Surface Water
The project site is currently classified as agricultural and has most recently been used as grazing range for
cattle. Vegetation consists predominantly of annual grasses and oak trees, with some wetlands plant
species in the existing wetlands area at the northwest end of the project site.
Storm runoff originating at the project site drains to four major surface water channels: the Auburn
Ravine, Ingram Slough and Dutch Ravine (both tributary to Auburn Ravine), and Clover Valley Creek
(GW Consulting Engineers, 1998b). These surface waters are tributary to the Sacramento River via the
Auburn Ravine and Dry Creek watersheds. Key beneficial uses of the receiving waters are designated as
municipal and domestic supply; agricultural supply, recreation, freshwater habitat (Central Valley
RWQCB, 1998).
There is no site-specific surface water quality data available. Surface water quality in local streams which
would receive runoff from the proposed project is generally considered to be good, with the exceptions of
stream reaches receiving runoff from developed areas and highways (EIP Associates, 1997). Based on
recent use at the project site and the existing erosion potential (as discussed in Section 10.1.5), the quality
of runoff originating on the project site is estimated to be characterized by elevated concentrations of
sediment; oxygen-demanding compounds; nitrogenous compounds; coliform bacteria from animal waste;
other salts; and/or naturally occurring metals (U.S. EPA, 1983). The estimated runoff concentrations for
these constituents are summarized in Table 12-1.
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Table 12-1
Runoff Water Quality Estimate (Existing Conditions)
1

Constituent

Estimated Runoff Concentration

Total Suspended Solids

70 mg/L

Biological Oxygen Demand

n/a

Chemical Oxygen Demand

40 mg/L

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen

0.965 mg/L

Fecal Coliform Bacteria

1,000 MPN/100 mL (cold weather)
21,000 MPN/100 mL (warm weather)

Pesticides (sum of detected compounds)

0.0002 to 0.02 mg/L

Cadmium

0.001 to 0.014 mg/L

Chromium

0.001 to 0.190 mg/L

Copper

n/a

Lead

0.03 mg/L

Nickel

0.001 to 0.182 mg/L

Notes:
1
Median EMC for open space (U.S. EPA, 1983)
n/a Data not available

Groundwater
The study area is located within the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin as defined by the California
Department of Water Resources. The groundwater basin extends from approximately Red Bluff to the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and occupies approximately 9,000 square miles in surface area. Several
distinct water-bearing layers and aquifers are within the basin, ranging in depth from 20 to 600 feet below
ground surface. Groundwater can also occur as shallow or perched water tables within a few feet of the
surface where bedrock is close to the surface. Such perched groundwater conditions likely occur
seasonally in portions of the project site.
Recharge of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin occurs through infiltration of streamflow that
originates in the mountain areas contiguous to the basin, and by deep percolation of precipitation where
soil and geologic conditions are favorable.
Groundwater availability in Central Placer County is variable, with some areas experiencing good
production and others not supportive of domestic wells. Groundwater quality data for the vicinity of the
project site is limited; however, the project site lies in an area where nitrate impacts may be present due to
past regional agricultural activities and/or septic systems. Relatively high levels of iron and manganese
may also be encountered (Crawford, Multari, & Starr, 1994b).
As discussed in Section 10.1, most of the upper surface of Boulder Ridge is covered by a cemented
volcanic mudflow caprock which exhibits relatively low permeability. This is underlain by the Mehrten
formation consisting of conglomerate and breccia. Below the Mehrten Formation is granitic rock
exhibiting varying degrees of weathering. Based on this stratigraphy and the types of soils present on the
ridge (Group D soils and some Group C soils), groundwater recharge potential for this part of the project
site is low, and groundwater is expected to be encountered primarily in weathered granite or fractures
within the granitic bedrock. However, seasonal springs have been observed along the slopes of the main
ridge, likely due to infiltration through localized fissures in the cap rock and the underlying Mehrten
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formation. Although groundwater recharge areas are limited in the area of the project site, local stream
channels represent one of the most important potential groundwater recharge zones in the vicinity of the
project site (EIP Associates, 1997).
The northwest lowland portion of the project site is characterized by alluvial deposits 5 to 10 feet thick
underlain by weathered granitic bedrock. During the preliminary geotechnical investigation, groundwater
was encountered at depths of 3 to 10 feet below the existing ground surface in this area (Wallace Kuhl &
Associates, 1998). Depth to groundwater on Boulder ridge is unknown.
One groundwater well is known to exist within the NAPOTS parcel. This is a hand dug well of
unknown depth located within one of the buildings in the ranch headquarters area in the northwest
portion of the project site. Groundwater was observed in this well at a depth of 18 feet below ground
surface (PEM, 1996a). Limited testing of one groundwater sample from that well indicates that the
groundwater in the immediate area of that well has not been degraded by past activities (PEM,
1996a). Although no other site-specific groundwater quality data were available, the site geology,
hydrogeology, and previous land uses suggest that no significant groundwater impacts currently exist
at the project site.

12.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to hydrology and water quality are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion
in Section 12.3. Other applicable policies are described below.

12.2.1 Surface Water Hydrology
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates the placement of fill or dredged materials that affect
waters of the United States, which include stream courses and jurisdictional wetlands. The Corps
regulates these activities under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Corps would
regulate any development in the study area that affect jurisdictional wetlands.
The 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 Flood Insurance Rate Maps, which are used in the National Flood Insurance Program.
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. The
project site falls outside the limits of the 100-year floodplain as delineated on Flood Insurance Rate
Maps for Auburn Ravine and Dry Creek.
The Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FCWCD) formulates regional
strategies for flood control management. In the FCWCD Stormwater Management Manual, policy,
guidelines, and specific development criteria are presented for stormwater management. The main
objective of the FCWCD is to reduce the effects of flooding through best management practices. The
manual addresses the following elements which must be included in a stormwater management
project:
T

Drainage structure design - The storm drainage 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;

R:\02Bickford\12\h & wq.doc

Page 12-5

March 15, 2002

12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality
T
T
T
T

Use of detention basins to maintain downstream flow rates at less than the pre-development rate
of flow;
Floodplain Management Plan;
System Monitoring Program; and,
Operations and Maintenance Program

12.2.2 Water Quality
Surface Water
State and Federal Requirements
Surface water quality is regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES),
developed by the U.S. EPA in accordance with Section 303 of the Clean Water Act. In the State of
California, the NPDES program is administered by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), with implementation and enforcement by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). The NPDES program, designed to protect surface water quality, is applicable to all
discharges to waters of the United States, including storm water discharges associated with municipal
drainage systems, construction activities, industrial operations, and “point sources” (such as
wastewater treatment plant discharges and other direct discharges to water bodies). Placer County
currently is below the mandated population threshold, and therefore does not have an NPDES permit
covering runoff discharges from County-owned facilities, residential areas, or commercial
developments. However, it is expected that by 2010, the County will be required to obtain an
NPDES permit and develop a Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (Crawford Multari, &
Starr, 1994a). In general, the NPDES permit program focuses on controlling, minimizing, or
reducing surface water impacts.
Additionally, NPDES permits are issued by the Central Valley RWQCB for construction activities
involving disturbance of five acres or more. The conditions of the State’s General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges associated with Construction Activities require development and implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan that must address the following:
T
T
T
T

Plans for implementation of structural and operational Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
prevent and control impacts to surface water;
Inspection and maintenance of BMPs throughout all phases of construction;
Monitoring of runoff quality during all phase of construction; and
A plan for preventing and controlling post-construction impacts to runoff quality.

Prior to August 1997, the Central Valley RWQCB had published numerical water quality criteria in the
Inland Surface Waters Plan. However, this plan was repealed on a legal challenge, and the U.S. EPA
proposes to promulgate water quality criteria for California’s inland surface waters based on the National
Ambient Water Quality Criteria (Central Valley RWQCB, 1998). These criteria are therefore used to
determine the significance of surface water quality impacts potentially arising from the proposed project.
Criteria for selected constituents are summarized in Table 12-2.
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Table 12-2
National Ambient Water Quality Criteria
Constituent

Concentration (mg/L)

Total Suspended Solids

n/a

Biological Oxygen Demand

n/a

Chemical Oxygen Demand

n/a

Nitrate

10 mg/L

Coliform Bacteria

n/a

Pesticides

varies by compound

Cadmium

1

Chromium
Copper

1

1

Lead

0.0035 mg/L maximum
n/a
0.017 mg/L maximum
0.065 mg/L maximum

1

Nickel

1.4 mg/L maximum

Notes:
1
Varies as a function of receiving water hardness; hardness assumed to be
100 mg/L as CaCO3.
n/a None promulgated

Other permits related to protection of surface water quality include the Streambed Alteration Agreement
issued by the California Department of Fish and Game and the Section 404 (Nationwide) Permit issued
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Water quality objectives have also been established for the Sacramento River (and its tributaries), and are
contained in the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan, 3rd edition, 1994) for the Sacramento River and
San Joaquin Rivers prepared by the Central Valley RWQCB in compliance with the federal CWA and the
State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 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 River Watershed basin.

Groundwater
State and Federal Requirements
The SWRCB also regulates activities that could results in adverse impacts to groundwater quality.
Policies and regulations promulgated by the SWRCB (either under its Clean Water Act authority or statederived authority) are implemented and enforced by the RWQCB. Groundwater-related activities
governed by NPDES permits or waste discharge requirements issued by the RWQCB include aquifer
reinjection; reclaimed water irrigation; and siting and design of waste management facilities (including
wastewater treatment plants). The RWQCB also oversees local implementation of underground storage
tank management programs and other programs related to prevention and control of groundwater impacts.
In general, SWRCB policy prohibits degradation of groundwater quality, and in cases where impacts
occur, the RWQCBs typically require restoration of impacted aquifers such that residual concentrations
do not exceed the U.S. EPA’s Maximum Concentration Limits for drinking water. In cases where the
aquifer is hydraulically connected to a surface water body, fresh water aquatic habitat water quality
criteria may be imposed as cleanup levels (as summarized in Table 12-2, above).
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12.3

IMPACTS
This section discusses and identifies the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 12.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with hydrology and water quality impacts have been evaluated
using the following criteria:
T
T
T
T
T

Increase in rate of runoff downstream of the site;
Increase in volume of runoff leaving the site;
Long term and irreversible erosion and sedimentation resulting from site development and
occupation;
Failure to meet applicable water quality criteria at any surface water discharge point or in
groundwater; and,
Decrease of groundwater recharge resulting in depressed groundwater levels in the local and/or
regional area.

12.3.1 Surface Water Hydrology
IMPACT H-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increase in runoff rate downstream of the site
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare and implement a postdevelopment stormwater management program); and H-B
(Provide runoff rate control)
None
Less Than Significant

A post-development stormwater management program will be developed within the guidelines of the
Placer County Storm Water Management Manual. The management program will be consistent with the
following goals:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Provide protection from periodic inundation which could result in loss of life and property.
Protect and enhance natural resources belonging to the stream environment.
Prevent significant erosion and adverse effects on water quality.
Provide a regional approach to stormwater management which is both internally consistent and
consistent with other community goals and plans.
Achieve maximum use of resources through multiple compatible uses.
Assure orderly growth and development and minimize its adverse effects.

The proposed project includes storm drain improvements within each subdivision. All structures will be
designed in accordance with the Storm Water Management Manual. Detention facilities are proposed to
meet the Storm Water Management Manual detention requirements of reducing runoff (from the site) to
less than the pre-development runoff rate. The proposed facilities include ravine detention ponds,
excavated detention ponds and lakes.
The ravine detention ponds will be constructed by installing berms across ravines to restrict the flow. The
berm will have a low flow outlet and a high flow spillway. These ponds will be normally dry. The
excavated detention ponds function similarly as the ravine detention ponds with low flow outlets and high
flow spillways. These structures will also be normally dry but will be constructed by excavating soil to
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create detention storage. The Lakes will be constructed in the north west portion of the site in the
Meadows area. The lakes will have low flow outlets for the base flow rate fed by water taken from the
Caperton Canal and a high flow outlet for storm flows. Lakes will normally be full to a design level with
sufficient freeboard to accommodate storm runoff. Table 12-3 identifies the proposed detention basin or
lake location, size and performance characteristics.
Table 12-3
Auburn Ravine Proposed Detention Basins and Lakes
Detention Basin or Lake
Location (alternative
description)

Peak Stage
(estimated
no
sediment)

Estimated
Peak
Outflow
(cfs)

Estimated
100-Year
Required
Flood
Storage

Estimated
Maximum
Available
Capacity
(acre feet)

Estimated
Reserve
Capacity
(acre feet)

14BDET

473.7

145

3.5

6.2

2.7

SC-4 (Culvert @ 14B-3)

351.2

231

3.2

ND

ND

AR2-3B (AR2DET)

605.25

123

1.4

2.6

1.2

AR3-3 (AR3DET)

571.3

232

3.5

4.0

0.5

AR4-4 Existing Lake
(EXP1)

501.3

228

12.0

ND

ND

AR4-8 (AR4-west)

409.0

280

1.8

2.3

0.5

AR6-5D (AR6-west)

463.2

259

1.0

1.7

0.7

AR6-10 (Lake ‘C’)

274

620

7.0 (20)

10.9 (23.9)

3.9

AR6-10 (Lake ‘B’)

270.1

618

1.2 (2.0)

2.4 (3.2)

1.2

AR6-10 (Lake ‘A’)

266.1

630

4.6 (11.7)

7.6 (14.7)

3.0

AR7-2 (Lake ‘C’)

346.3

196

2.0 (3.5)

3.9 (5.4)

1.9

AR7-2 (Lake ‘B’)

333.3

206

1.2 (7.2)

2.8 (8.8)

1.6

AR7-2 (Lake ‘A’)

322.3

218

1.2 (4.2)

2.5 (5.5)

1.3

AR7-5 (Lake)

302.3

113

10.0 (49)

28 (67)

18

AR7-7 (Lake)

296.4

120

5.0 (33)

13.8 (41.8)

8.8

SC-2 Sierra College
Culvert at AR7-8

279.3

123

ND

ND

ND

SC-3 Sierra College
Culvert at AR7A-1

306.8

33

ND

ND

ND

*Lake detention volumes are shown and total storage volumes at 100-year level are included in ( ).
ND = not determined
Source: Civil Solutions, 1999a, 1999b

With the development and implementation of a Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) to provide for
post-development stormwater management and the construction of detention structures to reduce the peak
flow to less than the existing flow rate, the impact of the proposed project on runoff rate would be
reduced to a level that is less than significant.

 T 
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IMPACT H-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increase in runoff volume leaving the site
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure H-C (Provide retention storage)
None
Less Than Significant

The proposed project will result in an increase in the volume of runoff leaving the site. Development of
roads, buildings, driveways and other paved and impermeable surfaces will reduce the amount of storm
water that infiltrates into the ground and will increase the amount of water that runs off of the site.
Runoff will be routed through detention storage facilities that will reduce the rate of runoff from the site
but these facilities will not reduce the volume of runoff flowing from the site. Under existing conditions
it is estimated that the site will generate 1,285 acre-feet of runoff during a 100-year, 8 day duration storm.
After development of the site, it is estimated that the 100-year, 8 day duration storm would generate
1,419 acre-feet of runoff. Therefore, after development of the project, there would be an additional
134 acre-feet of runoff flowing from the site. Of this total increase, 108 acre-feet would flow to the
Auburn Ravine watershed and into Sutter County. The balance, 26 acre-feet, would flow into Clover
Valley Creek and subsequently into Dry Creek.
Within the Dry Creek watershed, the most extensive flood damage occurs in areas along Miners Ravine in
the vicinity of Joe Rodgers Road and upstream of Sierra College Boulevard; Paragon Court near Antelope
Creek in Rocklin; areas along Cirby, Linda and Dry Creek in Roseville; and along Dry Creek in Rio
Linda. Sacramento and Placer counties jointly sponsored the preparation of the Dry Creek Watershed
Flood Control Plan (J.M. Montgomery, 1992). The plan recommends:
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Regional storm water detention basins;
Channel improvements, levees and floodwalls;
Bridge and culvert replacement;
Local, on-site detention (in the upper two-thirds of the watershed only);
Floodplain management;
Regional flood warning and data collection; and,
Collection of fees from new developments and establishment of assessment districts for flood
control facilities.

The plan recommendations are in various stages of implementation as part of a regional approach to
managing flood flows within the Dry Creek watershed. The proposed project is being implemented in a
manner that is consistent with the recommendations of the Dry Creek Watershed Flood Control Plan and
in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual. Therefore, an increase in
runoff volume due to development of that part of the proposed project lying with the Dry Creek
Watershed is not considered to be a significant impact.
Sutter County also has a history of flooding and flood related damage. In response, Placer and Sutter
counties have studied and attempted to identify appropriate measures to mitigate increased runoff volume
associated with development in Placer and Sutter counties. These studies include the Auburn Ravine
watershed which originates in Placer County just west of the City of Auburn. Auburn Ravine receives
runoff from developed and undeveloped areas, which includes the project site, and conveys that runoff
into Sutter County. Because of the nature and extent of flooding within Sutter County, any increase in
runoff volume entering the County would be considered a significant impact. Without mitigation, the
proposed project would result in an increase in runoff volume that would flow into Sutter County and
would therefore have a significant affect on flooding within the County. However, the Applicant has
entered into formal communications with the City of Lincoln regarding participation in the City’s Master
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Drainage Plan retention basin, which is currently in the preliminary planning and site acquisition phase.
Implementation of the basin probably will not occur for several years and depends upon the build-out
schedule of other development projects previously approved by the City (Campbell, 1999). The City has
indicated its conditional agreement to accommodate an increased storage capacity at this basin, pending
receipt and concurrence with supporting technical analyses demonstrating overall feasibility of the
concept and execution of construction and maintenance cost sharing agreements (Pedri, 1999). With
construction of this basin, sized to accommodate an additional 108 acre-feet of storage (the incremental
increase in runoff volume emanating from the proposed project), the impact of the proposed project due
to increased runoff volume would be reduced to a level that is less than significant. However, there is
uncertainty with regard to the implementation schedule, the feasibility of increasing the basin size and
final agreement on economic considerations. As an interim solution, the Applicant is proposing to
provide on-site storage and limitation of site development until the City’s retention pond is in place.
Table 12-4 describes the buildout phase storage requirements by major drainage basin (shed name). With
the proposed measures, this impact would be less than significant.
Table 12-4
Retention Volumes by Phase
Runoff Shed Name

Phase I

Phase II

Phase III

Total

16

4

0

20

AR1

0

0

0

0

AR2

0

0

13

13

AR3

0

0

12

12

AR4

5

3

1

9

AR5

8

2

0

10

AR6

9

5

0

14

AR7

30

0

0

30

68

14

26

108

Ingram Slough

Total by Phase
Source: Civil Solutions, 1999a, 1999b

On-site retention would be accomplished by increasing the holding capacity of all detention facilities and
on-site lakes. This increase in holding capacity would require annual maintenance and operation to draw
all residual water surfaces down to a predetermined level prior to each storm season.
Volume calculations show that Phase I of Bickford Ranch (68 acre feet of required retention) could be
accommodated in the lakes in The Meadows area with a ±10-foot drawdown. Phase II and Phase III
could be accommodated in the remaining on-site detention/retention areas and additional drawdown of
the lakes.

12.3.2 Water Quality
Surface Water
As discussed in Section 12.1, the project site comprises a total of 18 drainage sub-basins, and the
proposed project would increase the overall amount of impervious surface, thereby increasing runoff from
most of these areas. Following construction of the proposed project, storm water runoff quality can be
expected to decline as more potential pollutants will be generated by the activities of man. Additionally,
pollutants will tend to be flushed from impervious surfaces where they accumulate (i.e., paving and roofs)
into drainage conveyances. Key constituents in typical urban runoff are similar to those present prior to
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construction, but metals concentrations would typically be expected to be higher, and the development
would introduce new pollutants to surface water such as oils, grease, pesticides and chemical fertilizers.
Table 12-5 summarizes the estimated runoff quality for the post-construction period, assuming no
preventative practices or controls are implemented.
Table 12-5
Runoff Water Quality Estimate
(Post-Construction, No Pollution Prevention Measures)
Constituent

1

Estimated Runoff Concentration

Total Suspended Solids

70 to 100 mg/L

Biological Oxygen Demand

9 to 10 mg/L

Chemical Oxygen Demand

57 to 73 mg/L

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen

1.2 to 1.9 mg/L

Fecal Coliform Bacteria

1,000 MPN/100 mL (cold weather)
21,000 MPN/100 mL (warm weather)

Pesticides

significant increase

Cadmium

0.001 to 0.014 mg/L

Chromium

0.001 to 0.190 mg/L

Copper

0.029 to 0.033 mg/L

Lead

0.1 to 0.14 mg/L

Nickel

0.001 to 0.182 mg/L

Note:
1
Range of Median EMCs for roads, residential, and commercial areas (U.S. EPA, 1983)

BMPs are frequently implemented by municipalities, industries, and other storm water dischargers.
BMPs can be structural (permanent engineered features such as treatment systems and sedimentation
basins) or operational (so-called “good housekeeping” principles implemented to minimize accumulation
of potential pollutants in soil or on impervious surfaces). The SWRCB, along with local agencies, has
developed standard BMP manuals consisting of conceptual designs for structural BMPs, “good
housekeeping” principles for a wide variety of industries, and public participation/information programs
designed to prevent and minimize storm water pollution. Maximizing the use of cost-effective BMPs is
the most effective means of controlling these potential impacts.

 T 
IMPACT H-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

March 15, 2002

Reduced storm water quality due to increased erosion and
sedimentation during construction
Potentially Significant (short-term)
Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare and implement a grading
and erosion control plan); H-D (Prepare and implement a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction
activities); and H-E (Monitor erosion and sediment control
measures during construction)
None
Less Than Significant
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The mass grading involved in preparing the project site for construction would result in a temporary
decrease in vegetative cover. Loss of vegetation tends to increase the potential for soil erosion which
could cause an increase in suspended solids in runoff and local receiving waters. Areas denuded during
construction could continue to erode indefinitely following completion of construction if no steps were
taken to prevent or control erosion and sedimentation. The Applicant plans to prepare an erosion control
plan in accordance with Placer County’s grading ordinance (Mitigation Measure G-A) and will apply for
an NPDES General Permit for Discharge of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activities. In
order to obtain the NPDES permit, the Applicant must also prepare a project-specific Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (Mitigation Measure H-D). The erosion control plan and the SWPPP
should contain a description of all earthwork activities by phase, a detailed construction schedule (updated
frequently as the work progresses), identification of activities that may cause runoff quality impacts, and
specific measures to control erosion and minimize sediment discharges in runoff during each phase of
buildout. Typical erosion and sedimentation control measures should include, but may not be limited to:
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Use of erosion control mats on cut and fill slopes;
Revegetating denuded areas, particularly slopes, as soon as practical using hydroseeding or other
suitable techniques;
Erection of silt fences at the toe of denuded slopes until vegetation is fully established;
Construction of temporary or permanent runoff control berms or diversion ditches to reduce sheet
flow across vulnerable areas and/or capture sediment –laden runoff;
Construction of temporary sedimentation basins upgradient of discharge points;
Installation of silt fences, hay bales, or filter bags at catch basins receiving runoff from denuded
areas;
Frequent inspection and maintenance of these structural BMPs, with particular attention to
“winterizing” the project site each year by the end of September and inspecting and repairing
EMPs prior to and after each rainfall event.

The SWPPP should also include definition of parties responsible for implementing the plan. It is not
certain that the standard SWPPQ elements would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Therefore, in addition to the required visual inspection of runoff at selected monitoring points, the
SWPPP will include a plan for sampling and analysis of runoff at selected discharge points (Mitigation
Measure H-E). Samples should be analyzed for Total Suspended Solids (TSS) during several storm
events each year. If TSS exceeds the water quality goal or other limits imposed by the NPDES permit,
immediate steps should be taken to identify and remedy the problem. Because of the planned
construction phasing, monitoring points may vary from year to year, and the SWPPP should be updated
each year at the end of the rainy season.
Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT H-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:
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Reduced storm water chemical quality due to construction
activities
Potentially Significant (short-term)
Mitigation Measure H-D (Prepare and implement a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities)
None
Less Than Significant
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Impacts to runoff water quality during construction could potentially result from leaks or spills of fuel or
hydraulic fluid used in construction equipment; outdoor storage of construction materials; or spills of
paints, solvents, and other potentially hazardous materials commonly used in construction. The SWPPP
(Mitigation Measure H-D) should include a project-specific plan for preventing this type of impact
through the use of structural and/or operational BMPs. The following measures should be considered for
inclusion in the SWPPP:
T
T
T
T
T

Scheduling materials deliveries to provide for minimal on-site storage and/or providing covered
storage for materials wherever practical;
Designating specific areas for overnight equipment storage and maintenance and providing runoff
control around those areas to minimize the potential for runoff to contact spilled materials;
Procedures for daily work site cleanup and immediate cleanup of spilled materials and
contaminated soil;
A program of site inspections to ensure that BMPs are consistently implemented and effective;
and
Visual monitoring of runoff quality at selected monitoring points;

As discussed above, the SWPPP should be updated as frequently as necessary to ensure that all
construction activities are considered, as well as the season and the phase of the project. Implementation
of an SWPPP developed in accordance with the requirements of the NPDES permit program would
reduce these impacts to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT H-5:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increased erosion and sedimentation after buildout
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare and implement a grading
and erosion control plan); H-A (Prepare and implement a
post-development stormwater management program); H-F
(Monitor site erosion and sediment control measures for two
years after implementation of final erosion control measures);
and H-G (Design runoff detention basins to promote solids
settling and provide capacity for accumulated sediment)
None
Less Than Significant

If erosion control measures implemented during and immediately after construction are not properly
maintained until vegetative cover is fully established, soil erosion could occur, potentially causing
increased sediment loading in runoff. The erosion control plan (Mitigation Measure G-B) should include
a detailed plan for revegetation of denuded areas, particularly slopes in vulnerable soil types, and provide
a mechanism for maintenance (irrigation, fertilization, and/or periodic replacement) until the vegetation is
established to the point where it provides erosion protection equal or superior to that which existed prior
to construction.
A post-development stormwater management program should also be developed in accordance with
NPDES requirements for municipal storm water discharge (Mitigation Measure H-A). The purpose of the
program is to document existing storm water management systems, their intended function, operation and
maintenance requirements, and parties responsible for implementing functions related to storm water
quality management. In addition, the program should include a program of inspection and monitoring to
ensure that needed repairs are made as soon as practical and a plan for monitoring suspended solids at key
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discharge points for a period of at least two years until erosion has stabilized (Mitigation Measure H-F).
Once full revegetation is established, visual monitoring of discharges from the detention basins may be
sufficient to ensure adequate performance.
The Applicant plans to construct several runoff retention basins to intercept and control discharges into
major drainage channels off-site. These basins should be designed to allow adequate retention time for
solids settling and adequate volume to accommodate accumulation of sediments (Mitigation Measure
H-G). Alternatively, periodic sediment removal may be used to ensure that the hydraulic capacity of the
system is not exceeded.
Implementation of a grading and erosion control plan and post-development stormwater management plan
will not, by itself, be sufficient to reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The four mitigation
measures described above would reduce the residual impact to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT H-6:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Reduced storm water runoff quality after buildout (excluding
sedimentation)
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures HW-F (Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical Application Management
Plan); H-A (Prepare and implement a post-development
stormwater management program); and H-H (Finalize and
implement the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan for
constructed lakes and wetlands areas);
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure H-I (Design and construct improvements
to protect water quality in canals in accordance with PCWA
standards and County requirements for a 100-foot setback
from structures)
Less Than Significant

Following construction of the proposed project, surface water quality in drainage channels, the raw water
canals or other surface water bodies could potentially be impacted by reduced runoff water quality due to
the following:
T
T
T
T

Use of chemical pesticides and fertilizers at the golf course;
Accumulation of degradable organic compounds in the manmade lakes and wetlands from
wildlife fecal material;
Increased metals and petroleum-based compounds due to the presence of residences and
commercial uses at the project site; and
Increased degradable organic compounds, nitrate, and fecal coliform bacteria from use of the
proposed equestrian area and trails.

The Applicant has prepared and submitted a Draft Chemical Application Management Plan for the golf
course (Mitigation Measure HW-F) that will detail turf management practices, plans for storage and use
of chemicals, methods for controlling potential surface water quality impacts due to runoff contamination
and a plan for surface water quality monitoring to document the outcome of the program and provide

R:\02Bickford\12\h & wq.doc

Page 12-15

March 15, 2002

12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality
information regarding changes to the program that may be needed. The Applicant plans to implement the
Plan upon final approval by the County.
The Applicant has prepared a Draft Lake Management Plan to provide for appropriate management of the
man-made lake system (Mitigation Measure H-H) and minimize potential surface water impacts due to
residential runoff and lake discharges into off-site drainage channels.
The Final Lake Management Plan shall include (but not be limited to) the following items:
1.

Section 1 – Project Description of Lakes: Characterize water quality from Caperton Canal;
identify expected volume of make-up water; monitor total dissolved solids in make-up water to
ensure that it will not adversely affect existing water quality coming from Caperton Canal.

2.

Section 2 – Lake Construction: Calculate the estimated seepage rate for the method chosen for
sealing lake bottoms, and choose a method (among the alternatives presented in the draft plan)
that does not allow high seepage rates. Provide a complete description of lake maintenance
infrastructure that will achieve the objectives of the plan.

3.

Section 3 – Lake Management: Identify the parties responsible for maintaining the lake
management systems. In Section 3.1, describe the nutrient input control and turnover rates
necessary to ensure proper maintenance. Finalize the description of the revegetation plan
(include additional mid- and low-level species to ensure sufficient habitat during the natural
revegetation period; specify recommended flora densities). In Section 3.6, identify soil erosion
techniques and implementation procedures to control soil erosion. In Section 3.8, identify
management techniques to control aquatic invertebrates and fish species that might become
established in the lakes.

4.

Section 4 – Recreation: Identify provisions for non-destructive access to the lakes for nonmotorized boats.

5.

Section 5 – Lake Monitoring: Monitor Lakes Six and Seven for total petroleum as oil, total
petroleum as gasoline, and semivolatile organic compounds to ensure that contamination from the
road intersecting the two lakes and the associated traffic does not adversely affect water quality,
using RWQCB standards. For the first year, collect and analyze one sample per quarter. If no
contamination is detected, monitoring activity could be decreased to an annual or semiannual
schedule.
For all lakes, include monitoring for pesticides and herbicides used on the golf course, using
RWQCB standards, monthly for the first two years and quarterly for the subsequent three years
unless contamination is present at levels indicating that continued monitoring is appropriate.
For Lakes One, Two, and Three, monitor for contamination that might result from activities on
this property, such as leakage from the septic tank and sediment accumulations due to erosion.

6.

March 15, 2002

Section 6 – Water Quality Corrective Actions: Develop a corrective action threshold above
5 mg/L for dissolved oxygen in order to ensure that the health of lake biota is not jeopardized by
a sudden decrease in dissolved oxygen levels. Identify corrective action for contamination
resulting from runoff from the road, from chemical usage, and from activities on the NAPOTS
property affecting lake water (if any).
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7.

Section 7 – Corrective Action Management Alternatives to Common Problems: Delete full draw
down or the use of dyes as two alternative methods for managing nuisance aquatic vegetation.
Revise Section 7.2 regarding muddy water to identify the cause(s) of the turbidity and implement
a management strategy to ensure its reduction, rather than treating the effects. Identify
appropriate fishing seasons for each species of game fish identified in Section 7.3.

The Applicant plans to implement the Plan upon final approval by the County.
The post-development storm water management program (Mitigation Measure (H-A) should also address
potential chemical impacts to surface waters, and should include the following:
T
T
T

T

A description of all runoff management systems and their function (including conveyance and
treatment systems);
A description of operations and routine maintenance for each system;
Specific programs that relate to controlling storm water pollution (street sweeping, waste
collection, community education/awareness, lake management, golf course management, and
maintenance of equestrian areas); and
Definition of parties responsible for inspection, operation, and upkeep of each system and
implementation of each program.

The SWMP is essentially a master document which considers all potential sources and causes of surface
water impacts (including the golf course and lakes), whereas the Chemical Application Management Plan
and Lake Management Plan are focused plans intended for use by the individual system managers. In
addition, it is recommended that the Applicant provide for a 100-foot setback from canals, and design and
construct runoff controls or other engineered means to prevent contaminated runoff from entering
Caperton and Antelope canals (Mitigation Measure H-I). These controls must be designed and
constructed in accordance with PCWA’s Improvement Standards unless a variance is approved by PCWA
for alternate water quality protection measures. In combination, these four mitigation measures will
reduce the level of impact to less than significant.

 T 
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts often occur or are detected several years after the event or activity that causes them.
In general, residential development does not pose a high risk of groundwater contamination; however,
impacts to groundwater could potentially result from the following activities related to the proposed
project:
T
T
T
T

Use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides at the golf course;
Accumulation of degradable organic compounds in manmade lakes and wetlands from wildlife
fecal material;
Failure of septic leach field systems; and
Leakage from on- and off-site sanitary sewer pipes.

IMPACT H-7:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
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Reduced groundwater quality
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures HW-F (Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical Application Management
Plan); H-H (Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Lake
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Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Management Plan for constructed lakes and wetland areas);
H-J (Implement Placer County policies and ordinances related
to permitting, design, construction, and maintenance of septic
systems); and H-K (Notify Placer County Department of
Environmental Health and affected property owners if off-site
sewer pipeline breaks)
None
Less Than Significant

Golf Course
Approximately 35 acres of the proposed golf course would drain to the Auburn Ravine sub-basin, and
approximately 84 acres would drain to the Clover Valley Creek sub-basin. Overall runoff quantities
generated from these areas would be low relative to other proposed land uses at the project site and would
be similar to the current condition. The majority of runoff from irrigated areas of the golf course would
drain by sheet flow to existing natural channels, and the potential for on-site infiltration is limited by the
soil types present in the proposed golf course area. Existing creeks which would receive runoff from the
golf course (Auburn Ravine Creek and Clover Valley Creek) are groundwater recharge sources, and
significant impacts to runoff quality could therefore potentially reduce groundwater quality within the
creek recharge zones. Because of the need to maintain large areas of high-quality turf grass, golf courses
typically use relatively large quantities of chemical fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and fungicides. In
recent years, more golf courses have implemented less chemical-intensive methods by selecting climateadapted grass species and using integrated pest management techniques. The Applicant plans to utilize
these approaches to minimize the need for chemical application and will finalize its Chemical Application
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure HW-F) detailing procedures to control and minimize potential
surface water impacts from golf course runoff. In addition, the Applicant plans to monitor the quality of
golf course runoff in accordance with the Chemical Application Management Plan. The proposed
mitigation would thereby reduce the potential for groundwater quality impacts in creek recharge areas to
less than significant.
Man Made Lakes
The proposed man-made lakes designed as an amenity for the northwestern portion of the project site may
be attractive to wildlife, and residents may introduce waterfowl or fish. The Applicant proposes to design
the lakes as a natural ecosystem with appropriate plant species. If the population of wildlife were to
exceed the biodegradation capacity of the system, nitrates and related animal waste constituents could
infiltrate into the relatively shallow water table aquifer below the lakes area. Residential runoff generated
upgradient of the lakes areas would drain by sheet and open channel flow to the existing wetlands (similar
to current conditions). Runoff from these areas would pass through a natural open space area prior to
discharge in the wetlands area. Vegetation in the open space area would tend to act as a filter, slowing
sheet flow velocities and allowing settling of suspended solids including metallic particulates. Under low
flow runoff conditions, runoff would bypass the man-made lakes; however, during high flow conditions,
runoff would be discharged into the lakes. Due to the presence of plants and naturally occurring
microbes, both the wetlands and the lakes are capable of acting as a biofilter to degrade organic runoff
constituents. The Applicant has prepared a Draft Lake Management Plan (Mitigation Measure H-H) that
would include specific plans for vegetation types and densities that will support and promote long-term
health of the system while minimizing the need for maintenance. The final plan would also address
maintenance requirements, present a monitoring program to ensure that the system continues to function
as designed following project buildout, and identify parties responsible for maintaining the system. This
mitigation measure would reduce potential groundwater quality impacts to less than significant.
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Individual Septic Systems
A total of 18 residential parcels would have individual septic tank and leach field systems for disposal of
wastewater. Failure of leach field systems could result from poor design and/or maintenance and could
potentially result in groundwater impacts. It is therefore Placer County’s policy to require that septic
systems be maintained by a public entity (Policy 4.D.9) and the Placer County Environment Services
Department enforces permitting and septic system design standards to protect public health and
groundwater quality. Each of the septic systems would be permitted separately after submittal of sitespecific tests demonstrating that minimum criteria can be satisfied. The Applicant has completed the
required soil percolation testing for all of the affected parcels and proposes to complete septic system
design for each parcel based on site-specific data and Placer County’s design requirements. Due to the
relatively low permeability of the cap rock and Mehrten conglomerate, special sand filter systems will be
needed to provide adequate leach field capacity for eight of these parcels (Aqua-Terra, 1999). Complete
implementation of Placer County policies and ordinances relating to property setbacks, septic system
permitting, design, construction and maintenance is proposed (Mitigation Measure H-J), and would
reduce the impact to less than significant.
Sanitary Sewers
Sanitary sewers can develop leaks due to material permeability properties, joint separation, cracking,
crushing or differential settlement. The most serious problem associated with sewer leakage is
groundwater impacts from nitrates and/or coliform bacteria in cases where site-specific geology,
hydrogeology, and sewer condition are less than optimal. Most significant sewer leakage problems tend
to be a consequence of age, but poorly constructed sewers can leak from the outset. Existing and
proposed wells located near the proposed on- and off-site sewer pipelines could therefore potentially be
impacted. The California Department of Water Resources has developed water well standards (DWR,
1991) which require that domestic supply wells be located at least 50 feet from sanitary sewers underlain
by unsaturated soil exhibiting relatively low permeability. Proposed on-site wells would be constructed
in accordance with DWR standards, thereby reducing the level of impact to less than significant. It is
uncertain at this time whether any domestic supply wells exist in close proximity to the proposed off-site
sewer alignment. Proposed mitigation for potential groundwater impacts from off-site sewers (Mitigation
Measure H-K) include notifying Placer County Department of Environmental Health and property owners
with wells within 50 feet of the sewer line, and providing compensation for impacts to wells related to the
breakage. Groundwater in the vicinity of the proposed off-site sewer may already have nitrate impacts
due to agricultural land use and/or septic systems, and determination of baseline coliform and nitrate
levels prior to sewer construction is therefore suggested, but not mandatory. The recommended
mitigation would reduce the level of impact to less than significant.

 T 
IMPACT H-8:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Loss of groundwater recharge opportunity
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

Approximately 271 acres of the 1,954.6 acre project site would be developed to accommodate residential,
commercial and service uses and interior roadways which would result in the creation of impervious
surfaces, thus reducing the potential area available for infiltration to recharge underlying aquifers.
However, recharge potential is already limited within the project site. This limitation is due to soil and
geologic conditions. Downward migration of water from the surface is inhibited by group D soils over
approximately 75 percent of the project site. Due to shallow soil development over nearly impervious
material in these areas the creation of impervious surfaces would not significantly alter recharge potential.
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These areas include the caprock and upper slopes of the main ridge and the northwest trending ridges,
which are underlain by the Exchequer and Inks soils series. These soils have an inherently high runoff
potential limiting recharge potential. The areas of the project site underlain by these soils include the
Heritage Ridge and Ridges units, which include the higher development density. The remainder of the
project site is underlain by Group C soils which are described as having a slow infiltration rate. The
project plan for these lower elevation areas of the project site includes lower density development and
open areas.
Because the proposed project would not significantly alter recharge potential of the project site for the
reasons described above, this impact is considered less than significant.

12.3.3 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing hydrology and water quality are identified below,
and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent
with Placer County’s hydrology and water quality policies.

Stormwater Drainage
4.E.1

The County shall encourage the use of natural stormwater drainage systems to preserve and
enhance natural features.
Consistent.
The proposed drainage system will utilize existing drainage systems to the extent possible,
including the ravines and existing natural channels.

4.E.2

The County shall support efforts to acquire land or obtain easements for drainage and other public
uses of floodplains where it is desirable to maintain drainage channels in a natural state.
Consistent.
Large areas of natural open space that contain both natural channels and proposed man-made
ponds and lakes will be dedicated as public open space.

4.E.4

The County shall ensure that new storm drainage systems are designed in conformance with the
Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District's Stormwater Management Manual
and the County Land Development Manual.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes the preparation and implementation of a stormwater management
program consistent with District standards.

4.E.5

The County shall continue to implement and enforce its Grading Ordinance and Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance.
Consistent.
A grading plan will be prepared consistent with County Grading Ordinance requirements.

4.E.6
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The County shall continue to support the programs and policies of the watershed flood control
plans developed by the Flood Control and Water Conservation District.

Page 12-20

R:\02Bickford\12\h & wq.doc

12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality
Consistent.
The proposed project includes the preparation and implementation of a stormwater management
program consistent with District standards. In addition, a stormwater monitoring program will be
implemented to include gauging stations on major tributaries.
4.E.9

The County shall encourage good soil conservation practices in agricultural and urban areas and
carefully examine the impact of proposed urban developments with regard to drainage courses.
Consistent.
Project development includes the provision of grading and erosion control programs.

4.E.10 The County shall strive to improve the quality of runoff from urban and suburban development
through use of appropriate and feasible mitigation measures including, but not limited to,
artificial wetlands, grassy swales, infiltration/sedimentation basins, riparian setbacks, oil/grit
separators, and other BMPs.
Consistent.
Grading and erosion control programs will be implemented as part of project development. The
proposed project includes the preparation and implementation of a stormwater pollution
prevention plan for construction phases and a stormwater management program for post-buildout
phases. All plans will include appropriate mitigation measures designed to improve urban runoff
water quality.
4.E.13 The County shall require that new development conforms with the applicable programs, policies,
recommendations, and plans of the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
Consistent.
Project development will conform to all applicable Placer County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District standards.
4.E.14 The County shall require projects that have significant impacts on the quantity and quality of
surface water runoff to allocate land as necessary for the purpose of detaining post-project flows
and/or for the incorporation of mitigation measures for water quality impacts related to urban
runoff.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes the preparation and implementation of a stormwater pollution
prevention plan for construction phases and a stormwater management program for post-buildout
phases. Detention facilities and monitoring stations are proposed.
4.E.17 The County shall, wherever feasible, require that proponents of new projects encase, or otherwise
protect from contamination, domestic water supply canals where they pass through developments
with lot sizes of 2.3 acres or less; where subdivision roads are constructed within 100 feet upslope
or upstream from canals; and within all commercial, industrial, institutional, and multi-family
developments.
Consistent.
The project improvements provide for encasement and rerouting of canals on-site where they pass
through smaller lot residential areas.
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Groundwater
4.D.1. The County shall permit on-site sewage treatment and disposal on parcels where all current
regulations can be met and where parcels have the area, soils, and other characteristics that permit
such disposal facilities without threatening surface or groundwater quality or posing any other
health hazards.
Consistent.
On-site sewage disposal is proposed for several larger lots and the fire station site. On-site
sewage disposal and treatment will be provided in conformance with all County ordinances and
policies.
4.D.2. The County shall require that the on-site treatment, development, operation, and maintenance of
disposal systems complies with the requirements and standards of the County Division of
Environmental Health.
Consistent.
On-site sewage disposal and treatment will be provided in conformance with all County
ordinances and standards.
6.A.10. The County shall protect groundwater resources from contamination and further overdraft by
pursuing the following efforts:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Identifying and controlling sources of potential contamination;
Protecting important groundwater recharge areas;
Encouraging the use of surface water to supply major municipal and industrial
consumptive demands;
Encouraging the use of treated wastewater for groundwater recharge; and
Supporting major consumptive use of groundwater aquifer(s) in the western part of the
county only where it can be demonstrated that this use does not exceed safe yield and is
appropriately balanced with surface water supply to the same area.

Consistent.
Mitigation measures proposed to protect groundwater include preparation and implementation of
a golf course chemical application management plan and a lake management plan. Additionally,
recommended mitigation measures implementation of County ordinances related to septic system
installation and monitoring existing and proposed domestic water wells near sanitary sewer lines.

Flood Protection
4.F.4. The County shall require evaluation of potential flood hazards prior to approval of development
projects. The County shall require proponents of new development to submit accurate
topographic and flow characteristics information and depiction of the 100-year floodplain
boundaries under fully-developed, unmitigated runoff conditions.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes the preparation and implementation of a stormwater management
program consistent with District standards. In addition, a stormwater monitoring program will be
implemented to include gauging stations on major tributaries.
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Flood Hazards
8.B.5

The County shall coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions to mitigate the impacts of new
development in Placer County that could increase or potentially affect runoff onto parcels
downstream in a neighboring jurisdiction.
Consistent.
The Applicant is coordinating with the City of Lincoln to use the future City of Lincoln retention
basin to control runoff from the site into the Auburn Ravine watershed. The City of Lincoln has
indicated that it anticipates that it can accommodate the flows from the proposed project. The
Applicant is also discussing with Sutter County the viability of on-site retention. The project
Applicant will comply with County policies and programs regarding downstream runoff.

12.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure H-A: Prepare and implement a post-development stormwater management program
Mitigation Measure H-A applies to Impacts H-1, H-5, H-6, B-17, B-18, and B-19.
The Applicant proposes to develop a Stormwater Management Program under the guidelines set up by the
Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s Stormwater Management Manual. The
components of the program include protection from flooding, protection and enhancement of the stream
environment, prevention of erosion and adverse water quality, incorporation of regional stormwater
management goals, creation of multiple resource use, and assurance of the growth of the project to
minimize its adverse impacts.
The purpose of this mitigation measure is to provide a plan for ensuring that structural BMPs constructed
as part of the proposed project are maintained appropriately such that they continue to perform their
intended function as long as the project site is occupied. Placer County does not have an NPDES permit
covering storm water discharges in the county; however, the Placer County General Plan sets forth several
policies which function to bring the County into compliance with the substantive requirements of the
NPDES program. The Storm Water Management Plan will address site-specific drainage characteristics,
storm water conveyance systems, discharge points, potential sources of runoff quality impacts, specific
structural BMPs that have been constructed as part of the project, recommended operational BMPs, a
maintenance program for structural BMPs, a monitoring program designed to evaluate the need for BMP
modifications or additional BMPs, and identification of specific parties responsible for implementing
each part of the plan.
Mitigation Measure H-B: Provide runoff rate control
Mitigation Measure H-B applies to Impact H-1.
The Applicant proposes runoff rate control for detaining peak stormwater flows. The proposed project
includes detention structures (ravine detention ponds, excavated detention ponds and lakes) to reduce the
flow rate during peak storm events to less than the existing flow. This is based on the Placer County
Storm Water Management Plan requirements. The structures will be constructed with low flow outlets
and high flow spillways in order to catch and detain the peak of the storm and regulate the rate of
discharge to the receiving body of water. The structures will be designed to meet the County
requirements. Figure 3-21 shows the location of the detention structures for the proposed project.

R:\02Bickford\12\h & wq.doc

Page 12-23

March 15, 2002

12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality
Mitigation Measure H-C: Provide retention storage
Mitigation Measure H-C applies to Impact H-2.
The Applicant will construct or cause to be constructed 108 acre-feet of retention storage within the
Auburn Ravine watershed. The retention storage will be provided either entirely off-site or through a
combination of on-site and off-site storage. The Applicant is formally communicating with the City of
Lincoln to increase the volume of the City’s Master Drainage Plan retention basin to accommodate the
increase in runoff volume emanating from the proposed project site. However, additional technical
analysis would be required to demonstrate the feasibility of increasing the storage volume of the City’s
retention basin such that it would accommodate the proposed project runoff volume. In addition, the
current schedule for design and construction of the basin extends over a period of several years.
Therefore, until off-site retention storage is constructed and available for mitigation of increased runoff
volumes emanating from the proposed project site, the Applicant shall, prior to commencement of
construction of any phase of the project that discharges runoff into Auburn Ravine, provide technical
analysis demonstrating that on-site retention storage is being provided in compliance with the
requirements of Sutter and Placer counties.
Mitigation Measure H-D:
construction activities

Prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for

Mitigation Measure H-D applies to Impacts H-3, H-4, B-8, B-9, B-10, and B-13.
The Applicant proposes to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.
Construction activities involving the disturbance of five or more acres are required to apply for coverage
under the SWRCB’s NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction
Activities. To obtain coverage under the permit, the Applicant must submit a Notice of Intent with the
required permit fee and prepare a SWPPP. The contents of the SWPPP are set forth in detail in the permit
application package and include development of site-specific structural and operational BMPs to prevent
and control impacts to runoff quality, measures to be implemented before each storm event, inspection
and maintenance of BMPs, and monitoring of runoff quality by visual and/or analytical means. The
RWQCB will issue Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) which set forth conditions, discharge
limitations, and monitoring and inspection requirements. Development and implementation of the
SWPPP is the responsibility of the Applicant and its assignees.
Mitigation Measure H-E: Monitor erosion and sediment control measures during construction
Mitigation Measure H-E applies to Impacts H-3, B-8, B-9, B-10, and B-13.
The purpose of this mitigation measure is to provide a means of evaluating the effectiveness of erosion
control measures and other storm water BMPs. The monitoring will be developed for, and included in,
the SWPPP in accordance with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit. The monitoring program
will be developed based on anticipated construction methods, sequencing, and schedule, and will be
revised as appropriate for each phase of construction and when construction methods or schedule vary
significantly from the proposed plan. Monitoring points may change over time as the buildout progresses,
but will be selected to be representative of the project site and implemented BMPs as well as areas not
protected by BMPs. Emphasis will be placed on monitoring vulnerable areas. All BMPs will be
inspected before and after each rainfall and repaired and/or modified as required to control site erosion
and trap sediments. Runoff sampling shall be performed during several storm events each year.
Sampling should be timed to coincide with storms that generate noticeable runoff and samples shall be
quantitatively tested for total suspended sediments. If the measured TSS exceeds the water quality goals
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or other limits imposed by the NPDES permit, immediate steps shall be taken to identify and remedy the
problem. Monitoring of BMPs and suspended sediment throughout construction is the responsibility of
the Applicant and its assignees.
Mitigation Measure H-F: Monitor site erosion and sediment control measures for two years after
implementation of final erosion control measures
Mitigation Measure H-F applies to Impacts H-5, B-17, B-18, and B-19.
The purpose of this mitigation measure is to monitor the effectiveness of long-term erosion and sediment
control measures. A long-term monitoring program will be developed in accordance with NPDES
guidelines and incorporated into the Storm Water Management Plan. Similar to construction phase
monitoring (Mitigation Measure H-D), the program will be developed based on actual site drainage
characteristics. Monitoring points will include all storm drain outfall pipes and pond and lake outlets and
spillways. In addition, natural drainageways will be examined before and after each rainy season and
measures implemented to repair and control identified areas of erosion, incising or head cutting.
Emphasis should be placed on vulnerable areas (i.e., those exhibiting steep slopes and/or relatively
erodible soil types).
Mitigation Measure H-G: Design runoff detention basins to promote solids settling and provide
capacity for accumulated sediment
Mitigation Measure H-G applies to Impacts H-5, B-17, and B-18
The Applicant proposes several runoff detention basins to mitigate potential hydrologic impacts caused
by increased runoff volume. These basins will also be designed as structural BMPs to control potential
sediment discharges to receiving surface water bodies. The design will consider peak flows and provide
for excess capacity to accommodate accumulated sediment. The Applicant will provide for long-term
operation and maintenance of the basins by the Homeowners Association through incorporation of
provisions in the CC&Rs.
Mitigation Measure H-H: Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan for
constructed lakes and wetlands areas
Mitigation Measure H-H applies to Impacts H-6, H-7, B-18, and B-19.
The Applicant proposes to construct several man-made lakes in the Meadows area of the proposed
project. These lakes are planned to function as natural ecosystems with vegetation appropriate to lake
and/or wetlands habitat and will receive stormwater runoff from a portion of the project site. The lake
systems will likely be attractive to wild waterfowl, and residents might potentially introduce fish and/or
birds. Based on the results of the preliminary geotechnical investigation, the local groundwater table in
this area is relatively shallow, and groundwater may therefore be encountered during construction of the
lakes. If the system is designed properly, including consideration of lake depth, surface area, types of
vegetation, and vegetation densities, the system would tend to provide for natural degradation of organic
waste products which would otherwise tend to infiltrate and impact groundwater quality. Additionally,
such a design will also promote biological treatment of organic pollutants introduced into runoff in
catchment areas draining into the lake system, thereby allowing the lakes to function as a storm water
structural BMP. A draft Lake Management Plan has been developed in concert with appropriately trained
specialists in the field of aquatic ecosystems, and includes specific plans for vegetation types and
densities that will support and promote long-term health of the system while minimizing the need for
maintenance. The plan also addresses maintenance requirements, present a monitoring program to ensure
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that the system continues to function as designed following project buildout, and identify parties
responsible for maintaining the system. Because the lakes are part of the natural open space areas
dedicated to the County, the County will be responsible for the long-term operation and maintenance of
the lakes.
The Final Lake Management Plan shall include (but not be limited to) the following items:
1.

Section 1 – Project Description of Lakes: Characterize water quality from Caperton Canal;
identify expected volume of make-up water; monitor total dissolved solids in make-up water to
ensure that it will not adversely affect existing water quality coming from Caperton Canal.

2.

Section 2 – Lake Construction: Calculate the estimated seepage rate for the method chosen for
sealing lake bottoms, and choose a method (among the alternatives presented in the draft plan)
that does not allow high seepage rates. Provide a complete description of lake maintenance
infrastructure that will achieve the objectives of the plan.

3.

Section 3 – Lake Management: Identify the parties responsible for maintaining the lake
management systems. In Section 3.1, describe the nutrient input control and turnover rates
necessary to ensure proper maintenance. Finalize the description of the revegetation plan
(include additional mid- and low-level species to ensure sufficient habitat during the natural
revegetation period; specify recommended flora densities). In Section 3.6, identify soil erosion
techniques and implementation procedures to control soil erosion. In Section 3.8, identify
management techniques to control aquatic invertebrates and fish species that might become
established in the lakes.

4.

Section 4 – Recreation: Identify provisions for non-destructive access to the lakes for nonmotorized boats.

5.

Section 5 – Lake Monitoring: Monitor Lakes Six and Seven for total petroleum as oil, total
petroleum as gasoline, and semivolatile organic compounds to ensure that contamination from the
road intersecting the two lakes and the associated traffic does not adversely affect water quality,
using RWQCB standards. For the first year, collect and analyze one sample per quarter. If no
contamination is detected, monitoring activity could be decreased to an annual or semiannual
schedule.
For all lakes, include monitoring for pesticides and herbicides used on the golf course, using
RWQCB standards, monthly for the first two years and quarterly for the subsequent three years
unless contamination is present at levels indicating that continued monitoring is appropriate.
For Lakes One, Two, and Three, monitor for contamination that might result from activities on
this property, such as leakage from the septic tank and sediment accumulations due to erosion.

6.

Section 6 – Water Quality Corrective Actions: Develop a corrective action threshold above
5 mg/L for dissolved oxygen in order to ensure that the health of lake biota is not jeopardized by
a sudden decrease in dissolved oxygen levels. Identify corrective action for contamination
resulting from runoff from the road, from chemical usage, and from activities on the NAPOTS
property affecting lake water (if any).

7.

Section 7 – Corrective Action Management Alternatives to Common Problems: Delete full draw
down or the use of dyes as two alternative methods for managing nuisance aquatic vegetation.
Revise Section 7.2 regarding muddy water to identify the cause(s) of the turbidity and implement
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a management strategy to ensure its reduction, rather than treating the effects.
appropriate fishing seasons for each species of game fish identified in Section 7.3.

Identify

Implementation of a Lake Management Plan approved by the County would adequately address impacts
associated with the constructed lakes and wetland areas.
Mitigation Measure H-I: Design and construct improvements to protect water quality in canals in
accordance with PCWA standards and County requirements for a 100-foot setback from structures
Mitigation Measure H-I applies to Impact H-6.
The proposed project provides for improvements to Antelope and Caperton canals that include
realignment, canal lining and pipe encasement. However, portions of open canal will remain within open
space and other common areas. These open segments could receive potentially contaminated runoff
unless specific measures are implemented.
Both the County’s General Plan and the zoning ordinance are intended to protect canals, as well as
streams. Therefore, a 100-foot property line setback from all canals is required to mitigate potential
adverse water quality impacts on this watershed and the bodies of water associated with domestic water
supplies.
By providing setbacks and requiring design and construction of runoff controls and/or other engineered
means of water quality protection in accordance with PCWA standards, Mitigation Measure H-I would
reduce the impact to less than significant. Maintenance of these controls would be the responsibility of
the owner(s) of the land upon which the improvements reside.
Mitigation Measure H-J: Implement Placer County policies and ordinances related to permitting,
design, construction, and maintenance of septic systems
Mitigation Measure H-J applies to Impacts H-7 and G-9.
Placer County has developed standards for design, construction, and maintenance of septic systems,
including requirements for maximum and minimum allowable percolation rates, minimum distance from
leach fields to the groundwater table, minimum offsets from streams and water supply pipelines, and
system design standards based on site-specific conditions. The Applicant has completed studies which
concluded that each of the affected parcels is capable of supporting a domestic septic system. Each septic
system will be permitted individually by Placer County upon demonstration that site conditions and the
proposed site-specific septic system design do not pose a threat to groundwater or surface water quality.
Parcels that do not meet Placer County’s minimum standards (if any) will be connected to the sanitary
sewer.
Appropriate operation and maintenance of septic systems will be the responsibility of the individual
property owner. The CC&Rs will include provisions to ensure that purchasers are aware of the applicable
regulatory requirements and agree to comply.
Mitigation Measure H-K: Notify Placer County Department of Environmental Health and affected
property owners if off-site sewer pipeline breaks
Mitigation Measure H-K applies to Impact H-7.

R:\02Bickford\12\h & wq.doc

Page 12-27

March 15, 2002

12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality
If there is a breakage of the off-site sewer line along SR 193, the owner of the sewer (the Applicant, or the
JPA, or another entity) will be responsible for notifying the Placer County Department of Environmental
Health and the adjacent property owners that may have water wells within 50 feet of the pipeline. To the
extent that the sewer pipeline break affects a particular well, the sewer pipeline owner will compensate
the well owner for damages sustained.
Other Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure G-B, Prepare and implement a grading and erosion
plan, is discussed in Chapter 10. Mitigation Measure HW-F, Finalize and implement the Applicant’s
Golf Course Chemical Application Management Plan, is discussed in Chapter 11.
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13.0 BIOLOGY
13.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
This chapter provides information on biological resources located in the study area, which includes the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area (project site) areas, the proposed PCWA water supply pipeline to the
ranch, and the proposed sewer system pipeline alignment. Impacts on biological resources from
implementation of the proposed project are discussed along with mitigation measures to reduce or avoid
significant impacts. Impacts resulting from project alternatives are discussed in Chapter 16, “Other
CEQA Sections.”
Biological resources information reviewed during preparation of this chapter included the following:
T

previous studies conducted in the study area (Dains, Holland, and Sanders, 1993, 1994; Glazner
Environmental Consulting, 1998a; Caltrans, 1994; BioSystems Analysis, 1992; EIP Associates,
1993; RRM Design Group, 1997b);

T

data gathered during reconnaissance surveys conducted in November 1998 by Jones & Stokes
Associates on the project site, within the proposed water supply pipeline and along Sierra College
Boulevard;

T

CDFG’s Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) (1998);

T

other EIRs relevant to the study area (Planning Concepts, 1995, 1996; EIP Associates, 1993;
RRM Design Group, 1997a; and

T

pertinent literature and information from individuals knowledgeable about the study area (Ralph
Osterling Consultants, Inc., 1998; Anders, 1998; Glazner, 1998).

Methods used in the vegetation, wildlife, and wetlands surveys are described in detail below.
Vegetation and wildlife surveys of the project site were conducted on August 10, 11, 12, 13, 19, and 25,
1993 (Dains, Holland, and Sanders, 1993). Surveys were conducted by car and on foot. Vegetation and
wildlife habitats were mapped onto blueline aerial photographs (1” = 400’) of the project site. Detailed
data on tree densities and basal area per acre were taken within homogeneous vegetation types using
replicate 0.1-acre plots. Objectives of the field survey were to map and describe biological communities,
develop a list of species observed, and determine the potential for special-status species to occur on the
project site. Additional spring surveys were conducted for special-status vernal pool plants (on March 21,
April 9 and 22, and May 7, 1994) and for special-status wildlife, including nesting birds (on April 8,
May 1, and May 9, 1994) (Dains, Holland, and Sanders, 1994) and valley elderberry longhorn beetle (in
August 1998 and December 1998) (Glazner Environmental Consulting, 1999a). A reconnaissance-level
survey was conducted at the project site by Jones & Stokes Associates biologists on November 13, 1998,
to evaluate habitat conditions.
Jones & Stokes Associates biologists conducted reconnaissance-level surveys of the off-site and
alternatives areas, including the proposed PCWA water system pipeline alignment and of the proposed
area of widening along Sierra College Boulevard (Alternative 7), on November 19, 1998. General
vegetation and wildlife habitat types were identified and sensitive resources, such as oak trees, elderberry
shrubs, and wetlands, were identified and mapped.
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A tree survey of most proposed building areas on the project site was conducted by Tree Care
Incorporated in 1998. Each tree was tagged and the species, size, dripline radius, condition, and
recommendation for each numbered tree was recorded and included in the arborist report (Tree Care
Incorporated, 1998). The tree locations on the project site were also surveyed and identified by tree
number on a site plan map by GW Consulting Engineers (no date).
A wetland delineation of the project site was originally conducted by Gibson and Skordal in 1994.
Because of changes in irrigation practices, the site was redelineated by Glazner Environmental Consulting
in 1998. The focus of the redelineation was to check the formerly irrigated area to determine if previous
irrigation had substantially contributed to the wetland acreage. The remainder of the project site was also
revisited for any necessary adjustments. Color aerial photography (photograph date: June 6, 1997, 1” =
200’), color infrared aerial photography (photograph date: December, 1991, 1” = 400’), and site-specific
topography with 2-foot contour intervals were used to map wetland features.
The existing biological resources within the proposed sewer system pipeline alignment along SR 193
(BioSystems Analysis, 1992; Caltrans, 1994) have been previously evaluated, the impacts analyzed, and
mitigation measures determined. The Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Area (EIP Associates, 1993; RRM
Design Group, 1997) addresses impacts for the remainder of the sewer system pipeline alignment. The
biological resources information in these documents is incorporated by reference and is not repeated in
this chapter.

13.1.1 Regional Setting
The study area is in western Placer County within the California Floristic Province. Placer County has a
Mediterranean climate and is a mosaic oak woodland and savanna, mixed evergreen and pine forests,
grasslands, chaparral, wetland communities, and riparian scrub and forest communities. The area is within the
transitional zone between the higher elevation Sierra Nevada and lowlands of the Central Valley. This
position is within the range of several species common to either bioregion. At lower elevations, Placer County
is characterized by annual grasslands, intermittent streams, and riparian vegetation. At higher elevations, oak
woodland, mixed evergreen forest, scrub and chaparral, and riparian vegetation dominate. For many years, the
principal land use of the region was cattle grazing, logging, and farming. These land uses are still prevalent in
Placer County but are being replaced with residential, commercial, and industrial land uses.

13.1.2 Local Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitats
The following sections describe the plant communities and associated wildlife habitat in the study area.
Scientific and common names for species mentioned in the text or observed during the study are included
in Appendix F. For the purposes of this document the plant communities are identified based on the
CDFG’s wildlife-habitat relationships system (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988). However, the previous
documents for the reconnaissance surveys conducted on the project site (Dains, Holland, and Sanders,
1993 and 1994) use a classification system most similar to Holland (1986). Table 13-1 identifies the
correlation between the two systems and the approximate acreages of vegetation types present on the
project site. Figure 13-1 illustrates plant communities on the property. Minor additional acreages of
vegetation types are present within the PCWA water supply pipeline project area. These off-site acreages
are not included in Tables 13-1 or 13-2; however, they are small relative to the project site acreages.
The wetland delineation identifies several types of wetlands, including seasonal wetlands, wetland swales,
riparian wetlands, and vernal pools, and other waters of the United States, intermittent drainage and stock
ponds, that are not included in either plant community classification system. Table 13-2 summarizes the
acreage for each type. Figure 13-2 shows all waters of the United States delineated on the project site.
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Some additional acreages of these wetland types are present within off-site portions of the study area. A
formal wetland delineation has not been conducted within the PCWA water system pipeline right-of-way.
These additional acreages are based on a reconnaissance-level survey and are approximate. Potential
locations of waters of the United States are shown on Figure 13-3 for the PCWA water system pipeline.
Table 13-1
Vegetation Types in the Study Area
2

Wildlife-Habitat
Reconnaissance Report Types
1
Relationships Types
Annual grassland
Naturalized annual grassland
Blue oak woodland
Blue oak savanna
Blue oak woodland
Mixed interior live oak-blue oak woodland
Valley oak woodland
Valley oak savanna
Valley-foothill riparian
Ravine riparian-interior live oak woodland
Valley oak-white alder riparian forest
Total Acreage of vegetation types

Acreage
476
1,416

3
52
1,947

Notes:
1
Based on Mayer and Laundenslayer, 1988
2
Based on Daines, Holland, and Sanders, 1993

Table 13-2
Waters of the United States in the Study Area
1

Wetland Delineation Types
Seasonal Wetland
On-site
2
PCWA pipeline
Wetland Swale
On-site
2
PCWA pipeline
Riparian Wetland
On-site
2
PCWA pipeline
Intermittent Drainage
On-site
2
PCWA pipeline
3
Vernal Pool
On-site
2
PCWA pipeline
Stock Pond
On-site
2
PCWA pipeline
Total acreage of waters of the United State on-site
PCWA pipeline

Acreage
3.11
0.02
7.71
0
4.43
0.3
1.60
0.02
0.23
0
0.26
0
17.34
0.34

Notes:
1
Based on Glazner Environmental Consulting, 1998b
2
Acreages for the PCWA pipeline right-of-way are approximations based on a reconnaissance-level wetland survey. A
delineation according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 1987 methodology has not been conducted in the PCWA
pipeline project area.
3
Included in annual grassland
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Currently, the project site is undeveloped and used for cattle grazing. The following sections describe
plant communities and wildlife use of the site.

Annual Grassland
Plant Community. Annual grassland occurs on the project site in two distinct areas: on shallow soils
derived from volcanic mudflows along the central ridgeline and on formerly irrigated ground with deeper
soils derived from decomposed granite. The ridgeline grasslands are dominated by filaree, soft chess,
with other associated annuals, such as nitgrass and silver hair grass. Prominent lines of deeper soil along
contraction cracks in the mudflow support a taller, more productive component of the grassland
dominated by wild oats, ripgut brome, and tarweed. Vernal pools that occur in this low grassland near the
antenna east of Clark Tunnel Road are described under “Waters of the United States.”
On the granitic soils north of the ridgeline in the northwest area, the grasslands appear to have been tilled
in the past. Several areas were formerly irrigated hay fields. These deeper soils now support vigorous
stands of star-thistle with interspersed ripgut brome, wild oat, and occasional patches of medusa-head
grass. Seasonal wetlands, wetland swales, and stock ponds occur within this grassland area. These
wetland types are described under “Waters of the United States.”
Annual grassland is also a common vegetation community within the PCWA water system pipeline
alignment. Because of the proximity of roadways along all of the off-site portions of the study area, much
of the annual grassland vegetation is dominated by weedy species and would be considered ruderal.
Inclusions of seasonal wetlands, riparian wetlands, intermittent drainages, vernal pools, and freshwater
marsh are present along both alignments. These wetlands are described under “Waters of the United
States.”
Wildlife. Many wildlife species use annual grasslands and associated habitats for all or part of their life
cycle, but some require special habitat features, such as seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, ponds, swales,
trees, cliffs, or caves for breeding, roosting, or escape cover. Grasslands found on granite soils off the
ridgelines provide foraging habitat for lark sparrows, savannah sparrows, rufous-crowned sparrows, lesser
goldfinches, American pipits, and other grassland birds. Typical reptiles of the open grassland area
include western fence lizards, western and Gilbert skinks, western rattlesnake, and gopher snakes.
In areas with deep soils and dense cover, the seeds and vegetative parts of grasses and forbs provide food
for California voles, California deer mice, Botta’s pocket gophers, western harvest mice, California
ground squirrels, and other small mammals. Small mammal burrows and runways in the thick grass and
forbs were apparent during the field surveys, indicating an abundant rodent population. The abundant
rodent population and other small prey in the grasslands attract red-tailed hawks, red-shouldered hawks,
great horned owls, rattlesnakes, gopher snakes, coyotes, bobcats, and other predators.
The grassland atop the mudflows, with its shallow soil and sparse growth of grass and forbs, is less
productive for wildlife than the deep-soiled grassland. Fewer foraging birds, small mammals, and reptiles
are attracted to this type of grassland. Therefore, fewer birds and mammals were observed in this area.
The vernal pools in the grassland habitat atop the mudflows are small, few, and isolated from other vernal
pools and probably do not support typical vernal pool wildlife species. However, these pools probably
provide water for local animals during winter and early spring months.
The seasonal wetlands in the northwest corner of the site occupy only a small portion of the project area
but are important to wildlife. Most of these wetlands are dominated by blackberry, with some emergent
cattails and smartweed in the drainage that is fed by excess irrigation water draining from the farm
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upstream. These seasonal wetlands produce lush vegetative growth, attracting deer and other browsers,
and support an abundant supply of insects and other invertebrates for violet green swallows, tree
swallows, black phoebes, western kingbirds, and other insectivores. Pacific treefrogs, bullfrogs, and
common garter snakes are likely to occur in the seasonal wetlands, which attract predators, such as great
blue herons, great egrets, raccoons, and striped skunks.
Annual grassland habitat within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment has low wildlife value. The
close proximity of vehicles reduces wildlife use of the grassland vegetation along the roadway.

Blue Oak Woodland
Plant Community. Within the project site, sparse blue oak woodland occurs on the central ridgeline, but
trees in this area are of generally poor health. Blue oak woodland occurs primarily on the slopes below
the main ridges on volcanic mudflow soils and on side slopes with deeper, granitic-derived soils. Areas
of blue oaks with a grassland understory and an open canopy occur on south- and southwest-facing
slopes. A denser oak woodland occurs on slopes, with some interior live oak, and has an understory with
additional shade-tolerant species, such as dogtail grass and bedstraw. The densest oak woodland includes
more interior live oak than blue oak and occurs most extensively on north- and east-facing slopes with
deeper soils. These dense woodland areas also tend to have a shrub, rather than herbaceous, understory
that includes sapling oaks, poison oak, and buckbrush.
Blue oak woodland is also a common vegetation community within the PCWA water system pipeline
alignment.
Riparian wetlands and intermittent drainages occur within the blue oak woodland/interior live oak areas
on the project site. One seasonal wetland and one intermittent drainage were mapped within the blue oak
dominant woodlands. These features are described under “Waters of the United States.”
Wildlife. Blue oak woodland provides a number of important wildlife resources, including food, cover,
and roosting and breeding sites. Oak acorns are preferred or essential food items in the diets of western
gray squirrels, mule deers, wild turkeys, California quails, scrub jays, acorn woodpeckers, and northern
flickers. Oak foliage and bark insects attract birds, such as bushtits, ash-throated flycatchers, whitebreasted nuthatches, western kingbirds, and ruby-crowned kinglets. In addition, oak-dependent fungi,
lichen, mistletoe, and galls provide food for species, such as northern mockingbirds, gray squirrels,
raccoons, and deer mice.
Oak trees also offer shade, cover, and breeding substrates for many wildlife species. Woodpeckers (e.g.,
Nuttall’s woodpeckers, acorn woodpeckers, and northern flickers) excavate nest holes (cavities) in snags,
dead limbs, and broken-top trees. These cavities are subsequently used by other cavity-nesting birds and
small mammals, including western bluebirds, white-breasted nuthatches, oak titmice, American kestrels,
and squirrels. Many species feed in the adjacent grasslands and nest or roost in the oak woodlands.
These species include American kestrels, red-tailed hawks, western kingbirds, and western bluebirds.
The dense, impenetrable thickets of poison oak and toyon in the mixed interior live oak woodlands
support shrub-dependent wildlife species, including Bewick’s wrens, spotted towhees, California
towhees, California quails, woodrats, and cottontails.
Blue oak woodland within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment has high wildlife value, similar to
the blue oak woodland at the main project site.
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Valley Oak Woodland
Plant Community. On the project site, this community type is limited to a single stand near the lower
tree line south and east of the ranch buildings in the northwest area. The valley oaks occur on previously
cultivated land that now supports a dense stand of yellow star-thistle and prickly lettuce.
Wildlife. The wildlife resources of valley oak woodland are similar to blue oak woodland described
above.

Valley-Foothill Riparian
Plant Community. The riparian corridor along the section of Clover Valley Creek downstream of
Clover Valley Reservoir and its tributaries along the central southern project site boundary is a dense,
closed-canopy forest dominated by valley oak, with many interior live oaks and scattered California
buckeye. Fremont cottonwood, Oregon ash, and Goodding’s black willow are scattered along the
corridor, while white alder lines the main stream channel. The understory includes the same species and
arroyo willow, buttonbush, and occasional elderberry. Trees and shrubs are draped with wild grape or
poison oak, creating an impassible barrier.
The steepest, most northeasterly facing slopes on the project site support a closed-canopy riparian
woodland dominated by interior live oak, almost to the exclusion of blue oak. These areas also support
several large black oaks and scattered oracle oaks, which are hybrids between black oak and interior live
oak. The bottoms of the steepest ravines contain riparian associated species, including valley oak,
Fremont cottonwood, wild grape, and Himalayan blackberry. The shrub canopy includes poison oak and
toyon.
Riparian vegetation occurs at two areas along the PCWA water system pipeline alignment. These
locations are generally associated with drainages.
A few wetland swales, the Clover Valley Creek riparian wetland, and intermittent drainages were mapped
within the valley-foothill riparian vegetation on the project site. Drainages were also associated with this
vegetation type in the off-site parts of the study area in the PCWA water system pipeline alignment.
These features are described under “Waters of the United States.”
Wildlife. Downstream of the Clover Valley Reservoir, Clover Valley Creek is perennial, unlike many
streams in the Sierra Nevada foothills, and the riparian canopy along the creek is relatively contiguous.
This feature has high value for wildlife that use it as a corridor for movement and dispersal.
The thickets of blackberry shrubs and other riparian shrubs provide cover, foraging habitat, and breeding
habitat for many animals. Song sparrows, California quails, bushtits, white-crowned sparrows,
cottontails, Virginia opossums, striped skunks, and raccoons are all likely inhabitants of the riparian forest
and scrub along Clover Valley Creek.
The valley oaks, tree willows, and alders of the riparian corridor are likely to support nesting redshouldered hawks, violet-green swallows, Nuttall’s and downy woodpeckers, northern orioles, and many
other birds.
Because the bottom portion of Clover Valley Creek downstream of the Clover Valley Reservoir is
perennial, it supports a lush riparian forest and offers a source of drinking water and aquatic foraging
habitat. Amphibians, such as western toads, Pacific treefrogs, and California newts, breed in foothill
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streams, such as Clover Valley Creek. Reptiles, such as common garter snakes, racers, and southern
alligator lizards, forage along foothill creeks.
The closed-canopy forest of the ravine riparian-interior live oak woodland at the project site offer many of
the same wildlife resources as the riparian forest described above. The shrub understory also provides
cover and foraging habitat for many birds, mammals, and amphibians, and reptiles. While the ravine
riparian habitat has many of the structural components of the riparian forest along Clover Valley Creek, it
is seasonally intermittent and, therefore, is less attractive to wildlife than Clover Valley Creek. The
ravine riparian habitat remains an important wildlife resource, but the density and diversity of wildlife
found in the ravine riparian habitat is lower than that along Clover Valley Creek.
The riparian habitat and drainages along the PCWA water system pipeline have high wildlife value.

13.1.3 Special-Status Species
Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under the state and federal
Endangered Species Acts (ESAs) or other regulations, and species that are considered sufficiently rare by
the scientific community to qualify for such listing. Special-status plants are species in the following
categories:
T

plants listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal ESA (50 Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.12 [listed plants] and various notices in the Federal Register
[FR] [proposed species]);

T

plants that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under the federal
ESA (62 FR 49397, September 19, 1997);

T

plants listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered under
the California ESA (14 CCR 670.5);

T

plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (Cal. Fish and Game Code,
Section 1900 et seq.);

T

plants that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380);

T

plants considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be “rare, threatened, or
endangered in California” (Lists 1B and 2 in Skinner and Pavlik, 1994); and

T

plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine their status
and plants of limited distribution (Lists 3 and 4 in Skinner and Pavlik 1994), which may be
included as special-status species on the basis of local significance or recent biological
information.

Special-status animals are species in the following categories:
T

animals listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal ESA (50 CFR
17.11 [listed animals] and various notices in the FR [proposed species]);

T

animals that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under the
federal ESA (54 FR 554, January 6, 1989);

T

animals that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15380);

R:\02Bickford\13\bio.doc

Page 13-7

March 15, 2002

13.0 Biology
T

animals listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered under
the California ESA (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 670.5);

T

animal species of special concern to CDFG (Remsen, 1978
[mammals]); and

T

animals fully protected in California (Cal. Fish and Game Code, Section 3511 [birds], 4700
[mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]).

[birds] and Williams, 1986

Special-Status Plants
A list of special-status plants that could occur in the study area was compiled based on the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) record search, a review of the CNPS Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Plants of California (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994), previous special-status plant survey
information (Dains, Holland, Sanders, 1993, 1994), and Jones & Stokes Associates file information. A
search of the NDDB (1998) for the U.S. Geological Survey Gold Hill and Rocklin 7.5-minute
quadrangles contained no records of special-status plant species in the study area boundaries. In the
project vicinity, within several miles of the study area, the records search did indicate the presence of
northern volcanic mudflow vernal pools, which have been identified and mapped on the project site, and
Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop.
Habitats on the project site that have the potential to support special-status plant species include annual
grassland, oak woodland, vernal pool, riparian woodland, and emergent wetland communities.
Table 13-3 summarizes the legal status, distribution, habitat association, identification period, and
suitability of habitats in the study area for special-status plant species with the potential to occur in the
study area. Based on species distribution and habitat requirements, it was determined that three specialstatus plant species had at least moderate potential to occur in the study area. These three species, bigscale balsamroot, rose-mallow, and Sanford’s arrowhead were not part of the special-status plant surveys
conducted in the study area by Dains and Holland in 1993 and 1994.
No special-status plant species were observed at the project site during the reconnaissance survey or the
subsequent springtime survey of vernal pools (Dains, Holland, and Sanders 1993, 1994). However, no
blooming-period surveys were conducted at the appropriate time within oak woodland areas, which are
potential habitat for big-scale balsamroot. Surveys within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment
were conducted outside of the blooming period for the special-status plant species; therefore, only
potential habitat was identified. Because most of the off-site study area is adjacent to roads and has a
high level of disturbance, the habitat suitability for seasonal wetland or vernal pool species was
determined to be low. However, marsh and riparian areas within the road rights-of-way have moderate
potential to support Sanford’s arrowhead and rose mallow.

Special-Status Wildlife
Based on the review of wildlife-habitat relationships, NDDB, and other relevant information and studies,
it was determined that 20 special-status wildlife species could occur at the project site or in project
vicinity (Table 13-4).
The following species will be evaluated in this Draft EIR because suitable habitat is present, there is a
nearby record of occurrence of the species, or surveys have not been conducted: vernal pool fairy shrimp;
valley elderberry longhorn beetle; California red-legged frog; foothill yellow-legged frog; northwestern
pond turtle; Cooper’s hawk; California yellow warbler; yellow-breasted chat; and special-status bats,
including pallid bat, Towsend’s big-eared bat, spotted bat, greater western mastiff bat, small-footed
myotis, long-eared myotis, fringed myotis, and Yuma myotis (Table 13-4).
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Table 13-3
Special-Status Plant Species that Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
Common and Scientific
Name
Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop
Gratiola heterosepala
California balsamroot
Balsamorhiza macrolepis var.
macrolepis
Hoover’s spurge
Chamaesyce hooveri
Hispid bird’s-beak
Cordylanthus mollis ssp.
hispidus
Dwarf downingia
Downingia humilis
Rose mallow
Hibiscus lasiocarpus

Listing Status *
Federal/State/
CNPS
–/E/1B

–/–/1B

T/–/1B
–/–/1B

–/–/2
–/–/2

Distribution

Habitat Associations

Fresno, Merced, Sacramento,
Placer, Lake, and Shasta
Counties and Oregon
Alameda, Butte, Mariposa,
Napa, Placer, Santa Clara,
Sonoma, and Tehama Counties
Central Valley from Tehama
County to Tulare County
Widespread but spotty in
Sacramento and San Joaquin
Valleys and Coast Ranges
Central Valley from Stanislaus
County to Butte County
Central Valley from Butte County
to San Joaquin County and
adjacent Delta areas

Ahart’s rush
Juncus leiospermus var.
ahartii
Red Bluff dwarf rush
Juncus leiospermus var.
leiospermus

–/–/1B

Southern Butte County and
Sacramento County

–/–/1B

Central Valley from Red Bluff
(Tehama County) south to
Merced County

Legenere
Legenere limosa

–/–/1B

Veiny monardella
Monardella douglasii var.
venosa

–/–/1A

Primarily in the lower
Sacramento Valley in Lake and
Solano Counties; San Joaquin
Valley in Stanislaus County; San
Mateo County in the Santa Cruz
Mountains
Eastern side of Sacramento
Valley
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Period of
Identification

Habitat
Suitability at
Study Area

Vernal pools and margins of
seasonally receding ponds
and lakes
Cismontane woodland, valley
and foothill grasslands

April-June

Low

March-June

Moderate to
high

Below the high-water marks of
large vernal pools
Alkaline or saline flats in alkali
meadow, iodine bush scrub,
and alkali grassland
Vernal pools and swales

July-October

Low

June-July

No habitat
present

April-May

Low

Riparian habitats with
Augustfreshwater marsh vegetation in September
areas with slow water
velocities, such as canals,
sloughs, ponds, and oxbows
Vernal pools
April-May

Moderate

Vernal pools, ephemeral
drainages, and seasonal
seeps in grassland, oak
woodland, and chaparral
Seasonally saturated habitat,
such as vernal pools, swales,
drainages, marsh edges, and
riverbanks

April-May

Moderate

MaySeptember

Low

Heavy clay soils in valley and
foothill grasslands, blue oak
woodland

June-July

Low
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Table 13-3
Special-Status Plant Species that Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Common and Scientific
Name
Pincushion navarretia
Navarretia myersii
Slender orcutt grass
Orcuttia tenuis

Listing Status *
Federal/State/
CNPS
–/–/1B
T/E/1B

Hartweg’s pseudobahia
Pseudobahia bahiifolia

E/E/1B

Sanford’s arrowhead
Sagittaria sanfordii

–/–/1B

Greene’s tuctoria
Tuctoria greenei

E/R/1B

Distribution

Habitat Associations

Period of
Identification

Habitat
Suitability at
Study Area

Central Valley

Edges of vernal pools

March-May

Low

Widespread but spotty in eastern
Shasta County, Lake County;
Sacramento Valley from
Sacramento to Shasta County
Eastern side of Sacramento-San
Joaquin Valleys

Bottom of vernal pools; mostly
at sites underlain by volcanic
substrates

July-October

Moderate

Rocky, bare areas along
rolling hills; usually with heavy
clay soils
Sloughs and sluggish streams
with silty or muddy substrate;
associated with emergent
marsh vegetation
Vernal pools

March-May

Low

May-June

Moderate

May-July

Low

Widespread but infrequent; Del
Norte, Fresno, Sacramento,
Santa Barbara, and Ventura
Counties
Central Valley

Status explanations:
Federal
E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
-- = no listing status.
State
E = listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
R = listed as rare under the California Endangered Species Act. This category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants previously listed as rare retain this
designation.
-- = no listing status.
California Native Plant Society
1A = List 1A species: presumed extinct in California.
1B = List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
2 = List 2 species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name
Vernal pool fairy shrimp

Federal/
State

Habitats

Reason for Decline or
Concern

Central Valley; central and Common in vernal pools;
Habitat loss to agricultural
south Coast Ranges from
also found in sandstone rock and urban development
Tehama County to Santa
outcrop pools
Barbara County; isolated
populations also in Riverside
County

No records; recorded at the
Twelve Bridges
development; suitable
habitat occurs on the ridge
where vernal pools occur

E/--

Shasta County south to
Merced County

Vernal pools and ephemeral Habitat loss to agricultural
stock ponds
and urban development

No records; the vernal pools
at the project site are too
small to support tadpole
shrimp

T/--

Streamside habitats below
3,000 feet through the
Central Valley of California

Riparian and oak savanna Loss and fragmentation of
habitats with elderberry
riparian habitats
shrubs; elderberries are host
plant

No records; 59 elderberry
plants were located on the
Bickford Ranch; 52 of the
shrubs had stems at least 1
inch or greater at ground
level; 13 elderberry shrubs
exhibited potential VELB exit
holes

T/--

Sacramento and San
Joaquin Rivers and their
tributaries

Cold, clear water with clean Habitat degradation,
gravel of appropriate size for restricted access to
spawning; most spawning spawning habitat; increased
occurs in headwater
water temperatures and
streams; steelhead migrate sedimentation; decreased
to the ocean to feed and
water quality; flow
grow until sexually mature alterations

No records; steelhead are
known to occur in Antelope
Creek (Clover Valley Creek
is a tributary to Antelope
Creek); possibility exists for
steelhead to use Clover
Valley Creek

PT/--

Sacramento and San
Joaquin Rivers and their
tributaries

Cool, clear water with
Reduced access to
spawning gravel; migrate to spawning habitat; habitat
the ocean to feed and grow degradation
until sexually mature

No records; fall-run chinook
salmon are known to occur
in Antelope Creek (Clover
Valley Creek is a tributary to
Antelope Creek), therefore
the possibility exists for fallrun chinook salmon to use
Clover Valley Creek

Lepidurus packardi
Valley elderberry
longhorn beetle
Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus

Central Valley Steelhead
Oncorhynchus mykiss

Fall-Run Chinook
Salmon
Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha
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Occurrence in Study Area

T/--

Branchinecta lynchi

Vernal pool tadpole
shrimp

California Distribution
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name
California tiger
salamander
Ambystoma californiense
(=A. tigrinum c.)

California red-legged
frog
Rana aurora draytoni

Foothill yellow-legged
frog
Rana boylii

March 15, 2002

Federal/
State

California Distribution

Habitats

Reason for Decline or
Concern

C/SSC Central Valley, including
Sierra Nevada foothills, up
to approximately 1,000 feet;
coastal region from Butte
County south to Santa
Barbara County

Small ponds, lakes, or
vernal pools in grasslands
and oak woodlands for
larvae; rodent burrows, rock
crevices, or fallen logs for
cover for adults and for
summer dormancy

T/SSC

Permanent and
Alteration of stream and
semipermanent aquatic
wetland habitats,
habitats, such as creeks and overharvesting (historically),
coldwater ponds, with
habitat destruction,
emergent and submergent competition and predation
vegetation and riparian
by fish and bullfrogs
species along the edges;
may estivate in rodent
burrows or cracks during dry
periods

Found along the coast and
coastal mountain ranges of
California from Humboldt
County to San Diego
County; Sierra Nevada
(midelevations [above 1,000
feet] from Butte County to
Fresno County)

SC/SSC Occurs in the Klamath,
Creeks or rivers in
Cascade, north Coast, south woodlands or forests with
Coast, and Transverse
rock and gravel substrate
Ranges; through the Sierra and low overhanging
Nevada foothills up to
vegetation along the edge;
approximately 6,000 feet
usually found near riffles
south to Kern County
with rocks and sunny banks
nearby
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Occurrence in Study Area

Loss of grasslands, vernal No records; probably out
pools, and other wetlands to side the species’ known
agricultural development
range
and urbanization

No records; could be
extirpated in the region, but
the study area is in the
species’ historic range and
suitable habitat is present
throughout the project site
and other affected areas;
suitable habitat in the study
area includes Clover Valley
Creek, the seasonal
wetlands in the western
portion of the site, and,
drainages along Sierra
College Boulevard and the
PCWA water system
pipeline

Reduced habitat quality from No records; none observed;
alteration of stream
Clover Valley Creek is
hydrology, predation by non- considered potential habitat
native aquatic fauna, loss of
habitat from urban
development
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name

Federal/
State

California Distribution

Habitats

Reason for Decline or
Concern

Occurrence in Study Area

Northwestern pond turtle SC/SSC Range extends from Oregon Woodlands, grasslands, and Loss and alteration of
border of Del Norte and
open forests; occupies
aquatic and wetland
Clemmys marmorata
Siskiyou
Counties
south
ponds,
marshes,
rivers,
habitats, habitat
marmorata
along coast to San
streams, and irrigation
fragmentation
Francisco Bay, inland
canals with muddy or rocky
through Sacramento Valley, bottoms and with
and on the western slope of watercress, cattails, water
Sierra Nevada; range
lilies, or other aquatic
overlaps with that of
vegetation
southwestern pond turtle
through the Delta and
Central Valley to Tulare
County

No records; possible
inhabits upper Clover Valley
Creek; they are known to
occur 5 miles downstream of
the project site

California horned lizard

No records; none observed
during field surveys

Phrynosoma coronatum
frontale

Cooper’s hawk
Accipiter cooperii
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SC/SSC Sacramento Valley,
including foothills, south to
southern California; Coast
Ranges south of Sonoma
County; below 4,000 feet in
northern California
--/SSC

Grasslands, brushlands,
woodlands, and open
coniferous forest with sandy
or loose soil; requires
abundant ant colonies for
foraging

Throughout California
Nests primarily in riparian
except high altitudes in the forests dominated by
Sierra Nevada; winters in
deciduous species; also
the Central Valley,
nests in densely canopied
southeastern desert regions, forests from digger pine-oak
and plains east of the
woodland up to ponderosa
Cascade Range; permanent pine; forages in open
residents occupy the rest of woodlands
the state
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Human disturbance at nest
sites, loss of riparian
habitats, especially in the
Central Valley; pesticide
contamination

No breeding records;
riparian habitat along Clover
Valley Creek provides
suitable nesting habitat; one
individual observed on May
9, 1994 over Clover Valley
Creek; no nests have been
observed
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name
California yellow warbler

Federal/
State

Icteria virens

March 15, 2002

Habitats

Reason for Decline or
Concern

Occurrence in Study Area

--/SSC

Nests throughout California Nests in riparian areas
Loss of riparian breeding
except the Central Valley,
dominated by willows,
habitats, nest parasitism by
the Mojave Desert region, cottonwoods, sycamores, or brown-headed cowbirds
and high altitudes in the
alders or in mature
Sierra Nevada; winters
chaparral; may also use
along the Colorado River
oaks, conifers, and urban
and in parts of Imperial and areas near stream courses
Riverside Counties; two
small permanent populations
in San Diego and Santa
Barbara Counties

No records; Clover Valley
Creek provides suitable
nesting and foraging habitat;
none observed during field
surveys

--/SSC

Uncommon migrant in
Nests in dense riparian
Loss of riparian breeding
California; nests in a few
habitats dominated by
habitat
locations with appropriate
willows, alders, Oregon ash,
habitat, such as Sweetwater tall weeds, blackberry vines,
and Weber Creeks, El
and grapevines
Dorado County; Pit River,
Shasta County; Russian
River, Sonoma County; Little
Lake Valley, Mendocino
County; and upper Putah
Creek, Yolo County

Observed in riparian habitats
at Twelve Bridges; Clover
Valley Creek provides
suitable nesting and foraging
habitat; none observed
during field surveys

Dendroica petechia
brewsteri

Yellow-breasted chat

California Distribution
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name
Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

Townsend’s (=western)
big-eared bat
Plecotus townsendii

R:\02Bickford\13\bio.doc

Federal/
State

California Distribution

SC/SSC Largely endemic to
California; permanent
residents in the Central
Valley from Butte County to
Kern County; at scattered
coastal locations from Marin
County south to San Diego
County; breeds at scattered
locations in Lake, Sonoma,
and Solano Counties; rare
nester in Siskiyou, Modoc,
and Lassen Counties

--/SSC

Low elevations throughout
California

Habitats

Reason for Decline or
Concern

Occurrence in Study Area

Nests in dense colonies in Loss of wetland and upland
emergent marsh vegetation, breeding habitats from
such as tules and cattails, or conversion to agriculture
upland sites with
and urban development and
blackberries, nettles,
to water development
thistles, and grainfields;
projects, pesticides
nesting habitat must be
contamination, human
large enough to support 50 disturbance of nesting
pairs; probably requires
colonies
water at or near the nesting
colony; requires large
foraging areas, including
marshes, pastures,
agricultural wetlands,
dairies, and feedlots, where
insect prey is abundant

No records; blackberry
thickets along the seasonal
wetlands could provide
marginal-quality nesting
habitat; the nearest nesting
record is from 1971 near
Lincoln; unlikely to nest at
the project site because of
the marginal-quality nesting
and foraging habitat; none
observed during field
surveys

Rocky outcrops, cliffs, and Human disturbance at roost
crevices for roosting; access sites
to open habitats required for
foraging

No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

SC/SSC Coastal regions from Del
Roosts in caves, tunnels,
Unclear; possibly human
Norte County south to Santa mines, and dark attics of
disturbance
Barbara County ; Klamath abandoned buildings; very
Mountains, Cascades,
sensitive to disturbances
Sierra Nevada, Central
and may abandon a roost
Valley, Transverse and
after on-site visit; gleans
Peninsular Ranges, Great insects from brush or trees
Basin, and the Mojave and and feeds along habitat
Sonora Deserts
edges
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No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name
Spotted bat
Euderma maculatum

Greater western mastiffbat
Eumops perotis
californicus

Small-footed myotis

Federal/
State

SC/SSC Occurs throughout eastern
and southern California, the
central Sierra Nevada, and
the Sierra Nevada foothills
bordering the San Joaquin
Valley; probably occurs in
other portions of the state
where habitat is suitable

Myotis thysanodes

March 15, 2002

Reason for Decline or
Concern

Roosts primarily in rock
Unclear; possibly human
crevices; uses arid deserts disturbance and habitat
and open pine forests set in alteration
rocky terrain; females may
favor ponderosa pine forests
during reproduction

Occurrence in Study Area
No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

Unclear; possibly insecticide
contamination and loss of
foraging habitat, possibly
disturbance to roosting sites

No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

SC/

Sierra Nevada; south Coast,
Transverse, and Peninsular
Ranges; and the Great
Basin

Open stands in forests and
woodlands, as well as
shrublands; uses caves,
crevices, and abandoned
buildings

Unclear; possibly insecticide
contamination and loss of
foraging habitat, possibly
disturbance to roosting sites

No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

SC/

Sierra Nevada, Klamath
Mountains, Coast Ranges,
and Transverse and
Peninsular Ranges

Woodlands

Unclear; possibly insecticide
contamination and loss of
foraging habitat, possibly
disturbance to and loss of
roosting sites

No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

SC/--

Sierra Nevada, Klamath
Mountains, Coast Ranges,
and Transverse and
Peninsular Ranges

Open woodlands

Unclear; possibly
disturbance to and loss of
roosting sites

No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

Myotis evotis

Fringed myotis

Habitats

SC/SSC Occurs along the eastern
Roosts and breeds in deep,
San Joaquin Valley from El narrow rock crevices; may
Dorado County through Kern also use crevices in trees,
County; also found along the buildings, and tunnels;
south Coast, Peninsular,
forages in a variety of
and Transverse Ranges
semiarid to arid habitats
from San Francisco to the
Mexico border

Myotis ciliolabrum

Long-eared myotis

California Distribution
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Table 13-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species that are Known or Have the Potential to Occur in the Study Area
(Continued)
Status *
Common Name and
Scientific Name
Yuma myotis
Myotis yumanensis

California Distribution

Federal/
State
SC/--

Considered common and
widespread in northern
California; colonies known
from Marin and San
Francisco Counties

Habitats

Reason for Decline or
Concern

Occurrence in Study Area

Roosts colonially in a variety Unclear; possibly
of natural and human-made disturbance to and loss of
sites, including caves,
roosting sites
mines, buildings, bridges,
and trees; in northern
California, maternity
colonies are usually in firescarred redwoods, pines, or
oaks; forages for insects
over water bodies

No records; none observed
at Twelve Bridges; mines at
the project site are potential
roosting habitats

Status explanations:
Federal
E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
PT = proposed for federal listing as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
C = species for which USFWS has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list.
SC = species of concern; species for which existing information indicates it may warrant listing but for which substantial biological information to support a proposed rule is lacking.
-- = no listing.
State
SSC = species of special concern in California.
-= no listing.
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The following special-status wildlife species are not expected to occur at the project site because they
were not observed there or no suitable habitat is present: vernal pool tadpole shrimp, California tiger
salamander, tricolored blackbird (none observed), California horned lizard (none observed) (Table 13-4).
Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp. The vernal pool fairy shrimp is a federally listed as threatened species. This
fairy shrimp is found at scattered localities throughout the Central Valley. Vernal pool fairy shrimp occur
in seasonally inundated wetlands, primarily in vernal pools; however, this species has also been observed
in roadside ditches and artificial pools (Jones & Stokes Associates, 1997). Loss of vernal pool habitat to
urban development, water supply and flood control activities, and agricultural uses is the primary cause
for the decline of fairy shrimp populations (57 FR 19856, May 8, 1992).
Vernal pool fairy shrimp have been found in vernal pools in the Twelve Bridges specific Plan Area, west
of the project site (EIP Associates, 1993). There are several small vernal pools in the annual grassland
habitat within the volcanic mudflow along the ridgeline. Most of them are concentrated near the antenna
east of Clark Tunnel Road. According to the wetland delineation, there is about 0.23 acre of vernal pool
habitat at the project site (Figure 13-2). There are no vernal pools or other potential fairy shrimp habitats
along the proposed PCWA water system pipeline alignment.
The vernal pools along the ridge on the project site are considered suitable habitat for the vernal pool fairy
shrimp. No surveys were conducted for this species at the project site. For this project, the Applicant
assumed that the vernal pools are occupied by vernal pool fairy shrimp.
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) is a federally listed
as threatened species. VELB habitat is restricted to elderberry shrubs in riparian and oak savanna habitats
of California’s Central Valley, and VELB is dependent on elderberry shrubs for breeding and feeding
habitat. VELBs are pith borers on elderberry shrubs. Female beetles lay their eggs in living elderberry
plants. The larvae hatching from these eggs bore into the pith of larger stems and roots to pupate. Adults
emerge from pupation in spring at about the same time the elderberry shrubs are flowering. The entire
life cycle from egg to adult takes about 2 years.
There are no VELB records in the project vicinity, although elderberry shrubs are common in the area.
Sixty-three elderberry shrubs were located on the project site during 1998 and 1999 field surveys
(Glazner Environmental Consulting, 1998b, 1999a). Fifty-two had stems a least one inch or greater at
ground level. Thirteen of the elderberry shrubs exhibited potential VELB exit holes. Most of the
elderberry shrubs were located along the draws along the southern portion of the project site
(Figure 13-1).
Two elderberry shrubs were found along the PCWA water system pipeline alignment (Figure 13-3).
Central Valley Steelhead. Central Valley steelhead have been federally listed as threatened (63 FR
13347, March 19, 1998). Central Valley steelhead inhabit the streams and rivers of the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Valley. They spawn in or near the headwaters of coldwater streams and rivers, and the juveniles
rear throughout cool-water systems. Adult steelhead begin migrating into the Sacramento River and its
tributaries in July. Peak adult migration occurs in fall, but some fish continue to move upstream through
February or March (McEwan and Jackson, 1996). Most steelhead spawn from December through April,
with most spawning occurring from January through March. Newly emerged steelhead fry move to
shallow, protected areas along streambanks but move to faster, deeper areas as they grow. Juvenile
steelhead emigrate downstream to the ocean in November through May (Schaffter, 1980).
Central Valley steelhead may use Clover Valley Creek as juvenile rearing habitat; however, there is
probably no steeelhead spawning habitat because Clover Valley Reservoir would restrict upstream
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movement. The thick riparian vegetation gives cover and provides sources of food (i.e., terrestrial
invertebrates) necessary for the survival and growth of juvenile steelhead.
Fall-Run Chinook Salmon. Central Valley fall-run chinook salmon have been proposed for listing as
threatened under the federal ESA (63 FR 11481, March 9, 1998). Adult fall-run chinook salmon migrate
into the Sacramento River and its tributaries from July through December. Fall-run chinook salmon
spawn between early October through late December, and incubation takes place during October through
March. Juvenile rearing and outmigration in the Sacramento River system occur from January through
June. However, most juveniles leave upstream rearing areas by mid-May.
Fall-run chinook salmon may use Clover Valley Creek as juvenile rearing habitat, and there may be
spawning habitat below Clover Valley Reservoir. The thick riparian vegetation gives cover and provides
sources of food (i.e., terrestrial invertebrates) necessary for the survival and growth of juvenile chinook
salmon.
California Red-Legged Frog. The California red-legged frog is listed as a threatened species under the
federal ESA. This frog is also designated as a species of special concern by CDFG. The species was
once common from Redding south to Baja California, including the Sierra Nevada. Its current range is
much reduced, and most remaining populations are found in central California along the Pacific Coast
from Marin County to Ventura County.
The red-legged frog requires coldwater pond and stream habitats with emergent and submergent
vegetation. Habitats with the highest density of red-legged frogs are deepwater pools (at least 2.5 feet
deep) with dense stands of overhanging willows and a fringe of cattails or tules (Jennings and Hayes,
1994). Juvenile frogs prefer open, shallow aquatic habitats with dense submergent vegetation. Although
red-legged frogs can inhabit either ephemeral or permanent streams or ponds, populations probably
cannot be maintained in ephemeral streams from which all surface water disappears (Jennings and Hayes,
1994).
Adult red-legged frogs are highly aquatic when active, but they depend less on permanent water bodies
than many other frog species (Bode and Bury, 1984). Adults may take refuge during dry periods in
rodent holes or near litter in riparian habitats. Recent information suggests that these frogs are capable of
moving 1 mile or more into upland habitats or through ephemeral drainages.
The decline of this frog is attributable to many factors, including large-scale commercial harvesting of the
species; loss and fragmentation of wetland habitats; alteration of stream habitats; and the introduction of
non-native predators and competitors, including bullfrogs, crayfish, and fish (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).
There are no recent records of this species in the region. The nearest recent record is along Webber Creek
in El Dorado County, about 30 miles from the project site. No field surveys were conducted for this
species at the project site.
From examination of topographic maps, vegetation maps, and a reconnaissance-level field survey, several
areas were identified in the study area that provides suitable habitat for red-legged frogs. Clover Valley
Creek is considered high-quality, potential breeding habitat and a movement corridor. The seasonal
wetlands and ponds in the western portion of the project site are potential low-quality breeding areas and
possible dispersal habitats for red-legged frogs. There are also two or three potential breeding ponds
adjacent to the northern boundary of the project site. Several drainages along the PCWA water system
pipeline alignment are also potential dispersal corridors for these frogs and possible low-quality breeding
areas.
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Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog. The foothill yellow-legged frog is a federal species of concern and a state
species of special concern. The foothill yellow-legged frog occurs in the foothills of mountains
throughout California. This species occurs in creeks or rivers in woodlands, forests, and scrub with rock
or gravel substrate and low overhanging vegetation along the edge. It is usually found near riffles with
rocks or gravel and sunny banks nearby. This species has declined from reduced habitat quality from
alteration of stream hydrology, predation by non-native aquatic animals, and loss of habitat from urban
development in foothill areas.
There are no records of foothill yellow-legged frogs in the study area. Clover Valley Creek is considered
potential aquatic habitat. None were seen during 1993, 1994, 1998 field surveys, but no extensive
surveys were conducted for this species.
Northwestern Pond Turtle. The northwestern pond turtle is a federal species of concern and a state
species of special concern. In California, this subspecies of western pond turtle occurs throughout the
mountains and valleys of northern California. The pond turtle occurs in ponds and streams in grasslands,
meadows, wetlands, woodlands, forests, and brushlands. They lay their eggs in upland areas, such as
grasslands, savannas, woodlands, and open brushlands. This species has declined for a variety of reasons,
including loss and alteration of aquatic and wetland habitats, loss of breeding areas near aquatic habitats,
and habitat fragmentation.
Pond turtles are possible in habitats of upper Clover Valley Creek, because perennial stream habitat at the
project site provides suitable aquatic habitat. The adjacent grasslands and savannas are considered
suitable nesting habitat. Pond turtles have been observed about 5 miles downstream of the project site
(Dains, Holland, and Sanders, 1993). None were seen during the field surveys at the project site.
Cooper’s Hawk. The Cooper’s hawk is a state species of special concern. The Cooper’s hawk nests in
valleys and mountains throughout California. These hawks occur in dense-canopied trees in riparian
habitats, oak woodlands, and conifer forests. They nest from early April to late August, with a peak from
early June to early August. During winter, Cooper’s hawks are found in a variety of woodlands and
savannas (Verner and Boss, 1980).
The riparian habitat along Clover Valley Creek provides suitable nesting and foraging habitat for
Cooper’s hawk. The woodlands and savannas at the project site are suitable foraging habitat for this
hawk. On May 9, 1994, a Cooper’s hawk was heard calling over Clover Valley Creek. This bird could
have been nesting on or near the project site or it could have been a non-breeding individual. No nest site
was found during the field surveys.
California Yellow Warbler. The California yellow warbler is a state species of special concern. The
California yellow warbler breeds throughout California, except the Central Valley and the deserts. In the
foothills, they nest in riparian habitats dominated by willows, alders, cottonwoods, and oaks. This species
has declined in the Central Valley and foothills from riparian habitat loss and fragmentation and nest
parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds.
The riparian habitat along Clover Valley Creek is considered high-quality habitat because the perennial
stream supports dense riparian vegetation. No yellow warblers were observed during the field surveys,
and no yellow warblers were observed in suitable habitat at the Twelve Bridges specific Plan Area, which
is west of the Bickford project site. Yellow warblers could nest along Clover Valley Creek, although they
were not observed during field surveys.
Yellow-Breasted Chat. The yellow-breasted chat is a state species of special concern. The yellowbreasted chat breeds throughout California where suitable habitat occurs. In the foothills, they nest in
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riparian habitats dominated by willows, Oregon ash, alders, cottonwoods, and oaks. This species has
declined in the Central Valley and foothills from riparian habitat loss and fragmentation.
The riparian habitat along Clover Valley Creek is considered high-quality habitat because the perennial
stream supports dense riparian vegetation. No chats were observed during the field surveys. Yellowbreasted chats were observed during the breeding season in suitable habitat at the Twelve Bridges specific
Plan Area, which is west of the Bickford project site (EIP Associates, 1993). Chats could nest along
Clover Valley Creek, although they were not seen during field surveys.
Special-Status Bats. Several special-status bats could occur in the project area (Table 13-4). These
include the pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, spotted bat, greater western mastiff-bat, small-footed
myotis bat, long-eared myotis bat, fringed myotis bat, and Yuma myotis bat. These species are
designated as federal special concern or state species of special concern (Table 13-4). These bats tend to
roost in crevices, tunnels, caves, or abandoned buildings. They forage on insects over grasslands,
woodlands, streams, and wetlands. Many of these bat species have declined because of human
disturbance at roost sites, removal of roost sites, and loss of habitat.
The Bickford Ranch area probably supports several species of bats. Bats roost in trees in oak woodlands
and riparian forests and in caves and abandoned buildings. Although bats are known to host a variety of
microbial organisms, disease transmission to humans is rare. The danger of rabies has been vastly
exaggerated, and media coverage involving bats in the past was often inaccurate (Tuttle and Kern, 1981).
During a 30-year period, the United States reported a total of nine rabies cases of human rabies from bats
(Greenhall, 1982). Most human exposures to infected bats result from careless handling of partially
paralyzed, infected individuals. Bats, even infected bats, are not aggressive towards humans. Human
exposure to wildlife-related diseases can be minimized by avoiding picking up sick animals, including
bats.
None of the bat species described above have been recorded in the project area, but bats could roost or
feed at the project site. Approximately five mining tunnels have been recorded at the project site
(Wallace-Kuhl & Associates, 1998). These tunnels could be used by bats as roost sites, but no surveys
have been conducted to determine presence/absence at the project site. The grasslands, seasonal
wetlands, woodlands, and riparian habitats are suitable foraging habitats for these species.

13.1.4 Waters of the United States
All waters of the United States, including wetlands, have been delineated on the project site (Glazner
Environmental Consulting, 1998a) (Figure 13-2). Within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment
(Figure 13-3), only reconnaissance-level wetland assessments were performed to identify potential
wetland areas, estimate their extent, and estimate the width of drainages at the apparent ordinary highwater mark. Specific acreages of wetland and other waters of the United States have not been determined
for the water system pipeline and road right-of-way areas, pending a delineation according to U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ (Corps’) 1987 delineation protocol.

Seasonal Wetlands
Seasonal wetlands occur predominantly in the northwest corner of the project site, with a few wetlands
also occurring at the east end along Clover Valley Creek and on the ridge top. Most of the seasonal
wetlands are dominated by Himalayan blackberry with some emergent cattails and willow weed in wetter
areas.
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Within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment, seasonal wetland vegetation occurs within
nonjurisdictional roadside ditches and in a potential wetlands along Butler Road. Most of the potential
wetlands are dominated by Himalayan blackberry, with the exception of one area dominated by grassy
species.

Wetland Swales
Wetland swales are ephemeral drainages with vegetation similar to seasonal wetlands or freshwater
marshes. On the project site, wetland swales occur predominantly in the northwest area. These swales
generally drain from seasonal wetlands or riparian wetlands. No areas specifically defined as wetland
swales were identified within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment.

Riparian Wetlands
On the project site, riparian wetlands occur along Clover Valley Creek, drainages down canyons on the
north side of the property, the drainage on the southwest corner of the property, and at the upstream end
of seasonal drainages in the northwest area. These drainages carry natural and/or irrigation water outside
of the normal wet season. The dominant vegetation includes woody riparian species, such as Fremont’s
cottonwood, valley oak, willow, and alder.
The PCWA water system pipeline alignment contains two areas of potential riparian wetland, both within
apparent depressions that were not obviously connected to a drainage. One area is on the east side of
Swetzer Road, and the other is on Butler Road several hundred feet north of the intersection with English
Colony Road.

Intermittent Drainages
On the project site, intermittent drainages are unvegetated bed and bank features that occur primarily
within the side canyons of the main ridge. These features are classified as “other waters of the United
States,” because of the lack of vegetation. Within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment, four
intermittent drainages cross Butler Road. Patches of freshwater marsh vegetation and/or woody riparian
vegetation occur along these drainages.

Vernal Pools
Project site vernal pools occur within the volcanic mudflow area on the ridgeline and are dominated by
Mediterranean barley and purple hair grass with small patches of goldfields, small-flowered popcorn
flower, and downingias.
No vernal pools were identified within the PCWA water system pipeline alignment.

Stock Ponds
Two stock ponds are located on the project site in the northwest area near the farmhouse. The ponds are
along drainages and support emergent vegetation at the edges, including cattail and Himalayan
blackberry.
The off-site portions of the study area contain artificial ponds that support similar vegetation. Several
ponds occur near Butler Road, outside of the right-of-way. One receives inflow from an intermittent
stream that crosses under Butler Road in a culvert. The others are either located in depressions that
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receive runoff from the surrounding area or may be maintained by homeowners with developed water
sources.

13.1.5 Other Sensitive Biological Resources
Oak Trees
The tree survey of the project site (Tree Care Incorporated, 1998) identified a total of 22,991 trees with a
diameter at breast height (DBH) of 6 inches or greater. An additional 55,709 trees with a DBH of
6 inches or greater were estimated to occur within the proposed open space areas not included in the tree
survey. The tree population of those areas outside the tree survey area was estimated by establishing six
sample plots of 1 acre each, and one sample plot of less than 1 acre, in areas representative of differing
densities and species distributions. Tree counts and species were assessed within the individual plots and
comparisons were made using aerial photographs of the project site. The additional areas were then
divided according to apparent canopy cover and species distribution, and a density was assigned based on
those samples.
A total of 78,700 trees are estimated to occur on the project site. The majority of these trees are protected
under the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance, which excludes only gray pines. Approximately
95% of the trees are oaks, including mostly blue oak, but also interior live oak and valley oak. Most trees
are in poor to fair health. The land has been heavily grazed, particularly on the ridge tops, which has
likely affected tree density and health. A fire occurred on the site in 1934, which burned many of the
trees. Some of the older oaks apparently survived the fire, however, because core sampling at three areas
on-site identified trees that were possibly over 150 years old (Benassini, pers. comm.).
Within the water supply pipeline alignment, a total of between 60 and 100 oaks and native trees with a
DBH of 6 inches or greater were identified. Approximately 30 of these trees occur within the public road
rights-of-way and the remainder are on private property between Plum Tree Lane and the Union Pacific
Railroad right-of-way. Reconnaissance surveys were conducted within two alternative routes in the
private property section of the alignment. Approximately 30 oaks occur within route 1A (along the
existing unpaved driveway), and approximately 70 oaks occur within route 1B (along a trail and through
an area of blue oak woodland). The remainder of the water supply pipeline alignment is within the
project site boundaries, and oak trees are accounted for in the project site total.

Fisheries
Clover Valley Creek is a valley floor stream used for irrigation conveyance. On a year round basis, this
stream likely sustains warmwater species including Sacramento pikeminnow, hitch, Sacramento sucker,
golden shiners, carp, catfish, bluegill, and green sunfish. Most of the resident species spawn during
spring and summer. Spawning generally is related to increasing water temperature through spring. In
response to warmer water temperature, introduced species (i.e., golden shiners, carp, bluegill, green
sunfish, and catfish) generally spawn later in the year than native species (i.e., pikeminnow, hitch, and
Sacramento sucker).

Other Sensitive Wildlife
The project site supports other wildlife species of special interest. Wildlife species of special interest are
animals that have high value to the public, such as game animals, but are not listed as threatened or
endangered or do not have other designations. Mule deer, California quail, and wild turkey are common
at the project site. Mountain lions may prey on mule deer and wild turkey in the project area. These
animals forage in the oak woodlands and riparian habitats. They also use these habitats for shelter.

R:\02Bickford\13\bio.doc

Page 13-23

March 15, 2002

13.0 Biology
13.2

REGULATORY SETTING
The following section includes information on local- (County), state-, and federal-level regulations that
govern study area biological resources.

13.2.1 Placer County Regulations
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to biological resources are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion in
Section 13.3.
Placer County acknowledges the value of native trees and has a tree preservation ordinance that prohibits
the following actions from occurring without County approval: removal of landmark or preserved trees
or groves of native trees, native tree corridors, and significant stands of native tree habitats. Placer
County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance also prohibits the removal of trees from riparian areas without
prior identification of environmental impacts and mitigation measures (Placer County Code 36.310 B).
This ordinance is applicable to the site because the project will require discretionary permit approval from
Placer County of the Specific Plan and tentative map application.

13.2.2 State Regulations
California state regulations that apply to resources at the project site include the California ESA and
Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code. These regulations are briefly described below.

California Endangered Species Act
The California ESA is similar to the federal ESA but pertains only to state listed endangered and
threatened species. The California ESA requires state agencies to consult with CDFG when preparing
documents under CEQA to ensure that the actions of the state lead agency do not jeopardize the continued
existence of listed species. The California ESA directs agencies to consult with CDFG on projects or
actions that could affect listed species, directs CDFG to determine if jeopardy to listed species would
occur, and allows CDFG to identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the project consistent with
conserving the species. Agencies can approve a project that affects a listed species if the agency
determines that there are “overriding considerations”; however, the agencies are prohibited from
approving projects that would cause the extinction of a listed species.
Mitigating impacts on state listed species involves avoidance, minimization, and compensation (listed in
order of preference). Unavoidable impacts on state listed species are typically addressed in a detailed
mitigation plan prepared in accordance with CDFG guidelines. CDFG exercises authority over mitigation
projects involving state listed species, including those resulting from CEQA mitigation requirements.
The California ESA prohibits the “take” of state listed as endangered or threatened plant and wildlife
species. CDFG may authorize take if there is an approved habitat management plan or management
agreement that avoids or compensates for impacts on listed species.

Fish and Game Code Section 1600: Streambed Alteration Agreements
Under Chapter 6 of the California Fish and Game Code, CDFG is responsible for the protection and
conservation of the state’s fish and wildlife resources. Section 1600 et seq. of the code defines the
responsibilities of CDFG and the requirement for public and private applicants to obtain an agreement to
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“divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake
designated by the department [CDFG] in which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife resource or
from which those resources derive benefit, or will use material from the streambeds designated by the
department.” Public agencies file 1601 applications and private parties file 1603 applications for
streambed alteration agreements.
The local CDFG warden or unit biologist typically has responsibility for issuing streambed alteration
agreements. These agreements usually include specific requirements related to construction techniques
and remedial and compensatory measures to mitigate for adverse impacts. CDFG may also require longterm monitoring as part of an agreement to assess the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation.
Additionally, CDFG has adopted a no-net-loss policy for wetlands (Executive Order 11190, California
Fish and Game Commission 1987).

13.2.3 Federal Regulations
Federal regulations that apply to biological resources present at the project site include the federal ESA
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. These regulations are briefly described below.

Federal Endangered Species Act
The federal ESA prohibits the take of endangered or threatened wildlife species. Take is defined to
include harassing, harming (includes significantly modifying or degrading habitat), pursuing, hunting,
shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, or collecting wildlife species or any attempt to engage in
such conduct (16 United States Code [USC] 1532, 50 CFR 17.3). Actions that result in take can result in
civil or criminal penalties.
The federal ESA and U.S. EPA Section 404 guidelines prohibit the issuance of wetland permits for
projects that would jeopardize the existence of a threatened or endangered wildlife or plant species. The
Corps must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) when threatened or endangered
species may be affected by a proposed project to determine if issuance of a Section 404 permit would
jeopardize the species. In the context of the project site, the federal ESA would be triggered if the project
would result in the take of a threatened or endangered species or if issuance of a Section 404 permit or
other federal agency action could adversely affect or jeopardize a threatened or endangered species.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
The Corps and EPA regulate the discharge of dredged and fill material into “waters of the United States”
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Corps jurisdiction over nontidal “waters of the United States”
extends to the “ordinary high-water mark provided the jurisdiction is not extended by the presence of
wetlands” (33 CFR Part 328 Section 328.4).
The Corps will typically exert jurisdiction over that portion of the project site that contains waters of the
United States and adjacent or isolated wetlands. This jurisdiction equals approximately the bank-to-bank
portion of a creek along its entire length up to the ordinary high-water mark and adjacent wetland areas
that will either be directly or indirectly adversely affected by a proposed project.
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13.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 13.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with biological resources have been evaluated using the following
criteria:
T
T
T
T

substantial interference with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species;
substantially diminished habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants;
substantial effect on rare or endangered species of animals or plants or the habitat of the species;
or,
conflict with adopted goals, policies, or regulations of relevant regulatory agencies.

The significance criteria identified above are based on CEQA Guidelines, Section 15065. A number of
other agencies have promulgated criteria and definitions relevant to the implementation of CEQA
significance criteria, as described below.
CEQA Section 15206 states that a project is of statewide, regional, or areawide significance if it has the
potential to substantially affect sensitive wildlife habitats, including but not limited to riparian lands,
wetlands, bays, estuaries, marshes, and habitats for rare and endangered species, as defined by Fish and
Game Code Section 903. CEQA Section 15380 further provides that a plant or animal species may be
treated as rare or endangered even if not on one of the official lists if, for example, it is likely to become
endangered in the foreseeable future.
Based on guidelines established by the USFWS and the CDFG, a project could be considered to have a
significant adverse impact on biological resources if it would result in substantial disruption to, or
destruction of, any special-status species, its habitat, or breeding grounds. A project would also be
considered to have a significant impact if it would result in a substantial loss of important plant or animal
species; would cause a change in species composition, abundance, or diversity beyond that of normal
variability; would result in the direct or indirect measurable degradation of sensitive habitats (e.g.,
wetlands, riparian corridors, vernal pools, oak woodlands); or would result in loss of a significant plant
community.
A project would normally have a significant impact on the environment if it would physically affect
communities or species protected by adopted environmental plans and goals of the community(ies) where
it is located. Any action that would conflict with these policies might be considered a significant impact.
The Placer County General Plan includes a no net loss of wetlands policy; encourages the preservation of
native plant communities, wetlands, and riparian areas; and requires protection of deer and anadromous
fish habitat. Impacts on oak woodland, indirect impacts to water quality in Auburn Ravine, and creation
of fenced parcels throughout the area are also evaluated in the context of the general plan. The Placer
County Tree Preservation Ordinance protects native oaks and other native tree species, as well as all trees
in riparian areas. Impacts on mature native trees (except gray pine) and trees within riparian communities
would be considered significant on the basis of this local ordinance.
In conducting the impact analysis, three principal components of the guidelines outlined above are
considered:
T
T
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T

susceptibility of the affected resource to perturbation (i.e., sensitivity of the resource)

The evaluation of the significance of project impacts considered the interrelationship of these three
components. For example, a relatively small-magnitude impact on a State or federally listed species
would be considered significant because the species is rare and is believed to be susceptible to
disturbance. Conversely, a plant community, such as annual grassland, is not necessarily rare or sensitive
to disturbance. Therefore, a larger magnitude of impact would be required to result in a significant
impact.
The following assumptions were applied to the analysis of biological resource impacts.
T

Impact analysis and acceptance of mitigation has been completed for the SR 193 project area,
which is the same area as the sewer system pipeline project area (BioSystems Analysis, 1992;
Caltrans, 1994; EIP Associates, 1993; RRM Design Group, 1997b). The analysis and mitigation
in these certified documents are assumed to be adequate, and no further impact analysis for this
part of the project is included in this impact section.

T

The Applicant has proposed a mitigation plan for on-site project impacts on oak trees, as
summarized in Mitigation Measure B-A. Mitigation for project site oak tree impacts will be
implemented onsite.

T

The Applicant has proposed a wetland mitigation plan for all project impacts on waters of the
United States, as summarized in Mitigation Measure B-D. All wetland mitigation will occur
onsite, with the exception of vernal pool mitigation which will occur at the Wildlands Mitigation
Bank in Sheridan.

T

The Applicant will construct any necessary improvements to the existing PCWA canal system
from which water will be used for irrigation. The net result will be no loss of existing flows in
Clover Valley Creek downstream of Clover Valley Reservoir.

T

Construction activity for installation of the water system pipeline within Swetzer Road, English
Colony Way, Butler Road, and Plum Tree Lane will occur only within existing roadbeds.

13.3.1 Construction Impacts
IMPACT B-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of annual grassland
Less Than Significant
None
Mitigation Measure B-S (Preserve and enhance annual
grassland vegetation adjacent to golf course)
Less Than Significant

Construction of the proposed project would result in the loss of most of the 483 acres of annual grassland
on the project site. Annual grassland is common and abundant locally, regionally, and statewide.
Furthermore, it is dominated by non-native annual grasses and is of little botanical value. Annual
grassland at the project site has undergone significant disturbance from years of intensive grazing and
retains few native species, creating low-quality wildlife and foraging habitat for raptors. The loss of
annual grassland vegetation as a result of project construction is considered less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
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Installation of the off-site water supply pipeline would occur primarily within existing roads, with the
exception of the approximately 2,000-foot-long segment south of the Union Pacific Railroad. A minor amount
of annual grassland (less than 1 acre) would be temporarily disturbed during construction. For the reasons
discussed above for the project site, and because impacts on annual grassland within the water supply pipeline
project area would be temporary, this impact is considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

 T 
IMPACT B-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of oak and other native trees
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-A (Implement the Applicant’s oak
forest conservation and revegetation plan); and B-B (Hire a
project biologist for construction monitoring)
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement off-site
mitigation); and B-D (Implement a tree protection plan)
Significant

tree

Approximately 10,653 native trees protected by the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance
(protected trees), which includes native trees measuring over 6 inches in DBH, would be removed
because of proposed project construction. Most of these affected trees would be oaks, although other
species within oak woodlands and riparian forests would also be affected. Because young oak trees are
necessary for continued regeneration of the woodland, all native oaks, regardless of size, are considered
biologically valuable. Because of declining oak populations in Placer County and the state and the
recognized value of oaks and native trees by the County, loss of oaks and other native trees would be
considered a significant impact. Many of the oaks to be removed onsite are 50-150+ years old and cannot
be replaced in the short term. Although 33 percent of the on-site oaks are characterized as being in
“poor” health (Tree Care Incorporated, 1998), they retain value as wildlife habitat. This impact would
also be unavoidable.
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan designates natural open space areas that would retain many of the
protected trees that occur within dense oak woodlands. Some of the trees on residential lots would be
removed within the construction area (lot impact area) for each home. Over an approximately eight-year
period, an estimated 10,653 protected trees would be lost because of construction of residences for the
proposed project.
To determine the number of protected trees that would be affected by project construction on residential
lots, a 70-foot by 90-foot impact area was considered within each lot. This preliminary lot impact area
would not necessarily be the final location of home construction, but was used as a conceptual location
for the purpose of estimating the number of trees that could be affected on a lot-by-lot basis. Removal of
all protected trees within the lot impact area was assumed to be required for construction. The placement
of the impact area for each lot in the project area would be included in the development notebook, which
would be on file with the County.
The number of protected trees to be affected by project construction was determined separately for graded
and non-graded areas. The number of protected trees to be removed within the conceptual impact area for
each graded lot was counted using a project lotting map overlaid with the tree survey. A tree removal
plan (GW Consulting Engineers, no date) was developed to show which surveyed trees would be removed
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and which would be retained. Approximately 6,506 protected trees would be removed within graded
areas.
To estimate tree loss in non-graded lots, all protected trees within six 1-acre sample sites throughout the
natural open space area were counted to determine an average density for the woodland. This density was
then applied to the impact area within each non-graded lot to estimate the number of trees that would be
removed for construction. An estimated 4,147 protected trees would be removed within non-graded
areas, based on this method.
Oaks and other protected native trees would be directly or indirectly affected by installation of the off-site
water supply pipeline (see Figure 3-16). Approximately 30 trees within the road rights-of-way would be
indirectly affected because of construction activity within the driplines of the trees. An additional 30 oaks
would also be indirectly affected because they are adjacent to the existing dirt road. A total of
approximately 60 trees would be indirectly affected because of installation of the PCWA water supply
pipeline.
The loss of oak and other native trees would remain significant and unavoidable following
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and following implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of oak woodland habitat
Significant
Mitigation Measure B-A (Implement the Applicant’s oak
forest conservation and revegetation plan); and B-B (Hire a
project biologist for construction monitoring)
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement off-site
mitigation); and B-D (Implement a tree protection plan)
Significant

tree

The removal of oak woodland would result in a permanent loss of important plant and wildlife habitat.
The private open space areas between construction envelopes would lose wildlife habitat value for
understory-dependent species if understory vegetation is removed. Loss of oak woodland would
substantially decrease suitable habitat for woodland-dwelling wildlife, such as black-tailed deer.
In addition to the trees and areas that would be directly affected by clearing for home sites, portions of the
oak woodland within the private open space in residential lots could lose their value as oak woodland
habitat. Woodland areas that are substantially reduced in size or that become isolated as a result of
project development might not provide enough food for animals or might not allow movement to other
areas of similar habitat. Areas on the project site that could experience such a loss include the areas along
roadways, areas that border building impact areas, and wooded areas completely surrounded by
development.
Up to 960 acres of oak woodland would be lost because of project construction. The majority of the
affected oak woodland would be within proposed residential development areas. A minor amount of the
oak woodland within natural open space would be lost because of clearing for pedestrian and equestrian
trails. Additional impacts on the wildlife habitat value of oak woodland retained within natural open
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space areas could occur because of the proposed removal of dead and down wood and understory
vegetation within fuel modification zones in order to reduce fire hazards and provide emergency and fire
access. This removal would reduce available cover for some wildlife species, but would increase
foraging habitat for deer and rodents.
Nearly 460 acres of oak woodland would be retained in the natural open space areas. In addition, the oak
forest conservation and revegetation plan (Ralph Osterling Consultants, 1998) would enhance retained
oak woodland by planting young trees in mature woodland areas where regeneration has been poor, and
implementing an avian habitat improvement program.
Construction of the off-site water supply pipeline within Route 1A, which is primarily within existing
paved and dirt roads, would result in minimal impacts on oak woodland habitat beyond that occurring on
the project site. Implementation of Route 1B would result in the loss of less than 1 acre of oak woodland
habitat in addition to the project site loss.
The loss of a large acreage of oak woodland habitat and the loss of wildlife habitat value would be a
significant impact of the proposed project. This impact would remain significant following
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and would remain significant and unavoidable
following implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Potential loss of riparian vegetation
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-A (Implement the Applicant’s oak
forest conservation and revegetation plan); B-B (Hire a
project biologist for construction monitoring); and B-E
(Implement the Applicant’s wetland preservation and impact
plan)
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement off-site tree
mitigation); B-D (Implement a tree protection plan); and B-F
(Protect riparian buffer zones)
Less Than Significant

A small amount of riparian vegetation could be affected by project construction. Impacts on riparian
vegetation in the project site would include loss of protected trees, which is discussed under Impact B-2,
as well as loss of riparian habitat for wildlife. The amount of valley and foothill riparian habitat has
significantly declined locally, regionally, and statewide. Valley and foothill riparian habitat is considered
a sensitive natural habitat because of its high value to wildlife and its documented scarcity in California.
County policies recognize the sensitivity of riparian habitat and require buffer areas of 50 feet from the
edge of riparian vegetation. Loss of riparian vegetation or encroachment into the 50-foot required buffer
would be considered a significant impact.
The proposed natural open space area within the southwest corner of the Meadows community includes
an approximately 9.33-acre riparian area along a perennial stream. Because of public trail construction
along this stream, a minor acreage of impact may occur within the 50-foot buffer. Less than one acre of
riparian habitat may be indirectly affected by public trails immediately adjacent to the riparian zone along
Clover Valley Creek.
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Riparian habitat is present at two locations along the PCWA water system pipeline alignment. The
pipeline would be constructed within the road at these locations; therefore, no direct impact on riparian
vegetation would occur.
The potential loss of riparian vegetation on the proposed project site would be a significant impact. This
impact would remain significant with implementation of proposed mitigation measures, and would be
reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of recommended measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-5:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of special-status plant habitat
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure B-B (Hire a project biologist for
construction monitoring)
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure B-G (Conduct pre-construction surveys
for special-status plants)
Less Than Significant

No occurrences of special-status plants were found at the project site during surveys conducted in 1993
and 1994 (Dains, Holland, and Sanders, 1993 and 1994). However, three additional special-status species
were not included in these surveys:
T
T

big-scale balsamroot (CNPS List 1B), which has potential to occur in project site oak woodlands,
and
Sanford’s arrowhead (CNPS List 1B) and rose-mallow (CNPS List 2), which have potential to
occur within the road rights-of-way along the PCWA water system pipeline alignment.

Potential impacts on big-scale balsamroot could occur within all communities and the golf course where
oak woodland would be removed. Potential impacts on Sanford’s arrowhead and rose-mallow could
occur within the Butler Road right-of-way, where drainages cross the road. However, construction for the
PCWA water supply pipeline will occur within the existing roadbed, and no direct impacts on adjacent
habitats are anticipated. Therefore, no significant impacts on Sanford’s arrowhead or rose-mallow are
expected to occur within the water supply pipeline corridor.
Because big-scale balsamroot could be affected by project construction if it occurs within the project site,
the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on this special-status species. This
impact would remain significant with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, and would be
reduced to a less than significant level following implementation of the recommended mitigation
measure.

 T 
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IMPACT B-6:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat
Significant
Mitigation Measure B-H (Compensate for loss of vernal pool
fairy shrimp)
None
Less Than Significant

Construction of the proposed project would result in the loss of 0.23 acre of vernal pool habitat that is
considered suitable vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat. No surveys have been conducted on the project site
for special-status fairy shrimp, but the Applicant is assuming that vernal pool habitat at the project site is
occupied by vernal pool fairy shrimp. All 0.23 acre of the vernal pool habitat would be removed by
project construction.
Installing the off-site PCWA water supply pipeline would not adversely affect vernal pool fairy shrimp
habitat. Therefore, this fairy shrimp species would not be directly or indirectly affected by water supply
pipeline construction. This impact is considered significant because the vernal pool fairy shrimp is
federally listed as threatened. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measure would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.

 T 
IMPACT B-7:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-B (Hire a project biologist for
construction monitoring); and B-I (Protect VELB habitat
[elderberry shrubs] during construction)
Significant
Mitigation Measure B-J (Compensate for loss of VELB
habitat [elderberry shrubs])
Less Than Significant

VELB habitat (elderberry shrubs) exists throughout the project site, and construction of the project would
remove elderberry shrubs. Based on the master lotting plan map, eight elderberry plants with a total of 30
stems greater than one inch at ground level are proposed to be removed by construction. No evidence of
VELB exit holes was observed in these shrubs.
Two elderberry shrubs were found in the off-site water supply pipeline area. Construction of the PCWA
water supply pipeline could inadvertently damage these two elderberry shrubs. No VELB exit holes were
observed on these elderberry shrubs, but the shrubs are considered suitable VELB habitat. Damaging or
removing elderberry shrubs or conducting construction activities within 20 feet of an elderberry shrub is
considered significant because VELB is a federally listed species. This impact would remain significant
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, and would be reduced to a less than significant
level following implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.

 T 

March 15, 2002

Page 13-32

R:\02Bickford\13\bio.doc

13.0 Biology
IMPACT B-8:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of fish habitat as a result of degradation in water quality
during construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage and construction of
improvements); G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); H-D (Prepare and implement a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities);
and H-E (Monitor erosion and sediment control measures
during construction)
None
Less Than Significant

Construction of the project would result in indirect impacts caused by erosion, sedimentation, or
discharge by pollutants from construction equipment to Clover Valley Creek, which sustains resident fish
species and may also be used as juvenile rearing habitat by Central Valley fall-run chinook salmon and
steelhead. Clover Valley Creek follows the southern border of the project site. The locations of all
impacts on waters of the United States and protection easements are identified by Glazner Environmental
Consulting (1998c). A 50-foot buffer from the edge of riparian vegetation along drainages is included.
These impacts could result in reduced growth, reproduction, and survival in fish species. Indirect impacts
during construction would be controlled by requiring BMPs, consistent with County requirements. This
impact would be reduced to less than significant levels following the implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-9:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of California red-legged frog habitat
Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with Placer County
Ordinances for all grading, drainage, and construction of
improvements); G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); H-D (Prepare and implement a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities);
and H-E (Monitor erosion and sediment control measures
during construction);
Less Than Significant
None
Less Than Significant

No records of California red-legged frogs have been found in the region, but the drainages, streams, and
ponds in the project site are considered suitable red-legged frog habitat. If California red-legged frogs
occur in the study area, construction of the proposed project could directly or indirectly adversely affect
red-legged frogs. Constructing the residential development, golf course and driving range, the on-site
portions of the water supply and sewer pipelines, and piping of the unimproved portion of Antelope
Canal, and modification of the drainage in the western portion of the project could eliminate and modify
existing habitat, fragment existing drainages where red-legged frogs could occur, prevent or modify local
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red-legged frog movements and dispersal, harm adult or juvenile red-legged frogs, and reduce water
quality.
Several drainages along the PCWA water system pipeline alignment are potential dispersal corridors for
red-legged frogs and possible low-quality breeding areas. Construction of the PCWA water system
pipeline alignment would not directly affect potential red-legged frog habitat in these drainages because
the pipeline would be constructed in the roadbed. Indirect impacts because of discharge of pollutants
from construction equipment would not likely exceed the existing level of pollutants that occur from local
runoff. These potential impacts are considered less than significant because they would not adversely
affect the red-legged frog.
This potential impact is considered less than significant because no red-legged frogs were found on the
site during a survey conducted in July 1999 by ECORP Consulting, Inc., the report for which is included
as Appendix B in the FEIR.

 T 
IMPACT B-10:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of foothill yellow-legged frog habitat
Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage, and construction of
improvements); G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan); H-D (Prepare and implement a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities);
and H-E (Monitor erosion and sediment control measures
during construction)
Significant
Mitigation Measure B-F (Protect riparian buffer zones)
Less Than Significant

Foothill yellow-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles could occur in Clover Valley Creek. The loss
of riparian vegetation or encroachment into the 50-foot required buffer along Clover Valley Creek could
reduce habitat quality for these species. Pedestrian and equestrian trails could also be placed immediately
adjacent to the riparian zone along Clover Valley Creek.
Construction of the project could increase residential runoff into Clover Valley Creek. Increased
residential runoff could reduce water quality for pond turtles and yellow-legged frogs, if present. These
potential impacts on the pond turtle and foothill yellow-legged frog are considered significant because
they are state and federal species of concern. This impact would remain significant following
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures; implementation of recommended the mitigation
measure would minimize these impacts on these species and reduce the potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

 T 
IMPACT B-11:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
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Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Mitigation Measures B-L (Conduct preconstruction surveys
for nesting raptors in affected areas); and B-M (Develop
buffer zones around nesting raptors during construction)
None
Less Than Significant

Red-tailed hawks, red-shouldered hawks, and Cooper’s hawks could nest in the affected areas of the
residential development and golf course and driving range. These species could nest in oak and riparian
trees in the study area. If construction activities occur within 500 feet of an active hawk nest, these birds
could abandon the nest(s), which would cause nesting failure. Disturbing an active raptor nest would
violate the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and
Game Code and would be considered a significant impact. This impact would be reduced to a less than
significant level following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.
No raptor nests are expected to occur along the proposed PCWA water supply pipeline alignment because
most of the alignments are along existing paved and unpaved roads that are marginal-quality raptor
nesting sites.

 T 
IMPACT B-12:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Possible disturbance and harm to roosting special-status bats
Significant
Mitigation Measures B-B (Hire a project biologist for
construction monitoring); and B-N (Install bat gates at tunnel
entrances)
None
Less Than Significant

Special-status bats (Table 13-4) could roost in the five mine tunnels that occur in the study area.
Although no development would occur in the tunnel areas, the Applicant intends to close the entrances to
the tunnels to reduce the likelihood that humans would be trapped in the tunnels. If special-status bats use
one or more of the tunnels for roosting, closing the tunnels could trap and kill bats in the tunnels. This
potential impact is considered significant because these bat species are State species of special concern or
federal species of concern. However, it is also important to prevent encounters with hazardous materials,
as well as remove the physical hazards associated with open and abandoned mine workings. All open
mine tunnels located on the project site will be located and permanently secured from human intrusion
with the use of “bat gates” that will restrict human access but allow egress by bats. This impact would be
reduced to a less than significant level following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-13:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
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Loss and degradation of waters of the United States, including
wetlands
Significant
Mitigation Measures G-A (Comply with the Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage, and construction of
improvements); B-E (Implement the Applicant’s wetland
preservation and impact plan); G-B (Prepare and implement a
grading and erosion control plan); H-D (Prepare and
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Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for
construction activities); H-E (Monitor erosion and sediment
control measures during construction); B-O (Obtain and
implement conditions of state and federal permits for impacts
on waters of the United States); and B-P (Protect wetlands
during construction)
None
Less Than Significant

Construction of the proposed project would result in direct impacts to approximately 2.83 acres of waters
of the United States, including wetlands, in the study area. This acreage includes 0.21 acre of intermittent
drainage (a water of the United States) and 2.62 acres of wetlands as listed below:
Wetlands Swale
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Riparian Wetland

0.49 acre
1.48 acre
0.23 acre
0.42 acre

Additional wetland and other waters of the United States areas could be indirectly affected during
construction by erosion and sedimentation or discharge of pollutants from construction equipment.
Indirect impacts during construction would be controlled by requiring BMPs, consistent with County
requirements.
The amount of wetlands has significantly declined, both historically and recently, throughout the Central
Valley of California. A number of endemic vernal pool plants and animals are currently listed as
endangered or threatened under the federal ESA, primarily because of habitat loss. Locally, many
wetlands and drainages have been converted to agriculture or are on sites proposed for development.
Seasonal wetlands, wetland swales, riparian wetlands, vernal pools, stock ponds, and intermittent
drainages in the study area qualify as waters of the United States and are subject to Corps jurisdiction.
Additionally, the Corps and CDFG have adopted no-net-loss policies for wetlands, requiring
compensation for lost wetland functions and values. Because of the documented scarcity of wetlands in
the Central Valley, loss of wetlands would be considered a significant impact and mitigation for their loss
is required.
The Applicant’s wetland impact assessment (Glazner Environmental Consulting, 1998c) is included in
Appendix H. The locations of all impacts on waters of the United States and protection easements are
identified by Glazner Environmental Consulting (1998). According to this assessment, construction of
the proposed project would result in direct impacts on approximately 2.62 acres of wetlands and 0.21 acre
of other waters of the United States on the project site. Loss of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of
the United States would occur because of construction of the residential communities, golf course, and
driving range. Wetland protection easements would be placed over the remaining 14.51 acres of wetlands
and other waters of the United States, including 50-foot buffers from the edge of riparian vegetation along
drainages.
Additional indirect wetlands impacts could occur during construction, including:
T
T
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within the Meadows community area, where excavation for lake construction and grading for the
Bio Filters would occur within less than 25 feet of the existing wetland swales;
golf course construction would occur within 25 feet of intermittent drainages (ID-16 and ID-17
on Figure 13-2);
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T
T

the loss of a substantial number of trees throughout the project site could increase erosion and
sedimentation into lower-lying wetlands and drainages; and
installation of the on-site water supply pipeline, if bore and jack construction under Antelope
Canal is not the construction method used.

These grading and other construction activities could result in the discharge of sediments into wetlands or
increases in permeability due to fracturing of the Mehrten mudflow, indirectly causing loss and/or
degradation of the habitat.
Construction of the PCWA water supply pipeline within the road rights-of-way would avoid direct
impacts on adjacent waters of the United States by restricting construction to the roadbed. Indirect
impacts because of discharge of pollutants from construction equipment to the roadway and into adjacent
waters of the United States would not likely exceed the existing level of pollutants that occur in runoff
from the road to adjacent areas. These impacts would be less than significant.
Loss and degradation of waters of the United States, including wetlands, would be reduced to a less than
significant level following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.

13.3.2 Operations
IMPACT B-14:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:

Loss of common wildlife species
Less Than Significant
None Warranted

The project site supports many wildlife species that are locally and regionally common. These species
include bushtits, white-crowned sparrows, house finches, pocket gophers, voles, snakes, lizards. Other
sensitive wildlife species, such as mule deer, wild turkeys, and California quail, are also locally and
regionally common. The loss of annual grasslands and oak woodlands would not have substantial
impacts on common wildlife species and other sensitive wildlife species that occupy these habitats.
Construction of the PCWA water supply pipeline would not adversely affect common wildlife species and
other sensitive wildlife species because only small amounts of habitat would be disturbed during
construction and the construction disturbance would be temporary.
The proposed project would have a less than significant impact to loss of common wildlife species.

 T 
IMPACT B-15:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Additional loss of oak trees during project operation phase
Potentially Significant
None
Mitigation Measures B-D (Implement a tree protection plan);
and B-Q (Develop and implement an open space management
plan)
Potentially Significant

Following construction of proposed residences and project facilities, additional loss of oaks could occur
within individual residential lots. Homeowners could remove trees that are outside of the construction
impact area accounted for in the development notebook on file with the County (see discussion under
Impact B-2). Homeowners will be required to obtain a tree removal permit from Placer County and from
the Homeowners Association prior to tree removal. The number of trees potentially affected cannot be
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precisely determined, however loss of protected oaks and other native trees would be considered
potentially significant.
This impact is unavoidable because of the lack of available mitigation to replace 50-150 year old trees in
the short term. The impact could be potentially significant following implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures depending on the magnitude of additional tree loss.
IMPACT B-16:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Loss of blackberry riparian habitat during fire management
activities
Significant
None
Mitigation Measure B-R (Avoid removal of blackberry
riparian vegetation)
Less Than Significant

The removal of approximately 71 acres of blackberry shrubs in the Blackberry Eradication Zone (BEZ),
as indicated on the Specific Plan fuel modification areas exhibit, during the operation phase of the project
would have substantial impacts on wildlife. The blackberry thickets are a component of the riparian
habitats along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages in the Bickford Ranch Plan Area. The blackberry
shrubs provide cover and forage for a variety of riparian wildlife species. Also, because blackberries
grow where there is high soil moisture and because blackberries have a high moisture content, these
shrubs can provide a buffer and help protect native riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat during
grassland and woodland fires. Additionally, after a grassland or woodland fire, blackberries can reduce
sedimentation in creeks and drainages, which frequently occurs after fires.
These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level following implementation of the
recommended mitigation measure because the impacts on biological resources would be avoided.

 T 
IMPACT B-17:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Degradation of fish habitat as a result of degradation in water
quality
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare and implement a postdevelopment stormwater management program); H-F
(Monitor site erosion and sediment control measures for two
years after implementation of final erosion control measures);
HW-F (Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Golf Course
Chemical Application Management Plan); and H-G (Design
runoff detention basins to promote solids settling and provide
capacity for accumulated sediment)
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure B-F (Protect riparian buffer zones)
Less Than Significant

Clover Valley Creek follows the southern border of the project site. The locations of all impacts on
waters of the United States and protection easements are identified by Glazner Environmental Consulting
(1998b).
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Auburn Ravine is north of the project site by at least 1,500 feet. A small reservoir near the northern end
of the project site connects directly to Auburn Ravine. However, a detention basin is below the reservoir,
reducing the potential runoff to the reservoir, and ultimately, to Auburn Ravine. Auburn Ravine has a
relatively low elevation watershed; therefore, surface runoff from rainfall and groundwater accretion from
springs and seeps constitute the base streamflow. Most of the flow in Auburn Ravine during spring and
summer is composed of water diverted from the Bear River, including water released by Nevada
Irrigation District and Pacific Gas and Electric. The City of Auburn discharged treated effluent to Auburn
Ravine, and the City of Lincoln is working towards discharging tertiary treated effluent to Auburn
Ravine.
Implementation of the project would result in indirect impacts caused by erosion, sedimentation, or runoff
to Clover Valley Creek and Auburn Ravine, which sustain resident fish species and juvenile rearing
habitat for Central Valley fall-run chinook salmon and steelhead. These impacts could result in reduced
growth, reproduction and survival in fish species. The degradation of water quality and corresponding
potential degradation of fish habitat is a significant project impact.
This impact would remain significant following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and
would be reduced to less than significant levels following the implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-18:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Degradation of aquatic habitats for California red-legged
frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, and northwestern pond
turtle
Significant
Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare and implement a postdevelopment stormwater management program); H-F
(Monitor erosion and sediment control measures for two years
after implementation of final erosion control measures); H-G
(Design runoff detention basins to promote solids settling and
provide capacity for accumulated sediment); and HW-F
(Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Golf Course
Chemical Application Management Plan); and H-H (Finalize
and implement the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan for
constructed lakes and wetlands)
Significant
Mitigation Measure B-R (Avoid removal of blackberry
riparian vegetation)
Less Than Significant

Potential degradation of California red-legged frog habitat within the proposed wetland easements could
occur during operation phase of the project because of the proximity of proposed homes sites. The
potential would exist for intrusion into and damage to the habitat by residents and pets. This could
adversely affect California red-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles that could occur in the area.
This potential impact is considered significant because the red-legged frog and pond turtle are specialstatus species.
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The removal of approximately 71 acres of blackberry shrubs in the Blackberry Eradication Zone (BEZ)
during the operation phase of the project could have substantial impacts on California red-legged frogs, if
present. The blackberry thickets are a component of the riparian habitats along Clover Valley Creek and
other drainages in the Bickford Ranch Plan Area. The blackberry shrubs provide cover and forage for a
variety of riparian wildlife species, including red-legged frogs. Also, because blackberries grow where
there is high soil moisture and because blackberries have a high moisture content, these shrubs can
provide a buffer and help protect red-legged frog habitat (native riparian vegetation) during grassland and
woodland fires. Also, after a grassland or woodland fire, blackberries can reduce sedimentation in creeks
and drainages where red-legged frogs could occur. This impact is considered significant because the redlegged frog is a special-status species.
Potential degradation of Clover Valley Creek could occur during the operation phase of the project
because of golf course run-off containing fertilizers and pesticides. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
would include a chemical maintenance element for the golf course that would require implementation of
BMPs to minimize introduction of sediment and chemicals into streams by providing dense vegetation
buffers, controlling fertilizer and pesticide use, and controlling irrigation. However, development of a
maintenance plan to address these requirements would be necessary. Golf course operation impacts on
special-status amphibians (California red-legged frogs, yellow-legged frogs, and pond turtles) is
considered significant because these species could be adversely affected by water quality degradation.
Potential indirect impacts could occur offsite because of increased run-off and degradation of water
quality of run-off from the project site. The proposed drainage plan would direct run-off from developed
areas and toward reservoirs and streams north of the project site. Therefore, California red-legged frogs
and pond turtles could be adversely affected by water quality degradation, if they are present. These
potential impacts are considered significant because these special-status species could be adversely
affected by water quality degradation.
This impact would remain significant following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and
would be reduced to less than significant levels following the implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures.

 T 
IMPACT B-19:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Degradation of wetlands and other waters of the United States
during project operation phase
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures H-A (Prepare and implement a postdevelopment stormwater management program); H-F
(Monitor erosion and sediment control measures for two years
after implementation of final erosion control measures) and
H-H (Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Lake
Management Plan for constructed lakes and wetland areas)
None
Less Than Significant

Potential degradation of Clover Valley Creek could occur during the operation phase of the project
because of golf course run-off containing fertilizers and pesticides. The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
would include a chemical maintenance element for the golf course that would require implementation of
BMPs to minimize introduction of sediment and chemicals into streams by providing dense vegetation
buffers, controlling fertilizer and pesticide use, and controlling irrigation. However, development of a
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maintenance plan to address these requirements would be necessary. Golf course operation phase impacts
on Clover Valley Creek and other waters of the United States in the study area would be anticipated to be
potentially significant.
Indirect impacts could occur offsite because of increased run-off from the increased impermeable surface
on the project site and potential degradation of water quality of run-off from the project site as a result of
golf course runoff. The proposed drainage plan would direct a portion of the project site run-off to
reservoir and streams north of the project site. This would be a potentially significant impact.
This impact would be reduced to a less than significant level following implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures.

13.3.3 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing biological resources are identified below, and a
determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with
Placer County’s biological resources policies.

Water Resources
6.A.1

The County shall require the provision of sensitive habitat buffers which shall, at a minimum, be
measured as follows: 100 feet from the centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of
intermittent streams, and 50 feet from the edge of sensitive habitats to be protected including
riparian zones, wetlands, old growth woodlands, and the habitat of rare, threatened or endangered
species (see discussion of sensitive habitat buffers in Part I of this Policy Document). Based on
more detailed information supplied as a part of the review for a specific project, the County may
determine that such setbacks are not applicable in a particular instance or should be modified
based on the new information provided. The County may, however, allow exceptions, such as in
the following cases:
a.

Reasonable use of the property would otherwise be denied;

b.

The location is necessary to avoid or mitigate hazards to the public;

c.

The location is necessary for the repair of roads, bridges, trails, or similar infrastructure; or

The location is necessary for the construction of new roads, bridges, trails, or similar
infrastructure where the County determines there is no feasible alternative and the project has
minimized environmental impacts through project design and infrastructure placement.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes setbacks as described in Part I of the Placer County General Plan
Policy Document. Setbacks are to be implemented within common open space and through
protective easements on private lots. Specific monitoring of project construction is recommended
to ensure compliance with these buffer areas.
6.A.3

The County shall require development projects proposing to encroach into a creek corridor or
creek setback to do one or more of the following, in descending order of desirability:
a.
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b.

Replace riparian vegetation (on-site, in-kind);

c.

Restore another section of creek (in-kind); and/or

d.

Pay a mitigation fee for restoration elsewhere (e.g., wetland mitigation banking program).

Consistent.
Mitigation measures to ensure implementation of this policy are included in the Biology chapter
of this document.
6.A.4

Where creek protection is required or proposed, the County should require public and private
development to:
a.

Preserve creek corridors and creek setback areas through easements or dedications. Parcel
lines (in the case of a subdivision) or easements (in the case of a subdivision or other
development) shall be located to optimize resource protection. If a creek is proposed to be
included within an open space parcel or easement, allowed uses and maintenance
responsibilities within that parcel or easement should be clearly defined and conditioned
prior to map or project approval;

b.

Designate such easement or dedication areas (as described in a. above) as open space;

c.

Protect creek corridors and their habitat value by actions such as: 1) providing an adequate
creek setback, 2) maintaining creek corridors in an essentially natural state, 3) employing
creek restoration techniques where restoration is needed to achieve a natural creek corridor,
4) utilizing riparian vegetation within creek corridors, and where possible, within creek
setback areas, 5) prohibiting the planting of invasive, non-native plants (such as vinca major
and eucalyptus) within creek corridors or creek setbacks, and 6) avoiding tree removal
within creek corridors;

d.

Provide recreation and public access near creeks consistent with other General Plan policies;

e.

Use design, construction, and maintenance techniques that ensure development near a creek
will not cause or worsen natural hazards (such as erosion, sedimentation, flooding, or water
pollution) and will include erosion and sediment control practices such as: 1) turbidity
screens and other management practices, which shall be used as necessary to minimize
siltation, sedimentation, and erosion, and shall be left in place until disturbed areas; and/or
are stabilized with permanent vegetation that will prevent the transport of sediment off site;
and 2) temporary vegetation sufficient to stabilize disturbed areas.

f.

Provide for long-term creek corridor maintenance by providing a guaranteed financial
commitment to the County which accounts for all anticipated maintenance activities.

Consistent.
Creek corridors are indicated in the Specific Plan as riparian wetlands, intermittent drainages and
swales. Wetlands to be protected within the project are located in common open space or in
easements within private lots. Non-disturbance restrictions and setbacks will be included in
project CC&Rs. Long term maintenance will be the responsibility of the Homeowners
Association or the individual homeowner. Water quality protection measures are included in
project plans. Please refer to Chapters 10 and 12 of this document.
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6.A.5

The County shall continue to require the use of feasible and practical best management practices
(BMPs) to protect streams from the adverse effects of construction activities and urban runoff and
to encourage the use of BMPs for agricultural activities.
Consistent.
Construction activities include the use of BMPs to protect streams from water quality
degradation. Please refer to Chapters 10 and 12 of this document for specific features.

6.A.6

The County shall require that natural watercourses are integrated into new development in such a
way that they are accessible to the public and provide a positive visual element.
Consistent.
Natural waterways have been integrated within the proposed project through both common open
space area and protective easements on private lots.

6.A.9

The County shall require that newly-created parcels include adequate space outside of
watercourses’ setback areas to ensure that property owners will not place improvements (e.g.,
pools, patios, and appurtenant structures), within areas that require protection.
Consistent.
Easements proposed on private lots will include restrictions prohibiting accessory structures, uses
or land disturbance.

Wetland and Riparian Areas
6.B.2

The County shall require new development to mitigate wetland loss in both regulated and nonregulated wetlands to achieve “no net loss” through any combination of the following, in
descending order of desirability: (1) avoidance; (2) where avoidance is not possible,
minimization of impacts on the resource; or (3) compensation, including use of a mitigation
banking program that provides the opportunity to mitigate impacts to rare, threatened, and
endangered species and/or the habitat which supports these species in wetland and riparian areas.
Consistent.
The proposed project design includes ±529 acres of natural open space, containing both wetland
preservation and open space easements. Approximately 2.62 acres of the site’s 17.3 acres of
wetlands will be impacted. Where avoidance of wetland areas is infeasible, the property owners
propose to replace wetlands offsite at an approved wetlands mitigation banking facility at a ratio
in keeping with Placer County’s no-net-loss policy.

6.B.5

The County shall require development that may affect a wetland to employ avoidance,
minimization, and/or compensatory mitigation techniques.
In evaluating the level of
compensation to be required with respect to any given project, (a) on-site mitigation shall be
preferred to off-site, and in-kind mitigation shall be preferred to out-of-kind; (b) functional
replacement ratios may vary to the extent necessary to incorporate a margin of safety reflecting
the expected degree of success associated with the mitigation plan; and (c) acreage replacement
ratios may vary depending on the relative functions and values of those wetlands being lost and
those being supplied, including compensation for temporal losses. The County shall continue to
implement and refine criteria for determining when an alteration to a wetland is considered a less
than significant impact under CEQA.
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Consistent.
The proposed project design includes ±490 acres of natural open space which contains wetland
preservation easements. Mitigation for most of the 2.62 acres of wetland impacts will be on-site,
in keeping with County policy. As mitigation for the 0.23 acre of impacted vernal pool wetlands,
however, the property owners propose to replace vernal pool wetlands off-site at an approved
wetlands mitigation banking facility at a ratio in keeping with Placer County’s no-net-loss policy.
Because vernal pools require a specific substrate and habitat type to become successfully
established, off-site mitigation in a monitored mitigation bank is preferable to re-creation of an
isolated on-site vernal pool mitigation. Similarly, off-site mitigation banking can provide more
ecological benefit for protection of other wetland types if suitable on-site habitat is not present.
Although a survey of suitable wetlands habitat within the project boundary has not been
performed, the area of Mehrten formation that currently supports vernal pools and would provide
suitable substrate for vernal pool creation is proposed for development.
The Applicant will mitigate impacted waters of the United States through re-creation of wetlands
on-site where suitable habitat for the successful establishment of wetlands is available. Vernal
pool mitigation will be provided at an off-site mitigation bank.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
6.C.1

The County shall identify and protect significant ecological resource areas and other unique
wildlife habitats critical to protecting and sustaining wildlife populations. Significant ecological
resource areas include the following:
a.

Wetland areas including vernal pools.

b.

Stream environment zones.

c.

Any habitat for rare, threatened or endangered animals or plants.

d.

Critical deer winter ranges (winter and summer), migratory routes and fawning habitat.

e.

Large areas of non-fragmented natural habitat, including Blue Oak Woodlands, Valley
Foothill Riparian, vernal pool habitat.

f.

Identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not limited to, non-fragmented
stream environment zones, avian and mammalian migratory routes, and known
concentration areas of waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway.

g.

Important spawning areas for anadramous fish.

Consistent.
The proposed project contains measures protect several ecological resources areas. Refer to
Chapter 13 of this document for a specific discussion of these measures.
6.C.5
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The County shall require mitigation for development projects where isolated segments of stream
habitat are unavoidably altered. Such impacts should be mitigated on-site with in-kind habitat
replacement or elsewhere in the stream system through stream or riparian habitat restoration
work.

Page 13-44

R:\02Bickford\13\bio.doc

13.0 Biology
Consistent.
Mitigation measure B-E contains recommended measures to protect stream corridors and riparian
habitat. Implementation of this measure will ensure policy consistency.
6.C.9

The County shall require new private or public developments to preserve and enhance existing
native riparian habitat unless public safety concerns require removal of habitat for flood control
or other public purposes. In cases where new private or public development results in
modification or destruction of riparian habitat for purposes of flood control, the developers shall
be responsible for acquiring, restoring, and enhancing at least an equivalent amount of like habitat
within or near the project area.
Consistent.
Mitigation measure B-E contains recommended measures to protect stream corridors and riparian
habitat. Implementation of this measure will ensure policy consistency.

6.C.11 Prior to approval of discretionary development permits involving parcels within a significant
ecological resource area, the County shall require, as part of the environmental review process, a
biotic resources evaluation of the sites by a wildlife biologist, the evaluation shall be based upon
field reconnaissance performed at the appropriate time of year to determine the presence or
absence of rare, threatened, or endangered species of plants or animals. Such evaluation will
consider the potential for significant impact on these resources, and will identify feasible
measures to mitigate such impacts or indicate why mitigation is not feasible. In approving any
such discretionary development permit, the decisionmaking body shall determine the feasibility
of the identified mitigation measures.
Significant ecological resource areas shall, at a minimum, include the following:
a.

Wetland areas including vernal pools.

b.

Stream environment zones.

c.

Any habitat for rare, threatened or endangered animals or plants.

d.

Critical deer winter ranges (winter and summer), migratory routes and fawning habitat.

e.

Large areas of non-fragmented natural habitat, including Blue Oak Woodlands, Valley
Foothill Riparian, vernal pool habitat.

f.

Identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not limited to, non-fragmented
stream environment zones, avian and mammalian migratory routes, and known
concentration areas of waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway.

g.

Important spawning areas for anadramous fish.

Consistent.
Several biological studies have been conducted on the project site and their findings and
recommended mitigation measures are summarized in this document. Please refer to Chapter 10.
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Vegetation
6.D.1

The County shall encourage landowners and developers to preserve the integrity of existing
terrain and natural vegetation in visually-sensitive areas such as hillsides, ridges, and along
important transportation corridors.
Consistent.
The design utilizes the natural landforms and vegetation to screen hillside and ridge development
and preserve the integrity of existing terrain and natural vegetation in visually sensitive areas. No
important transportation corridors are affected by the proposed project.

6.D.2

The County shall require developers to use native and compatible non-native species, especially
drought-resistant species, to the extent possible in fulfilling landscaping requirements imposed as
conditions of discretionary permits or for project mitigation.
Consistent.
Landscape guidelines to be implemented within the Specific Plan area emphasize native and
compatible non-native plat materials.

6.D.3

The County shall support the preservation of outstanding areas of natural vegetation, including,
but not limited to, oak woodlands, riparian areas, and vernal pools.
Consistent.
The proposed project will have significant impacts on native vegetation and vernal pools and
potentially significant impacts on riparian areas. Development of this site as contemplated under
the Placer County General Plan anticipated that this type of impact would occur. The Applicant
proposes compensatory measures to reduce impacts to these natural features.

6.D.4

The County shall ensure that landmark trees and major groves of native trees are preserved and
protected. In order to maintain these areas in perpetuity, protected areas shall also include
younger vegetation with suitable space for growth and reproduction.
Consistent.
A detailed tree survey has been completed on the project site. The survey indicates the presence
of approximately 78,700 trees six inches diameter breast height or larger on the project site. It is
estimated approximately 10,653 trees will be removed for site development purposes. An oak
woodland conservation plan and a revegetation plan have been prepared by the project Applicant.
Recommended measures also include a tree protection plan be implemented during project
development.

6.D.9

The County shall require that development on hillsides be limited to maintain valuable natural
vegetation, especially forests and open grasslands, and to control erosion.
Consistent.
Development on hillsides has been limited to areas of less than 30% slope in accordance with
Placer County requirements.

6.D.12. The County shall support the retention of heavily vegetated corridors along circulation corridors
to preserve their rural character.
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Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan includes the preparation and implementation of an oak
woodland conservation and revegetation plan. An exhibit within the Specific Plan entitled Oak
Tree Planting Areas indicates concentrations of oak tree planting along circulation corridors.
6.D.13. The County shall support the preservation of native trees and the use of native, drought-tolerant
plant materials in all revegetation/landscaping projects.
Consistent.
The proposed Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines include landscaping materials to be utilized
within the proposed project. The plant materials include the use of native and compatible
drought-tolerant species. As described above, many native trees are proposed for retention within
the proposed project open spaces and common areas.

Open Space for the Preservation of Natural Resources
6.E.1

The County shall support the preservation and enhancement of natural land forms, natural
vegetation, and natural resources as open space to the maximum extent feasible. The County
shall permanently protect, as open space, areas of natural resource value, including wetlands
preserves, riparian corridors, woodlands, and floodplains.
Consistent.
Areas proposed as protected open space on the project site include woodlands, riparian corridors
and wetland areas.

6.E.2

The County shall require that new development be designed and constructed to preserve the
following types of areas and features as open space to the maximum extent feasible:
a.

High erosion hazard areas;

b.

Scenic and trail corridors;

c.

Streams, streamside vegetation;

d.

Wetlands;

e.

Other significant stands of vegetation;

f.

Wildlife corridors; and

g.

Any areas of special ecological significance.

Consistent.
The proposed project preserves many steep areas, scenic and trail corridors, the majority of
streams, riparian vegetation and wetlands on the project site.
6.E.4

The County shall encourage either private or public ownership and maintenance of open space.
Consistent.
The proposed project contains both public and private open space.
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13.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure B-A:

Implement the Applicant’s oak forest conservation and revegetation plan

Mitigation Measure B-A applies to Impacts B-2, B-3, and B-4.
The Applicant proposes to include an on-site oak replacement plan in its proposed oak forest conservation
and revegetation plan (Ralph Osterling Consultants, 1998). The plan will require replacement of
approximately 10,653 oak trees at a ratio of 2:1 using native oak trees grown from acorns collected onsite
or in the immediate vicinity. A total of approximately 21,200 trees will be planted at an average density
of 100 trees per acre. Plantings will be installed within two years of tree removal. The plan will be
developed and implemented in cooperation with the CDFG, U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural
Resource Conservation Service, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, and the
University of California Cooperative Extension.
Planting sites will be indicated on a project site map and will include areas within all proposed Bio Filter
zones, the proposed nature area in the Meadows community park, along selected portions of the project
site edges, between natural open space areas and roads, in the Ridges community park, and in additional
areas of existing oak woodland where young trees do not currently exist. Site selection criteria will
include slope aspect, soil conditions, accessibility for maintenance and monitoring, irrigation water
availability, potential for ecosystem enhancement, and potential for prescribed burning to prepare and
manage planting sites.
T

Tree spacing will be as follows:
Trees per Acre (approximate)

Spacing Between Trees (feet)

10

66

20

46

40

33

80

23

100

21

200

15

400

10

T

Irrigation will occur from May through September for the three years after planting, unless postirrigation monitoring determines that tree survival requires additional irrigation – see Response
I4-217 in the FEIR. This timing can be modified as necessary for extremely wet or dry years.

T

Maintenance will occur according to the following schedule:

Year Following Planting
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Irrigation Schedule

Weed Removal

Replanting

1

Weekly

4 times per year

Once per year in fall

2

Every other week

4 times per year

Once per year in fall

3

Every other week

4 times per year

Once per year in fall

4

Every fourth week

4 times per year

Once per year in fall

5

Every fourth week

4 times per year

Once per year in fall
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T

The 80 percent survival rate applies to each planting area.

T

Survival will be measured in late summer of each year to allow for assessment of replacement
needs in fall.

T

Minimum survival rate will be as follows for each year:
Year Following Initial Planting

Percent Survival

1

95

2

90

3

90

4

90

5

80

Species to be planted will be native oaks and riparian species, including interior live oak, blue oak,
California sycamore, willows, Fremont cottonwood, California buckeye, big-leaf maple, flowering ash,
and native shrubs. Revegetation size stock (2- by 2- by 10-inch containers) will be used for plantings.
Plants installed will be drip irrigated for the first three years of growth. The Applicant’s staff will
monitor the irrigation systems for damage. Maintenance of all plantings will include biannual
fertilization, spring and summer weed control, and replacement of damaged or dead plants.
Plantings will be required to meet a minimum survival rate of 80 percent at the end of a five-year
establishment period. If this rate is not met at the end of the five years, replanting and continued
monitoring will be conducted. Monitoring of the replacement plantings will be conducted annually for a
minimum of five years to collect survival and growth data and provide photographic documentation of
tree growth. An annual inventory and inspection of the growth and condition of all plants will be
conducted annually by a qualified arborist approved by Placer County. A meeting to report on research
and need for mitigation refinements will be conducted annually for five years following the planting.
Additional habitat conservation programs to be developed with the University of California Cooperative
Extension, University of California at Davis, and Sierra College will include an inventory of natural open
space areas to assess potential as habitat enhancement sites, an avian habitat improvement program, and a
fire-safe fuel management program.
The project area oak woodland currently supports minimal regeneration of young oak trees. The oak
revegetation plan will provide a substantial number of young oak trees within the on-site mitigation area.
Over the long-term, the oak tree mitigation area will support more valuable wildlife nesting and foraging
habitat than the existing sparse stands of oaks along the ridge area by increasing the plant density and
species diversity of oak woodland. Portions of the oak mitigation area will also be contiguous with the
natural open space areas containing oak woodland in the northern project area. The overall acreage of
oak woodland habitat, however, will be decreased after project development.
The level of significance after mitigation must be considered speculative because of the magnitude of the
identified impact. Over the long term, successful implementation of these measures may eventually
replace lost habitat values, but the habitat would be compressed into a smaller acreage of oak woodland
than currently exists on-site. Short-term impacts would remain significant and unavoidable because tree
replacement would not create similar habitat (tree size and acorn crop) for at least 50 to 100 years. In
addition, proposed planting densities may be too high for the mitigation area to support. Use of additional
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off-site acreage is proposed in Mitigation Measure B-C to reduce the on-site planting density to
approximately 70 to 80 trees per acre.
Mitigation Measure B-B:

Hire a project biologist for construction monitoring

Mitigation Measure B-B applies to Impacts B-2, B-3, B-4, B-5, B-7, and B-12.
The Applicant will retain a County-approved biologist to monitor all construction in areas of sensitive
biological resources, including oaks and other protected trees to be retained, red-legged frog habitat, and
wetlands and other waters of the United States. The monitor will be responsible for the following:
T

scheduling and/or conducting pre-construction surveys identified in other mitigation measures
(e.g., special-status plant and wildlife surveys, raptor nest surveys);

T

approving placement of the orange barrier fencing and performing weekly monitoring to ensure
the fencing remains in good condition for the duration of construction activity in the area affected
by the particular phase of development;

T

monitoring construction activities occurring near sensitive biological resources, as defined above,
and delaying construction activities that threaten these resources until appropriate mitigation
measures can be implemented; and

T

identifying any impacts occurring within areas protected by the orange barrier fencing and
reporting to Placer County for additional compensatory mitigation.

Mitigation Measure B-C:

Implement off-site tree mitigation

Mitigation Measure B-C applies to Impacts B-2, B-3 and B-4.
Inadequate open space is likely available for implementation of on-site compensation of approximately
21,200 oak trees and riparian tree species. The proposed planting density of approximately 100 trees per
acre is likely too high to support the trees at maturity. The Applicant may, therefore, partially mitigate
loss of trees with off-site plantings and contribution of in-lieu fees to the Placer County Tree Preservation
Fund. Suitable off-site planting areas will be established in coordination with Placer County and may
include a site along SR 193 in the vicinity of the proposed Caltrans improvements.
Mitigation Measure B-D: Implement a tree protection plan
Mitigation Measure B-D applies to Impacts B-2, B-3, B-4, and B-15.
Unless stated otherwise, all measures will be the sole responsibility of the Applicant. The Applicant will
develop and implement a tree protection plan to minimize direct and indirect impacts on oaks and other
native trees that are to be retained on the project site. The elements of this plan will be included as
standards in the tentative map conditions and, where applicable, in the CC&Rs for homeowners on the
project site. At a minimum, the plan will include the following measures:
T
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If the proposed construction area for an individual lot matches that shown in the development
notebook on file with Placer County, the Applicant’s proposed mitigation will be sufficient, and
no further tree mitigation will be required. If the proposed construction area for an individual lot
differs from the development notebook, a final tree count within the new construction area will be
prepared to identify all trees with a DBH of 6 inches or more. For mitigation of removing any
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trees in excess of those identified in the Applicant’s tree removal plan, the home builder will pay
into either the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund or into a mitigation fund to be established
by the Applicant and used to plant additional native trees onsite. Home builders owning a cluster
of lots may remove the net total of trees for the lots as identified in the Applicant’s tree removal
plan. Any additional trees removed will be mitigated by payment into either the County’s Tree
Preservation Fund or a mitigation fund for on-site plantings.
T

During construction on the project site, measures will be taken to protect trees, including erecting
orange construction barrier fencing, that will remain for the duration of construction activity in
the area affected by the particular phase of development, at least one foot outside the dripline of
each tree or groves of trees to be retained; minimizing trenching for installation of utility lines;
and conducting by hand any work within driplines of trees to be retained.

T

A contractor seeking a variance to machine excavate within tree driplines will be required to
minimize damage to roots over two inches in diameter. The project biological monitor (see
Mitigation Measure B-B) will report root damage to Placer County and have a certified arborist
inspect the tree damage prior to backfilling. The arborist will determine if the damage is likely to
be fatal to the tree. Any fatally damaged tree will be mitigated by payment into either the Placer
County Tree Preservation Fund or into a mitigation fund to be established by the Applicant and
used to plant additional native trees on site.

T

Tree preservation notes and specifications will be included on all plans and in contractor
contracts.

T

Irrigation and other potential sources of runoff associated with the constructed project will be
diverted away from oak trees retained within all areas outside of the designated natural open
space. To protect oaks from fungal root infection, drainage features will be constructed to
intercept runoff from development upslope of the retained trees.

T

Before any tree removal following home construction, homeowners will be required to obtain
approval from the Homeowners Association and a permit from Placer County for any protected
trees.

T

Homeowners will be provided with information regarding the care of native trees and landscaping
measures to use beneath oak trees. An example of such literature includes Living Among the
Oaks, a publication of the University of California Cooperative Extension, Natural Resources
Program.

T

Construction of all equestrian, bicycle, and pedestrian trails, in particular the trails to be
constructed within the natural open space, will avoid removal of protected trees, except where
infeasible.

Mitigation Measure B-E: Implement the Applicant’s wetland preservation and impact plan
Mitigation Measure B-E applies to Impacts B-4 and B-13.
The Applicant proposes a wetlands preservation and impact plan. All wetland mitigation, with the
exception of vernal pool mitigation, will occur on-site within the natural open space in the Meadows
community area. Creation of 8.49 acres of seasonal wetland/emergent marsh/riparian habitats is proposed
as mitigation for impacts to 2.62 acres of wetlands and 0.21 acre of intermittent drainage, for a total
mitigation ratio of more than 3:1. Upon construction of the wetland habitats, an as-built map will be
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created and submitted to the Corps. Annual monitoring will commence after the first growing season and
continue for five years. Annual monitoring reports will be submitted to the Corps.
An additional 15.07 acres of open water will be created within the 7 constructed lakes, and 3.80 acres of
emergent marsh wetland will be constructed along the fringes of the lakes. These lakes are proposed for
use as additional on-site retention storage for the increased run-off created by project development. In
order to accommodate the on-site runoff, the lake surface elevations will be drawn down by
approximately ten feet each year prior to rainy season. The emergent marsh wetlands at the lake edges
may experience periods of drying when this occurs. Because the biological functions of these wetlands
may vary during the dry periods and they will be artificially manipulated systems, they are not included in
the calculations of wetland mitigation acreage. The lakes and emergent marsh wetlands will, however,
increase the overall functions of on-site wetland habitat for wildlife.
Vernal pool mitigation will occur offsite at the Wildlands Mitigation Bank in Sheridan and the Wildlands
Preservation Bank in Lincoln. Loss of vernal pool wetland acreage will be mitigated as vernal pool fairy
shrimp habitat. This mitigation will include creation of vernal pool habitat at a ratio of 1:1 and
preservation of vernal pool habitat at a ratio of 2:1, for a total mitigation ratio of 3:1. Mitigation for
vernal pool impacts is discussed below under Mitigation Measure B-H.
In addition, the Applicant’s wetland preservation plan will include the following components:
T
T
T
T
T
T

Establishment of vegetated wetland preservation easements of at least 50 feet and up to 100 feet
around wetlands within Bickford Ranch Park and golf course areas;
Construction of Bio Filters (shallow depressions) between upland areas and wetlands within the
Meadows community areas to protect water quality;
Construction of wildlife travel corridors (in culverts) beneath roadways where wetlands are
located near roads;
Placement of fencing around wetlands during construction;
Placement of public awareness signs with information on Wetlands throughout Bickford Ranch;
and
Dedication of some open space areas to Placer County, and maintenance of the other common
open space areas by the Homeowners Association.

Mitigation Measure B-F: Protect riparian buffer zones
Mitigation Measure B-F applies to Impacts B-4, B-10, and B-17.
Riparian buffer zones are necessary for the protection of stream water quality and habitat quality for redlegged frog and anadromous fish, including steelhead. The Applicant will implement the following
measures during construction to ensure adequate protection for riparian buffer zones on the project site:
T

Erect orange construction barrier fencing at the outside edge of the dripline of riparian vegetation
adjacent to project construction areas. No construction activity or vegetation removal will be
allowed past the barrier. The barriers will be maintained by a biological monitor and will remain
in place until all adjacent construction activity is completed.

T

Construct all equestrian and pedestrian trails within the designated natural open space at least
25 feet from the outer edge of riparian vegetation.

T

Bore and jack pipeline crossings of any drainages. Keep all pipeline construction activity at least
50 feet from the outside edge of riparian vegetation.
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T

Increase the buffer area to 100 feet from outermost edge of riparian vegetation along Clover
Valley Creek and along the stream in the Meadows community natural open space adjacent to
Sierra College Boulevard.

The Homeowners Association will be responsible for implementing the following measures to ensure
adequate protection of riparian buffer zones after construction during the operation phase of the project:
T

Develop additional protection for the wetland protection easement along Clover Valley Creek,
which is part of the rural estate lot R-19. No structures may be erected or landscaping placed
within this easement.

T

No removal of vegetation may occur within the riparian buffer zone, except for essential
maintenance (e.g., fire prevention activities). Prior to removal of blackberry or other riparian
vegetation for proposed fire prevention or other maintenance activities within the riparian buffer
zone, the Applicant must notify CDFG of the activity. If CDFG determines that the activity “may
substantially adversely affect existing fish or wildlife resources,” the Applicant will be required to
obtain a 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement. CDFG has jurisdiction within the entire riparian
corridor and regulates removal of riparian vegetation, even if the streambed is not directly
affected (Hobgood, 2000). Removal of any riparian vegetation, whether or not the streambed or
bank is altered, must be coordinated with CDFG through a Section 1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement.

Mitigation Measure B-G: Conduct pre-construction surveys for special-status plants
Mitigation Measure B-G applies to Impact B-5.
Before construction, the Applicant will hire a County-approved botanist to survey oak woodlands within
all proposed construction areas for big-scale balsamroot. In all areas of oak woodland that will be graded,
a survey should be conducted between March and May for big-scale balsamroot. If no special-status
plants are identified within construction areas, no further mitigation is required. However, if one or more
populations are found within proposed construction areas, the Applicant will implement measures to be
developed in coordination with the CDFG to avoid the population, minimize impacts on the population,
and/or compensate for removal of the population. Potential compensation measures may include
avoidance of populations, where feasible; minimization of impacts on populations; purchase and
preservation of another known population of the affected species; or attempts to transplant the species to
an undisturbed area within the project site.
Before construction and/or approval of improvement plans, the Applicant will hire a County-approved
botanist to survey oak woodlands within all proposed construction areas for big-scale balsamroot and
vernal pools within all proposed construction areas for Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop, Hoover’s spurge,
dwarf downingia, Ahart’s rush, Red Bluff dwarf rush, legenere, pincushion navarretia, slender orcutt
grass, and Greene’s tuctoria. In all areas of oak woodland that will be graded, a survey should be
conducted between March and May for big-scale balsamroot. All vernal pools that will be graded should
be surveyed in late April/early May and July for the special-status vernal pool species listed above. If no
special-status plants are identified within construction areas, no further mitigation is required. However,
if any special-status plant populations are found within proposed construction areas, the project biological
monitor will evaluate the significance of the population(s). If any special-status plant population is too
small and isolated to be sustainable, the impact will be considered less than significant. If any specialstatus plant population is large enough to be potentially sustainable, the loss of the population will be
considered significant and the Applicant will implement mitigation. Potential mitigation measures for the
loss of a special-status plant population include complete avoidance of the population, if feasible;
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minimization of the impact, i.e., partial avoidance; purchase and preservation of another known
population of the affected species; transplantation of the plants or collection and sowing of the seeds to
another on-site location; collection and sowing of seeds to an off-site location.
The most feasible of these potential mitigation measures for any California balsamroot population that
could not be avoided would be to transplant or seed the population to an undisturbed area of opencanopied oak woodland or grassy slope on the site. A recommended location is within the natural open
space area off the northwestern corner of the proposed driving range.
Avoidance or on-site transplantation is not feasible for the vernal pool plants, due to the proposed
removal of all vernal pool habitat. The most feasible mitigation for special-status vernal pool species
would be to scrape the topsoil (approximately two inches deep) from any vernal pool that supports a
special-status plant population and place the soil within vernal pool habitat in a mitigation bank. The
project site supports Mehrten formation vernal pools, which are not currently available at a mitigation
bank. However, the special-status plants with potential to occur in the project area are not endemic to
Mehrten pools and should survive in pools on other substrates. The Wildlands, Inc., is willing to accept a
seed bank from the project site to transplant within vernal pool habitat at one of their wetland mitigation
banks in Placer County (Berry, 2000).
If a state or federal listed plant species population is identified within the proposed construction area, i.e.,
Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop, Hoover’s spurge, slender orcutt grass, or Greene’s tuctoria, the Applicant will
notify CDFG (for state-listed species) and/or the USFWS (for federally listed species). CDFG and/or the
USFWS may impose alternative or additional mitigation requirements to the soil transplantation for
impacts to listed species. If alternative mitigation requirements are imposed, the Applicant will
implement the alternatives in lieu of the proposed soil transplantation. If additional mitigation
requirements are imposed, the Applicant will implement both the soil transplantation mitigation and the
agency mitigation.
Mitigation Measure B-H: Compensate for loss of vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat
Mitigation Measure B-H applies to Impact B-6.
The Applicant will compensate for direct effects on vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat associated with the
project. This compensation will be achieved by implementation of one or a combination of the following
measures, as described in the programmatic agreement between USFWS and the Corps (USFWS, 1995):
T

Create suitable off-site habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp at a 1:1 ratio, for a total of 0.23 acre of
vernal pool habitat. The Applicant will purchase suitable vernal pool habitat credits at an off-site
wetlands mitigation bank within Placer County, and approved by Placer County.

T

Preserve suitable vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat at a 2:1 ratio, for a total of 0.46 acre of vernal
pool habitat. The Applicant will purchase suitable vernal pool habitat credits at an off-site
wetlands mitigation bank within Placer County, and approved by Placer County.

T

Obtain authorization from USFWS to take listed fairy shrimp species that would be affected by
the project. A biological opinion under the federal ESA is required from the USFWS before
construction begins.

The mitigation credits purchased for the fairy shrimp impacts will apply to the vernal pool impacts, and
no additional wetland credits will need to be purchased for the vernal pool impacts. In wetland areas
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other than vernal pools, the Applicant-proposed mitigation discussed under Mitigation Measure B-E will
still apply.
Mitigation Measure B-I: Protect VELB habitat (elderberry shrubs) during construction
Mitigation Measure B-I applies to Impact B-7.
For elderberry shrubs that will not be removed or damaged by the project, the Applicant will protect
elderberry shrubs from inadvertent harm during construction as described in the USFWS’s VELB
mitigation guidelines. The Applicant will:
T

Fence and flag all areas to be avoided with a minimum setback of at least 20 feet from the
dripline of each elderberry plant.

T

Brief contractors on the need to avoid damaging elderberry plants and the possible penalties for
not complying with these requirements.

T

Install signs every 50 feet along the edge of the avoidance areas with the following information,
“This area is habitat of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a threatened species, and must not
be disturbed. This species is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
Violators are subject to prosecution, fines, and imprisonment.” The signs should be clearly
readable from a distance of 20 feet and must be maintained for the duration of construction.

T

Restore the disturbed area to its original condition. Provide erosion control and revegetate with
appropriate plant species, if needed.

T

The Applicant will provide a written description of how the core and buffer avoidance areas are
to be restored, protected, and maintained after construction is completed.

Mitigation Measure B-J: Compensate for loss of VELB habitat (elderberry shrubs)
Mitigation Measure B-J applies to Impact B-7.
The Applicant will compensate for direct effects on VELB habitat associated with the project. This
compensation will be achieved by implementation of the following measures, as described in the
programmatic agreement between USFWS and the Corps (USFWS, 1996):
T

Confirm the number of elderberry stems one inch or greater at ground level that would be
affected by the project. Any elderberry shrub that has stems of at least one inch at ground level,
and the project will permanently encroach within 100 feet of the shrub dripline, will be
considered a removed shrub and will need to be compensated for.

T

Determine the VELB units that would need to be mitigated for the project pursuant to the
programmatic agreement between USFWS and the Corps.

T

Compensate for the loss of VELB habitat determined above at an off-site location approved by
the USFWS and the Corps. All elderberry shrubs removed for construction will be transplanted
to the approved off-site location. In-lieu fees will be paid to purchase mitigation banking credits
for off-site mitigation.
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T

Obtain authorization from USFWS to take VELB that would be affected by the project. A
biological opinion under the federal ESA is required from the USFWS before construction
begins.

T

In addition to the off-site mitigation for elderberry shrub removal, the Applicant will plant
elderberry cuttings on-site within a suitable part of the oak tree mitigation area approved by the
County. The number of cuttings planted will be based on a ratio of 2:1 for each removed
elderberry stem of at least one inch in diameter. The elderberry plantings will be irrigated,
maintained, and monitored in conjunction with the oak tree plantings, as described under
Mitigation Measure B-A. Survival criteria and replanting requirements for the elderberry
plantings will also meet those set forth in Mitigation Measure B-A.

Mitigation Measure B-K: (deleted)
Mitigation Measure B-L: Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting raptors in affected areas
Mitigation Measure B-L applies to Impact B-11.
Before construction of any phase of the project between March and August in oak woodlands or riparian
habitats, the project proponent will conduct preconstruction surveys to determine if nesting raptors are
present on or near (within 500 feet) construction areas. Night-time surveys will be performed to
determine the presence of nesting owls.
Mitigation Measure B-M: Develop buffer zones around nesting raptors during construction.
Mitigation Measure B-M applies to Impact B-11.
If nesting raptors are found on or near active construction areas, a no-disturbance buffer zone will be
established until nesting activity or construction activity is completed. The distance and placement of the
buffer area will be determined in consultation with CDFG. Typically, buffer zones consist of a 500-foot
radius area around the nest tree. If construction will occur outside of the raptor nesting season
(September – February), no raptor surveys are required.
Mitigation Measure B-N: Install bat gates at tunnel entrances
Mitigation Measure B-N applies to Impacts B-12 and HW-5.
The Applicant will coordinate with Bat Conservation International (BCI) to prepare designs for bat gates
designed to prevent human entry and provide free access to tunnels and shafts for bats. Final designs will
depend on the mine opening configuration. Bat gates will be placed over all tunnel and shaft entrances
that have been identified on the project site.
To avoid or minimize impacts on special-status bats, the Applicant will retain a qualified bat specialist to
conduct surveys in the oak woodlands and human-made structures to determine if special-status bats are
present within areas of the project site proposed for development. If no special-status bats are present, no
additional mitigation is required. If special-status bats are present within development areas, the
Applicant will incorporate into Mitigation Measure B-A a bat management and habitat improvement
program. This program may include the installation of bat roost boxes in the open space areas or
vegetation management in the open spaces areas to enhance and manage bat habitat. The Applicant will
consult with CDFG regarding appropriate bat management.
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Mitigation Measure B-O: Obtain and implement conditions of state and federal permits for impacts on
waters of the United States
Mitigation Measure B-O applies to Impact B-13.
The Applicant will obtain and implement all conditions in the following permits:
T

Section 404 permit from the Corps for fill of waters of the United States, including wetlands. The
permitting process will require verification of the preliminary delineation of waters of the United
States and wetlands in the project area that was conducted as part of the surveys for this
document. Before project construction, the Applicant will submit a pre-construction notification
to the Corps for the acreage of impact based on the verified wetland delineation. Because of the
small acreage of direct impact proposed, the project would likely qualify for approval under the
Nationwide Permit Program.
As part of the Section 404 permitting process, the Corps must ensure project compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and with the federal ESA. To comply with
Section 106, the Corps will obtain concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer that
the project will have no effect on any historic property. Information regarding cultural resources
that was compiled for this project in Chapter 14 will be used to demonstrate compliance with
Section 106. Compliance with the federal ESA may require consultation with the USFWS under
Section 7 of the act, which will result in completion of a biological opinion for all listed species
affected by the project. The biological opinion is further addressed under Mitigation Measures BG, B-H, and B-J.

T

Section 401 water quality waiver or certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
This permit will require implementation of measures to protect water quality during construction.

T

Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. This agreement will be required for
any impacts within the normal high water mark of drainages within the project area or within
riparian habitat, potentially also including crossings of culverted drainages within the PCWA
water supply pipeline alignment. The Streambed Alteration Agreement will include any CDFGrequired conditions and mitigation for work within drainages and associated riparian areas. This
agreement will include conditions that CDFG chooses to impose on the project, which may
include revegetation of the affected area with appropriate species and timing vegetation removal
to avoid impacts on water quality and disturbance of breeding wildlife. Specific conditions and
mitigation for the project are developed by the local CDFG game warden on a case-by-case basis.
However, the area cannot be left bare, and revegetation with appropriate native species will be
required (Watkins, 1999; Hobgood, 2000). The species used for revegetation will depend on the
site and will include riparian species in riparian areas.

Mitigation Measure B-P: Protect wetlands during construction
Mitigation Measure B-P applies to Impact B-13.
To minimize indirect impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United States that are connected to, but
outside of, the project area, the Applicant will implement the following:
T

Identify waters of the United States in the project area by fencing before construction activity.
Fencing of wetlands within the Meadows community area will be placed to keep all construction
equipment out of the wetlands during excavation of the lakes and grading of the Bio Filters.
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T

Avoid sidecasting material into or near the stream channels and wetlands adjacent to project
construction.

T

Grade drainage beds and banks of waters of the United States that are temporarily disturbed
during construction to the preconstruction contours and replace the top 12 inches of soil and plant
material.

Impacts on water quality within jurisdictional waters of the United States will be additionally reduced
through implementation of Mitigation Measure G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and erosion
control plan), which is discussed in Chapter 10; Mitigation Measures H-D (Prepare and implement a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities) and H-K (Notify Placer County
Department of Environmental Health and affected property owners if off-site sewer pipeline breaks),
which are discussed in Chapter 12; and Mitigation Measure B-F (Protect riparian buffer zones) discussed
above.
Mitigation Measure B-Q: Develop and implement an open space management plan
Mitigation Measure B-Q applies to Impact B-15.
The Applicant will develop and implement an open space management plan pertaining to the designated
natural open space and open space easement areas on the project site. A management plan will be
established to protect the habitat quality of wetlands, oak woodlands, and riparian habitat in the open
space areas. The natural open space designation will be designed to preclude future development
activities other than the proposed trail construction. The open space management plan will also be
coordinated with the Applicant’s oak woodland conservation and revegetation plan discussed under
Mitigation Measure B-A, the Applicant’s Wetlands Preservation and Impact Plan, and the proposed fuel
modification zones. At a minimum, the plan will include the following information regarding designated
natural open space and the open space easements:
T

land use activities compatible with preservation of existing habitats, such as construction of linear
infrastructure projects that minimize impacts on sensitive resources and trail construction
designed to avoid or minimize impacts on wetlands and protected trees;

T

land uses and practices that would be incompatible with habitat preservation, such as road or
building construction, grazing, and use of pesticides or herbicides;

T

establishment of adequate buffers between natural open space and planned development, which
could include guidelines for placement of equestrian and pedestrian trails within the buffer zone
to keep the remaining open space area intact and specific landscaping guidelines to design a
transition zone between ornamentally landscaped development and natural open space;

T

placement of interpretive signage at the beginning of, and along, trails to provide information
about the on-site habitats and sensitive biological resources, including special-status species and
wetlands;

T

locations and methods for fuel modification in open space areas, such as vegetation removal
methods;

T

design methods for wetland easements to minimize mosquito nuisance conditions while retaining
wetland habitat value;
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T

performance standards, such as the extent of vegetative cover and native species diversity, and a
five-year interval monitoring program to evaluate responses of habitat in the open space
according to the performance standards;

T

potential remedial actions if habitat conditions show downward trends that are not related to
natural factors such as extended drought; and

T

fences that are placed along the perimeter of the Specific Plan area, especially near open space
areas, shall be designed to allow small mammals as well as deer and other wildlife to pass
through them without harming or trapping them. Where fencing is installed along the perimeter
of the Specific Plan area, it shall be open wire rather than screen, net, or woven wire.

Mitigation Measure B-R: Avoid removal of blackberry riparian vegetation
Mitigation Measure B-R applies to Impacts B-16 and B-18.
The Applicant will avoid removal of blackberry shrubs in creeks and other drainages in the Bickford
Ranch Plan Area. Avoiding removal of blackberry shrubs is necessary for the protection of riparian
wildlife habitat, stream water quality, and potential California red-legged frog habitat.
Mitigation Measure B-S: Preserve and enhance annual grassland vegetation adjacent to golf course
Mitigation Measure B-S applies to Impact B-1.
The Applicant will incorporate into the golf course design the preservation of annual grassland vegetation
within undeveloped areas adjacent to the fairways. Vegetation in these areas will be enhanced by seeding
with a locally collected native annual wildflower seed mix that includes species already present on site.
Other Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measures G-A, Comply with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage, and construction of improvements; and G-B, Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan, are discussed in Chapter 10. Mitigation Measure HW-F, Finalize and implement the
Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical Application Management Plan, is discussed in Chapter 11. Mitigation
Measures H-A, Prepare and implement a post-development stormwater management program; H-D,
Prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities; H-E, Monitor
erosion and sediment control measures during construction; H-F, Monitor site erosion and sediment
control measures for two years after implementation of final erosion control measures; H-G, Design
runoff detention basins to promote solids settling and provide capacity for accumulated sediment; and
H-H, Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan for constructed lakes and wetlands,
are described in Chapter 12.
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14.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES
14.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

14.1.1 Cultural Setting
The Lincoln/Penryn vicinity is within the ethnographic territory of the Nisenan, one of three Maiduan
speaking tribelets inhabiting the north-eastern half of the Sacramento Valley and the adjoining western
slopes of the Sierra Nevada. Also known as the Southern Maidu, the Nisenan inhabited a named village,
Bamuma, near present day Lincoln (Wilson and Towne, 1978: Figure 1).
The Nisenan made their home along tributaries and drainages of the American, Yuba, and Bear Rivers
and the lower reaches of the Feather River. Permanent settlements were often located on low rises near
larger streams, with seasonal encampments located along smaller drainages. The Nisenan village of
Bamuma reportedly contained a dance house in addition to more typical structures such as brush shelters,
sweat houses, and acorn granaries (Wilson and Towne, 1978).
Initial Euro-American use of the Lincoln/Penryn vicinity did not occur until after the discovery of gold
near Colma in 1848. Although Spanish missionaries and later American trappers entered the general
region, no accounts of visits to the Lincoln/Penryn vicinity are known. With the Gold Rush, however, the
region became heavily populated with prospectors, entrepreneurs, and others seeking their fortune in the
goldfields. The present day communities of Loomis, Newcastle, and Penryn arose from mining camps
that were established during the mid-1850s. During the ensuing decades many became disenchanted with
the search for gold and turned to other means of making a living. In the Lincoln/Penryn vicinity, granite
quarrying and various agricultural practices (e.g., cattle ranching, fruit orchards) became common
economic pursuits (Windmiller et al., 1998a, 1998b).

14.1.2 Paleontological Setting
Paleontological resources are tied directly to the geologic units of the study area. Rather than reiterate the
geologic history of the project area and surrounding region, however, the reader is referred to Chapter 10
of this Draft EIR. Of the geologic units underlying Bickford Ranch, the Mehrten lahars (volcanic
mudflows) overlying the conglomerates of the Mehrten Formation has the potential for containing
paleontological resources.
Within the Rocklin/Roseville vicinity, “fossil plants have been recovered from Mehrten lahars,
particularly several miles to the south of the property along Sierra College Blvd.” (Noble, 1997:5).
Although vertebrate remains have been recovered from Mehrten lahars in other vicinities, none have been
identified in Placer County (Noble, 1997:5, 8).

14.1.3 Technical Studies
The initial cultural resources inventory for the Bickford Ranch site was completed by Peak & Associates
(1995) and resulted in the identification of 50 cultural resources. One recorded site, DCN-05, consists of
an accumulation of modern trash and thus does not meet age-criteria for recordation as a historic resource.
The remaining 49 cultural resources include midden deposits with stationary milling stations, “isolated”
stationary milling stations, historic ditches, segments of two historic though currently active canals
(Caperton and Antelope), rock alignments (walls and/or fencelines), small mines/mine tailings,
homestead/cabin sites, remnants of a cattle chute, a work camp, a ranch complex, a mining complex, and
granite quarries. In several instances, resources exhibit both prehistoric and historic constituents. In
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addition to identifying and recording these cultural resources, Peak & Associates (1995) placed a series of
shovel tests at two sites (BR-01 and BR-08) in an attempt to characterize the cultural deposits.
The cultural resources within Bickford Ranch were recently revisited by Windmiller and colleagues
(1998a). This investigation involved the relocation and evaluation of the 50 resources identified by
Peak & Associates (1995). The evaluation was conducted to determine which sites were important
resources in compliance with CEQA. All but two of the 50 sites (BR-07 and DCN-27) were relocated
and subsequently evaluated.
Shovel test units were placed within seven sites where “archival research and surface evidence were not
sufficient to complete the evaluations” (Windmiller et al., 1998a:18) (Sites BR-05, DCN-12, DCN-17,
DCN-22, DCN-23, DCN-25, and DCN-29). Additional shovel test units were placed within the
boundaries of site BR-08 to “fill a perceived gap in the Peak & Associates study at that site” (Windmiller
et al., 1998a:18).
As part of both the Peak & Associates (1995) and Windmiller et al. (1998a) investigations, consultations
were initiated with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), various individuals identified by
the NAHC, Placer County Department of Museums, and the Placer County Historical Society. These
consultations were taken into account during the Windmiller et al. (1998a) evaluation of the Bickford
Ranch cultural resources. A description of these consultations can be found in the initial Windmiller et al.
technical report (1998a). Based on the results of this investigation, Windmiller and his colleagues
determined that nine of the 50 cultural resources located within the Bickford Ranch project area were
important under CEQA.
A follow-up report (Windmiller et al., 1998b) was produced in anticipation of project compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as part of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Section 404 permitting process. The nine sites determined to be important resources under
CEQA were likewise found to be significant (i.e., National Register eligible) under Section 106. This
second report (Windmiller et al., 1998b) has not been submitted for Federal review.
Subsequent to the Peak & Associates (1995) and Windmiller et al. (1998a, 1998b) investigations,
additional lands were added to the proposed project area. These included two potential corridors for an
off-site water line and an off-site sewer line, respectively.
As the proposed sewer alignment is situated along a section of SR 193 that had been previously
inventoried for cultural resources (Offermann, 1992), no additional investigation was necessary. The two
alternative waterline alignments, however, required a cultural resources inventory. On 19 November
1998, the potential waterline corridors were subjected to an archaeological pedestrian reconnaissance by
Dames & Moore. These previously unsurveyed areas were visually inspected utilizing 20 meter parallel
transects. In areas where vegetation obscured the ground surface, 20 cm × 20 cm patches were
occasionally cleared using hand tools or footwear to increase ground visibility. No additional cultural
resources were identified as a result of this reconnaissance.
In addition to these cultural resource investigations, a paleontological assessment of the Bickford Ranch
was completed (Noble, 1997). A series of transects were walked across the project area in an attempt to
identify paleontological resources and/or those geological units known to contain paleontological
resources. No paleontological remains were identified; however, Mehrten lahars were observed and these
do have a slight potential for containing paleontological resources (Noble, 1997).
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14.1.4 Important Cultural Resources
The following discussion describes known or potentially important cultural resources on the proposed
project site. Nine resources were deemed important by Windmiller and his colleagues (1998a). Those
nine important cultural resources situated within the construction footprint of the currently proposed
project were visited by Dames & Moore as a means to verify their location in relation to specific project
plans. In addition, 17 archaeological sites comprised of “isolated” milling features are also described
below because of their potentially important cultural resource status.
BR-01. Situated within the M-1 portion of the Bickford Ranch project area, this prehistoric campsite
exhibits two stationary milling features each with a single mortar cup and a subsurface deposit consisting
of lithic tools and debitage. Limited testing of the site by Peak & Associates (1995) indicates that the
deposit extends to approximately 50 cm below the current ground surface.
BR-05. This multi-component site is situated within an oak grove located within the proposed equestrian
area of the Bickford Ranch development. Although comprised primarily of two stationary milling
features containing a total of six individual mortar cups, site BR-05 also contains a historic component
characterized by a low cobble wall and remnants of a ditch. Subsurface examination conducted by
Windmiller et al. (1998a) revealed a 30 to 40 cm deep prehistoric midden containing fire-fractured rock
and charcoal centered around one of the milling features (Feature A).
BR-08. Tested by both Peak & Associates (1995) and Windmiller et al. (1998a), this prehistoric campsite
is located along the edge of an open meadow in the M-2 area of Bickford Ranch. Although containing
only a single stationary milling feature, 11 individual mortar cups occurred on this feature making it “one
of the largest” concentrations .... on Bickford Ranch (Windmiller et al., 1998a:20). A midden deposit
averaging 60 cm in depth and containing fire-fractured rock, charcoal, and minor amounts of lithic
debitage was identified near the milling feature.
DCN-12. This multi-component site is located within an area to be developed into the golf course. The
prehistoric component is comprised of six stationary milling features containing a total of 20 mortar cups
and a midden deposit of various depths (10 - 42 cm) that contains lithic tools and debitage, fire-fractured
rock, faunal remains, and charcoal. The historic component contains a possible collapsed adit/powder
magazine, an earthen dam, a collection of cobbles, a possible cooking area containing charcoal and
various artifacts, and evidence of granite quarrying.
DCN-16. Site DCN-16 is comprised of three stationary milling features, with an associated cultural
deposit. Only one of the site’s milling features is located within the confines of Bickford Ranch. This
feature, situated within the proposed the golf course, exhibits four individual mortar cups. Since the
remaining two features are outside of the project area their particular characteristics are unknown.
DCN-17. Like site DCN-16, this site is currently situated within the confines of the proposed golf course.
As recorded by Peak & Associates (1995), DCN-17 consists of an historic period homestead exhibiting a
square cellar, partially rock-lined well, and a 4 × 5-foot deep pit of unknown origin. Test excavations
conducted by Windmiller et al. (1998a) recovered faunal remains exhibiting evidence of historic
butchering, cut nails, two complete bottles, shards of hard-white improved earthenware, and glass
fragments. Of particular interest was the prehistoric component revealed during this investigation. From
within their shovel tests, the Windmiller team recovered a portable mortar, a milling slab (i.e., metate),
projectile point fragments, lithic debitage, and red ochre. These materials were recovered from a midden
deposit that contained fire-fractured rock and charcoal.
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DCN-23. Situated within the proposed golf course immediately southwest of site DCN-12, this historic
period site appears to be a work camp, possibly associated with the construction of Clark Tunnel.
Features observed at the site include a dry-laid stone foundation, a rock-lined well or privy pit, and a
concentration of various metal artifacts. The wide variety of metal artifacts, including many that appear
to be hand forged, suggests that this particular locale within the site may have been utilized by a
blacksmith. Test excavations recovered artifacts consistent with the 1910 date for construction of Clark
Tunnel (Windmiller et al., 1998a).
DCN-25. Encompassing an area of nearly 13,000 square meters, site DCN-25 is among the largest sites
in the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Project area. In part due to its extent, the site occurs within two
development areas. The northern third of the site is within the proposed golf course, while the remaining
two-thirds is within the R-19 development area. The site contains a prehistoric component comprised of
five stationary milling features with a combined total of eight mortar cups and a historic component,
which is not eligible for listing to the CRHR, consisting of tailings, a prospecting pit, and various metal
artifacts. Test excavations undertaken by Windmiller et al. (1998a) revealed the presence of three small
but intact midden deposits, while the historic component is indicative of mining activity.
DCN-29. This historic homestead is situated within a Natural Open Space Easement. Consisting of a
rock foundation, cellar, and introduced (i.e., non-native) vegetation, the site was found to date to post1890 contexts by the Windmiller team (1998a).
Isolated Milling Stations. Based on their apparent lack of a cultural deposit, Windmiller et al. (1998a)
concluded that 17 archaeological sites comprised of “isolated” milling features did not qualify as
important resources under CEQA. This conclusion was based on surface examination only, as no
subsurface testing was conducted. In some locations vegetation obscured the ground surface, and in two
instances (BR-07 and DCN-27) the sites could not be relocated at all. Recent work in the northern Sierra
and adjoining foothills (Nilsson et al., in preparation; Nilsson et al., 1994) have revealed that often these
seemingly “isolated” features contain subsurface deposits, some of them substantial in nature. Thus it is
possible that any of the “isolated” milling feature sites (i.e., BR-02, BR-04, BR-06, BR-07, BR-10,
BR-12, BR-13, DCN-07, DCN-10, DCN-13, DCN-15, DCN-18, DCN-21, DCN-26, DCN-27, DCN-32,
and DCN-33) may in fact have deposits that are currently undetectable from the surface.

14.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Cultural resources are defined as buildings, sites, structures, or objects, each of which may have
historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, and/or scientific importance. Numerous laws,
regulations, and statutes on both the federal and State levels seek to protect and target the management of
cultural resources. These include the: Antiquities Act of 1906; Historic Sites Act of 1935; Reservoir
Salvage Act of 1960; National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; National Environmental Policy Act of
1969; Executive Order 11593 (Projection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, 5/13/1971);
36 CFR 800 and CFR 60 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation: Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties, Amendments to Existing Regulations, 1/30/1979, National Register of Historic Places,
Nominations by States and Federal Agencies, Rules and Regulations, 1/9/1976); Revisions to 36 CFR
800 (Protection of Historic Properties, 1/10/1986); Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of
1974; American Indian Religious Freedom Joint Resolution of 1978; Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979; Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990; and the
California Environmental Quality Act. Collectively these regulations and guidelines establish a
comprehensive program for the identification, evaluation, and treatment of cultural resources.
CEQA requires that public or private projects financed or approved by the State must assess the effects of
the project upon cultural resources. CEQA requires that if project implementation results in significant
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effects to important cultural resources, then alternative plans and/or mitigation measures must be
considered. However, only “important” cultural resources need to be addressed. Under CEQA, important
cultural resources are those that are either listed or eligible to be listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP); listed or eligible to be listed on the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR); registered or eligible to be registered as a State Historical Landmark; or included in any
responsible local inventory of historic properties.
As of January 1, 1998 for a cultural resource to be deemed “important” under CEQA and thus eligible for
listing to the CRHR, it must meet at least one of the following criteria:
(a)

the resource is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California History and cultural heritage;

(b)

the resource is associated with the lives of persons important to our past;

(c)

the resource embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic
value; or,

(d)

the resource has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition to cultural resources as recognized by Section 106 of the NRHP and CEQA (e.g.,
archaeological sites, historic structures), Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing
development within Placer County. The policies relating to cultural resources are identified in the
General Plan Consistency discussion in Section 14.3.

14.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 14.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with cultural resources have been evaluated using the following
criteria:
T
T
T

the proposed project would result in damage to important cultural resources;
the proposed project would result in damage to potentially important cultural resources (i.e.,
unevaluated milling feature sites); and,
the proposed project would result in damage to previously undiscovered cultural resources.

Under CEQA only those cultural resources deemed important (e.g., CRHR- or NRHP-eligible) can be
significantly affected (i.e., impacted) with project implementation. As discussed previously, nine of the
50 cultural resources identified within the project site have been recommended as important resources
(Windmiller et al., 1998a). Also, the “isolated” milling stations within the project site may in fact retain
undetected deposits. If such deposits are present, these sites could represent important resources
warranting further consideration.

14.3.1 Construction Impacts
As archaeological sites are generally only physically affected (Caltrans 1991: 5-2), only impacts resulting
from project-related construction are discussed.
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All important cultural resources within the project site save DCN-29 are located in areas slated for
development (i.e., residential units, golf course, and equestrian area). Therefore all of these sites with the
exception of DCN-29 would be affected by the proposed project. Of the 17 “isolated” milling stations,
only three of five potentially important sites (BR-4, BR-7, BR-10, DCN-32, and DCN-33) occur within
Natural Open Space. The remaining 12 could be affected by proposed project implementation.
IMPACT C-1:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Damage to important cultural resources during construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures C-A (Incorporate important cultural
resources into open space); C-B (Cap resource area with layer
of soil prior to construction); and C-C (Conduct data recovery
excavation if capping is infeasible)
None
Less Than Significant

Ground disturbing activities associated with proposed project construction occurring within or
immediately adjacent to an important cultural site would potentially damage the resource. This would be
a potentially significant project impact.
Implementation of any one of the three identified mitigation measures would reduce this potential impact
to a less than significant level.

 T 
IMPACT C-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Damage to potentially important cultural resources during
construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure C-A (Incorporate important cultural
resources into open space); or C-D (Conduct subsurface
testing) if ground disturbing activities are to occur within
100 feet of unevaluated resource. If subsurface deposits are
encountered and the resource is determined to be important
and Mitigation measure C-A remains infeasible, then Measure
C-B (Cap resource area with layer of soil prior to
construction) or C-C (Conduct data recovery excavation if
capping is infeasible) would be necessary.
None
Less Than Significant

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project within the vicinity of unevaluated
“isolated” milling sites could damage potentially important cultural resources. This would be a
potentially significant impact of the proposed project.
Implementation of any of the proposed mitigation measures would reduce this potential impact to a less
than significant level.

 T 
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IMPACT C-3:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Damage to cultural resources including archaeological
artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts of shell
or bone if inadvertently exposed during construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure C-E:
(Immediately stop ground
disturbing activities in vicinity and consult qualified
professional archaeologist, the Placer County Planning
Department, Department of Museums, and the County
Coroner if buried cultural deposits are discovered during
construction. The County Coroner will notify the Native
American Heritage Commission if it is determined that the
remains are Native American. Construction crews will be
trained in the identification of archaeological resources prior
to commencing ground-disturbing activities. This training
will include: (1) proper identification of archaeological
deposits; (2) the procedures to be followed in the event of
such a discovery; (3) an understanding of the importance of
protecting cultural resources; and (4) an overview of
applicable laws, statutes and ordinances. Training will be
conducted by a qualified archaeologist in person, and written
materials will be provided to each trained crew member, who
will be required to sign that he or she has received the
training, understands it, and agrees to abide by it.)
None
Less Than Significant

During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered cultural resources could be
inadvertently exposed during grading or excavation activities. This would be a potentially significant
impact of the proposed project.
This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by halting ground disturbing
activities temporarily until a qualified professional archaeologist, the Placer County Planning Department,
and Department of Museums are consulted. If the discovery includes human remains then the Placer
County Coroner and native American Heritage Commission must also be contacted. Work in the area
may only proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning Department.

 T 
IMPACT C-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION:
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:
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Damage to paleontological resources inadvertently exposed
during construction
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure C-F (Retain a qualified professional
paleontologist to conduct weekly inspections during grading
activities and salvage fossils as necessary)
None
Less Than Significant
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During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered paleontological resources could be
exposed through grading or excavation activities. This would be a potentially significant impact of the
proposed project.
This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by having a qualified professional
paleontologist conduct weekly inspections to identify, evaluate, and properly manage potentially exposed
resources during grading activities. The applicant shall provide written evidence to the Placer County
Planning Department that a qualified paleontologist has been retained to provide the required services.

14.3.2 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing cultural resources are identified below, and a
determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with
Placer County’s cultural resources policies.
5.D.6

The County shall require that discretionary development projects identify and protect from
damage, destruction, and abuse, important historical, archaeological, paleontological, and cultural
sites and their contributing environment. Such assessments shall be incorporated into a
countywide cultural resource data base, to be maintained by the Department of Museums.
Consistent.
A cultural resource survey of the project site has been conducted. Identified resources will be
included within open space areas or within protective easements.

5.D.7

The County shall require that discretionary development projects are designed to avoid potential
impacts to significant paleontological or cultural resources whenever possible. Unavoidable
impacts, whenever possible, shall be reduced to a less than significant level and/or shall be
mitigated by extracting maximum recoverable data. Determinations of impacts, significance, and
mitigation shall be made by qualified archaeological (in consultation with recognized local Native
American groups), historical, or paleontological consultants, depending on the type of resource in
question.
Consistent.
As stated above protective measures for identified cultural resources have been incorporated into
the proposed project. In addition, recommendations include the presence of an archaeologist and
paleontologist on the project site during project construction to prevent inadvertent damage to
known or potential resources.

14.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure C-A: Incorporate important cultural resources into open space
Mitigation Measure C-A applies to Impacts C-1 and C-2.
The Applicant proposes to incorporate important cultural resources into open space to the extent possible.
Easement restrictions would then be incorporated in CC&Rs as necessary. CEQA stipulates that in-situ
preservation is the preferred manner of avoiding damage to archaeological resources. By incorporating
important cultural resources into open spaces or greenbelt, impacts to these resources would be avoided.
Mitigation Measure C-B: Cap resource area with layer of soil prior to construction
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Mitigation Measure C-B applies to Impacts C-1 and C-2.
The Applicant proposes to cap important and potentially important archeological resources where feasible
prior to construction in the area. An acceptable process of “capping” archaeological resources with soil
must include the following elements:
T
T
T
T

the soils to be covered must not suffer serious compaction;
the covering materials must not be chemically active;
the site must be one in which the natural process of deterioration have been arrested; and,
the site must have been recorded, including the areal extent of subsurface deposits.

Mitigation Measure C-C: Conduct data recovery excavation if capping is infeasible
Mitigation Measure C-C applies to Impacts C-1 and C-2.
Require the project Applicant to retain a qualified professional archeologist to conduct data recovery
excavation. This mitigation measure would be implemented as an alternative to Mitigation Measures C-A
or C-B at identified important or potentially important cultural resource sites.
In compliance with CEQA, implementation of this mitigation measure would entail preparation and
adoption of a data recovery plan that makes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically
consequential information from and about the resource. The data recovery plan must be prepared and
adopted prior to commencing any excavation activities.
Mitigation Measure C-D: Conduct subsurface testing
Mitigation Measure C-D applies to Impact C-2.
Require the project Applicant to retain a qualified professional archeologist to conduct subsurface testing
at potentially important cultural resource sites. As it has not been definitively determined that the 17 sites
comprised of “isolated” milling stations do not contain subsurface deposits, subsurface testing procedures
should be initiated for sites when construction is to occur within 100 feet and where Mitigation Measures
C-A and C-B prove infeasible.
Subsurface testing procedures could involve shovel testing, augering, or other such techniques designed
to identify and/or characterize subsurface cultural deposits. If a resource is determined to be important
under CEQA, then Mitigation Measure C-C (Conduct data recovery excavation) must also be
implemented.
Mitigation Measure C-E: Immediately stop ground disturbing activities in vicinity and consult qualified
professional archaeologist, the Placer County Planning Department, the Department of Museums, and the
County Coroner, if buried cultural deposits are discovered during construction. The County Coroner will
notify the Native American Heritage Commission if it is determined that the remains are Native American
Indian.
Mitigation Measure C-E applies to Impact C-3.
In the event of the discovery of buried archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual
amounts of shell or bone it is recommended that project activities in the vicinity of the find be
immediately stopped and a qualified professional archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and
provide proper management recommendations. In addition the Placer County Planning Department and
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Department of Museums must also be contacted. Such recommendations for important resources could
include resource avoidance (Mitigation Measure C-A), capping (Mitigation Measure C-B), or data
recovery excavations (Mitigation Measure C-C). Work in the area may only proceed after authorization
is granted by the Placer County Planning Department.
Construction crews will be trained in the identification of archaeological resources prior to commencing
ground-disturbing activities. This training will include: (1) proper identification of archaeological
deposits; (2) the procedures to be followed in the event of such a discovery; (3) an understanding of the
importance of protecting cultural resources; and (4) an overview of applicable laws, statutes and
ordinances. Training will be conducted by a qualified archaeologist in person, and written materials will
be provided to each trained crew member, who will be required to sign that he or she has received the
training, understands it, and agrees to abide by it.
Mitigation Measure C-F: Retain a qualified professional paleontologist to conduct weekly inspections
during grading activities and salvage fossils as necessary
Mitigation Measure C-F applies to Impact C-4.
Placer County requires that the Applicant retain a professional paleontologist to implement a plan for
managing paleontological resources, monitor grading activities, and salvage fossils as necessary. A
paleontological report produced for the Proposed Project (Noble, 1997) recommends that given the low
probability of encountering paleontological resources on the Bickford ranch, weekly inspections by a
qualified professional paleontologist during grading activities shall be sufficient to manage these unique
resources. The Applicant shall, however, provide written evidence to the Placer County Planning
Department that a qualified paleontologist has been retained to provide the required services.
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15.0 VISUAL RESOURCES
The visual assessment includes an inventory of viewer and landscape setting characteristics and a
description of potential effects of the project on visual resources within the study area. The primary
visual resource issues are the degree of visible changes to the characteristic landscapes within local and
regional views from communities, rural residences and travel routes.

15.1

EXISTING CONDITIONS

15.1.1 Regional Landscape Character
The study area lies in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains in the southwest portion of Placer
County, north central California. The terrain ranges from gently rolling grasslands to steep ridges. Ridge
lines and drainage patterns throughout this area are accented by oak woodlands and scattered riparian
vegetation, which provides a strong contrast to the surrounding, rolling grasslands.
Residential, commercial, public and industrial development is present throughout the regional
surroundings of the project. In some areas the rural character historically associated with ranching and
agricultural operations in Placer County has been replaced by suburban and urban development. Urban
development in Rocklin, Roseville, Lincoln and other portions of the County has substantially altered the
landscape. Isolated natural areas remain between developments, thereby increasing the aesthetic value of
remaining contiguous open space.
The scenery of lands directly adjacent to the proposed project site, such as the Penryn community, are
comprised of rural residential development and agricultural patterning dissected by riparian corridors and
rolling terrain. The architecture in this area is highly diverse, in style, orientation and arrangement,
however single story, unobtrusive, ranch style homes are typical within the Penryn community. Some of
the local rural residential development is located along ridge tops and ridgeline within the study area; for
example, residential development is present along Ridge Road, to the northeast of the proposed project
site.
No areas of uncommon scenic quality have been identified in the regional surrounding of the proposed
project. In addition, the Placer County General Plan does not identify any roadways in the vicinity of the
proposed project as scenic, requiring special considerations for adjacent development, rights of way
landscaping or signage restrictions.

15.1.2 Local Study Area Landscape Character
The project site boundaries are generally defined by Sierra College Boulevard to the west, SR 193 to the
north, the Union Pacific Railroad to the south, and a communication tower to the east. Photos of the
project site from adjacent communities are provided in Figures 15-1a through 15-1c. The project site is
largely undeveloped, with the exception of the 300-foot-high communication tower located at the far
eastern boundary of the property. An occupied single-family house and several barn/structures are
located on the NAPOTS in the northwest portion of the site. The landscape character of the project site
consists of gently rolling hills and abrupt slope transitions to the top of relatively flat ridges (Figure 15-2).
Slope gradients on the side of these ridges range from 25 to 60 percent, as shown in Figure 10-6.
Grasslands characterize the flat ridge tops and the gently rolling terrain within the project site. Oak
woodlands are extensive along the ridge slopes, valleys and drainages, including the Caperton Canal. The
project site is surrounded by rural residential and agricultural land uses.
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15.1.3 Summary of Viewing Conditions
The dominant terrain characteristics within the project site include ten narrow ridges along the northeast
portion of the project site. Two broad and relatively flat-topped ridges extend along the southern part of
the project site, shown in Figure 15-2. The northwestern portion of the site consists of gently rolling hills.
The abrupt change in elevation from the gently rolling terrain to the ridge tops will result in views up to
the project site from surrounding observation points. In contrast the gently rolling topography at the
northwest portion of the study area allows for relatively open views to the project site (see Figure 15-3).
The ridge slopes and valleys along the project site are dominated by oak woodland.
A higher density of oak woodland extends along the Caperton Canal at the top of the north-facing slopes,
forming a riparian habitat. This live oak, ravine riparian area in conjunction with local terrain provides
screening along the tops of these ridges.
Off-site views to the project site are often confined, with screening potential provided by both terrain and
vegetation. The local terrain characteristics result in views up to much of the proposed development site.
The most open, expansive views to the project site are along the northwestern portion of the site along
Sierra College Boulevard, SR 193, and surrounding rural residences. The southeastern facing ridge edge
of the project site is relatively open to views from the Penryn Community. The central and southeastern
portion of the project site is primarily grassland with minimal tree and shrub cover.

15.1.4 Specific Landscape and Viewshed Zones
The project site can be divided into six zones that share similar landform, vegetative and viewshed
characteristics. These zones are illustrated on Figure 15-4.
Zone 1 – The meadows zone is open to views from the surrounding rural residences due to local terrain
and vegetative characteristics. The rolling terrain in the meadows ranges from approximately 290 feet to
490 feet in elevation over a distance of approximately one mile, with slopes of 10 percent or less (see
Figure 10-6). The terrain in this area is characterized by gently rolling hills that transition into the steep
ridges that surround much of the project site. Vegetation is limited to grassland and widely dispersed
oaks along local drainages.
Zone 2 – The northwest ridge zone is higher in elevation than much of the surrounding rural residences
and adjacent roadways. This condition allows primarily for views up to the top of this ridge. The steep
terrain around the west ridge ranges from 390 feet to 790 feet in elevation over a distance of
approximately 1,600 feet, ranging from 20 to 50 percent slopes. The steep side slopes along the ridge,
transition into a relatively flat area at the top with 10 percent and under slopes. Vegetation is dense along
the ridge edge and side slopes, with a mixture of live and blue oak averaging 32 feet in height. The
horizon line along the ridge is comprised of relatively uniform oaks with intermittent taller pine trees.
Zone 3 – The northeast ridge zone is also higher in elevation than much of the surrounding rural
residences and roadways, also allowing for inferior views to the tops of these ridges. The steep terrain
around the north ridges ranges from 390 feet to 990 feet in elevation over a distance of approximately
2,000 feet, averaging 20 to 50 percent slopes. The steep side slopes along the ridges, transition into a
relatively flat area at the top with 10 percent and under slopes. Vegetation is dense along the ridge edge
and side slopes, with a mixture of live and blue oak, some over 40 feet in height. The oak woodlands in
this zone are somewhat denser and taller than most of the vegetation in the other zones.
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15.0 Visual Resources
Zone 4 – The southeast facing ridge edge is relatively open to views from the community of Penryn due
to a scarcity of existing vegetation in this zone. Views from the community of Penryn and local roads to
this zone are also upward due to local terrain characteristics. The side slopes along this zone average
approximately 20 percent, which transition into a relatively flat area at the top with 10 percent and under
slopes. Vegetation in this zone is primarily grassland with isolated oaks in select locations.
Zone 5 – The “Heritage Ridge” zone consists of a flat broad top of a major northeast to southwest tending
ridge located in the center of the project site. Views to this area are limited from surrounding residences
and roadways due to the elevation of this area from 690 feet to 950 feet, which is higher than much of the
local terrain. Terrain in this area is approximately 10 percent slope and under. Annual grassland is the
dominant vegetation in this zone. Small, decomposed granite boulders are scattered throughout this zone,
which is unique to the top of this central ridgeline.
Zone 6 – The west ridge zone is higher in elevation than the adjacent Sierra College Boulevard, and is
located along a relatively confined valley. Views from existing residential development are limited to the
project site due to local terrain characteristics. The terrain in this zone ranges from 490 feet to 690 feet in
elevation over a distance of approximately 1,000 feet, with slopes ranging from 10 to 30 percent.
Vegetation in this zone includes areas of open oak woodland on the side slopes with dense Oak Forest
along the edge of the ridge. Currently, to the west of the project site, construction of the Twelve Bridges
development is underway. However, because of local terrain characteristics between these two sites, the
Bickford Ranch project site is largely screened from this area. The entry road to the Twelve Bridges
development provides parallel views into Zone 6.

15.1.5 Viewer Sensitivity
Viewer sensitivity to potential changes in the scenic quality of the study area is reflected in viewer
characteristics such as type, volume, duration, distance and local screening.
Existing viewers within the study area include residents of the single-family homes located in the Penryn
community, as well as those residences located along SR 193 and west of Sierra College Boulevard.
Views from these locations are considered to be highly sensitive, frequent, and of long duration. The oak
woodland vegetation that surrounds many of these residences, however, forms a dense screen, which
greatly minimizes the extent of views from these locations.
Existing off-site viewers also include travelers on highways and minor destination roads. SR 193 and
Sierra College Boulevard are the two roadways closest to the project site, both with open, relatively
unrestricted views into the northwest portion of project site. Views from SR 193 and Sierra College
Boulevard are considered to be of moderate/high sensitivity and of moderate duration.
Although formalized viewer input has not been solicited specifically related to aesthetics, local
community response to the Notice of Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report illustrated
concerns pertaining to the quality of living in the surrounding rural communities. Specifically, the
responses sent to the Placer County Planning Commission Members documented concerns for the rural
character of setting and potential conflicts with the proposed development, altered viewsheds, increased
light and glare, building heights, lot sizes, and loss of trees. A summary of anticipated view sensitivity is
shown in Table 15-1.
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Table 15-1
Local Viewer Sensitivity
Key Observation Points

Volume

View Duration

Local
Screening

Sensitivity

Travel Routes/Trails
SR 193

Medium/Low

Short/Moderate

Open

Moderate/High

Interstate 80

High

Short

Filtered

Low

Sierra College Boulevard

Medium

Short/Moderate

Open

Moderate/High

English Colony Way

Low

Short/Moderate

Filtered

Moderate

Low

Moderate

Screened

Moderate

Subdivisions

Concentrated

Long

Filtered

High

Rural Residences

Dispersed

Long

Filtered

High

Recreation Use Area
Twelve Bridges Recreation
Other

15.2

REGULATORY SETTING
Placer County’s General Plan contains policies governing development within Placer County. The
policies relating to visual resources are identified in the General Plan Consistency discussion in Section
15.3.

15.3

IMPACTS
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 15.4.
Potential significant impacts associated with visual quality have been evaluated using the following
criteria:
T
T
T

conflict with the goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan;
substantially altered viewsheds, relative to viewer sensitivity and extent of project influence; and
reduction in scenic quality due to high contrast with existing conditions or elimination of unique
landscape features.

Impact levels defined for visual resources are driven by visibility from sensitive viewers and estimated
project/setting contrast levels. Significant visual impacts are those impacts that, following the application
of recommended mitigation, would still result in strong project/setting contrast, substantially alter
sensitive viewsheds, or are not consistent with the Placer County General Plan.

15.3.1 Methodology
The following project characteristics have the greatest potential to affect or contrast with existing
landscape character and viewer sensitivity:
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T

construction of 1,950 dwelling units on lots ranging from 10 acres to 5,000 square feet, with
residential densities ranging from 0.2 to 4.9 dwelling units per net acre (the project’s overall
density average is approximately 1 unit per acre);

T

removal of existing oak woodland and riparian vegetation. Clearing that would occur on ridges
would potentially open views to proposed development located on ridge tops, ridgelines, and
slopes, and altering vegetative patterns on the project site;

T

construction of dwelling units and other structures along ridgelines in combination with
vegetation clearing;

T

construction of dwelling units and other structures on steep slopes in combination with vegetation
clearing;

T

substantial grading within the Heritage Ridge area, the golf course, the village commercial site
and the recreation site;

T

reduction in open space;

T

construction of interior streets and infrastructure that would visually subdivide an existing
expansive visual character and create a developed, organized character; and,

T

development of buildings, fences, walls signage, lighting structures, utility equipment, and a
water storage tank.

The visual resource analysis conducted for this project included preparation of a series of accurately
scaled photo visualizations illustrating the appearance of the proposed project within the landscape setting
(see Figures 15-5 through 15-9). These photo visualizations are illustrations that represent the scale and
massing of the proposed project but do not represent a high level of architectural detail. In addition, the
photo visualization from Indian Oaks and Sierra College Boulevard was produced to analyze the effects
of ridgeline development; the Meadows area depicted generally identifies the proposed land use
categories but does not include facilities to be constructed within the park and fire station site, and does
not provide a lot by lot depiction of the planned residential land uses. The photo visualization
methodology is described in Appendix G. A field analysis was conducted on March 16 and 17, 1999 to
confirm the accuracy of the visual analysis and visualization process and to address the issue of potential
skylining of development above the treeline along ridges. The field analysis findings generally support
the analysis and the photo visualizations. The information gathered during the field analysis was used as
a guide by the Applicant in preparing the development standards and proposed mitigation measures.
These development standards include specific lots with height restrictions, color restrictions, lighting
restrictions, tree removal restrictions in select locations, and augmented landscape backdrop in select
locations.
Project components such as tree clearing and grading plans were provided as tentative plans, which are
subject to change. The houses in the Meadows and Ridges were placed in the center of building
envelopes provided by the Applicant. The building envelopes in the Ridges would be recorded on final
maps and reflected in the County’s Development Notebook and the owner of the lot would be required to
construct only within the building envelope as recorded. Removal of healthy trees outside the building
envelope would be prohibited.
Photo visualization locations were chosen in coordination with the Placer County Planning Department.
A total of five photo visualization locations were selected on the basis that they represent a “typical”
viewing condition from the surrounding communities. The first photo visualization (Figure 15-5)
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location is from Sierra College Boulevard and Indian Oaks Drive, which illustrates the open, extensive
views to Zones 1 and 2 along Sierra College Boulevard in combination with the proposed rural residential
Meadows development. The proposed landscaping illustrated in this photo visualization represents the
vegetation types specified in the specific plan at approximately 3 to 5 years after installation. For
purposes of photo visualization production, it was assumed that most vegetation would be planted as
5-gallon container sized plants. The second photo visualization (Figure 15-6) illustrates the potential
views to the “Ridge” development within Zones 5 and 6 from the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard
and English Colony Way. This location was chosen due to the volume of local community traffic that
passes through this intersection. The third photo visualization (Figure 15-7) is from Frontier Court, and
although this photo visualization is not from a heavily traveled road it represents a typical viewing
condition from within the Penryn community to proposed development within Zone 4. The fourth photo
visualization (Figure 15-8) is from SR 193 and Walters Ranch Road, and represents the typical viewing
condition from the northern portion of the project area to the proposed “Ridge” development within
Zone 3. The fifth photo visualization (Figure 15-9) is from Twelve Bridge Road looking east and slightly
north, and represents views to Zones 5 and 6 from existing and future viewers traveling from the Twelve
Bridges area to Sierra College Boulevard. This viewpoint was chosen in part due to the higher elevation in this
location, which allows for a better vantage point toward the proposed project site.
Additionally, viewshed models were generated with ArcView using a combination of surveyed two-foot
contours (within the project site) spliced into the regional landscape represented by 40-foot USGS
contours. The analysis also included site visits in September 1998, in which the project site and
surrounding communities were visited and photographed for purposes of baseline characterization. These
tasks aided in determining the extent of visual influence of the proposed project, the potential for
project/setting contrast, and ultimately the potential resulting impacts from development of the proposed
project. Assumptions pertaining to the appearance of project components within the existing setting and
factors in visual contrast are defined below.

Project Visibility/Distance Zones
The appearance of features in the landscape varies with the viewing distance and the project type. The
land seen from existing viewers in the study area were divided into three distance zones: (1) foreground,
(2) middleground, and (3) background. The specific distance thresholds for the project were delineated
based on how dominant the proposed project would appear within the landscape setting, and where the
levels of dominance would begin to change. The distance at which detail can be perceived determines
foreground distance zone. For purposes of this analysis the foreground extends from 0 to 0.25 miles. The
middleground distance zones extends from the foreground zone to one mile from the observer and
background distance zones extend from one to five miles from the observer.

Visual Contrast
Visual contrast is a measure of the degree of perceptible change to the form, line, color and texture of the
landscape as a result of project construction and operation. The assessment focused on the visual contrast
between the setting and the proposed project within visually sensitive areas. The contrast levels (strong,
moderate, and weak) and types of visual contrast that could result from proposed project components are
defined below.
T
T

March 15, 2002

Strong – strong contrast occurs where project activities would attract attention and dominate the
landscape setting.
Moderate – moderate contrast occurs where project activities are noticeable and start to dominate
the setting.
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15.0 Visual Resources
T

Weak – weak contrast occurs where project activities would be noticeable but would not attract
attention, and would be subordinate to the setting.

Major components of the analysis include the addition of structural elements into the landscape,
vegetation and landform modifications. Landform contrast results from changes in the landform patterns,
the exposure of soils and other disturbances noticeable as uncharacteristic in the natural landscape.
Vegetation contrast results from clearing trees, shrubs, and grasses, and is primarily related to the density
and height of vegetation cleared. Structure contrast results from the introduction of project facilities and
is primarily related to scale, shape and color of the object. Structure contrast from presence of the
proposed project facilities (buildings, light poles, fences, etc.) in the landscape is the most dominant
factor in overall visual contrast.

15.3.2 Visual Impacts
IMPACT V-1:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:
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Alteration of viewsheds within the study area from rural
residences, residences in adjacent subdivision, and travel
routes
Significant
Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide transition areas and
buffers between residential development and natural open
space); V-B (Implement sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); V-C (Minimize grading within
Meadows and Ridges developments); V-D (Apply selected lot
restrictions); V-E (Retain hill at the intersection of SR 193
and Sierra College Boulevard); V-I (For all lots containing
slopes of 30 percent or greater, record on final map and
reflect in the development notebook for such lots a slope
easement at the 30 percent slope starting point. No building
envelopes or structures shall be permitted on the portion of
the lot where slopes are 30 percent or greater); V-J (For all
lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, structures and
building envelopes shall be prohibited on those portions of
the lot where slopes are 30 percent or greater); V-K (For all
lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, prohibit
development on those portions of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater); and G-B (Prepare and implement a
grading and erosion control plan)
Significant for views to Zone 1 and Zone 6; Less Than
Significant for views to Zones 2 through 5
Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply selected lot restrictions to
other areas of concern)
Significant for views to Zone 1 and Zone 6; Less Than
Significant for views to Zones 2 through 5
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Views from the northwest portion of the study area
Zone 1
Views are provided to the proposed project from highly sensitive rural residents, as well as from
moderately sensitive travel routes. These views are the most open and expansive at the northwest portion
of the project, where the rural residential “Meadows” development would occur under the proposed
project (see Figure 15-10, Visibility Map 1). Views from SR 193, Sierra College Boulevard, and rural
residences located to the north and to the west of the project site would have foreground views to the
“Meadows” rural residential development and middleground views to portions of the proposed “Ridge”
development (see Figure 15-11, Visibility Map 2). However, local topography provides a visual buffer
from the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard. Although the existing terrain in this
location provides screening to an isolated location, this intersection is heavily traveled and this terrain
should be retained to provided screening of the proposed development. Foreground views of the
“Meadows” development would constitute a significant change to the viewsheds at the northwest portion
of the project from sensitive viewers.
Zone 2
Views from Sierra College Boulevard, and adjacent rural residences would have middleground views to
the ridge development within Zone 2. Development proposed along this ridge would be partially visible
through the remaining oak tree canopy (see Figure 15-6). However, due to the structure height
restrictions, color restrictions, and tree removal restrictions within this zone, these structures would be
visually subordinate to the landscape character would not constitute a significant change to the viewsheds
in this area.

Views from the northeast portion of the study area
Zone 3
Due to terrain and vegetative characteristics of the narrow ridges within Zone 3, it is unlikely that
proposed development along these ridges would be visible from either SR 193 or adjacent rural
residences (see Figure 15-9). The steep side slopes of these ridges in combination with the relatively flat
tops results in inferior viewing conditions from surrounding vantage points. In addition the dense oak
woodland to remain on the side slopes and ridge edges in this zone will provide a visual buffer, screening
the proposed structures. The proposed development in this zone would not be visually evident and
therefore would not constitute a significant change to the viewsheds in this area.

Views from the southern portion of the study area
Views from the Penryn community range from foreground to background views, and are highly variable
due to setting characteristics (see Figures 15-12 and 15-13, Visibility Maps 3 and 4). Many viewers are
screened by local topographic changes (undulating hills) and adjacent vegetation. There are, however,
select areas of open views to the ridgeline at the southern end of the project site. Within these open views
to the project boundary, the potential exists for increased visibility to the project components and
skylining of structures.
Zone 4
Proposed development within Zone 4 would be visible to select vantage points within the Penryn
community. Although views within the Penryn community to this area are typically inferior in
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orientation, development of an open ridge edge within middleground views from rural residences would
likely result in significant change to local viewsheds prior to mitigation. However, due to the structure
height restrictions, color restrictions, and augmented landscaping within this zone, these structures would
be visually subordinate to the landscape character would not constitute a significant change to the
viewsheds in this area (see Figure 15-8).
Zone 5
Views to Zone 5 from surrounding rural residences and roadways are limited. However, in select
locations, proposed development would be visible and silhouette against the skyline (see Figure 15-7).
Views from Sierra College Boulevard and English Colony Way provide for views to proposed
development located at the southwest end of Zone 5. These structures have the potential to dominate this
ridge prior to mitigation. Because of proposed mitigation measures that will be applied within Zone 5,
such as height restrictions on structures, and restrictions on the colors of roofing and exterior trim and
walls, exterior lighting height structure profile, and the height of accessory structures, these structures
would become visually subordinate to the landscape character and would not constitute a significant
change to the viewsheds in this area.
Zone 6
Views to proposed development within this zone would be visible within foreground distance zones from
portions of Sierra College Boulevard, English Colony Way, and Twelve Bridges Road. Views from these
roadways are relatively confined due to the terrain characteristics in this area; however, open oak
woodland and areas of grassland allow for relatively uninhibited views to the proposed development (see
Figure 5-10). Foreground views of the development in this zone would constitute a significant change to
the viewsheds along the west portion of the project from sensitive viewers. Proposed mitigation measures
that will be applied within zone 6, such as restrictions on the colors of roofing and exterior trim and walls,
will aid in reducing the contrast of this development and reduce visual impacts within this setting.

 T 
IMPACT V-2:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:
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Reduction in visual quality within the study area, resulting in
strong project/setting contrast
Significant
Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide transition areas and
buffers between residential development and natural open
space); V-B (Implement sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); V-C (Minimize grading within
Meadows and Ridges developments); V-D (Apply selected lot
restrictions); V-I (For all lots containing slopes of 30 percent
or greater, record on final map and reflect in the development
notebook for such lots a slope easement at the 30 percent
slope starting point. No building envelopes or structures shall
be permitted on the portion of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater); V-J (For all lots containing slopes of
30 percent or greater, structures and building envelopes shall
be prohibited on those portions of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater); V-K (For all lots containing slopes of
30 percent or greater, prohibit development on those portions
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of the lot where slopes are 30 percent or greater); and G-B
(Prepare and implement a grading and erosion control plan)
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation:
Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Significant
Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply selected lot restrictions to
other areas of concern)
Significant

Development of the proposed project would substantially alter the rural character of the project site.
Although approximately 25 percent of the project site would be retained in natural open space, 1 percent
as parkland, and 18 percent in golf course development, the majority would be converted to suburban
uses. These land uses are to include residential and commercial uses of varying types and densities, as
well as roadways, lighting, utilities and infrastructure.
The change in rural landscape character would be unavoidable with the implementation of the proposed
project. Several components of the proposed project would result in strong contrast to the landscape
setting within highly sensitive viewsheds. Views from SR 193, Sierra College Boulevard and adjacent
rural residences would have foreground views to the meadows rural residential development as well as
middleground views to medium density residential development located on the ridges and within Heritage
Ridge and slopes at the west portion of the project site. Development of the Meadows and Ridges areas
would alter the line, form, color and texture of the existing setting primarily through removal of
vegetation and addition of structural elements into a predominately undeveloped setting.
Development along ridgelines also has the potential to result in strong contrast within foreground and
middleground views from sensitive viewpoints at all sides of the development. However, in many areas
designated for select mitigation, such as structure height restrictions, color restrictions, and tree removal
restrictions within this zone, these structures would be visually subordinate to the landscape character
from surrounding vantage points. Select other locations may also require additional mitigation as listed
above.
The resulting project/setting contrast is considered significant due to the importance of views in the
assessment of the rural landscape and intrusion of foreign lines, forms, color and textures into this natural,
predominantly undeveloped setting.
The anticipated development character is defined by the development standards created for the proposed
project. Although the Development Standards and Design Guidelines would be beneficial in directing the
scale and consistency of architecture, as well as the configuration of site improvements and the use of
landscaping, the inherent rural character would still be irreversibly altered.

 T 
IMPACT V-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:
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Increase in night lighting in the project vicinity
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures V-F (Implement lighting standards
outlined in Design Guidelines) and V-L (Revise Lighting
Design Guidelines)
None
Potentially Significant
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The introduction of artificial lighting would alter the existing nighttime views to the project site and
would result in significant impacts. The commercial center, streets, and parking lots would produce more
extensive lighting than residential security lighting that would spot the nighttime landscape. Artificial
lighting from project development would change the rural landscape and, in abundance, illuminate the
night sky and reduce the visibility to celestial features. The proposed project requires limiting the overall
number of lights to the minimum number required for safety, and requires shielding of exterior lights.
High pressure and low-pressure sodium lights are planned along all public and private streets as well as
parking areas.
The Applicant’s Design Guidelines include a variety of specifications designed to reduce effects of night
lighting. Although the Design Guidelines have incorporated lighting mitigation measures, it is uncertain
whether increased night lighting introduced by 1,950 homes could be fully mitigated. Therefore, this is
still considered a potentially significant impact.

 T 
IMPACT V-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Increase in glare in the project vicinity
Significant
Mitigation Measures V-G (Implement Architectural
Standards resulting in reduction in glare) and V-L (Revise
Lighting Design Guidelines)
None
Potentially Significant

Intense light reflection from pavement, vehicles, and building materials with reflective surfaces such as
glass and polished metal results in glare. Glare can be evident during the daylight hours depending upon
the direction and intensity of sunlight, as well as during the nighttime hours due to artificial lighting.
Glare is usually more intense in commercial and business areas, in areas where glass and pavement
constitute a large portion of the structures and development.
The proposed development standards and Architectural Standards contain policies intended to minimize
glare by encouraging the use of muted, earth tone colors on building exteriors, and by discouraging the
use of reflective or brightly colored materials. The development standards and Architectural Standards
also contain appropriate recommended design measures that should be implemented to reduce glare
impacts. These proposed design guidelines and policies would reduce any glare by minimizing reflective
surfaces, and by restricting the use of glass surfaces. Although implementation of these mitigation
measures would reduce glare, construction of this development would still result in potentially significant
impacts.

15.3.3 General Plan Consistency
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing visual resources are identified below, and a
determination of the proposed project’s consistency is made. The proposed project is consistent with
Placer County’s visual resources policies, except for policies 1.K.1, 1.K.6.d, and 1.O.3 identified below.

Land Use
1.D.2

The County shall require new commercial development to be designed to minimize the visual
impact of parking areas on public roadways.
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Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines includes a conceptual site plan for the Village
Commercial Center. It indicates that landscaping and an outdoor plaza and fountain will be on
the perimeter of the commercial site.
1.D.11 The County shall require that existing and new downtowns/village centers and development
within them be designed to integrate open spaces into the urban fabric where possible, especially
taking advantage of any natural amenities such as creeks, hillsides, and scenic views.
Consistent.
The conceptual design for the Village Center areas includes the use of native vegetation and
partial retention of the on-site canal system as natural features.

Visual and Scenic Resources
1.K.1

The County shall require that new development in scenic areas (e.g., river canyons, lake
watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines and steep slopes) is planned and designed in a
manner which employs design, construction, and maintenance techniques that:
a.

Avoids locating structures along ridgelines and steep slopes;

b.

Incorporates design and screening measures to minimize the visibility of structures and
graded areas;

c.

Maintains the character and visual quality of the area.

Inconsistent. See Impact V-5 below.
1.K.2

The County shall require that new development in scenic areas be designed to utilize natural
landforms and vegetation for screening structures, access roads, building foundations, and cut and
fill slopes.
Consistent.
The design utilizes the natural landforms and vegetation to screen ridgetop and ridge
development, as shown in the visual simulations, by retaining vegetation on the ridge edges to
screen interior lots. Where development would require grading or cuts and fills to a building
foundation on lots with slopes of 30 percent or greater, mitigation measures have been identified
to limit alteration of existing landforms and vegetation to a specified building envelope.

1.K.3

The County shall require that new development in rural areas incorporates landscaping that
provides a transition between the vegetation in developed areas and adjacent open space or
undeveloped areas.
Consistent.
Site Development and Grading Guidelines proposed by the Applicant includes the following
language

1.K.4
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1.

Limit cuts and fills;

2.

Limit grading to the smallest practical area of land;

3.

Limit land exposure to the shortest practical amount of time;

4.

Replant graded areas to ensure establishment of plant cover before the next rainy season;
and

5.

Create grading contours that blend with the natural contours on site or with contours on
property immediately adjacent to the area of development.

Consistent.
Proposed land alterations activities within the project site will comply with Placer County
Grading Ordinance and approved grading plans.
1.K.5

The County shall require that new roads, parking, and utilities be designed to minimize visual
impacts. Unless limited by geological or engineering constraints, utilities should be installed
underground and roadways and parking areas should be designed to fit the natural terrain.
Consistent.
Utilities will be undergrounded and new roads are planned to conform to the natural terrain to the
extent possible. Improvement construction will utilize the conclusions in the geotechnical
analysis.

1.K.6

The County shall require that new development on hillsides employ design, construction, and
maintenance techniques that:
a.

Ensure that development near or on portions of hillsides do not cause or worsen natural
hazards such as erosion, sedimentation, fire, or water quality concerns;

b.

Include erosion and sediment control measures including temporary vegetation sufficient
to stabilize disturbed areas;

c.

Minimize risk to life and property from slope failure, landslides, and flooding; and

d.

Maintain the character and visual quality of the hillside.

Inconsistent (1.K.6.d only).
The proposed project is consistent with items a, b, and c of this policy. The Applicant will
comply with the conclusions of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and the provisions of the
Placer County Grading Ordinance for all grading, drainage and improvements construction. A
grading and erosion control plan will be prepared and implemented.
The proposed project is inconsistent with item d. of this policy. See Impact V-5 below.

Development Form and Design
1.O.1

The County shall require all new development to be designed in compliance with applicable
provisions of the Placer County Design Guidelines Manual.
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Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines will be used to implement design features of the proposed
project. These Guidelines are consistent with the Placer County Design Guidelines Manual.
1.O.2

The County shall require that specific plans include design guidelines for all types of
development within the area covered by the plan.
Consistent.
The proposed project includes the Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines.

1.O.3

The County shall require that all new development be designed to be compatible with the scale
and character of the area. Structures, especially those outside of village, urban, and commercial
centers, should be designed and located so that:
a.

They do not silhouette against the sky above ridgelines or hilltops;

b.

Roof lines and vertical architectural features blend with and do not detract from the
natural background or ridge outline;

c.

They fit the natural terrain; and

d.

They utilize building materials, colors, and textures that blend with the natural landscape
(e.g., avoid high contrasts).

Inconsistent. See Impact V-5 below.
1.O.4

The County shall require that new rural and suburban development be designed to preserve and
maintain the rural character and quality of the county.
Consistent.
The proposed project has incorporated a variety of buffers on the perimeter of the project site to
protect the rural character of surrounding areas. These include larger lot sizes, natural open space
areas, open space easements within specific lots, wetlands preservation easements within specific
lots, recreational uses and the use of roadways along the perimeter.

1.O.5

The County shall require that new development at entrances to rural communities be designed to
include elements such as signage, landscaping, and appropriate architectural detailing to help
establish distinct identities for such communities.
Consistent.
The Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines will be used to implement design features of the proposed
project. These Guidelines are consistent with the Placer County Design Guidelines Manual.

1.O.9

The County shall discourage the use of outdoor lighting that shines unnecessarily onto adjacent
properties or into the night sky.
Consistent.
Section 16 of the Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines described lighting guidelines for the
development. Shielding and downward-directed lighting is proposed.
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1.O.10 The County shall require that in downtowns/village centers the tallest buildings be clustered in
the core area and that building heights transition down to the scale of buildings in the surrounding
area.
Consistent.
The Village Center area is located at the intersection of Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch
Road on Boulder Ridge. The proposed building elevations have yet to be determined but the
scale and size of the buildings shown on the site plan appear to be compatible with surrounding
features.
IMPACT V-5:

SIGNIFICANCE:
MITIGATION
Proposed:

Recommended:
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:

Inconsistency with Placer County General Plan policies
1.K.1, 1.K.6.d, and 1.O.3 requiring that new development be
designed to be compatible with the scale and character of the
area, avoid locating structures along ridgelines and steep
slopes, and minimize visibility
Significant
Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide transition areas and
buffers between residential development and natural open
space); V-B (Implement sensitive grading techniques to blend
with natural setting); V-C (Minimize grading within
Meadows and Ridges development); and V-D (Apply selected
lot restrictions); V-I (For all lots containing slopes of
30 percent or greater, record on final map and reflect in the
development notebook for such lots a slope easement at the
30 percent slope starting point. No building envelopes or
structures shall be permitted on the portion of the lot where
slopes are 30 percent or greater))); V-J (For all lots containing
slopes of 30 percent or greater, structures and building
envelopes shall be prohibited on those portions of the lot
where slopes are 30 percent or greater) ); and V-K (For all
lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, prohibit
development on those portions of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater)
V-H (Apply selected lot restrictions to other areas of concern)
Less Than Significant

The specific policies outlined in the Placer County General Plan provide guidance for proposed
development and represent a commitment by the County to protect visual resources. County policy
1.K.1, relating to visual and scenic resource protection, requires avoidance of locating structures on steep
slopes or along ridgelines. County policy 1.K.6 requires that design, construction, and maintenance
techniques be employed to (among other items) maintain the character and visual quality of hillsides.
Similarly, policy 1.O.3 relates to the development form and design, requiring that structures not silhouette
against the sky above the ridgelines or hilltops. Although the impacts to scenic quality are considered
significant (see Impact V-2) because the development of the proposed project would substantially alter
the rural character of the project site, the proposed mitigation measures meet the intent of County policies
related to maintain the scenic quality. The Applicant has proposed structure height, color, and tree
removal restrictions in select visually sensitive locations. These and other proposed mitigation measures
will to a large extent reduce the contrast to the project setting by repeating the line, form, colors and
textures found in the natural environment and reducing visibility to a majority of the development to
occur on this site.
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Ridgelines
The proposed developments of greatest concern are those abutting ridgelines, straddling ridge edges and
located on steep slopes. Approximately 42 percent of the ridge edge present within the project site would
be developed (abutted or crossed) by residential or commercial development. The remaining 52 percent
of the ridge edge would be preserved in natural open space, parkland and golf course development.
Dwelling units could be sited along ridgelines, ridge edges, ridge tops and steep slopes and would be
visually evident to surrounding viewers. Development standard restrictions, such as structure height
restrictions, color restrictions, and tree removal restrictions, that have been proposed in selected locations,
contribute considerably to the preservation of views to the project site. However, other locations within
the project site may require further mitigation to become compliant with Placer County General Plan
Policies, due to the potential for skylining above the ridgelines, where visible from sensitive viewpoints.
The proposed project would comprise 1,955 acres, of which approximately 25 percent would be retained
in natural open space along the perimeter of the project site. The proposed plan places most of the
proposed development, especially higher density development, well beyond the ridgelines, where it would
not be visible from surrounding viewers along SR 193 or the Penryn Community due to the inferior
viewing condition produced by local terrain. As stated previously in the methodology section, the photo
visualization locations were selected on the basis that they represent "typical" viewing conditions from
the surrounding communities. Although these photo visualization provide illustrations of select views to
portions of the proposed project, they do not address the project site comprehensively. As visual
mitigation, height restrictions were created for select lots. The lots identified for height restrictions were
based on the five photo visualization viewpoints. These height restrictions are documented in the revised
development standards and apply only to those lot identified on Ridges 6, 7, 8, 16, and Heritage Ridge 25
(H25). For H21, H22, H23, and H24, the Applicant has added provisions in the development standards to
restrict the height of the structures in those select areas of visibility in Zone 5 and to restrict the colors of
roofing and exterior trim and walls, exterior lighting, glass glare, height, structure profile, and the height
of accessory structures. However, visibility may exist to other portions of the project site .
Lots that straddle the ridgeline but where topographic or vegetative features would shield structures and
prevent skylining would not violate the intent of these policies. However, where structures on ridgeline
lots would be skylined, this would be inconsistent with County policies. These conditions should be
mitigated through structure height restrictions, building color restrictions, and tree removal restrictions.

Steep Slopes
Steep topography characterizes much of the project site, including the southern slopes of Boulder Ridge,
and the slopes of the secondary ridges to the north of Boulder Ridge. While the distribution of residential
and open space areas has been designed to utilize the more level portions of the project site for the denser
residential developments, steep slopes affect areas of the medium to low density portions of the project.
These areas include portions of the Ridges residential area on the south side of Boulder Ridge and on
some of the secondary ridges on the north side of Boulder Ridge, and southern portions of the Meadows
residential area where lots intersect the lower slopes of adjacent ridges.
The County considers that this policy applies to lots where slopes are greater than 30 percent (Clark,
1999). Approximately 62 lots within the proposed project contain areas of slopes greater than 30 percent
which occupy 10% or more of the lot area. In most cases, these steep slopes occupy less than half of the
lot area and are located toward the rear of the lot, allowing for suitable location of a construction envelope
on slopes of less than 30 percent. If suitable construction envelopes within these lots are recorded on the
Tentative Map for the project, and development prohibited outside the construction envelopes,
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inconsistency with the County’s policy would be avoided. Construction should not be permitted on lots
where a suitable construction envelope cannot be recorded.
The following numbers of lots in the Meadows and Ridges residential areas would potentially be affected
by steep slopes:
Table 15-2
Lots with Slopes Greater than 30 Percent

Residential Area

Number of Lots With Slopes
(1,2)
Greater than 30 Percent

Meadows
M-2

0

M-3

6

M-4

0

Ridges
R-6

10

R-7

6

R-8

2

R-9

0

R-10

7

R-11

5

R-12

9

R-13

0

R-14

2

R-15

0

R-16

0

R-17

3

R-18

8

R-19

5

Totals

63

Notes:
Based on Study Area Slope Map prepared by Dames & Moore (Revised Figure 10-6, Modified Study Area Slope
Map—see Appendix A of this FEIR)
2
Approximately 10 percent of lot area or greater
3
Based on Preliminary On-Site Driveway Plan, Hayes Land Planning Consultants, 1998 and Modified Master
Lotting Plan, Hayes Land Planning Consultants, 2000.

1

The Applicant has proposed structure height, color, and tree removal restrictions in select locations to
meet the intent of this policy. However, this does not apply to all areas of visual concern. These
restrictions should be applied more comprehensively. While the Applicant’s proposed mitigation
measures will contribute considerably to reducing potential project/setting contrast by addressing
structure silhouetting, colors, screening, et cetera, these mitigation measures are not applied
comprehensively across the project area, but rather in select locations of high visual sensitivity. Although
the Applicant proposes that these mitigation measures be specifically applied to the most sensitive
locations of concern to the County, and not comprehensively across the entire project site, the County
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should retain the right to request that these mitigation measures be applied at other select locations, at the
County’s discretion.
With implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, the proposed project would not be
inconsistent with policies 1.K.1. 1.K.6.d, and 1.O.3 and this impact would be less than significant.

15.4

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measure V-A: Provide transition areas and buffers between residential development and
natural open space
Mitigation Measure V-A applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, and V-5.
The Applicant proposes to create transition and buffer areas between proposed residence and natural open
space areas. Transition areas include those situations where the grading activities will create a transition
slope between residential areas or between development and natural open space. Sloped transition areas
between rear residential areas will be used as a landscaped extension of the natural landscape.
Mitigation Measure V-B: Implement sensitive grading techniques to blend with natural setting
Mitigation Measure V-B applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, V-5, and G-1.
The Applicant proposes to implement sensitive grading techniques. These techniques include limiting
grading areas, performing sensitive grading around existing oak trees (including the construction of
retaining walls where necessary); blending cut and fill slopes into the natural terrain; rounding and
feathering graded slopes into existing terrain to avoid an artificially contoured appearance; planting or
otherwise protecting re-contoured slopes from the effects of water runoff and wind erosion within 90 days
of completion of grading; setting street elevations as close to the exiting natural grade as possible;
constructing raised stepped or pier and grade foundations for dwellings located on steep slopes; and
contour-grading with variable slopes in transition areas between residences and natural open space.
Mitigation Measure V-C: Minimize grading within Meadows and Ridges developments
Mitigation Measure V-C applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, V-5, and G-1.
The Applicant proposes to limit grading to create flat useable open space within the Meadows and Ridges
areas. Contouring for non-graded lots may be by means of pads or partial pads created within a
predominantly non-graded area. Padding will be accomplished to have minimal impact on natural
vegetation.
Mitigation Measure V-D: Apply selected lot restrictions
Mitigation Measure V-D applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, and V-5.
The Applicant proposes to restrict the height of structures on select lots, based on Effective Height
Analysis. In addition, in these selected locations the Applicant proposes to restrict the colors of roofing
and exterior trim and walls, exterior lighting height, tree removal, structure profile, and the height of
accessory structures. In these locations, all glass above 20 feet in height shall be low reflectivity, and
where insufficient tree cover exists native vegetation will be planted for screening in time to reach the
“effective height” prior to construction.
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For select areas of visibility in Zone 5, the Applicant proposes to restrict the height of the structures and
to restrict the colors of roofing and exterior trim and walls, exterior lighting height, structure profile, and
the height of accessory structures. In these locations, all glass above 20 feet in height shall be low
reflectivity. For Zone 6, the Applicant proposes to restrict the colors of roofing and exterior trim and
walls of the structures and accessory structures.
Mitigation Measure V-E: Retain hill at the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard
Mitigation Measure V-E applies to Impact V-1.
Retention of local topography in this area will provide a visual buffer to much of the meadows
development from this intersection. Although this topography provides a visual buffer in only an isolated
location, it screens views from the intersection of two heavily traveled roads.
Mitigation Measure V-F: Implement lighting standards outlined in Design Guidelines
Mitigation Measure V-F applies to Impact V-3.
The Applicant proposes a variety of measures to reduce the effect of night lighting. These measures
include the following:
T

Site and building lighting will be implemented in such a way as to minimize glare on public rightof-ways and to adjacent residences. Additionally, lighting will be installed in such a manner so as
to reduce the effect of ambient lighting and “light pollution”

T

Exterior lighting shall be shielded or recessed to minimize direct glare and reflections. Lighting
that represents movement, flashed, blinks, or is of unusually high intensity or brightness shall be
prohibited.

T

Nighttime light sources will be extensively landscaped and trees that have large canopies will be
planted around them to reduce long-range visibility of night lighting, to serve as a visual buffer
between streets and light sources, and to reduce light and glare exchange between these two
areas.

T

All lighting fixtures will be of appropriate scale and intensity for the use intended as determined
by the design review committee created by the Specific Plan and approved by the Placer County
Planning Department.

T

Bright colored or flashing lights shall not be allowed.

T

Street lighting shall conform to the standards and design criteria established by the Placer County
Public Works Department to minimize nuisance ambient light, while meeting safety
requirements.

T

All streetlights will use high or low-pressure sodium lamp bulbs and conform the County
standards.

T

Street lighting will be directionally shaded to reduce off-site light and glare.

T

Within residential areas, lighting will occur only at intersections, cul-de-sacs or significant curves
in the streets.
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Mitigation Measure V-G: Implement Architectural Standards resulting in reduction in glare
Mitigation Measure V-G applies to Impact V-4.
The Applicant proposes a variety of measures to reduce glare. These measures include the following:
T

Architecturally incompatible materials and finishes, such as vinyl or aluminum siding or T-111
plywood siding, will not be approved.

T

Exterior exposed metals such as aluminum or steel doors, windows, screens, rooftop and other
metal will be anodized in a color or provided with a factory-approved color.

T

Highly reflective glass is prohibited for use in windows, glazed doors, skylights, or other exterior
applications.

T

Bickford Ranch’s residential streets will be designed as narrow as possible in order to retain a
rural character and will generally conform to Placer County’s Road Standards. Residential streets
will be constructed within rights-of-way ranging from 40-122 feet in width, with pavement
sections varying from 22-56 feet in width.

Mitigation Measure V-H: Apply selected lot restrictions to other areas of concern
Mitigation Measure V-H applies to Impacts V-1 and V-5.
The Applicant’s proposed Mitigation Measure V-D provides for structure height restrictions, color
restrictions, and tree removal restrictions within certain portions of the Plan Area. However, select other
locations may also require that this mitigation be applied, in order to reduce the visual impacts of hillside
development. The County may, at its discretion, require lot restrictions to other areas of concern that it
may identify.
Mitigation Measure V-I: For all lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, record on final map and
reflect in the development notebook for such lots a slope easement at the 30 percent slope starting point.
No building envelopes or structures shall be permitted on the portion of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater.
Mitigation Measure V-I applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, and V-5.
The Applicant will record construction envelopes (developable portions of the lot with slopes less than
30 percent) on the Tentative Map.
Mitigation Measure V-J: For all lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, structures and building
envelopes shall be prohibited on those portions of the lot where slopes are 30 percent or greater.
Mitigation Measure V-J applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, and V-5.
On lots with recorded construction envelopes, the Applicant will prohibit structures outside of the
recorded building envelope.
Mitigation Measure V-K: For all lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, prohibit development
on those portions of the lot where slopes are 30 percent or greater.
Mitigation Measure V-K applies to Impacts V-1, V-2, and V-5.
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The Applicant will prohibit development on all lots with a 30 percent slope or greater that have no
recorded construction envelope.
Mitigation Measure V-L: Revise Lighting Design Guidelines
Mitigation Measure V-L applies to Impacts V-3 and V-4.
The Applicant shall move the Lighting Guidelines to the project’s Development Standards, and revise the
language to explicitly add the following:
T

Project Development Standards and Design Guidelines will be implemented to achieve
consistency with the recommended standards of the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) (San
Juan Capistrano General Plan).

T

The IESNA Lighting Handbook, 9th Edition, is incorporated by reference as the applicable
standard for project roadway lighting under the Project Development Standards.

T

In general, direct glare shall not be observable (outside the originating property limits) at an angle
greater than 85 degrees from the nadir of the vertical axis of the light source.

T

Cut-off luminaires, shields, visors, recessed lights or other devices to direct and control obtrusive
light shall be used; luminaire mounting to minimize incidence of direct glare in the observer’s
normal field of view; and minimum luminaire brightness consistent with the function of the
lighting.

T

Where lighting for security purposes is desired or needed, motion sensor-activated lights shall be
used to augment area illumination, rather than continuous lighting.

T

Directional, shielded lighting shall be used which eliminates all direct glare or obtrusive light and
restricts upwardly directed light only to the features being illuminated.

T

The Applicant will specify recommended luminance/illuminance values for roadways as
recommended in Table 2 of IESNA/ANSI RP-8.

T

Street and area-lighting, including lighting for sports activities, parking lots, and vehicle sales
lots, shall minimize or eliminate, where feasible, direct upward light emission more than 0.2fc
30 feet beyond the property (above 90 degrees from the nadir).

T

Lighting systems that project light upward shall eliminate light that does not illuminate the target
area, such as on project entry signs. No spill light shall be allowed to go beyond or above the
sign.

T

Outdoor lighting shall be turned off after use unless needed for safety and security.

T

In general, IESNA recommendations for lighting intensity levels (as found in RP-33, RP-8, RP-2,
DG-5, RP-20, and other specific recommendations) will be observed, where recommendations are
available.

T

Full Cut-Off (FCO) luminaires shall be used for all street lighting, thus minimizing potential
direct glare and light pollution. Dropped dish (ovate) refractors shall NOT be used in roadway
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luminaires. Only FCO luminaires with flat lenses or other recessed and shielded design shall be
permitted.
Other Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure G-B, Prepare and implement a grading and erosion
control plan, is discussed in Chapter 10.
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16.0 OTHER CEQA SECTIONS
16.1

ALTERNATIVES
The discussion of alternatives is required by CEQA to “focus on alternatives capable of eliminating
significant adverse environmental effects . . .” or reducing such effects to a level that is less than
significant (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.(d).(3)).
A variety of project alternatives was considered by the Applicant. Alternatives considered were primarily
related to the configuration and components of the project at the Bickford Ranch site. Alternative
locations were also considered. To effectively evaluate alternatives, the project objectives were used to
determine the reasonableness and feasibility of each alternative. Project objectives (as presented in
Chapter 3) considered for the purpose of alternative formulation are described below:
1.

Aid the County in meeting its recognized obligation to accommodate a percentage of future
population growth in the County in the unincorporated portion of the County by providing 1,950
new residential units in an area identified by the County General Plan as appropriate for such
residential development.

2.

Establish residential development in an area of the County identified for growth to assist to
relieve growth pressures to develop other land in the County having high agricultural value.

3.

Create a quality recreation and residential development with a mix of residential, commercial,
open space and recreational land uses designed in a manner that provides a distinct identity and
sense of place that will be an asset to the region.

4.

Establish a high-quality residential community integrated into existing natural open space, native
oak woodlands, slopes and ridges, preserving these features to the extent possible.

5.

Provide an age-qualified residential community that responds to the market preferences and needs
of senior adults as they relate to housing type, size, cost, security, recreational and social
amenities.

6.

Respect the natural grade, terrain and character of the land by designing residential communities
with respect to existing resources and topography, especially around the perimeter of the site to
minimize impacts to off-site viewsheds.

7.

Provide all public facilities and services necessary to meet the needs of development within the
Plan Area.

If no residually significant impacts are associated with the proposed project for an environmental area, the
alternative is evaluated only for its potential to result in significant impacts not associated with the
proposed project. If significant residual impacts are associated with the proposed project, the alternative
is evaluated for its potential to eliminate such impacts, reduce them to a level that is less significant,
increase their magnitude, or result in additional significant impacts beyond those associated with the
proposed project. If beneficial effects are associated with the proposed project, the alternative is
evaluated for its potential to result in a similar beneficial effect. The mitigation measures identified for
proposed project impacts would apply to the alternatives analyzed, where impacts are similar in nature
and the mitigation measure would reduce the impact of an alternative to a less than significant level.
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Some project alternatives were initially considered but not carried forward for analysis because they could
not sufficiently meet one or more of the proposed project objectives, or were economically infeasible.
Both the alternatives considered and eliminated from further detailed analysis and the alternatives
analyzed in this EIR are discussed below.

16.1.1 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Further Consideration
Development of the project site has been under consideration for 10 to 15 years, during which time
several land plans have been considered. There has likely been more focus on development at the
proposed project site than at many other locations because most of the site has been under one ownership,
making it potentially easier to develop. Its development potential is also enhanced by its proximity to
other adjacent planned developments under city jurisdictions, and because it is conveniently located near
I-80.
The County’s General Plan identifies the site as one of two specific areas in unincorporated south Placer
County where development is encouraged. During the General Plan update process, the County
determined that higher density projects would be best developed within city jurisdictions identified for
such projects. Areas that would be conducive to such higher-density projects include the Stanford Ranch
area and the (formerly Urban Reserve) Specific Plan areas within the City of Roseville. There are no
other general plan or zoning designated sites in the County that could accommodate the proposed project.
Because of these factors and the identification of the site as the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area
through the General Plan process, off-site alternatives were not evaluated further in this Draft EIR. Many
development scenarios that have been considered and rejected are described below.

Land Development Alternatives
Several land development scenarios have been considered. Lower density projects not identified as
alternatives carried forward for more detailed analysis below (Section 16.1.2) were either substantially
similar to the alternatives in this Draft EIR or were not economically feasible due to the high cost of
infrastructure development relative to the number of units. A more intensively mixed-use development,
including apartments and townhomes with zero lot lines, was rejected because it would create an
undesirable, more urban environment. A clustered development, with attached units concentrated in
specific locations surrounded by larger areas of recreational or open space, was rejected because the
residential market no longer demands this type of development. Development of smaller neighborhood
parks and scattered mini-parks, instead of the larger parks proposed by the Applicant, was considered
because it would enhance access to some kinds of recreational activity by residents of the proposed
project. However, without reducing the number and/or size of lots or reducing and/or eliminating other
proposed amenities, this alternative would preclude larger areas within parks that could be used for ball
fields or other events requiring a larger, unobstructed turf field area. Reducing the number of units within
the Meadows community, which is more visible because of its topography and proximity to unshielded
views from Sierra College Boulevard, was rejected because this would move more development to the
ridgeline areas and increase adverse visual impacts associated with development in these areas.

Commercial Center Alternatives
Other locations for the proposed commercial center were considered. The County’s planning department
has encouraged locating the commercial center where it could best serve the internal needs of the
project’s residents. If the commercial center were located at “edge” intersections (i.e., the intersection of
SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard or the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Lower Ranch
Road), it would not be centrally located for residents. Such locations would be particularly undesirable
for residents of the Heritage Ridge community, and would not allow access by golf carts. Locating the
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commercial center at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Bickford Ranch Road would be a
slightly more central location, but this alternative was rejected because the topography in this location is not
suitable, and this alternative would require major grading. It also would not be accessible by golf carts.

Golf Course Alternative
The feasibility of including a second golf course in the Meadows area was considered. A golf course would
provide a more urban setting in an area where a more rural development was preferred. Because of the cost of
the golf course, the same number of residential units as for the proposed project would still be necessary from a
project feasibility standpoint; this would result in smaller residential lots in the Meadows area and also
contribute to a more urban setting. For these reasons, a second golf course in the Meadows was rejected.

Access Alternatives
Since the General Plan identifies four lanes on Sierra College Boulevard in 2010, no additional
improvements were considered for this roadway. At one time, a major road connecting SR 49 to SR 65
was considered. This road would leave SR 49 north of Auburn, traversing the Twelve Bridges Specific
Plan area and Bickford Ranch. It would have crossed the Ridges area near the antenna on the east side of
the project site, then connected to SR 65 by the City of Lincoln. For the proposed project, accommodation of
this alternative was rejected because of difficult topography, access issues, and because an interchange with
this new roadway and Sierra College Boulevard would not be feasible without extensive grading.

16.1.2 Alternatives Selected for More Detailed Analysis
Project objectives and feasibility narrowed the alternatives for analysis in this Draft EIR to those
described below. This analysis evaluates alternatives for their ability to eliminate or substantially reduce
residual (post-mitigation) impacts or effects attributed to the proposed project.
The No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) and six “action” project alternatives, described below, were
selected to represent the range of project options for purposes of evaluating environmental impacts. In
addition to the No Project Alternative, project alternatives include the following:
Alternative 2:
Alternative 3:
Alternative 4:
Alternative 5:

Reduced Density Alternative
Conventional Housing Alternative
Rural Residential
Clark Tunnel Road Alternatives, including the following:
Sub-Alternative 5-1: Retain Full Vehicular Access
Sub-Alternative 5-2: Retain Vehicular Access to Penryn
Sub-Alternative 5-3: Retain Vehicular Access to SR 193
Alternative 6: Affordable Housing Alternative
Alternative 7: Sierra College Boulevard Alternative
This section provides a description of these alternatives, and presents specific environmental impacts,
which may be different from those of the proposed project. The alternatives were qualitatively analyzed
for impacts to each of the environmental resources (with the exception of traffic, which was quantitatively
analyzed); however, only the impacts that differ from those of the proposed project are discussed below.
Alternative 7, Sierra College Boulevard, was analyzed to a similar level of detail as the proposed project
(a quantitative level of analysis) and, therefore, includes a discussion of both existing setting,
environmental impacts, and mitigation measures, if any. For this reason, the format of the Alternative 7
discussion differs from the qualitative discussions for Alternatives 1 through 6.
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Where an alternative is predicted to cause a significant impact not attributed to the proposed project, the
impact and mitigation are discussed. In accordance with CEQA guidelines, measures are proposed that
would avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for predicted impacts. The feasibility and
effectiveness of mitigation measures are discussed.
Section 16.1.3 of this EIR summarizes the alternatives analysis and identifies the environmentally
superior alternative, as required by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15126(d)).

16.1.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative
This alternative is a “no action” alternative. Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be
developed. The basic landform at the site would remain in its present condition, and a residential
community would not be constructed. In addition, other adverse and beneficial effects associated with the
proposed project would not occur.
Environmental impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are qualitatively analyzed below.

Land Use
The No Project Alternative would produce no changes on the project site, eliminating any impacts from
the proposed development discussed in this report. Since the project site is designated as Rural
Residential (1-10 acre minimum) and the current owner desires to develop the property, it is unlikely that
the project site would remain undeveloped in perpetuity. An interim use of the property for grazing
would generate no direct or significant environmental impacts on land use, but neither would it achieve
the project objectives nor those specified in Appendix C of the General Plan. Alternative 1 is preferred
over the proposed project.

Population and Housing
The No Project Alternative would eliminate any impacts from proposed development discussed in this
report. Continued use of the property for grazing would not generate any significant environmental
impacts on population, employment and housing. Although the No Project Alternative would reduce the
number of potential housing units anticipated in the County’s Housing Element from 101,308 to 99,358
(refer to Table 5-5), this 1.9 percent reduction is not considered significant since the County would still be
able to meet its housing needs. The proposed project is preferable to the No Project Alternative, however,
since it provides housing and employment opportunities which are appropriate for this site and in
accordance with the Development Standards of Appendix C.

Public Services and Utilities
Water: The No Project Alternative would have no impact on water supply, treatment, or conveyance
systems. Improvements to the PCWA raw water canal system would not be funded by the Applicant.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would be preferred over the proposed project.
Wastewater: The No Project Alternative would have no impact on or demand for wastewater
conveyance and treatment systems. Under this alternative, the benefit of the Applicant’s participation in
construction of off-site sewer and wastewater treatment plant improvements would be foregone; however,
this loss would be balanced by the decreased demand for sewer and wastewater treatment services.
Therefore, it would be preferred over the proposed project.
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Electricity/Gas/Energy: No impacts from development would occur; therefore, the No Project
Alternative would be preferred.
Parks and Recreation: No impacts from park and recreation facilities would occur. None of the
beneficial impacts would occur. Opportunities for linkages would not occur. No additional recreation
opportunities would be available to nearby residents. No stress on existing park and recreation facilities
in the vicinity would occur. Overall, the No Project Alternative would be preferred.
Other Community/County Services: Absent the proposed project, there would be no new fire station to
serve this area and no provision of additional EMT services. There would be no impacts on other
community services without development of the proposed project, however. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would be preferred.

Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
The traffic impacts of the No Project Alternative were evaluated under the same three development
scenarios as the proposed project: Existing Plus Alternative 1, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 1 and
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 1. Existing plus Alternative 1 represents existing conditions
which are outlined in Section 7.1. Currently all of the roadways and intersections in the vicinity of the
project site meet the County’s level of service policy.
The 2010 General Plan scenario reflects the land uses evaluated for the EIR in the Placer County General
Plan Update, except for the project site. The General Plan Update EIR assumed that about 1,600 singlefamily dwelling units would be developed on the Bickford Ranch site by 2010, which represented a
portion of the development allowed under the General Plan. Under Alternative 1, no development was
assumed on the project site. Therefore, Alternative 1 reflects no additional trips generated by the project
site.
Table 7-11 shows the roadway segment level of service analysis (based on daily traffic volumes) for 2010
General Plan Plus Alternative I conditions. Under these conditions, I-80 would operate at LOS “F”
conditions west of Sierra College Boulevard and east of SR 193, assuming no improvements (i.e., 6 lanes)
on these sections of I-80. The recommended mitigation measures identified in the General Plan EIR were
construction of an eastbound truck climbing lane from Penryn to SR 49 and construction of HOV lanes
from the Sacramento County line to Sierra College Boulevard. These measures would allow I-80 to
operate at LOS “E” conditions under Alternative 1.
Table 7-12 shows the intersection level of service analysis for 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 1
conditions. This analysis indicates the following:
T

The intersection of SR 193 and SR 65 would operate at LOS “E” conditions during the a.m. peak
hour and LOS “F” conditions during the p.m. peak hour. The City of Lincoln does not plan
improvements to this intersection, but intends to solve the anticipated congestion along SR 65
through central Lincoln by constructing the SR 65 Bypass. The analysis of the 2010 General Plan
conditions did not include the bypass around Lincoln, which is planned to be constructed by
2010, but does not yet have funding. With construction of the Lincoln Bypass, this intersection
would likely operate at an acceptable level of service under Alternative 1.

T

The eastbound and westbound stop-sign controlled approaches of Del Mar Avenue would operate
at LOS “D” conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. A traffic signal would not be
warranted at this intersection under 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 1 conditions. Due to the
low volumes on these approaches, this impact is considered to be less than significant.
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No development on the project site was also assumed for Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 1
conditions. Table 7-13 presents the roadway segment level of service analysis for this scenario. This
analysis indicates the following:
T

Sierra College Boulevard would operate at LOS “E” conditions from Taylor Road to Granite
Drive. Widening this section to 6 lanes would provide an acceptable level of service on this
section of roadway.

T

I-80 would operate at LOS “F” conditions west of Sierra College Boulevard and east of SR 193,
assuming no improvements (i.e., 6 lanes) on these sections of I-80. The recommended mitigation
measures identified in the General Plan EIR were construction of an eastbound truck climbing
lane from Penryn to SR 49 and construction of HOV lanes from the Sacramento County line to
Sierra College Boulevard. These measures would allow I-80 to operate at LOS “E” conditions
under Alternative 1.

Table 7-14 shows the intersection level of service analysis for Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus
Alternative 1. This analysis indicates the following:
T

The intersection of SR 193 and SR 65 would operate at LOS “F” conditions during the p.m. peak
hour. The City of Lincoln does not plan improvements to this intersection, but intends to solve
the anticipated congestion along SR 65 through central Lincoln by constructing the SR 65
Bypass. The analysis of the Buildout of Project Vicinity scenario did not include the bypass
around Lincoln, which is planned to be constructed by 2010, but does not yet have funding. With
construction of the Lincoln Bypass, this intersection should operate at acceptable levels of
service.

T

The eastbound and westbound stop-sign controlled approaches on Del Mar Avenue would operate
at LOS “F” during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. A traffic signal would not be warranted at this
intersection under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project conditions. Due to the low volumes
of traffic on these approaches, this impact is considered less than significant.

T

The intersection of English Colony and Taylor Road would operate at LOS “D” during the p.m.
peak hour. This intersection was assumed to be signalized under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
scenario based on a planning level signal warrant analysis. The addition of right-turn lanes on
both of the Taylor Road approaches to this intersection would provide an acceptable level of
service at this intersection.

Alternative 1 would not have any impacts on transit service or bikeways. Alternative 1 would be
preferred over the proposed project.
Air Quality
No construction activity would occur with the No Project Alternative, thus no construction emissions
would be generated. Existing land uses at the project site do not generate vehicle trips, thus current
emissions associated with the site are negligible. With the No Project Alternative, no change in current
emissions would be anticipated. Because this alternative would generate no pollutant emissions, the No
Project Alternative is preferred over the proposed project.
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Noise
No construction activity would occur with the No Project Alternative, thus no construction noise would
be generated. Traffic volumes associated with the No Project Alternative would be negligible, and thus
would not contribute to the ambient noise environment. Because this alternative would neither increase
noise levels in the study area nor introduce noise-sensitive receptors to noise-impacted areas, the No
Project Alternative is preferred over the proposed project.
Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
The types of soil, geology, and seismicity impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are
anticipated to be less than those of the proposed project. Since the basic landform of the site would
remain in its present condition and no structures or infrastructure would be built, the construction and
operational impacts associated with the soils, geologic and seismic conditions of the proposed project
would cause the No Project Alternative to be preferred over the proposed project.
Hazardous Waste/Materials
The types of hazardous waste impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are anticipated to be less
than the proposed project. Since no increased use or storage of hazardous materials would occur as a
result of the No Project Alternative, the hazardous waste impacts associated with construction and
operation of the proposed project would cause the No Project Alternative to be preferred over the
proposed project.
Hydrology and Water Quality
There would be no additional impacts to groundwater supply and quality if there were no development.
The benefit of proposed canal improvements would be foregone, allowing some loss of water through
continued canal leakage. Surface water quality would be unchanged as long as land use and existing
drainage patterns remain the same under the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative would be
preferred to the proposed project.
Biology
No changes to biological resources would occur as a result of this alternative and all impacts of the No
Project Alternative would be less than those identified for the proposed project. Therefore, this
alternative is preferred over the proposed project.
Cultural Resources
As the development would not be constructed with this alternative, no impacts to cultural or
paleontological resources would occur. Therefore, this alternative is preferred over the proposed project.
Visual Quality
The No Project Alternative would result in no identifiable aesthetic impacts to the project site. The No
Project Alternative would be preferred over the proposed project.
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16.1.2.2 Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Alternative
In this alternative, the total number of units would be reduced and the majority of the amenities would be
retained, although at a somewhat reduced level. The land uses for Alternative 2 are shown on Figure 16-1
and are summarized in Table 16-1 below:
Table 16-1
Land Uses – Alternative 2
Key

Land Use

Typical
Lot Size

Units ±

Acres

RR

Rural Residential

2.0 - 10 ac.

142

797.5

CR

Country Residential

1/3 - 1.9 ac.

322

442.5

LDR

Low Density Residential

7,000 to 15,000 sq. ft.

36

13.5

MLD

Medium Low Density

6,000 to 10,000 sq. ft.

341

110

MD

Medium Density

5,000 to 7,400 sq. ft.

584

119.5

1,425

1483.0

Subtotal
VC

Village Commercial

7.3

NP

Neighborhood Parks

20.0

OSC

Open Space Corridors

19.0

WTP

Wastewater Treatment Plant

40.0

GC

18-Hole Golf Course

313.5

RC

Recreation Center

6.0

DR

Driving Range

31.0

Golf Maintenance Facility

3.5

FS

Fire Station

1.7

P/R

Park/Ride

0.5

Roadways, ROW

39.1

GMF

Subtotal
TOTAL

481.6
1,425

1,964.6

The higher density land uses would be located on top of the ridge where slopes do not exceed 10 percent.
The age-restricted concept in this location would be retained, and the number of units in the Heritage
Ridge area would be reduced from 947 units to 925 units. The Ridges and Meadows areas would be
developed with 500 units, which is approximately one-half of the units identified in the proposed project
for these areas. This would result in more rural estate, rural residential and country residential lots and
fewer low density residential and medium density lots, particularly within the Ridges and Meadows areas.
Less development would occur than permitted by the General Plan. A population of approximately 2,965
people is estimated for this alternative: 1.8 for age-restricted housing; 2.6 for balance of units.
Because some areas in this alternative would be converted from open space to large residential lots, the
CC&Rs for the development would include a restriction on the removal of oak trees on private property.
This alternative would result in 468 acres less open space.
The golf course, driving range, and clubhouse in Heritage Ridge would be retained. The neighborhood
park at the eastern end of the project would be 12 acres in size. The community park would change to
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rural residential land uses, with a small (eight-acre) neighborhood park located south of the village
commercial center.
Bickford Ranch Road would be constructed substantially as described in the proposed project, except that
some lots would have frontage on Bickford Ranch Road. Driveway access to these residential lots would
be permitted. Equestrian and pedestrian trails would not be constructed. A Class II bike lane would be
included on some of the roadways. Other streets would be downsized to accommodate the reduced
number of units. Clark Tunnel Road would remain closed both north and southeast of the project site, as
for the proposed project.
An on-site wastewater treatment system would be constructed in the Meadows area, since this alternative
would make construction of a sewer pipeline and the transporting of wastewater to Lincoln economically
infeasible. The project geology/soil conditions will not support the use of individual septic systems
because a major portion of the project area is not able to support leach fields. Therefore, the choices for
on-site systems would be limited to a STEP system, a package plant or an aerated treatment cell system.
A STEP system or pressure sewer system is comprised of individual septic tanks that pump the effluent to
either aeration ponds or to a package treatment pond and then ultimately to disposal by spraying or
evaporation ponds. A package plant is essentially a complete treatment plant in a compact package that is
delivered as a unit. The size would be determined by the level of treatment required and the flow.
Disposal is by spray on land (requiring 150 acres) or evaporation ponds (requiring 20 acres). A package
plant would take approximately 10 acres with setbacks. An aerated treatment cell system discharges raw
wastewater to an aerated treatment cell pond for biological treatment after which the water is pumped to a
storage pond for holding until use or disposal by spray irrigation on the golf course or evaporation pond.
This system would require approximately 20 acres.
Water would be provided via PCWA, stubbed in from the south as for the proposed project. Other
amenities included in the proposed project would remain: a village commercial center, a park and ride
lot, and a fire station site. In this alternative, however, the Applicant would not propose the construction
or equipping of the station, although the County could require participation as a condition of approval.
Environmental impacts associated with Alternative 2 are qualitatively analyzed below.

Land Use
While Alternative 2 would result in a 27 percent decrease in the number of residential units, when
compared with the proposed project, the total acreage devoted to residential development would increase
by approximately 42 percent to a total of approximately 75 percent of developed acreage on the project
site. A significant portion of the land would shift from designated natural open space/open space
corridors to large-lot Rural Residential (2-10 acres) uses. Additional land would be reassigned from
Community Park land and Village Recreation to Low-Density Residential lots, a larger driving range, and
an on-site wastewater treatment system. Much of the common open space and park land, which serves to
buffer the project from adjacent land uses and Sierra College Boulevard, would be incorporated into rural
residential lots. Land use compatibility would generally be the same as with the proposed project. This
alternative features several of the components in Appendix C’s Design Standards, but does not utilize
design features which are essential to achieve the desired urban form (i.e., high-density residential uses
within the village core, and pedestrian-oriented design.) Additionally, it does not meet the project
objectives of preserving more natural open space for active and passive recreation, making the proposed
project preferred over this alternative.
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Population and Housing
Alternative 2 would result in 31 percent fewer residents because the overall housing supply would be
reduced by 525 units compared to the proposed project. Although the Reduced Density Alternative
would decrease the number of potential housing units anticipated in the County’s Housing Element from
101,308 to 100,783 (refer to Table 5-5), this 0.5 percent reduction is not considered significant since the
County would still be able to meet its housing needs. While the number of age-restricted units would be
reduced, senior housing would constitute a higher percentage of total units—65 percent of the units would
be age-restricted under this alternative as compared with 49 percent under the proposed project. Fewer
units would not significantly affect housing affordability with regard to low-income households, since no
“affordable” units are included in either this alternative or the proposed project.
However, the median home price would probably be higher under the proposed project since there would
be substantially more lots ranging from 0.3 to 10 acres. Employment-generating uses would not be
significantly altered by this alternative. Although a few jobs could be eliminated by the exclusion of a
Village Recreation center, this loss could be partially offset by the job(s) required for operation and
maintenance of the on-site wastewater treatment system. No preference between Alternative 2 and the
proposed project is suggested since similar conclusions can be drawn regarding affordable housing and
employment under both development scenarios.

Public Services and Utilities
Water: Under Alternative 2, demand for treated domestic water would be reduced by about 25 percent to
approximately 1.7 mgd. On- and off-site domestic water conveyance systems would need to be
essentially the same as those for the proposed project. The demand for raw water from the Caperton and
Antelope Canals would be the same as the proposed project, and the associated impacts and mitigation
measures would be similar. Groundwater usage would also be essentially the same as the proposed
project. The decrease in demand for domestic water would make Alternative 2 slightly preferable to the
proposed project with respect to water supply.
Wastewater: Because wastewater would be treated on-site, there would be no need to construct off-site
sewer pipelines, and impacts associated with off-site sewer lines would not exist. There would be no
demand for treatment capacity at the LWWTP or RWWTP, and the need for increased off-site treatment
capacity might therefore be reduced or delayed.
An on-site sewage conveyance system similar to that described for the proposed project would still be
needed to transport wastewater to the treatment plant, located in the Meadows Area. Selection of the
treatment process would depend primarily on an economic analysis of capital and operation and
maintenance costs. Regardless of the treatment process employed, treated effluent would be disposed of
on-site by a combination of infiltration and evaporation using spray fields and/or evaporation ponds.
Some of the effluent could be reclaimed for irrigation, depending on economic viability. Design and
operation of the on-site plant would be regulated by an NPDES Permit and Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) issued by the Central Valley RWQCB. The plant would be managed by a public
agency or its designee. The WDRs would specify treated effluent quality limits that the RWQCB deems
protective of water quality, and would specify design, operational, and monitoring requirements to ensure
protection of water quality. Some accumulation of inorganic waste products (such as salts and metals)
would inevitably occur in soil within effluent disposal areas. Although on-site “package” treatment
systems are consistent with Placer County General Plan Policy 4.D.7, the primary concern would be
whether the Homeowners Association would remain financially stable to ensure adequate operating
budget to cover contingencies such as plant “upset” conditions or other unforeseen problems requiring
large capital expenditures. Additionally, the stringent effluent quality standards typically associated with
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reclaimed water irrigation would require a level of treatment that is difficult to reliably accomplish at the
small “package plant” level. In this regard, the proposed project would be preferable to Alternative 2.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Reduction of the total number of developed lots by 525 will decrease the
demand for electricity, gas and energy and result in an overall decreased impact to the resources and
distribution systems. Alternative 2, therefore, is preferred to the proposed project.
Parks and Recreation: Public recreation facilities provided in the reduced density alternative are limited
to open space corridors and the Neighborhood Park. Potentially private facilities include the golf course,
driving range and Village Recreation Center. With an estimated population of 2,965 residents,
compliance with Placer County policies would require 14.8 acres each of passive recreation and improved
parkland. The reduced density alternative would achieve this requirement with 19.0 acres of passive
recreation (open space corridors) and 20 acres of public park facilities (two Neighborhood Parks).
Increased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities by new residents, especially nearby
facilities in the City of Lincoln, would be potentially significant due to the limited facilities available
within the project. Equestrian and pedestrian trail systems would not be developed, although bicycle
lanes may be included on some of the roadways. The County could, however, require equestrian and
pedestrian trails as a condition of approval. The beneficial impact of improvements to bicycle and
equestrian trail systems of the proposed project might not be fully realized in the reduced density
alternative. There is no preference between the proposed project and Alternative 2.
Other Community/County Services: Reducing the number of units and residents would decrease the
demand for County and community services. Due to the decreased impact on County and community
services, Alternative 2 is preferred over the proposed project.

Traffic and Circulation
Table 16-2 summarizes the trip generation of Alternative 2. This alternative would generate about 12,300
daily vehicle trips on an average weekday (note that internal trip “ends” are not double counted). About
10,170 of these daily vehicle trips would travel outside the project site. This alternative would add about
2,330 fewer daily vehicle trips to roadways outside the project site compared to the proposed project.
Tables 16-3, 16-4 and 16-5 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Alternative 2, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 2 and Buildout of Project
Vicinity Plus Alternative 2, respectively. The distribution of project traffic under each of these
development scenarios is shown in Table 7-7. The roadway segment impacts under Alternative 2 would
differ from the impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Under Existing Plus Alternative 2 conditions, Sierra College Boulevard would operate at
acceptable levels of service between Bickford Ranch Road and Granite Drive. The proposed
project under this scenario would cause this section of Sierra College Boulevard to operate at an
unacceptable level of service.

T

Under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 2 conditions, the roadway segment level of
service indicates that Sierra College Boulevard would operate at LOS “C” conditions between
English Colony Way and Taylor Road. The proposed project under this scenario indicates LOS
“D” conditions for this roadway section.

Tables 16-6, 16-7, and 16-8 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus
Alternative 2, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 2 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 2,
respectively.
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Table 16-2
Estimated Trip Generation
Alternative 2 – Reduced Density
A.M. Peak Hour

Daily
Land Use

Trips
per Unit
Residential

The Ridge

In

Units
Trips

P.M. Peak Hour

Out

In

Out

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

453 DU

9.57

4,335

0.19

86

0.56

254

0.64

290

0.36

163

The Meadows

47 DU

9.57

450

0.19

9

0.56

26

0.64

30

0.36

17

Heritage Ridge

925 DU

3.68

3,404

0.14

131

0.13

120

0.13

119

0.14

133

Subtotal

1,425 DU

8,189

226

400

439

313

26%

12%

9%

27%

41%

Internal Trips

2,129

37

27

130

117

External Trips

6,060

199

363

309

197

% Internal Trips

Commercial Village Center
% Internal Trips

7.3 Acres

855

6,242

12.70

93

7.46

54

40.00

292

40.00

292

34%

40%

50%

45%

40%

Internal Trips

2,129

37

27

130

117

External Trips

4,112

55

27

162

175

10,172

255

390

471

372

Total External Trips
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-3
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Alternative 2
No Project

Alternative 2

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

7,320

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

7,540

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

13,330

C

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

12,800

C

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

12,610

C

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

15,490

D

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

19,960

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,510

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,230

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

5,710

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,110

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

91,040

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,010

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

840

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

9,330

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

240

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

1,580

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

2,530

A

3,240

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-4
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 2
No Project

Alternative 2

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

15,740

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

18,170

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

21,730

B

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

19,280

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

20,650

A

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

33,160

E

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

34,530

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

13,440

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

22,100

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

13,940

C

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,800

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

112,830

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,610

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

990

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

9,180

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

3,170

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

3,530

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,710

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

4,770

A

5,280

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-5
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 2
No Project

Alternative 2

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

17,240

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

30,790

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

33,460

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

28,260

C

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

28,080

C

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

38,850

F

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,240

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,410

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,110

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

15,010

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,330

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

114,040

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

101,210

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

890

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

9,280

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

17,140

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

7,450

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,840

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

6,480

A

6,890

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-6
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Alternative 2

Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Alternative 2
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B

0.521
3.1
8.7
7.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.4
2.7
4.8
0.2
3.5
4.3
0.451
0.4
3.1
5.5
0.0
0.9
4.3

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

C
C
A
A
A
B
B
A
B
D
E
A
A
A
B

12.6
13.8
0.9
3.7
3.1
8.8
6.9
0.578
0.607
0.848
0.911
0.6
4.9
2.5
7.1

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A

0.607
4.1
8.9
7.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.4
3.4
5.1
0.4
2.8
5.0
0.467
0.4
4.4
6.8
0.0
0.7

A
C
C
A
A
A
C
B
B
D
E
F
A
A
A
C

4.3
14.3
14.3
1.4
3.4
4.5
16.8
8.4
0.663
0.849
0.972
1.047
0.4
4.8
2.5
12.3

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-7
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 2
No Project
Intersection

Control
Type

A.M.

Plus Alternative 2
P.M.

A.M.

P.M.

LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
SR 193

SR 65

Signal

E

0.948

V/C

F

1.158

V/C

E

0.975

V/C

F

1.187

V/C

Sierra College

SR 193

Signal

B

0.645

V/C

C

0.722

V/C

B

0.696

V/C

C

0.775

V/C

SR 193

Clark Tunnel Road

Stop

A

0.0

sec

A

0.0

sec

A

0.0

sec

A

0.0

sec

NB Approach

A

3.5

sec

A

0.0

sec

A

3.6

sec

A

0.0

sec

WB left

A

2.8

sec

A

0.0

sec

A

2.8

sec

A

0.0

sec

Sierra College

A

0.4

sec

A

0.4

sec

SB Left

Lower Ranch Road

A

4.6

sec

B

5.2

sec

WB left

D

25.3

sec

D

28.8

sec

A

0.442

V/C

A

0.437

V/C

A

0.429

V/C

A

0.420

V/C

A

0.442

V/C

A

0.474

V/C

Stop

N/A

N/A

Sierra College

Twelve Bridges Drive

Signal

A

Sierra College

Bickford Ranch Road

Signal

N/A

Sierra College

English Colony Way

Signal

A

0.380

V/C

Sierra College

Clover Valley Road

Signal

A

0.300

Sierra College

Del Mar Avenue

Stop

A

1.5

NB Left

A

4.9

sec

SB Left

A

4.8

sec

A

EB Approach

D

25.0

sec

D

WB Approach

0.404

V/C

A

0.381

V/C

N/A
A

0.364

V/C

V/C

A

0.252

V/C

A

0.384

V/C

A

0.361

V/C

sec

A

0.9

sec

A

2.6

sec

A

1.7

sec

sec

B

6.3

sec

4.5

sec

B

5.7

sec

B

6.1

sec

23.4

sec

F

46.9

sec

F

53.8

sec

sec

E

30.0

sec

D

23.4

sec

F

63.3

sec

F

48.3

sec

Sierra College

King Road

Signal

A

0.404

V/C

A

0.443

V/C

A

0.468

V/C

A

0.550

V/C

Sierra College

Taylor Road

Signal

D

0.880

V/C

D

0.878

V/C

E

0.936

V/C

E

0.931

V/C

Sierra College

Granite Drive

Signal

B

0.628

V/C

C

0.743

V/C

B

0.664

V/C

C

0.798

V/C

Sierra College

I-80 WB Ramps

Signal

C

0.745

V/C

C

0.733

V/C

C

0.777

V/C

C

0.786

V/C

Sierra College

I-80 EB Ramps

Signal

B

0.634

V/C

B

0.619

V/C

B

0.643

V/C

B

0.676

V/C

Stop

A

0.7

sec

A

0.5

sec

A

0.7

sec

A

0.5

sec

SB Approach

B

6.0

sec

B

5.8

sec

B

6.2

sec

B

6.1

sec

EB Left

A

3.0

sec

A

2.6

sec

A

3.0

sec

A

2.7

sec

B

0.670

V/C

C

0.788

V/C

B

0.691

V/C

D

0.801

V/C

English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road

English Colony Way Taylor Road

Signal

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-8
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 2

Intersection
SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
A.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
E
F
0.991 V/C
B
C
0.646 V/C
D
E
0.897 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
B
C
2.8
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

C
N/A
A
A
A
B
F
F
C
E
D
D
C
A
B
A
D

Plus Alternative 2
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
F
F
1.189 V/C
1.012 V/C
1.216 V/C
B
D
0.797 V/C
0.676 V/C
0.833 V/C
C
D
0.902 V/C
0.751 V/C
0.816 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
11.0
sec
10.2
sec
11.6 sec
C
C
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
0.4
sec
0.3
sec
5.1
sec
5.1
sec
B
A
29.3
sec
32.3 sec
D
E
C
D
0.786 V/C
0.767 V/C
0.855 V/C
A
B
0.583 V/C
0.672 V/C
A
B
0.591 V/C
0.573 V/C
0.694 V/C
B
A
0.469 V/C
0.667 V/C
0.575 V/C
D
C
2.8
sec
29.7
sec
11.0 sec
sec
12.1
sec
sec
C
8.9
sec
8.0
sec
11.7 sec
B
C
112.8 sec
>180 sec
>180 sec
F
F
108.0 sec
>180 sec
>180 sec
F
F
B
D
0.710 V/C
0.625 V/C
0.810 V/C
F
E
0.928 V/C
1.041 V/C
0.992 V/C
C
D
0.805 V/C
0.731 V/C
0.856 V/C
D
D
0.818 V/C
0.821 V/C
0.873 V/C
C
D
0.736 V/C
0.704 V/C
0.788 V/C
A
A
0.4
sec
0.6
sec
0.4
sec
7.7
sec
7.5
sec
7.6
sec
B
B
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
A
A
C
D
0.801 V/C
0.767 V/C
0.811 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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The intersection impacts under Alternative 2 would differ from the impacts of the proposed project in the
following ways:
T

Under Existing Plus Alternative 2 conditions, the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and
Granite Drive would operate at LOS “D” conditions, which is acceptable under the County’s
policies, since it is within one-half mile of a state highway. The proposed project under this
scenario would cause this intersection to operate at level of service “E.”

T

Under the 2010 General Plan and Buildout of Project Vicinity scenarios, Alternative 2 would
have marginally better peak hour operations at key intersections than the proposed project, but
would require the same intersection mitigation measures.

Alternative 2 would have about the same impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed
project. Alternative 2 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Air Quality
Alternative 2 would entail slightly less construction and less grading than the proposed project, hence
fugitive dust caused by earthmoving equipment and ozone precursor and particulate emissions from
construction-related vehicles would be less than for the proposed project.
Due to the reduced number of units associated with this alternative, fewer vehicle trips would be
generated by Alternative 2. This would result in a corresponding decrease in emissions generated by
vehicular traffic. The reduced density of the Ridges and Meadows areas would lead to fewer residences
within convenient walking or bicycling distance of commercial establishments. The net effect of this
Alternative, however, would be an emissions decrease compared to the proposed project Alternative. The
lower traffic volumes associated with this alternative would lead to lower carbon monoxide
concentrations along affected roadways. Because Alternative 2 would generate approximately 25 percent
less emissions than the proposed project, Alternative 2 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Noise
Construction-generated noise for Alternative 2 would be less than for the proposed project because fewer
residential units would need to be constructed. In addition, noise levels in the Bickford Ranch
community would in general be lower than with the proposed project because Alternative 2 would entail
lower traffic volumes onsite and a lower population on the site, hence fewer noise generating activities
would occur. Off-site traffic noise impacts would also be less with Alternative 2, since lower traffic
volumes associated with this alternative would lead to lower noise levels along affected roadways. Based
on potential noise effects, Alternative 2 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Alternative 2 would involve slightly less construction and soil disturbance than the proposed project. As
a result, there would be proportionately less potential soil erosion, topographic alteration and slope
instability due to grading activities. Alternative 2 would entail fewer dwelling units, thus the potential for
differential settlement under structures and foundation instability would be reduced. Therefore
Alternative 2 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Hazardous Waste/Materials
Alternative 2 would involve slightly less construction activities and a lower population, and therefore
somewhat less use of hazardous materials during and after construction. Alternative 2 would be slightly
preferred to the proposed project.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Reducing the total number of developed lots by 525 would reduce the impacts of project grading and the
corresponding amount of impervious surface. The increased potential for impacts resulting from
operation of on-site effluent disposal systems would be mitigated by operational controls imposed by the
WDRs. Potential impacts from the golf course and on-site septic systems would remain the same. Due to
the reduced number of residential units, runoff water quality can be expected to be slightly better than that
predicted for the proposed project. Other potential sources of impacts to surface water and groundwater
quality (i.e., the golf course and on-site septic systems) would be essentially the same as the proposed
project. Overall there is no clear preference between Alternative 2 and the proposed project.

Biology
This alternative could result in greater construction phase impacts on oaks and other protected trees and
special-status plant habitat than the proposed project, because of the lack of designated natural open space
area. Implementation of CC&Rs may reduce the level of this impact. Construction impacts on riparian
vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not likely differ from the proposed
project. Impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States would be greater than the proposed
project, because of construction of a wastewater treatment system in the Meadows community.
Construction of the wastewater treatment system would result in the fill of additional wetland acreage
within wetland swales in the northern part of the Meadows community. Additional impacts on wetlands
in the Meadows community could occur if construction is necessary for a pipeline to transport treated
wastewater to the golf course for irrigation use. The extent of this impact would depend on the pipeline
route. Implementation of this alternative would result in impacts similar to those identified for the
proposed project on common wildlife species; raptors; special-status wildlife species, including vernal
pool fairy shrimp, VELB, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond
turtle, and Cooper’s hawk.
This alternative could result in greater operation phase impacts on oaks and other protected trees and
special-status plant habitat than the proposed project. Implementation of CC&Rs may reduce the level of
this impact. Operation phase impacts on riparian vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other
drainages would not likely differ from the proposed project. During the operation phase of the
wastewater treatment system, disposal of biologically treated wastewater by spray irrigation could
adversely affect the water quality of golf course runoff into project site streams, including Clover Valley
Creek. Operation impacts on wildlife and special-status wildlife would be similar to those identified for
the proposed project.
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 13 would reduce most impacts to a less
than significant level, with the exception of the oak tree impacts, which would remain significant and
unavoidable. However, potential impacts on water quality from the spray irrigation runoff would require
additional mitigation to be reduced to a less than significant level. Measures should include
implementation of permit conditions that would be required for the operation of the wastewater treatment
plant and wastewater discharge. The wastewater treatment plant would be regulated through the NPDES
permitting process, which is mandated under the federal Clean Water Act. As part of this permitting
process, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board would impose limitations on the waste
discharge, including implementation of provisions of Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3 of the California
Administrative Code. Title 22 criteria include limitations and requirements affecting the water
application; treatment methods; monitoring and analysis; and design, operation, maintenance, and
reliability of facilities. The regulatory restrictions on waste discharge would reduce potential impacts on
water quality of Clover Valley Creek to a less than significant level.
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Alternative 2 would result in greater impacts to oaks, oak woodland habitat, special-status plant habitat,
and wetlands than the proposed project. In addition, potential impacts to water quality from spray
irrigation runoff would require additional mitigation not needed for the proposed project. For these
reasons, the proposed project is preferred over Alternative 2.

Cultural Resources
Although the number of dwellings is reduced in this scenario currently designed, all of the important
cultural resources potentially impacted by the proposed project could also be impacted with this
alternative. With the transfer of site BR-02 from Rural Residential to Wastewater Treatment Plant with
this alternative, in addition to direct impacts. Native American concerns may arise. Furthermore, as
Natural Open Space (N.O.S.) in the proposed project is converted to building lots with this alternative,
site DCN-29 (the only important site in N.O.S.) could also be impacted with the Reduced Density
Alternative. Similarly, the three “isolated” milling stations situated in proposed N.O.S. with the proposed
project would be located within building lots with Alternative 2. As such, the impacts to cultural
resources increase with this particular alternative.
Impacts to paleontological resources would increase with this scenario as the higher density development
would be placed atop the ridge system where the Mehrten lahars predominate. Increased construction
within this particular geologic unit increases the potential for encountering, and thus impacting,
paleontological resources.
The proposed project is preferred over Alternative 2.

Visual Quality
Similar to the proposed project, the implementation of Alternative 2 would result in unavoidable changes
to the rural landscape character of the project site. Although Alternative 2 would result in lower overall
density of development than the proposed project, a total of 1,483 acres (75 percent) would be used for
residential development, rather than the 1,039 (53 percent) acres for residential development in the
proposed project. The increased development would result in 470 acres less parks and natural open space,
and increased visibility to proposed development. In addition, an industrial facility (wastewater treatment
plant) would be constructed at the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard. Above-ground
facilities associated with the wastewater treatment plant would be visible from portions of SR 193, Sierra
College Boulevard, and adjacent rural residences. Increased visibility to proposed homes would result
from the development of substantially more of the project site than specified in the proposed project.
Due to the overall increase in percentage of the project site to be developed, this alternative would likely
include development along ridgelines, and would be in conflict with Placer County General Plan policies.
The proposed project would be preferred over Alternative 2.

16.1.2.3 Alternative 3 – Conventional Housing Alternative
In this alternative, the project would be composed entirely of conventional units, and the age-restricted
component would not be constructed. The land uses for Alternative 3 are shown on Figure 16-2 and are
summarized in Table 16-9 below.
Alternative 3 has 1,425 housing units, the same number of housing units as Alternative 2. However, the
majority of the density has been shifted from the Heritage Ridge area to the Ridges and Meadows areas.
Minimum lot sizes in Heritage Ridge will be increased to 10,000 square feet, reducing the number of
units, and the senior housing component eliminated. The number of Country Residential and Low
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Density Residential lots in the Ridges and Meadows areas will increase. A population of approximately
3,705 people is estimated for this alternative.
A 22-acre equestrian park and the 14-acre neighborhood park on the eastern end of the property would be
included. Some amenities included in the proposed project would remain, but at a reduced level: a
village commercial center, a park and ride lot, and a fire station site. However in this alternative, the
Applicant would not construct or equip the fire station facility, although the County could require
participation as a condition of approval. Many amenities, including the golf course, driving range and
clubhouse, would not be economically feasible.
The on-site wastewater treatment system would be the same as Alternative 2. Spray irrigation, however,
would take place in natural open space areas rather than on the golf course (150 acres).
Table 16-9
Land Uses – Alternative 3
Key

Land Use

Typical
Lot Size

Units ±

Acres

RR

Rural Residential

2.0 - 10 ac.

83

443

CR

Country Residential

0.5 - 1.9 ac.

595

685

LDR

Low Density Residential

10,000 to 15,000 sq.
ft.

747

523

1,425

1651.0

Subtotal
VC

Village Commercial

7.0

Village Recreation Center

20.0

EP

Equestrian Park

22.0

NP

Neighborhood Park

14.0

OSC

Open Space Corridors

20.3

WTP

Wastewater Treatment Plant

190.0

VRC

FS

Fire Station

1.6

P/R

Park/Ride

0.5

Roadways, ROW

38.2
Subtotal
TOTAL

313.6
1,425

1,964.6

Environmental impacts associated with Alternative 3 are qualitatively analyzed below.

Land Use
Alternative 3 would result in 27 percent fewer residential units than the proposed project. However, the
total acreage designated for residential development would increase by approximately 59 percent. A
significant portion of the land would shift from natural open space to Country Residential (0.5-1.9 acres)
and Low-Density Residential (10,000-15,000 square feet) development. The on-site wastewater treatment
facility would replace the currently-approved wholesale native plant nursery and would retain 150 acres
of the natural open space for spray irrigation. Land uses would shift from two proposed parks, golf
course, driving range and clubhouse to additional Village Recreation Center area and an equestrian park.
Although the golf course is eliminated under this alternative, ample buffer areas created by large lot
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design and use of natural open space would adequately separate the development from surrounding
agricultural and rural residential parcels. Alternative 3 conforms, in part, with the Design Standards
outlined in Appendix C, but it does not incorporate design features such as mixed use, pedestrian-oriented
villages, high-density residential uses within a village core, and community parks linked by greenbelts
and pedestrian/bicycle pathways. Additionally, this alternative fails to meet the project objectives of
conserving open space and offering recreational amenities—specifically the community park and a golf
course for senior adults. Therefore, the proposed project is preferable to Alternative 3.

Population and Housing
Since the overall housing supply would be 525 units less than under the proposed project and the agerestricted housing component would be eliminated, Alternative 3 would result in 14 percent fewer
residents. The reduction in total units and elimination of senior housing units would not significantly
affect housing affordability with regard to low-income households, since no affordable units are included
in either this alternative or the proposed project. However, elimination of the smallest lot sizes (less than
10,000 square feet) would increase the project’s average home price. The opportunities for job creation
with this alternative would be lessened by approximately 28 percent due to the elimination of the golf
course, driving range and clubhouse and would result in a slight reduction in the amount of Village
Commercial land. The loss could be partially offset, however, through creation of job(s) for operation
and maintenance of the on-site wastewater treatment system and jobs associated with the larger Village
Recreation site. Alternative 3 is not preferred over the proposed project, however, because it fails to meet
the special housing needs of seniors and limits the variety of housing types and prices.

Public Services and Utilities
Water: Under Alternative 3, the demand for treated domestic water would be roughly the same as the
proposed project. Although Alternative 3 would reduce the on-site population by about 15 percent, there
would be a roughly commensurate increase in the residential area using potable water for landscape
irrigation. On- and off-site domestic water conveyance systems would need to be essentially the same as
those for the proposed project. Raw water from Caperton and Antelope canals would not be needed for
irrigation, and improvements to the canals would not be constructed. Groundwater usage from domestic
wells would also be essentially the same as the proposed project. Overall, there is no preference between
Alternative 3 and the proposed project.
Wastewater: Because wastewater would be treated on-site, there would be no need to construct off-site
sewer pipelines, and impacts associated with off-site sewer lines would not exist. There would be no
demand for treatment capacity at the LWWTP or RWWTP, and the need for increased off-site treatment
capacity might therefore be reduced or delayed.
An on-site sewage conveyance system similar to that described for the proposed project and Alternative 2
would still be needed to transport wastewater to the treatment plant, located in the Meadows Area.
Selection of the treatment process would depend primarily on an economic analysis of capital and
operation and maintenance costs. Regardless of the treatment process employed, treated effluent would
be disposed of on-site by a combination of infiltration and evaporation using spray fields and/or
evaporation ponds. Some of the effluent could be reclaimed for irrigation, depending on economic
viability. Design and operation of the on-site plant would be regulated by an NPDES Permit and WDRs
issued by the Central Valley RWQCB. The plant would be managed by a public agency or its designee.
The WDRs would specify treated effluent quality limits that the RWQCB deems protective of water
quality, and would specify design, operational, and monitoring requirements to ensure protection of water
quality. Some accumulation of inorganic waste products (such as salts and metals) would inevitably
occur in soil within effluent disposal areas. Although on-site “package” treatment systems are consistent
with Placer County General Plan Policy 4.D.7, the primary concern would be whether the Homeowners
Association would remain financially stable to ensure adequate operating budget to cover contingencies
such as plant “upset” conditions or other unforeseen problems requiring large capital expenditures.
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Additionally, the stringent effluent quality standards typically associated with reclaimed water irrigation
would require a level of treatment that is difficult to reliably accomplish at the small “package plant”
level. In this regard, the proposed project would be preferable to Alternative 3.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Reducing the total units by 525 will decrease the demand for electricity and
natural gas, resulting in an overall decreased impact to resources and distribution systems. Alternative 3
is preferred over the proposed project.
Parks and Recreation: The potential impacts of the conventional housing alternative fall between those
of the proposed project and Alternative 2. This alternative includes an additional 150 acres of open space
for spray irrigation associated with wastewater treatment; however, the golf course and driving range
would not be provided. Improved parkland would consist of the Neighborhood Park and Village
Recreation Center (as in Alternative 2) and a 22-acre equestrian center.
According to Placer County policy, Alternative 3 would require 18.5 acres each of passive recreation and
improved parkland for the estimated population of 3,705 new residents. Alternative 3 provides an
adequate supply of park and recreation facilities with 170.3 acres of natural open space (20.3 acres of
open space corridors and 150 acres of open space associated with waste water treatment) and 37 acres of
public park facilities. Increased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities by new
residents would be potentially significant due to the limited facilities available within the project.
Because Alternative 3 does not include an age-restricted housing component, the lack of ball fields may
become more important, causing additional demand on nearby facilities, especially within the City of
Lincoln. Equestrian and pedestrian trail systems would not be developed, although bicycle lanes may be
included on some of the roadways. The beneficial impact of improvements to bicycle and equestrian trail
systems of the proposed project would not be fully realized in this alternative. The proposed project is
preferred over Alternative 3.
Other Community/County Services: Reducing the number of units and residents will decrease the
demand for community and county services. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be preferred over the
proposed project.

Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
Table 16-10 summarizes the trip generation of Alternative 3. This alternative would generate about
16,330 daily vehicle trips on an average weekday (note that internal trip “ends” are not double counted).
About 12,790 of these daily vehicle trips would travel outside the project site. This alternative would add
about 300 more daily vehicle trips to roadways outside the project site compared to the proposed project.
Tables 16-11, 16-12, and 16-13 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Alternative 3, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 3 and Buildout of Project
Vicinity Plus Alternative 3, respectively. This distribution of project traffic under each of these
development scenarios is shown in Table 7-7. The roadway segment impacts under Alternative 3 would
be the same as those under the proposed project for all three development scenarios.
Tables 16-14, 16-15, and 16-16 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus
Alternative 3, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 3 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 3,
respectively. The intersection impacts under Alternative 3 would differ from the impacts of the proposed
project in the following way:
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Table 16-10
Estimated Trip Generation
Alternative 3 – Conventional Housing
A.M. Peak Hour

Daily
Land Use

Trips
per Unit
Residential

The Ridge
The Meadows
Subtotal

In

Units
Trips

P.M. Peak Hour

Out

In

Out

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

1,323 DU

9.57

12,661

0.19

251

0.56

741

0.64

847

0.36

476

102 DU

9.57

976

0.19

19

0.56

57

0.64

65

0.36

37

1,425 DU

13,637

271

798

912

513

26%

12%

9%

27%

41%

Internal Trips

3,546

72

32

210

246

External Trips

10,092

238

726

702

267

% Internal Trips

Commercial Village Center
% Internal Trips

7.3 Acres

855

6,242

12.70

93

7.46

54

40.00

292

40.00

292

57%

77%

60%

72%

84%

Internal Trips

3,546

72

32

210

246

External Trips

2,696

21

22

82

46

12,787

259

748

783

313

Total External Trips
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-11
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Alternative 3
No Project

Alternative 3

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

7,950

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

8,130

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

15,320

D

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

14,600

D

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

14,280

C

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

16,850

E

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

21,290

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,720

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,670

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

5,900

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,300

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

92,390

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,350

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

1,260

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

11,530

B

Clark Tunnel Rd.

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

240

A

English Colony Rd. Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

1,770

A

2

2,530

A

3,420

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

Clark Tunnel to Taylor
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-12
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 3
No Project

Alternative 3

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

16,520

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

18,970

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

23,410

B

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

20,640

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

21,850

B

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

34,180

E

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

35,960

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

13,780

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

22,750

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

14,070

C

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,940

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

113,770

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,810

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,450

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

11,340

B

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

3,330

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

3,720

A

Clark Tunnel Rd.

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

English Colony Rd. Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,840

A

2

4,770

A

5,410

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

Clark Tunnel to Taylor
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-13
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 3
No Project

Alternative 3

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

17,920

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

31,700

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

35,030

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

29,920

D

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

29,170

D

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

39,790

F

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,800

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,690

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,680

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

15,110

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,440

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

114,920

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

101,370

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,330

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

11,460

B

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

17,500

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

7,660

A

Clark Tunnel Rd.

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

English Colony Rd. Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,940

A

2

6,480

A

6,990

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

Clark Tunnel to Taylor
Source: DKS Associates, 1999.

March 15, 2002

Page 16-28

R:\02Bickford\16\oceqa.doc

16.0 Other CEQA Sections
Table 16-14
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Alternative 3
Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Alternative 3
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
B

0.521
4.1
10.2
7.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.7
2.9
5.5
0.2
3.5
4.4
0.633
0.4
3.2
6.7
0.0
1.0
5.7

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

C
D
A
A
A
C
B
C
C
E
E
A
B
A
B

17.7
20.3
0.9
4.8
3.2
12.2
8.9
0.702
0.740
0.939
0.940
0.6
5.0
2.5
8.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
B
B
A
A

0.624
4.1
9.4
8.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
3.5
6.2
0.4
3.0
5.3
0.621
0.6
5.7
8.8
0.0
0.7

B
C
C
A
A
B
D
C
C
E
F
F
A
A
A
C

5.5
18.2
18.3
1.7
3.3
5.7
22.3
10.8
0.770
0.978
1.089
1.134
0.4
4.9
2.6
11.3

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-15
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 3

Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
Plus Alternative 3
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
E
F
E 0.985 V/C
F
0.948 V/C
1.158 V/C
1.208 V/C
B
C
C 0.731 V/C
C
0.645 V/C
0.722 V/C
0.760 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
3.5
sec
0.0
sec
3.6
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
N/A
N/A
A
A
0.9
sec
0.6
sec
5.1
sec
5.4
sec
B
B
31.9 sec
35.8 sec
E
E
A
A
A 0.461 V/C
A 0.474 V/C
0.404 V/C
0.381 V/C
N/A
N/A
A 0.516 V/C
A 0.503 V/C
A
A
A 0.487 V/C
A 0.537 V/C
0.380 V/C
0.364 V/C
A
A
A 0.449 V/C
A 0.433 V/C
0.300 V/C
0.252 V/C
A
A
A
A
1.5
sec
0.9
sec
3.9
sec
2.3
sec
4.9
sec
sec
7.9
sec
sec
A
B
4.8
sec
4.5
sec
5.7
sec
7.4
sec
A
A
B
B
25.0 sec
23.4 sec
67.8 sec
76.0 sec
D
D
F
F
30.0 sec
23.4 sec
61.5 sec
E
D
F 107.6 sec
F
A
A
A 0.479 V/C
A 0.612 V/C
0.404 V/C
0.443 V/C
D
D
E 0.987 V/C
E
0.880 V/C
0.878 V/C
0.922 V/C
B
C
B 0.691 V/C
D
0.628 V/C
0.743 V/C
0.796 V/C
C
C
C
D
0.745 V/C
0.733 V/C
0.798 V/C
0.825 V/C
B
B
B 0.652 V/C
B
0.634 V/C
0.619 V/C
0.707 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
6.0
sec
5.8
sec
6.3
sec
6.3
sec
B
B
B
B
3.0
sec
2.6
sec
3.0
sec
2.7
sec
A
A
A
A
B
C
C 0.703 V/C
D
0.670 V/C
0.788 V/C
0.799 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-16
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 3
No Project
Intersection

SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
LOS
Criteria
E
F
0.991 V/C
1.189 V/C
B
C
0.646 V/C
0.797 V/C
D
E
0.897 V/C
0.902 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
11.0 sec
B
C
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

C
N/A
A
A
A
B
F
F
C
E
D
D
C
A
B
A
D

0.786 V/C
0.591 V/C
0.469 V/C
2.8
sec
sec
8.9
sec
112.8 sec
108.0 sec
0.710 V/C
0.928 V/C
0.805 V/C
0.818 V/C
0.736 V/C
0.4
sec
7.7
sec
3.1
sec
0.801 V/C

Plus Alternative 3
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
LOS
Criteria
F
F
1.020 V/C
1.234 V/C
C
D
0.703 V/C
0.858 V/C
C
D
0.781 V/C
0.819 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
10.4 sec
11.7 sec
C
C
2.9
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
0.9
sec
0.6
sec
5.6
sec
5.3
sec
B
A
37.2 sec
39.9 sec
E
E
D
D
0.802 V/C
0.872 V/C
B
C
0.668 V/C
0.730 V/C
B
C
0.603 V/C
0.754 V/C
B
B
0.728 V/C
0.645 V/C
E
D
44.8 sec
20.5 sec
14.9
sec
sec
C
8.0
sec
14.0 sec
C
C
>180 sec
>180 sec
F
F
>180 sec
>180 sec
F
F
B
D
0.669 V/C
0.867 V/C
F
F
1.088 V/C
1.032 V/C
C
D
0.772 V/C
0.888 V/C
D
E
0.842 V/C
0.909 V/C
C
D
0.711 V/C
0.817 V/C
A
A
0.6
sec
0.4
sec
7.6
sec
7.7
sec
B
B
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
A
A
C
D
0.776 V/C
0.809 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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T

Under Buildout of Project Vicinity Conditions, Alternative 3 would cause the intersection of
Sierra College Boulevard and the I-80 westbound ramps to operate at LOS “E” conditions. The
proposed project under this scenario would cause this intersection to operate at LOS “D.”

Alternative 3 would have about the same impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed
project.
The proposed project would be slightly preferred over Alternative 3.

Air Quality
Alternative 3 would entail slightly less construction and grading than the proposed project. Construction
emissions associated with Alternative 3 would be less than for the proposed project.
Because Alternative 3 would include conventional housing units in place of restricted age residential
units, the number of trips generated by this alternative would represent a substantial increase over vehicle
trips generated by the proposed project. This increase in vehicle trips would result in a corresponding
increase in vehicular emissions of CO, particulates, and ozone precursors. In addition, in order to
accommodate the conventional housing option, lot sizes would be increased in a large portion of the
proposed project. High density development is generally more conducive to alternative transportation
modes than low density development, thus the reduced density associated with Alternative 3 would be
less conducive to bicycling and walking than the proposed project. Additional trips generated by
Alternative 3 traffic would also increase vehicle volumes on the roadway network, thereby potentially
increasing roadside CO concentrations.
Because Alternative 3 would generate higher emissions than the proposed project, the proposed project
would be preferred over Alternative 3.

Noise
Construction-generated noise for Alternative 3 would be less than for the proposed project because fewer
residential units would need to be constructed. Operational noise levels associate with Alternative 3
would generally be higher than for the proposed project. Conventional housing typically entails a higher
residential activity level than age restricted housing, therefore noise generated by project residents would
be lower with the proposed project than with Alternative 3. Because the number of daily vehicle trips
generated with Alternative 3 would be higher than with the proposed project, on- and off-site traffic noise
levels would be greater with Alternative 3. The proposed project is preferred over Alternative 3 with
respect to potential noise impacts.

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
This alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project with respect to potential soil
erosion, topographic alteration and slope instability due to grading activities. Alternative 3 would
incorporate land spraying on 150 acres of open space to dispose of treated wastewater. Because of the
poor capacity of site soils to accept infiltration, this solution may be infeasible. Therefore, the proposed
project would be preferred over Alternative 3.

Hazardous Waste/Materials
Alternative 3 would not include a golf course, driving range or clubhouse, therefore there would be less
use of agricultural chemicals (fertilizers and pesticides) compared to the proposed project. Because of the
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decreased potential for the release of hazardous materials, Alternative 3 would be preferred over the
proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Reducing the total number of developed lots by 525 would reduce the amount of project grading and the
corresponding amount of impervious surface, thus increasing groundwater recharge and decreasing
groundwater impacts. The increased potential for groundwater impacts resulting from operation of onsite effluent disposal systems would be mitigated by operational controls imposed by the WDRs. There
would be no impacts to groundwater quality from the golf course. Other potential sources of impacts to
groundwater quality (i.e., on-site septic systems) would be essentially the same as the proposed project.
Due to the reduced number of residential units and an increase in the average -lot size, the total
impervious area would be less than that for the proposed project. Additionally, there would be no golf
course. Runoff water quality can therefore be expected to be better than that predicted for the proposed
project. Overall, Alternative 3 is preferable to the proposed project.

Biology
This alternative could result in greater construction phase impacts on oaks and other protected trees and
special-status plant habitat than the proposed project, because of the lack of designated natural open space
area. Implementation of CC&Rs may reduce the level of this impact. Construction impacts on riparian
vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not likely differ from the proposed
project. Impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States would be greater than the proposed
project, because of construction of a wastewater treatment system in the Meadows community.
Construction of the wastewater treatment system would result in the fill of additional wetland acreage
within wetland swales in the northern part of the Meadows community. Additional impacts on wetlands
in the Meadows community could occur if construction is necessary for a pipeline to transport treated
wastewater to the natural open space areas for spray irrigation. The extent of this impact would depend
on the pipeline route. Implementation of this alternative would result in impacts equal to or greater than
those of the proposed project for raptors and special-status wildlife species, including vernal pool fairy
shrimp, VELB, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond turtle, and
Cooper’s hawk.
This alternative could result in greater operation phase impacts on oaks and other protected trees and
special-status plant habitat than the proposed project. Implementation of CC&Rs may reduce the level of
this impact. Operation phase impacts on riparian vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other
drainages would not likely differ from the proposed project. During the operation phase of the
wastewater treatment system, disposal of biologically treated wastewater by spray irrigation within
natural open space areas could adversely affect the water quality of runoff into project site streams,
including intermittent drainages and riparian wetlands (ID-1, ID-4, ID-10, RW-1, and RW-3 shown on
Figure 13-2 in Chapter 13). Operation impacts on wildlife and special-status wildlife would be equal to
or greater than impacts identified for the proposed project.
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 13 would reduce most impacts to a less
than significant level, with the exception of the oak tree impacts, which would remain significant and
unavoidable. However, potential impacts on water quality from the spray irrigation runoff would require
additional mitigation to be reduced to a less than significant level. Measures discussed under Alternative
2 regarding the regulatory restrictions on waste discharge would reduce potential impacts on water quality
of drainages and wetlands to a less than significant level.
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Alternative 3 would result in greater impacts to oaks, oak woodland habitat, special-status plant habitat,
and wetlands than the proposed project. In addition, potential impacts to water quality from spray
irrigation runoff would require additional mitigation than needed for the proposed project. For these
reasons, the proposed project is preferred over Alternative 3.

Cultural Resources
Similar to Alternative 2, all of the important cultural resources impacted by the proposed project could still be
impacted with this alternative. Site BR-02 transfers from Rural Residential to Wastewater Treatment Plant
with this alternative which, in addition to direct impacts, may result in Native American concerns. Also, as
most of the natural open space in the proposed project is converted to building lots with this alternative, Site
DCN-29 transfers from being situated in natural open space to a building lot. Similarly, the three “isolated”
milling stations situated in proposed natural open space with the proposed project would be located within
building lots with Alternative 3. As such, potential impacts to cultural resources increase with Alternative 3.
Impacts to paleontological resources would likely decrease with the Conventional Housing Alternative as
the number of residential units would be reduced atop the ridge system where the Mehrten lahars
predominate. Decreased construction within this particular geologic unit decreases the potential for
encountering paleontological resources. The proposed project is slightly preferred over Alternative 3.

Visual Quality
The implementation of Alternative 3 would result in unavoidable changes to the rural landscape character
of the project site. Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2 in that it would result in lower overall density
of development than the proposed project, less natural open space, and increased visibility to proposed
development. The average lot size is larger than for Alternative 2, but the number of proposed units
remains the same (1,425 units). Therefore a greater percentage of the project site would be dedicated to
residential development under Alternative 3. Increased visibility to residential structures could occur due
to the increase in the percentage of the project site dedicated to residential development.
Due to the overall increase in percentage of the project site to be developed, this alternative would likely
include development along ridgelines, and would be in conflict with Placer County General Plan policies.
The proposed project would be preferred over Alternative 3.

16.1.2.4 Alternative 4 – Rural Residential Alternative
In this alternative, the entire site would be developed at the Farm 10-acre minimum zoning level,
consistent with applicable residential subdivision ordinances and regulations of Placer County. The
amenities identified for the proposed project and for the Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 2)
would not be constructed in Alternative 4. The land uses for Alternative 4 are shown on Figure 16-3 and
are summarized in Table 16-17, below:
Table 16-17
Land Uses – Alternative 4
Key
RE

Land Use
Rural Estate
Roadways, ROW
TOTAL
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Typical
Lot Size

Units ±

Acres

10 ac.

182

1,900.6
64.0
1,964.6

182
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A total of 182 rural estate residential units would be constructed, based on the existing Farm 10-acre
minimum zoning. The age-restricted (senior) component would be eliminated. A population of
approximately 473 people is estimated for this alternative.
Some open space would be preserved by incorporating wetlands and steep sloped areas in protected
easements. No trail system or parks would be included in this alternative (in lieu fees would be used to
satisfy General Plan parks requirements).
The golf course, driving range, and recreation center would not be constructed. Because the community
park would not be constructed, opportunities for equestrians would be eliminated. However, pedestrian
and bicycle lanes would probably be constructed.
One main rural road would be constructed, from Sierra College Boulevard (located where Lower Ranch
Road is planned in the proposed project) to the currently proposed Bickford Ranch Road. This road
would then head east and connect to Clark Tunnel Road. Rural feeder roads to lots would also be
constructed. Clark Tunnel Road would remain open to vehicles both north and south of the project.
Rural road standards would be maintained throughout the area.
No public sewer or water would be proposed; septic tanks, leach fields, and well systems would serve the
rural estate homes and the commercial area. These would all be subject to Placer County standards and
permit requirements. No fire station site would be included.
Environmental impacts associated with Alternative 4 are qualitatively analyzed below.

Land Use
With the entire project site designated for Rural Estate development, Alternative 4 would decrease the number
of residential units by 82 percent. The land uses under this alternative would shift from higher density
residential, commercial and recreational development to Rural Estates (10-acre minimum) only. Land set
aside for internal roads and rights-of-way would be 72 percent more than with the proposed project. Of the
proposed residential alternatives, Alternative 4 is considered most compatible with adjacent uses due to its
conformance with existing densities and land uses in the surrounding area. Both the proposed project and
Alternative 4 are consistent with the underlying General Plan designation allowing 195 to 1,950 dwelling
units on the project site. The proposed project is generally consistent with Appendix C Design Standards;
these standards are not applicable to Alternative 4. With regard to land use, therefore, no preference
between the two project scenarios is suggested.

Population and Housing
With the reduction in the number of residential units by 1,768 and elimination of the age-restricted
housing component, Alternative 4 would result in 89 percent fewer residents than under the current
proposal. Although the Rural Residential Alternative would decrease the number of potential housing
units anticipated in the County’s Housing Element from 38,214 to 36,446 (refer to Table 5-5), this
4.6 percent reduction is not considered significant since the County would still be able to meet its housing
needs. This change in project would not significantly affect housing affordability with regard to lowincome households, since no “affordable” units are included in either the alternative or the proposed
project. However, the 10-acre parcel sizes would restrict even moderate- and many above moderateincome households from purchasing these lots. The job creation component of the project would be
eliminated with this alternative. The proposed project is preferred over Alternative 4 because it would
meet the needs of a broader range of social and economic groups, including senior adults, with regard to
housing (type and cost) and recreation. Additionally, the proposed project would provide more than 200
permanent job opportunities that would not be created through this alternative.
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Public Services and Utilities
Water: Under Alternative 4, there would be no demand for treated domestic water, and no on- or off-site
domestic water conveyance systems would be constructed. Additionally, raw water from the Caperton
and Antelope Canals would not be needed for irrigation, and improvements to the canals would not be
constructed. Reliance on groundwater wells as the sole source of water, however, may not be technically
feasible for all parcels, and the impact on groundwater supply could be potentially significant. This could
be partially mitigated by use of raw water for landscape irrigation. Overall, Alternative 4 is inconsistent
with Placer County General Plan Policy 4.C.2 and is therefore less desirable than the proposed project
with regard to use of water resources.
Wastewater: Alternative 4 would require no on- or off-site wastewater conveyance systems, and would
eliminate impacts associated with those systems. There would be no demand from the project for
treatment capacity at the LWWTP or RWWTP, and the construction of regional off-site treatment
capacity might therefore be reduced or delayed. Individual septic systems may not be technically feasible
for all parcels due to the presence of impermeable cap rock. Although the number of residences is small
relative to the proposed project, the potential for groundwater and surface water impacts from septic
systems would be significantly greater than that for the proposed project. In this regard, the proposed
project is preferred over Alternative 4.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Reducing the total number of units from 1,950 to 182 would significantly
decrease the demand for electricity, gas, and energy. Because it would result in an overall decreased
impact to resources and distribution systems, Alternative 4 is preferred over the proposed project.
Parks and Recreation: 2.4 acres each of passive recreation and improved parkland would be developed in
the rural residential alternative in accordance with County requirements for the estimated 473 new residents. It
is doubtful that many opportunities for trail linkages would occur. It is likely that new residents would also
strain the existing recreational facilities in the vicinity, which are already at capacity. There is no preference
between the proposed project and Alternative 4.
Other Community/County Services: Due to the significant reduction in the number of units and
residents, the demand for community and County services will be less; therefore, Alternative 4 is
preferred over the proposed project.

Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
Table 16-18 summarizes the trip generation of Alternative 4. This alternative would generate about 1,740
daily vehicle trips on an average weekday (note that internal trip “ends” are not double counted). Nearly
all of these daily vehicle trips would travel outside the project site. This alternative would add about
10,760 fewer daily vehicle trips to roadways outside the project site compared to the proposed project.
Access to the project site under Alternative 4 would be different than under the proposed project. One
main rural road would be constructed, from Sierra College Boulevard (located where Lower Ranch Road
is planned in the proposed project) to the currently proposed Bickford Ranch Road. This road would then
head east and connect to Clark Tunnel Road. Clark Tunnel Road would remain open to vehicles both
north and south of the project. This alternative would not have the second roadway access to Sierra
College Boulevard (Bickford Ranch Road) contained in the proposed project.
Tables 16-19, 16-20, and 16-21 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Alternative 4, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 4 and Buildout of Project
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Table 16-18
Estimated Trip Generation
Alternative 4 – Rural Residential
A.M. Peak Hour

Daily
Land Use

Trips
per Unit
Rural Residential
% Internal Trips

In

Units

182 DU

9.57

Trips
1,742

P.M. Peak Hour

Out

In

Out

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

0.19

35

0.56

102

0.64

116

0.36

66

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0

0

0

0

0

External Trips

1,742

35

102

116

66

Total External Trips

1,742

35

102

116

66

Internal Trips

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-19
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Alternative 4
No Project

Alternative 4

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

5,220

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

6,760

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

6,760

A

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

6,940

A

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

7,220

A

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

11,110

B

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

15,660

D

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

6,840

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

6,800

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

5,040

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

4,520

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

89,830

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

80,710

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

1,490

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

-

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

140

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

400

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

870

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

2,530

A

2,690

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-20
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 4
No Project

Alternative 4

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

13,150

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

16,210

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

16,210

A

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

14,860

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

16,770

A

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

29,880

D

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

31,580

A

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

12,340

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

19,990

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

13,460

C

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,380

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

111,980

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,420

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,560

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

-

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

2,670

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

2,940

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

110

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

580

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,200

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

4,770

A

4,890

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-21
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 4
No Project

Alternative 4

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

15,000

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

28,300

C

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

28,300

C

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

24,580

B

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

24,540

B

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

35,820

E

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

35,270

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

12,480

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

22,260

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

14,620

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,000

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

111,980

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

100,420

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,590

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

-

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

15,950

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

6,780

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

90

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

560

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,430

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

6,480

A

6,590

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Vicinity Plus Alternative 4, respectively. The roadway segment impacts under Alternative 2 would differ
from the impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Under Existing Plus Alternative 4 conditions, Sierra College Boulevard would operate at
acceptable levels of service. The proposed project under this scenario would cause several
sections of Sierra College Boulevard to operate at unacceptable levels of service.

T

Sierra College Boulevard would operate at acceptable conditions as a 4-lane roadway between
Taylor Road and Granite Drive under 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 4 conditions. The
proposed project under this scenario would cause this section to operate at LOS “E” conditions.

T

Under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 4, Sierra College Boulevard would have the
same level of service as the No Project Alternative. The proposed project under this scenario
would cause several sections of Sierra College Boulevard to operate at unacceptable levels.

Tables 16-22, 16-23, and 16-24 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus
Alternative 4, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 4 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 4,
respectively. The intersection impacts under Alternative 4 would differ from the impacts of the proposed
project in the following ways:
T

Alternative 4 would cause the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and the I-80 eastbound
ramps to operate at LOS “E” under Existing Plus Alternative 4 conditions. The proposed project
would cause three intersections in Sierra College Boulevard (Granite Drive, the I-80 westbound
ramps and the I-80 eastbound ramps) to operate at unacceptable levels of service under this
scenario.

T

The intersection levels of service under 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 4 conditions would be
the same as the No Project Alternative. The proposed project would cause several intersections to
operate at LOS “D,” “E,” or “F” conditions.

T

Alternative 4 under the Buildout of Project Vicinity scenario would not cause the Sierra College
Boulevard/King Road intersection to operate at an unacceptable level of service while the
proposed project would.

Alternative 4 would likely not result in any “unmet transit needs,” and thus would not have a significant
impact on transit services. Alternative 4 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Air Quality
Alternative 4 would entail substantially less construction and grading than the proposed project, hence
fugitive dust caused by earthmoving equipment and ozone precursor and particulate emissions from
construction-related vehicles would be substantially less than for the proposed project.
Because this alternative would have very few residential units, the number of trips generated by
Alternative 4 would be much lower than with the proposed project. This would result in a corresponding
decrease in emissions generated by vehicular traffic. The absence of the village commercial site would
mean that residents of the site would have to travel farther to shop; however, emission increases
associated with additional miles traveled by residents would be more than offset by emission decreases
associated with decreased development. The net effect of this alternative would be a substantial
emissions decrease compared to the proposed project. Lower traffic volumes associated with this
alternative would lead to lower CO concentrations along affected roadways. Because Alternative 4 would
generate lower emissions than the proposed project, Alternative 4 would be preferred over the proposed
project.
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Table 16-22
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Alternative 4
Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Alternative 4
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.509
2.3
7.7
6.7
0.1
3.0
2.4
1.1
2.5
6.7
0.2
3.5
4.3

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
2.6
4.7
0.0
0.8
3.5

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
B
A
A
A
B
B
A
A
C
D
A
A
A
B

7.8
8.2
0.8
3.0
2.6
5.8
5.2
0.478
0.498
0.767
0.823
0.8
4.8
2.4
6.8

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
N/A
A
A
B
A
A

0.587
3.2
7.1
3.2
0.1
3.2
2.5
0.8
3.4
7.0
0.4
2.7
4.7

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
C
D
E
A
A
A
C

3.3
7.7
7.7
1.2
2.7
3.4
8.7
5.6
0.531
0.725
0.841
0.919
0.6
4.6
2.5
11.4

0.2
3.3
5.6
0.0
0.6

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-23
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 4
No Project

Intersection

SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Plus Alternative 4
Control
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
Type LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS
LOS
Criteria
E 0.948 V/C
F
E 0.953 V/C
F
Signal
1.158 V/C
1.165 V/C
B 0.645 V/C
C
B 0.655 V/C
C
Signal
0.722 V/C
0.731 V/C
A
A
A
A
Stop
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0 Sec
3.5
sec
0.0
sec
3.5
sec
4.9
sec
A
A
A
A
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
2.8
sec
3.8
sec
A
A
A
A
N/A
N/A
A
A
Stop
1.6
sec
1.1
sec
4.2
sec
5.0
sec
A
A
27.4 sec
27.0 sec
D
D
A 0.404 V/C
A 0.381 V/C
A 0.425 V/C
A
Signal
0.394 V/C
N/A
N/A
N/A
Signal N/A
A 0.380 V/C
A 0.364 V/C
A 0.387 V/C
A
Signal
0.387 V/C
A 0.300 V/C
A 0.252 V/C
A 0.320 V/C
A
Signal
0.278 V/C
A
A
A
A
Stop
1.5
sec
0.9
sec
1.7
sec
1.0
sec
4.9
sec
sec
5.2
sec
sec
A
B
4.8
sec
4.5
sec
4.9
sec
4.9
sec
A
A
A
A
25.0 sec
23.4 sec
28.0 sec
27.4 sec
D
D
D
D
30.0 sec
23.4 sec
34.6 sec
27.0 sec
E
D
E
D
A 0.404 V/C
A 0.443 V/C
A 0.412 V/C
A
Signal
0.465 V/C
D 0.880 V/C
D
D 0.895 V/C
D
Signal
0.878 V/C
0.887 V/C
B 0.628 V/C
C
B 0.632 V/C
C
Signal
0.743 V/C
0.753 V/C
C 0.745 V/C
C
C 0.749 V/C
C
Signal
0.733 V/C
0.738 V/C
B
B
B
B
Signal
0.634 V/C
0.619 V/C
0.637 V/C
0.633 V/C
A
A
A
A
Stop
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
0.8
sec
0.5
sec
6.0
sec
5.8
sec
6.3
sec
6.0
sec
B
B
B
B
3.0
sec
2.6
sec
3.0
sec
2.6
sec
A
A
A
A
B 0.670 V/C
C
B 0.676 V/C
C
Signal
0.788 V/C
0.792 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-24
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 4

Intersection
SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
A.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
E 0.991 V/C
F
B 0.646 V/C
C
D 0.897 V/C
E
A
A
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
B
C
2.8
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

C
N/A
A
A
A
B
F
F
C
E
D
D
C
A
B
A
D

Plus Alternative 4
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
E
F 1.196 V/C
1.189 V/C
0.993 V/C
B
D 0.805 V/C
0.797 V/C
0.653 V/C
C
C 0.778 V/C
0.902 V/C
0.726 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
11.0 sec
5.2
sec
7.1
sec
B
B
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
3.9
sec
A
A
A
A
2.1
sec
1.3
sec
4.7
sec
5.0
sec
A
A
36.9 sec
34.0 sec
E
E
C
D 0.810 V/C
0.786 V/C
0.741 V/C
N/A
V/C N/A
V/C
A
B 0.613 V/C
0.591 V/C
0.523 V/C
B
A 0.494 V/C
0.469 V/C
0.606 V/C
C
A
2.8
sec
13.9 sec
3.4
sec
sec
10.1 sec
sec
C
8.9
sec
7.0
sec
9.5
sec
B
B
112.8 sec
132.8 sec
F
F 145.7 sec
108.0 sec
>180 sec
F
F 131.6 sec
A
C 0.731 V/C
0.710 V/C
0.573 V/C
F
E 0.936 V/C
0.928 V/C
1.003 V/C
B
D 0.814 V/C
0.805 V/C
0.686 V/C
C
D 0.832 V/C
0.818 V/C
0.792 V/C
B
C 0.748 V/C
0.736 V/C
0.698 V/C
A
A
0.4
sec
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
7.7
sec
7.6
sec
7.5
sec
B
B
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
3.0
sec
A
A
C
D 0.804 V/C
0.801 V/C
0.756 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.

March 15, 2002

Page 16-44

R:\02Bickford\16\oceqa.doc

16.0 Other CEQA Sections
Noise
Construction-generated noise for Alternative 4 would be much less than for the proposed project because
fewer residential units would need to be constructed, and mass grading of the golf course area would not
occur. Noise levels generated by residential activity at the site would in general be lower than with the
proposed project because Alternative 4 would entail lower traffic volumes onsite and a lower population
on the site. Off-site traffic noise impacts would also be less with Alternative 4, since lower traffic
volumes associated with this alternative would lead to lower noise levels along affected roadways. Based
on potential noise effects, Alternative 4 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Alternative 4 would involve substantially less construction and soil disturbance than the proposed project.
As a result, there would be proportionately less potential soil erosion, topographic alteration and slope
instability due to grading activities. Alternative 4 would entail fewer dwelling units, thus the potential for
foundation instability and differential settlement under structures would be reduced. Therefore,
Alternative 4 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Hazardous Waste/Materials
Alternative 4 would involve less construction activities and a lower population, and therefore less use of
hazardous materials during and after construction. In addition, Alternative 4 would not include a golf
course, driving range, or parks, which would eliminate the usage of agricultural chemicals for these areas.
Because of the decreased chemical usage and potential for a release of hazardous materials, Alternative 4
would be preferred over the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Reducing the total number of developable lots to 182 would minimize the amount of grading and
impervious surface and increase groundwater infiltration, thereby decreasing the potential impacts to
groundwater. These lots, however, would obtain water from the groundwater aquifer through individual
wells, which would impact groundwater resources to a much greater extent than the proposed project. In
addition, the increased potential for adverse groundwater impacts resulting from use of individual septic
systems would be significant due to the large number of additional septic systems. Due to the greatly
reduced number of residential units and increase in the average lot size, the total impervious area would
be much less than that for the proposed project. Additionally, there would be no golf course. Runoff
water quality can therefore be expected to be better than that predicted for the proposed project. The
proposed project is preferred over Alternative 4 with respect to groundwater resources and groundwater
quality. Alternative 4 is preferred over the proposed project with respect to surface water quality.
The negative impacts to groundwater resources and water quality appear to outweigh the benefits to
surface quality. In addition, Alternative 4 is inconsistent with Placer County General Plan Policy 4.C.2.
For these reasons, the proposed project is preferred over Alternative 4.

Biology
The reduction in proposed construction under this alternative could result in decreased construction
impacts on oaks and other protected trees and special-status plant habitat. This decrease would be slightly
augmented by the lack of trail construction impacts and use. Construction impacts on wetlands and other
waters of the United States would likely be less than the proposed project because building envelopes
would be required to avoid wetlands. Additionally, wetlands would be placed in wetland protection
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easements. Protection of wetlands under this alternative would result in impacts less than those identified
for the proposed project on special-status wildlife species associated with wetlands, including vernal pool
fairy shrimp, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, and northwestern pond turtle.
Potential impacts to upland special-status species, including VELB and Cooper’s hawk, would be equal to
impacts identified for the proposed project.
This alternative would result in an equivalent level of operation phase impacts on oaks and other
protected trees and special-status plant habitat compared to the proposed project. Implementation of
CC&Rs may reduce the level of this impact. Operation phase impacts on riparian vegetation along
Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not likely differ from the proposed project. Operation
phase impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States could be less than the proposed project
levels, depending on the location and extent of wetland easements included in the CC&Rs. Operation
impacts on wildlife and special-status wildlife would be equal to or less than impacts identified for the
proposed project.
Because most construction impacts could be less than the proposed project, and operation impacts could
be equal to or less than the proposed project, Alternative 4 would be preferred over the proposed project.

Cultural Resources
As it is unclear how each parcel will be developed with this alternative, assessing impacts is difficult. As
no open space occurs with Alternative 4, all of the important cultural resources and the 17 potentially
important sites (i.e., isolated milling stations) all could be impacted with this scheme. Unless easement
restrictions are included within the project CC&Rs, all cultural resources of concern situated with
Bickford Ranch could be impacted under Alternative 4.
Impacts to paleontological resources would likely decrease with Alternative 4 as the total number of
residential units atop the ridge system where the Mehrten lahars predominate would be reduced.
Decreased construction within this particular geologic unit decreases the potential for encountering
paleontological resources. The proposed project is preferred over Alternative 4.

Visual Quality
The lower density development would be aesthetically more in keeping with the rural residential character
of the landscape setting of the surrounding communities. A preliminary lotting plan has been developed
for Alternative 4, which illustrates the entire project site divided into 10-acre lots, with some natural open
space to be preserved through incorporating wetland and steep sloped areas in protected easements. Due
to the increase in lot size and reduction in number of lots, development along ridgelines could be easily
avoided. However, under the current alternative description, homes could be placed anywhere on a given
lot. If development or ridgeline were avoided, and similar design guidelines to those described under the
proposed project were implemented for Alternative 4, this alternative would not be in conflict with Placer
County General Plan policies.
Similar to the proposed project, the implementation of Alternative 4 would result in unavoidable changes
to the rural landscape character of the project site. However, Alternative 4 would be preferred over the
proposed project.

16.1.2.5 Alternative 5 – Clark Tunnel Road Alternatives
Alternative 5 considers three configurations for Clark Tunnel Road as it leaves the project site from the
north and from the southeast. In combination with the proposed project, which would close vehicular
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access to and from the project via Clark Tunnel Road, and the three sub-alternatives in Alternative 5, all
major configurations of access and closure for Clark Tunnel Road are analyzed in this Draft EIR. (The
current configuration of Clark Tunnel Road is shown on Figure 7-1.) Each sub-alternative is described
below, and impacts are analyzed for each sub-alternative.

Sub-Alternative 5-1: Retain Full Vehicular Access
In this sub-alternative, vehicular access between SR 193 and the Penryn community via Clark Tunnel
Road would be retained. Clark Tunnel Road would require substantial improvements on-site and off-site
to handle the greater traffic volumes associated with development of the project. Conceptual
improvements within the project are shown on Figure 16-4. To the north of the project site at the
intersection of Clark Tunnel Road and SR 193, improvements would be needed to provide adequate lineof-sight for vehicles turning into and out of the project, where a curve in the roadway combined with the
steep alignment in this area and 50 mph speeds occur. To the south, Clark Tunnel road is very winding
and steep, with numerous switchbacks along this narrow two-lane roadway. Construction of
improvements required to accommodate the increased traffic generated by the proposed project would be
very expensive and the analysis below assumes that no improvements would be made to Clark Tunnel
Road south of the project limits.
Environmental impacts associated with Sub-Alternative 5-1 are qualitatively analyzed below.
Land Use
Sub-Alternative 5-1 would not create significant land use impacts. Impacts associated with intensified
use of the roadways to and from the site are identified in the traffic/circulation discussion of this
alternative. With regard to land use, there is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-1.
Population and Housing
This sub-alternative would have no significant impact on population, employment or housing. There is
no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-1.
Public Services and Utilities
Water: Sub-Alternative 5-1 would have the same impacts as the proposed project in terms of impacts to
water supply, treatment, and conveyance systems. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-1.
Wastewater: Impacts related to wastewater conveyance and treatment would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-1.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Sub-Alternative 5-1’s impacts on electricity, gas, and energy would be the
same as for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-1.
Parks and Recreation: There would be no difference between the proposed project and this subalternative in terms of park and recreation facilities. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-1.
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Other County/Community Services: Because there would be no change in the number of residents,
there would be no difference in impacts between this sub-alternative and the proposed project for other
County and community services. There is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-1.
Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
The trip generation under Sub-Alternative 5-1 would be the same as the proposed project (see Table 7-6).
In this sub-alternative, vehicular access between SR 193 and the Penryn community via Clark Tunnel
Road would be retained.
Tables 16-25, 16-26, and 16-27 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 and Buildout
of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1, respectively. The roadway segment impacts under SubAlternative 5-1 would differ from impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Under Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 conditions, Sierra College Boulevard between Bickford
Ranch Road and King Road would operate at LOS “C.” The proposed project would cause this
section of roadway to operate at LOS “D” under this scenario.

T

Sub-Alternative 5-1 would cause the section of SR 193 between Sierra College Boulevard and
Clark Tunnel Road to operate at LOS “D” under the 2010 General Plan, while the proposed
project would operate at LOS “C” conditions under this scenario. LOS “D” conditions are
acceptable on a state highway.

T

This sub-alternative would increase traffic on Clark Tunnel Road under all three development
scenarios. While Clark Tunnel Road would operate at an acceptable level of service under each
scenario, substantial improvements along Clark Tunnel Road (such as lengthening vertical and
horizontal curves, improvements to sight distances and increasing lane widths) would be required
due to safety issues posed by increased traffic volumes.

Tables 16-28, 16-29, and 16-30 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus SubAlternative 5-1, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus SubAlternative 5-1, respectively. The intersection impacts under Sub-Alternative 5-1 would differ from the
impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Under Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 conditions, the westbound stop-sign controlled approach
of King Road at Sierra College Boulevard would operate at LOS “C.” The proposed project
under this scenario would cause the westbound approach to worsen to LOS “D” during the p.m.
peak hour.

T

Under 2010 General Plan conditions, Sub-Alternative 5-1 would cause the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard and SR 193 to operate at LOS “D” during the p.m. peak hour, while it would
operate at LOS “C” conditions under the proposed project.

T

Under both the 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus
Sub-Alternative 5-1, the westbound stop-sign controlled approach of Lower Ranch Road at Sierra
College Boulevard would operate at LOS “D.” This roadway approach would operate at LOS
“E” with the proposed project under these two development scenarios.

Sub-Alternative 5-1 would have about the same impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed
project. The proposed project would be preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-1.
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Table 16-25
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 (Retain Full Access)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-1

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

6,170

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

6,770

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

14,200

C

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

14,050

C

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

13,950

C

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

16,700

E

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

21,140

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,700

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,630

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

6,180

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,270

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

92,000

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,250

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

770

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

9,110

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

1,760

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

1,140

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

1,190

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

2,530

A

3,760

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-26
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 (Retain Full Access)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-1

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

14,460

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

17,380

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

22,550

B

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

20,220

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

21,600

B

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

34,070

E

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

35,350

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

13,740

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

22,680

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

15,030

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,920

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

113,500

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,750

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

910

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

8,940

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

3,310

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

3,700

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

2,130

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

1,130

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,430

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

4,770

A

5,670

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-27
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 (Retain Full Access)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-1

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

16,140

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

30,310

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

34,270

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

29,510

D

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

28,940

D

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

39,690

F

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,710

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,660

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,620

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

16,000

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,430

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

113,500

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

100,750

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

860

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

9,350

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

17,460

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

7,640

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

1,750

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

1,050

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,610

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

6,480

A

7,260

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-28
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 (Retain Full Access)
Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
B

0.526
3.0
9.9
7.6
1.2
4.4
2.5
0.5
2.6
5.4
0.2
3.4
4.2
0.547
0.3
3.2
7.0
0.0
1.0
5.1

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

C
C
A
A
A
C
B
B
B
D
E
A
B
A
B

16.2
18.3
0.9
4.4
3.3
11.1
8.5
0.663
0.699
0.898
0.948
1.2
5.6
2.5
9.3

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A

0.617
3.8
9.2
7.9
0.8
5.1
2.8
0.4
3.3
5.8
0.4
2.7
4.7
0.482
0.3
4.9
8.1
0.0
0.7

A
C
C
A
A
B
C
B
C
E
F
F
A
B
A
C

4.9
16.5
16.5
1.5
3.4
5.1
19.6
9.7
0.722
0.928
1.039
1.100
0.8
5.1
2.6
12.8

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-29
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 (Retain Full Access)

Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
E
F 1.158 V/C
E 0.985 V/C
F
0.948 V/C
1.199 V/C
B
C 0.722 V/C
C 0.730 V/C
D
0.645 V/C
0.800 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
1.3
sec
0.9
sec
3.5
sec
0.0
sec
10.1 sec
11.8 sec
A
A
C
C
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
4.3
sec
A
A
A
A
N/A
N/A
A
A
0.6
sec
0.4
sec
4.4
sec
4.9
sec
A
A
24.6 sec
25.3 sec
D
D
A
A 0.381 V/C
A 0.447 V/C
A
0.404 V/C
0.431 V/C
N/A
N/A
A 0.460 V/C
A
0.394 V/C
A
A 0.364 V/C
A 0.472 V/C
A
0.380 V/C
0.498 V/C
A
A 0.252 V/C
A 0.427 V/C
A
0.300 V/C
0.398 V/C
A
A
A
A
1.5
sec
0.9
sec
3.5
sec
2.0
sec
4.9
sec
sec
7.2
sec
sec
A
B
4.8
sec
4.5
sec
5.8
sec
6.7
sec
A
A
B
B
25.0 sec
23.4 sec
61.3 sec
65.6 sec
D
D
F
F
30.0 sec
23.4 sec
92.5 sec
55.5 sec
E
D
F
F
A
A 0.443 V/C
A 0.477 V/C
A
0.404 V/C
0.575 V/C
D
D 0.878 V/C
E 0.971 V/C
E
0.880 V/C
0.932 V/C
B
C 0.743 V/C
B 0.673 V/C
D
0.628 V/C
0.803 V/C
C
C
C
D
0.745 V/C
0.733 V/C
0.789 V/C
0.809 V/C
B
B 0.619 V/C
B 0.648 V/C
B
0.634 V/C
0.695 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
1.1
sec
0.7
sec
6.0
sec
5.8
sec
7.3
sec
6.7
sec
B
B
B
B
3.0
sec
2.6
sec
3.1
sec
2.8
sec
A
A
A
A
B
C 0.788 V/C
C 0.716 V/C
D
0.670 V/C
0.807 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.

R:\02Bickford\16\oceqa.doc

Page 16-53

March 15, 2002

16.0 Other CEQA Sections
Table 16-30
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1 (Retain Full Access)

Intersection
SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
A.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
E
F
0.991 V/C
B
C
0.646 V/C
D
E
0.897 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
B
C
2.8
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

Plus Sub-Alternative 5-1
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
F 1.034 V/C
F
1.189 V/C
1.226 V/C
B 0.695 V/C
D
0.797 V/C
0.847 V/C
C 0.763 V/C
D
0.902 V/C
0.838 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.7
sec
0.8
sec
11.0 sec
10.6 sec
12.3 sec
C
C
0.0
sec
3.1
sec
4.3
sec
A
A
A
A
0.4
sec
0.4
sec
5.1
sec
4.9
sec
B
A
28.3 sec
29.4 sec
D
D
C 0.786 V/C
D 0.804 V/C
D
0.847 V/C
N/A
B 0.593 V/C
B
0.660 V/C
A 0.591 V/C
B 0.646 V/C
C
0.718 V/C
A 0.469 V/C
B 0.686 V/C
B
0.610 V/C
A
F
C
2.8
sec
46.6 sec
16.2 sec
sec
11.9 sec
sec
C
8.9
sec
9.9
sec
12.7 sec
B
C
C
F 112.8 sec
>180 sec
F >180 sec
F
F 108.0 sec
>180 sec
F >180 sec
F
C 0.710 V/C
B 0.689 V/C
D
0.833 V/C
E 0.928 V/C
F 1.040 V/C
F
1.013 V/C
D 0.805 V/C
C 0.768 V/C
D
0.860 V/C
D 0.818 V/C
D 0.867 V/C
D
0.894 V/C
C 0.736 V/C
C 0.704 V/C
D
0.805 V/C
A
A
A
0.4
sec
0.9
sec
0.7
sec
7.7
sec
8.5
sec
8.3
sec
B
B
B
3.1
sec
3.2
sec
3.2
sec
A
A
A
D 0.801 V/C
C 0.791 V/C
D
0.818 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Air Quality
Construction impacts associated with this sub-alternative would be slightly greater than with the proposed
project, since this sub-alternative would entail construction of improvements to Clark Tunnel Road. No
additional vehicle trips would be generated by this sub-alternative; however, proposed project generated
trips would be redistributed on the roadway network. This redistribution of traffic may lead to a slightly
lower VMT, which would result in an overall decrease in regional emissions. However, this alternative
would degrade the LOS at some intersections, increasing vehicular congestion and associated emissions.
Because with this sub-alternative vehicle volumes on Clark Tunnel Road and English Colony Way would
increase slightly, roadside pollutant concentrations along those roadways would increase over
concentrations associated with the proposed project. Decreases in vehicle volumes along other roadways,
such as Sierra College Boulevard, would decrease pollutant concentrations along those roadways. More
residential land uses are located along English Colony Way, however, than along Sierra College
Boulevard; therefore increased pollutant concentrations associated with this sub-alternative would be
more likely to affect residential receivers. There is no clear preference between the proposed project and
Sub-Alternative 5-1 with respect to air quality.
Noise
Construction noise impacts associated with Sub-Alternative 5-1 would be slightly greater than with the
proposed project because improvements to Clark Tunnel Road would be constructed. The effect of SubAlternative 5-1 would be to redistribute existing trips as opposed to generating additional vehicle trips.
This vehicle volume redistribution would generate higher noise levels along Clark Tunnel Road and
English Colony Way, and would slightly lower noise levels along other affected roadways. Because of
the presence of noise-sensitive receivers along English Colony Way and because of their proximity to the
roadway, slight traffic volume increases along this roadway would be more likely to affect sensitive
receivers than along other roadways. The proposed project would thus be preferred over SubAlternative 5-1 with respect to noise impacts.
Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Because of the improvements necessary to Clark Tunnel Road under Sub-Alternative 5-1, there would be
greater potential soil erosion, topographic alteration and slope instability. The proposed project would be
preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-1.
Hazardous Waste/Materials
Since construction activity would be increased as a result of the necessary improvements to Clark Tunnel Road
under Sub-Alternative 5-1, there would be a slightly greater potential for the release of hazardous materials
during construction. Impacts could be mitigated through mitigation measures described for the proposed
project. Therefore, there would be no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-1.
Hydrology and Water Quality
No impacts to hydrology or groundwater resources are anticipated from Sub-Alternative 5-1. Impacts to
surface water and groundwater quality would be essentially the same as those identified for the proposed
project, with the exception of increased potential for erosion and resultant increases in runoff sediment
content during and after construction of roadway improvements. However, the erosion control mitigation
measures described for the proposed project could be re-designed for this alternative to reduce the level of
impact to less than significant. There is no clear preference between this sub-alternative and the proposed
project.
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Biology
Loss of protected trees because of construction within this sub-alternative project area would increase
compared with the proposed project. The section of Clark Tunnel Road from the intersection with
Bickford Ranch Road to the intersection with SR 193 is outside of the area included in the tree survey and
the tree removal plan maps (GW Consulting Engineers, no date). The number of potentially affected trees
for this section of Clark Tunnel Road was estimated by comparing the approximate density of trees in
nearby areas that are included on the tree removal plan maps with the extent of area proposed for grading
to improve Clark Tunnel Road. The additional number of affected trees could vary from approximately
200 to 300 protected trees.
Construction impacts on riparian vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not
differ from the proposed project. There would be a slight increase in construction impacts on specialstatus plant habitat in the oak woodland. Indirect construction impacts on wetlands and other waters of
the United States would not likely increase. Indirect impacts on the nearby drainage (RW-7 on
Figure 13-2 in Chapter 13) would be avoided by the inclusion of BMPs for the road construction to
prevent erosion and sedimentation outside of the construction area. No change in direct wetland impacts
is anticipated. Implementation of this sub-alternative would result in impacts equal to or greater than
impacts identified for the proposed project for raptors and special-status wildlife species, including vernal
pool fairy shrimp, VELB, California red-legged frog, Foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond
turtle, and Cooper’s hawk.
No change in operation phase impacts from the proposed project is anticipated. Overall, the proposed
project would be preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-1.
Cultural Resources
Site DCN-33, one of the 17 potentially important stationary milling stations, is located approximately
100 feet west of Clark Tunnel Road in the northern portion of the project area. With this sub-alternative,
it appears that impacts to site DCN-13 could occur. Furthermore, no cultural resources inventory has
been conducted on the portion of Clark Tunnel Road extending north from the project boundaries or on
the adjoining section of SR 193. As such, there is the potential that unknown cultural resources located
along this stretch of Clark Tunnel Road and SR 193 could be impacted with this sub-alternative.
Impacts to paleontological remains would likely increase with this particular sub-alternative as road
construction within the Mehrten lahars increases the potential for encountering such resources. Only a
small section of Clark Tunnel Road, however, traverses across the Mehrten lahars, thus the potential for
impacts to paleontological resources is minimal. There is no clear preference between the proposed
project and Sub-Alternative 5-1.
Visual Quality
There is typically little traffic along Clark Tunnel Road through the project site. The proposed project
would generate additional traffic volumes on this and other local roads. Sub-Alternative 5-1 would result
in slightly increased traffic volumes on Clark Tunnel Road and English Colony Way, and slightly
decreased concentrations along Sierra College Boulevard. The presence of vehicles on the road would
result in contrast primarily due to color, reflection, headlights, and movement of the vehicles. Traffic
related contrast would be strongest within rural settings with a sense of seclusion. The Penryn
community, along Clark Tunnel Road and English Colony Way to the south of the proposed project, is
slightly more sensitive to increased traffic volumes than dispersed rural residential development to the
north and west of the project site. Viewers to the northwest portion of the project site are already adjacent
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to two relatively heavily traveled roadways. More residential development exists along Clark Tunnel
Road and English Colony Way than exists along Sierra College Blvd and SR 193 in the vicinity of the
project site. Residences along English Colony Way and Clark Tunnel Road vary in their setback from the
road; however, many are in close proximity. Increased traffic volumes associated with this subalternative would be more likely to affect sensitive viewers. The proposed project would be preferred
over Sub-Alternative 5-1.

Sub-Alternative 5-2: Retain Vehicular Access to Penryn
In Sub-Alternative 5-2, Clark Tunnel Road would be closed at SR 193, but would remain open at the
southeast portion of the project site, with direct access to the Penryn community. Minor improvements
would be necessary to transition South Bickford Ranch Road into Clark Tunnel Road. As for the
proposed project, a gate would be erected at SR 193, with the existing road remaining intact into the
proposed project. This would provide access for one existing house using Clark Tunnel Road for primary
access, and access for one lot in the proposed project. The roadway in this location would also be used as
a hiking/equestrian trail, and for emergency vehicular access. As for Sub-Alternative 5-1, Clark Tunnel
Road south of the project site would remain at its existing grades and configuration, because
improvements to accommodate substantially increased traffic would not be economically feasible.
Environmental impacts associated with Sub-Alternative 5-2 are qualitatively analyzed below.
Land Use
This roadway access sub-alternative would not create significant land use impacts. Impacts associated
with intensified use of the roadways to and from the site are identified in the traffic/circulation discussion
of this alternative. With regard to land use there is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-2.
Population and Housing
This sub-alternative would have no significant impact on population, employment or housing. There is
no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Public Services and Utilities
Water: Sub-Alternative 5-2 would have the same impacts as the proposed project in terms of impacts to
water supply, treatment, and conveyance systems. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Wastewater: Impacts related to wastewater conveyance and treatment would be the same as identified
for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Impacts related to electricity, gas, and energy would be the same under this
sub-alternative as the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-2.
Parks and Recreation: There would be no difference between the proposed project and this subalternative in terms of park and recreation facilities. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-2.

R:\02Bickford\16\oceqa.doc

Page 16-57

March 15, 2002

16.0 Other CEQA Sections
Other County/Community Services: Because there would be no change in the number of residents,
there would be no difference in impacts for other County or community services. There is no preference
between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
The trip generation under Sub-Alternative 5-2 would be the same as the proposed project (see table 7-6).
In this sub-alternative, Clark Tunnel Road would be closed at SR 193, but the project site would have
access to the Penryn community via Clark Tunnel Road.
Tables 16-31, 16-32, and 16-33 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 and Buildout
of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2, respectively. The roadway segment impacts under SubAlternative 5-2 would differ from impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Under Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 conditions, Sierra College Boulevard between Bickford
Ranch Road and King Road would operate at LOS “C.” The proposed project would cause this
section of roadway to operate at LOS “D” under this scenario.

T

This sub-alternative would increase traffic on Clark Tunnel Road under all three development
scenarios. While Clark Tunnel Road would operate at an acceptable level of service under each
scenario, substantial improvements along Clark Tunnel Road (such as lengthening vertical and
horizontal curves, improvements to sight distances and increasing lane widths) would be required
due to safety issues posed by increased traffic volumes.

Tables 16-34, 16-35, and 16-36 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus SubAlternative 5-2, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus SubAlternative 5-2, respectively. The intersection impacts under Sub-Alternative 5-2 would differ from the
impacts of the proposed project in the following way:
T

Under Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 conditions, the westbound stop-sign controlled approach
of King Road at Sierra College Boulevard would operate at LOS “C.” The proposed project
under this scenario would cause the westbound approach to worsen to LOS “D” during the p.m.
peak hour.

Sub-Alternative 5-2 would have about the same impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed
project.
Because the safety issues posed by increased traffic volumes on Clark Tunnel Road outweigh potential
traffic flow improvements on Sierra College Boulevard and King Road, the proposed project would be
preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-2.
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Table 16-31
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 (Retain Access to Penryn)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-2

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

7,880

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

8,060

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

14,200

C

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

14,050

C

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

13,950

C

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

16,700

E

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

21,140

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,700

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,630

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

5,880

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,280

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

92,000

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,250

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

1,180

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

10,410

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

1,140

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

1,190

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

2,530

A

3,760

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-32
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 (Retain Access to Penryn)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-2

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

16,260

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

18,880

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

22,550

B

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

20,220

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

21,600

B

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

34,070

E

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

35,350

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

13,740

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

22,680

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

14,060

C

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,920

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

113,500

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,750

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,390

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

10,440

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

3,310

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

3,700

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

1,130

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,430

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

4,770

A

5,670

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-33
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 (Retain Access to Penryn)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-2

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

17,850

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

31,600

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

34,270

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

29,510

D

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

28,940

D

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

39,690

F

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,710

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,660

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,620

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

15,100

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,430

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

113,500

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

100,750

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,270

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

10,640

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

17,460

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

7,640

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

1,050

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,610

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

6,480

A

7,260

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-34
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 (Retain Access to Penryn)
Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
B

0.526
3.8
9.8
7.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.6
2.8
5.5
0.2
3.5
4.4
0.547
0.3
3.2
7.0
0.0
1.0
5.1

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

C
C
A
A
A
C
B
B
B
D
E
A
B
A
B

16.2
18.3
0.9
4.4
3.3
11.1
8.5
0.663
0.699
0.898
0.948
1.2
5.6
2.5
9.3

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A

0.617
4.3
9.4
7.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
3.5
5.9
0.4
2.9
5.2
0.526
0.3
4.9
8.1
0.0
0.7

A
C
C
A
A
B
C
B
C
E
F
F
A
B
A
C

4.9
16.5
16.5
1.5
3.4
5.1
19.6
9.7
0.722
0.928
1.039
1.100
0.8
5.2
2.6
12.8

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-35
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 (Retain Access to Penryn)

Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
E
F 1.158 V/C
E 0.985 V/C
F
0.948 V/C
1.199 V/C
B
C 0.722 V/C
C 0.733 V/C
C
0.645 V/C
0.782 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
3.5
sec
0.0
sec
3.6
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
N/A
N/A
A
A
0.8
sec
0.5
sec
4.9
sec
5.4
sec
B
B
31.2 sec
33.6 sec
E
E
A
A 0.381 V/C
A 0.460 V/C
A
0.404 V/C
0.458 V/C
N/A
N/A
A 0.488 V/C
A
0.450 V/C
A
A 0.364 V/C
A 0.472 V/C
A
0.380 V/C
0.498 V/C
A
A 0.252 V/C
A 0.427 V/C
A
0.300 V/C
0.398 V/C
A
A
A
A
1.5
sec
0.9
sec
3.5
sec
2.0
sec
4.9
sec
sec
7.2
sec
sec
A
B
4.8
sec
4.5
sec
5.8
sec
6.7
sec
A
A
B
B
25.0 sec
23.4 sec
61.3 sec
65.6 sec
D
D
F
F
30.0 sec
23.4 sec
92.5 sec
55.5 sec
E
D
F
F
A
A 0.443 V/C
A 0.477 V/C
A
0.404 V/C
0.575 V/C
D
D 0.878 V/C
E 0.971 V/C
E
0.880 V/C
0.932 V/C
B
C 0.743 V/C
B 0.673 V/C
D
0.628 V/C
0.803 V/C
C
C
C
D
0.745 V/C
0.733 V/C
0.789 V/C
0.809 V/C
B
B 0.619 V/C
B 0.648 V/C
B
0.634 V/C
0.695 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
1.1
sec
0.7
sec
6.0
sec
5.8
sec
7.3
sec
6.7
sec
B
B
B
B
3.0
sec
2.6
sec
3.1
sec
2.8
sec
A
A
A
A
B
C 0.788 V/C
C 0.716 V/C
D
0.670 V/C
0.807 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-36
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2 (Retain Access to Penryn)

Intersection
SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
A.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
E
F
0.991 V/C
B
C
0.646 V/C
D
E
0.897 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
B
C
2.8
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

Plus Sub-Alternative 5-2
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
F 1.020 V/C
F
1.189 V/C
1.226 V/C
B 0.695 V/C
D
0.797 V/C
0.847 V/C
C 0.761 V/C
D
0.902 V/C
0.821 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
11.0 sec
10.4 sec
11.7 sec
C
C
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
0.8
sec
0.5
sec
5.5
sec
5.3
sec
B
B
36.3 sec
37.6 sec
E
E
C 0.786 V/C
C 0.795 V/C
D
0.870 V/C
N/A
B 0.629 V/C
C
0.709 V/C
A 0.591 V/C
A 0.579 V/C
C
0.718 V/C
A 0.469 V/C
C 0.708 V/C
B
0.610 V/C
A
E
C
2.8
sec
40.4 sec
16.2 sec
sec
13.7 sec
sec
C
8.9
sec
8.2
sec
12.7 sec
B
B
C
F 112.8 sec
>180 sec
F >180 sec
F
F 108.0 sec
>180 sec
F >180 sec
F
C 0.710 V/C
B 0.650 V/C
D
0.833 V/C
E 0.928 V/C
F 1.073 V/C
F
1.013 V/C
D 0.805 V/C
C 0.760 V/C
D
0.860 V/C
D 0.818 V/C
D 0.834 V/C
D
0.894 V/C
C 0.736 V/C
C 0.709 V/C
D
0.805 V/C
A
A
A
0.4
sec
1.1
sec
0.7
sec
7.7
sec
8.9
sec
8.3
sec
B
B
B
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
3.2
sec
A
A
A
D 0.801 V/C
C 0.789 V/C
D
0.818 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Air Quality
Construction impacts associated with this sub-alternative would be slightly greater than with the proposed
project, since this sub-alternative would entail some construction of improvements to Clark Tunnel Road.
No additional vehicle trips would be generated by this sub-alternative, however proposed project
generated trips would be redistributed on the roadway network. The traffic analysis showed that the LOS
would decline at some affected intersections, reducing air pollutant emission and increase at others,
increasing air emissions. In general, the alternative route could lead to an overall decrease in regional
emissions by decreasing VMT. Because with this sub-alternative vehicle volumes on Clark Tunnel Road
and English Colony Way would increase slightly, roadside pollutant concentrations along those roadways
would increase over concentrations associated with the proposed project. Decreases in vehicle volumes
along other roadways, such as Sierra College Boulevard, would decrease pollutant concentrations along
those roadways. More residential land uses are located along English Colony Way, however, than along
Sierra College Boulevard, therefore increased pollutant concentrations associated with this sub-alternative
would be more likely to affect residential receivers. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-2 with respect to air quality.
Noise
Construction noise impacts associated with Sub-Alternative 5-2 would be slightly greater than with the
proposed project because improvements to Clark Tunnel Road would be constructed. As stated above,
the effect of Sub-Alternative 5-2 would be to redistribute existing trips as opposed to generating
additional vehicle trips. This vehicle volume redistribution would generate higher noise levels along
Clark Tunnel Road and English Colony Way, and slightly lower noise levels along other affected
roadways. Because of the presence of noise-sensitive receivers along English Colony Way and because
of their proximity to the roadway, slight traffic volume increases along this roadway would be more likely
to affect sensitive receivers than along other roadways. The proposed project would thus be preferred
over Sub-Alternative 5-2 with respect to noise impacts.
Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Because of the slight improvements necessary to Clark Tunnel Road under Sub-Alternative 5-2, potential
for soil erosion, topographic alteration and slope instability would be insignificant. There is no
preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Hazardous Waste/Materials
Since construction activity would be slightly increased as a result of the improvements to Clark Tunnel Road
under Sub-Alternative 5-2, there would be slightly greater potential for the release of hazardous materials
during construction. Impacts could be mitigated through mitigation measures described for the proposed
project. Therefore, there would be no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Hydrology and Water Quality
No impacts to hydrology or groundwater resources are anticipated from Sub-Alternative 5-2. Impacts to
surface water quality would be essentially the same as those of the proposed project, with the exception of
slightly increased potential for erosion and resultant increases in runoff sediment content during
construction of roadway improvements. However, the erosion control mitigation measures described for
the proposed project could be designed to reduce the level of impact to less than significant. There is no
clear preference between this sub-alternative and the proposed project.
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Biology
Loss of protected trees because of construction within this sub-alternative project area would not
significantly change compared with the proposed project. The additional number of affected trees would
not exceed approximately 15 protected trees.
Construction impacts on riparian vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not
differ from the proposed project. There would be no significant increase in construction impacts on
special-status plant habitat in the oak woodland. Indirect construction impacts on wetlands and other
waters of the United States would not likely increase. No change in direct wetland impacts is anticipated.
Implementation of this sub-alternative would result in impacts equal to impacts identified for the
proposed project for raptors and special-status wildlife species, including vernal pool fairy shrimp, VELB,
California red-legged frog, Foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond turtle, and Cooper’s hawk.
No change in operation phase impacts from the proposed project is anticipated. There is no clear
preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-2.
Cultural Resources
No additional impacts to known cultural or paleontological resources would occur with the
implementation of this sub-alternative. There is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-2.
Visual Quality
The implementation of Sub-Alternative 5-2 would result in greater traffic volumes on Clark Tunnel Road
and English Colony Way, and slightly lower traffic volumes along Sierra College Boulevard. Due to the
presence of sensitive viewers along English Colony Way, their proximity to the roadway, and their
currently secluded setting, slight volume increases are more likely to affect these viewers than those along
Sierra College Boulevard. The proposed project would be slightly preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-2.

Sub-Alternative 5-3: Retain Vehicular Access to SR 193
In this sub-alternative, Clark Tunnel Road would remain open at SR 193, but would be closed at the
southeast portion of the project site. As under Sub-Alternative 5-1, improvements would be needed at the
intersection of Clark Tunnel Road and SR 193 to improve line-of-sight and safety concerns associated
with turning into and out of the project site, where a sharp curve in the roadway combined with the steep
alignment in this area and 50 mph speeds would require substantial improvements to maintain safety.
The improvements to Clark Tunnel Road from SR 193 to its intersection with the proposed Bickford
Ranch Road would also be constructed (Figure 16-4) in this sub-alternative. Clark Tunnel Road would be
closed at its intersection with the project’s southeastern boundary. Where Clark Tunnel Road enters the
southern site boundary after a steep switchback turn as it comes up the hill, a turnabout would be
constructed inside the project boundary to enable vehicles to turn around. The four existing houses
nearest to Bickford Ranch and fronting on Clark Tunnel Road would continue to have direct access via
Clark Tunnel Road’s current configuration as a country road. The property owner directly adjacent to the
project boundary would be provided with access and utility easements to Bickford Ranch. Dead end
signs would be posted at the bottom of the hill leading up to Bickford Ranch and at the turnabout.
Emergency access to the project site from Clark Tunnel Road to South Bickford Ranch Road would be
retained.
Environmental impacts associated with Sub-Alternative 5-3 are qualitatively analyzed below.
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Land Use
This roadway access sub-alternative would not create significant land use impacts. Impacts associated
with intensified use of the roadways to and from the site are identified in the traffic/circulation discussion
of this sub-alternative. With regard to land use, there is no preference between the proposed project and
Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Population and Housing
This sub-alternative would have no significant impact on population, employment or housing. There is
no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Public Services and Utilities
Water: Sub-Alternative 5-3 would have the same impacts as the proposed project in terms of impacts to
water supply, treatment, and conveyance systems. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Wastewater: Impacts related to wastewater conveyance and treatment would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and SubAlternative 5-3.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Impacts related to electricity and energy would be the same as the proposed
project. There is no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Parks and Recreation: There would be no difference between the proposed project and this subalternative in terms of park and recreation facilities. There is no preference between the proposed project
and Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Other County/Community Services: Because there would be no change in the number of residents,
there would be no difference in impacts for other County and community services. There is no preference
between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
The trip generation under Sub-Alternative 5-3 would be the same as the proposed project (see Table 7-6).
In this sub-alternative, Clark Tunnel Road would be closed at the southeast portion of the project site.
The project site would have access to SR 193 via Clark Tunnel Road.
Tables 16-37, 16-38, and 16-39 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3, and
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3, respectively. The roadway segment impacts under
Sub-Alternative 5-3 would differ from impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Sub-Alternative 5-3 would cause the section of SR 193 between Sierra College Boulevard and
Clark Tunnel Road to operate at LOS “D” under the 2010 General Plan, while the proposed
project would operate at LOS “C” conditions under this scenario. LOS “D” conditions are
acceptable on a state highway.

T

This sub-alternative would increase traffic on Clark Tunnel Road under all three development
scenarios. While Clark Tunnel Road would operate at an acceptable level of service under each
scenario, substantial improvements along Clark Tunnel Road would be required due to safety
issues posed by increased traffic volumes.
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Tables 16-40, 16-41, and 16-42 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus SubAlternative 5-3, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3, and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus SubAlternative 5-3, respectively. The intersection impacts under Sub-Alternative 5-3 would differ from the
impacts of the proposed project in the following ways:
T

Under 2010 General Plan conditions, Sub-Alternative 5-3 would cause the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard and SR 193 to operate at LOS “D” during the p.m. peal hour, while it would
operate at LOS “C” conditions under the proposed project.

T

Under both the 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus
Sub-Alternative 5-3, the westbound stop-sign controlled approach of Lower Ranch Road at Sierra
College Boulevard would operate at LOS “D.” This roadway approach would operate at LOS
“E” with the proposed project under these two development scenarios.

Sub-Alternative 5-3 would have about the same impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed
project. The proposed project would be preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Table 16-37
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 (Retain Access to SR 193)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-3

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

6,170

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

6,770

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

15,100

D

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

14,410

D

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

14,100

C

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

16,700

E

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

21,140

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,700

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,630

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

6,180

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,270

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

92,000

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,250

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

770

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

10,000

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

1,760

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

240

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

1,750

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

2,530

A

3,400

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-38
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 (Retain Access to SR 193)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-3

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

14,460

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

17,380

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

23,220

B

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

20,490

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

21,720

B

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

34,070

E

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

35,350

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

13,740

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

22,680

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

15,030

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,920

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

113,500

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,750

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

910

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

9,610

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

3,310

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

3,700

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

2,130

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,830

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

4,770

A

5,400

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-39
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 (Retain Access to SR 193)

Roadway

No. of
Lanes

Segment

No Project

Sub-Alternative
5-3

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

16,140

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

30,310

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

34,860

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

29,780

D

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

29,060

D

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

39,690

F

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,710

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,660

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,620

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

16,000

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,430

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

113,500

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

100,750

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

860

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

9,940

A

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

17,460

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

7,640

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

1,750

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,930

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

6,480

A

6,980

A

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-40
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 (Retain Access to SR 193)
Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B

0.526
3.0
9.9
7.6
1.2
4.4
2.5
0.5
2.6
5.4
0.2
3.4
4.2
0.577
0.4
3.3
6.4
0.0
1.0
5.2

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

C
C
A
A
A
C
B
B
B
D
E
A
B
A
B

16.8
19.1
0.9
4.4
3.3
11.5
8.4
0.663
0.699
0.898
0.948
0.6
5.0
2.5
7.8

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
B
A
A

0.617
3.8
9.2
7.9
0.8
5.1
2.8
0.4
3.3
5.8
0.4
2.7
4.7
0.531
0.6
5.1
7.9
0.0
0.7

A
C
C
A
A
B
D
C
C
E
F
F
A
A
A
C

4.9
17.1
17.2
1.6
3.4
5.1
20.6
9.9
0.725
0.928
1.039
1.100
0.4
4.9
2.6
11.9

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-41
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 (Retain Access to SR 193)

Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
E
F 1.158 V/C
E 0.985 V/C
F
0.948 V/C
1.199 V/C
B
C 0.722 V/C
C 0.730 V/C
D
0.645 V/C
0.800 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
1.3
sec
0.9
sec
3.5
sec
0.0
sec
10.1 sec
11.8 sec
A
A
C
C
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
4.3
sec
A
A
A
A
N/A
N/A
A
A
0.6
sec
0.4
sec
4.4
sec
4.9
sec
A
A
24.6 sec
25.3 sec
D
D
A
A 0.381 V/C
A 0.447 V/C
A
0.404 V/C
0.431 V/C
N/A
N/A
A 0.473 V/C
A
0.402 V/C
A
A 0.364 V/C
A 0.469 V/C
A
0.380 V/C
0.512 V/C
A
A 0.252 V/C
A 0.432 V/C
A
0.300 V/C
0.402 V/C
A
A
A
A
1.5
sec
0.9
sec
3.7
sec
2.1
sec
4.9
sec
sec
7.3
sec
sec
A
B
4.8
sec
4.5
sec
5.9
sec
6.8
sec
A
A
B
B
25.0 sec
23.4 sec
64.0 sec
69.0 sec
D
D
F
F
30.0 sec
23.4 sec
98.7 sec
57.9 sec
E
D
F
F
A
A 0.443 V/C
A 0.487 V/C
A
0.404 V/C
0.586 V/C
D
D 0.878 V/C
E 0.971 V/C
E
0.880 V/C
0.932 V/C
B
C 0.743 V/C
B 0.673 V/C
D
0.628 V/C
0.803 V/C
C
C
C
D
0.745 V/C
0.733 V/C
0.789 V/C
0.809 V/C
B
B 0.619 V/C
B 0.648 V/C
B
0.634 V/C
0.695 V/C
A
A
A
A
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
6.0
sec
5.8
sec
6.3
sec
6.2
sec
B
B
B
B
3.0
sec
2.6
sec
3.0
sec
2.7
sec
A
A
A
A
B
C 0.788 V/C
C 0.701 V/C
D
0.670 V/C
0.801 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-42
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3 (Retain Access to SR 193)

Intersection
SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
A.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
E
F
0.991 V/C
B
C
0.646 V/C
D
E
0.897 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
B
C
2.8
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

Plus Sub-Alternative 5-3
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
F 1.020 V/C
F
1.189 V/C
1.226 V/C
B 0.695 V/C
D
0.797 V/C
0.847 V/C
C 0.792 V/C
D
0.902 V/C
0.838 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
1.1
sec
0.8
sec
11.0 sec
10.8 sec
12.3 sec
C
C
0.0
sec
3.0
sec
4.3
sec
A
A
A
A
0.7
sec
0.4
sec
5.0
sec
4.9
sec
B
A
29.3 sec
29.4 sec
D
D
C 0.786 V/C
C 0.784 V/C
D
0.847 V/C
N/A
B 0.641 V/C
C
0.667 V/C
A 0.591 V/C
A 0.585 V/C
C
0.729 V/C
A 0.469 V/C
C 0.713 V/C
B
0.615 V/C
A
E
C
2.8
sec
42.3 sec
17.3 sec
sec
14.0 sec
sec
C
8.9
sec
8.3
sec
13.0 sec
B
C
C
F 112.8 sec
>180 sec
F >180 sec
F
F 108.0 sec
>180 sec
F >180 sec
F
C 0.710 V/C
B 0.655 V/C
D
0.844 V/C
E 0.928 V/C
F 1.073 V/C
F
1.016 V/C
D 0.805 V/C
C 0.760 V/C
D
0.860 V/C
D 0.818 V/C
D 0.834 V/C
D
0.894 V/C
C 0.736 V/C
C 0.709 V/C
D
0.805 V/C
A
A
A
0.4
sec
0.6
sec
0.4
sec
7.7
sec
7.6
sec
7.7
sec
B
B
B
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
3.1
sec
A
A
A
D 0.801 V/C
C 0.774 V/C
D
0.812 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Air Quality
Construction impacts associated with this sub-alternative would be slightly greater than with the proposed
project, since this sub-alternative would entail construction of improvements to Clark Tunnel Road. No
additional vehicle trips would be generated by this alternative, but proposed project generated trips would
be redistributed on the roadway network. Because this sub-alternative would introduce vehicular traffic
to Clark Tunnel Road, roadside pollutant concentrations along this roadway would increase over
concentrations associated with the proposed project. Decreases in vehicle volumes along other roadways,
such as Sierra College Boulevard, would decrease pollutant concentrations slightly along those roadways.
There is no clear preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-3 with respect to air
quality.
Noise
Construction noise impacts associated with Sub-Alternative 5-3 would be slightly greater than with the
proposed project because improvements to Clark Tunnel Road would be constructed. The effect of SubAlternative 5-3 would be to redistribute existing trips as opposed to generating additional vehicle trips.
This vehicle volume redistribution would generate higher noise levels along Clark Tunnel Road than with
the proposed project. Several noise-sensitive receivers lie along Clark Tunnel Road, and could potentially
be affected by these noise level increases. The proposed project would therefore be slightly preferred
over Sub-Alternative 5-3 with respect to noise impacts.
Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Because of the improvements necessary to Clark Tunnel Road under Sub-Alternative 5-3, there would be
greater potential for soil erosion, topographic alteration and slope instability. Therefore the proposed
project would be preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Hazardous Waste/Materials
Since construction activity would be slightly increased as a result of the necessary improvements to Clark Tunnel Road under Sub-Alternative 5-3, there would be a slightly increased potential for the release of hazardous
materials during construction. Impacts could be mitigated through mitigation measures described for the proposed project. Therefore, there would be no preference between the proposed project and Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Hydrology and Water Quality
No impacts to hydrology or groundwater resources are anticipated from Sub-Alternative 5-3. Impacts to
surface water quality would be essentially the same as those identified for the proposed project, with the
exception of increased potential for erosion and resultant increases in runoff sediment content during and
after construction of roadway improvements. However, the erosion control mitigation measures
described for the proposed project could be re-designed for this alternative to reduce the level of impact to
less than significant. There is no clear preference between Sub-Alternative 5-3 and the proposed project.
Biology
Loss of protected trees because of construction within this sub-alternative project area would increase
compared with the proposed project. The section of Clark Tunnel Road from the intersection with
Bickford Ranch Road to the intersection with SR 193 is outside of the area included in the tree survey and
the tree removal plan maps (GW Consulting Engineers, no date). The number of potentially affected trees
for this section of Clark Tunnel Road was estimated by comparing the approximate density of trees in
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nearby areas that are included on the tree removal plan maps with the extent of area proposed for grading
to improve Clark Tunnel Road. The additional number of affected trees could vary from approximately
200 to 300 protected trees.
Construction impacts on riparian vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not
differ from the proposed project. There would be a slight increase in construction impacts on specialstatus plant habitat in the oak woodland. Indirect construction impacts on wetlands and other waters of
the United States would not likely increase. Indirect impacts on the nearby drainage (RW-7 on
Figure 13-2 in Chapter 13) would be avoided by the inclusion of BMPs for the road construction to
prevent erosion and sedimentation outside of the construction area. No change in direct wetland impacts
is anticipated. Implementation of this sub-alternative would result in impacts equal to or greater than
impacts identified for the proposed project for raptors and special-status wildlife species, including vernal
pool fairy shrimp, VELB, California red-legged frog, Foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond
turtle, and Cooper’s hawk.
No change in operation phase impacts from the proposed project is anticipated. The proposed project
would be preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Cultural Resources
Similar to Sub-Alternative 5-1, it appears that impacts to Site DCN-13 could occur due to its close
proximity to Clark Tunnel Road. Also like Sub-Alternative 5-1, no cultural resources inventory has been
conducted of the portion of Clark Tunnel Road extending north from the project boundaries or of the
adjoining section of SR 193. As such, there is the potential that unknown cultural resources located along
this stretch of Clark Tunnel Road and SR 193 could be impacted under Sub-Alternative 5-3.
Impacts to paleontological remains would likely increase with this particular sub-alternative as road
construction within the Mehrten lahars increases the potential for encountering such resources. Only a
small section of Clark Tunnel Road, however, traverses across the Mehrten lahars. Thus, the potential for
impacts to paleontological resources is minimal. The proposed project is slightly preferred over SubAlternative 5-3.
Visual Quality
Under Sub-Alternative 5-3, traffic volume would increase along Clark Tunnel Road. Several dispersed
rural residences in close proximity to Clark Tunnel Road would be affected by a slight increase in traffic.
The proposed project would be slightly preferred over Sub-Alternative 5-3.

16.1.2.6 Alternative 6 – Affordable Housing Alternative
An alternative “affordable” housing option would consider different housing types at different locations
with the project site. The land uses for Alternative 6 are shown on Figure 16-5 and are summarized in
Table 16-43 below.
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Table 16-43
Land Uses – Alternative 6
Key

Residential

RE
RR
CR
ER
LDR

Rural Estate
Rural Residential
Country Residential
Estate Residential
Low Density Residential

MLD

Medium Low Density

MD

Medium Density

VR
SRU

CP
NP
OSC
NOS
NOS
ESMT
WPE
GC
CRC
DR
GMF

VC

FS
P/R

Sub-total
1
Village Residential
2
Secondary Residential Units
Sub-total
OPEN SPACE/ RECREATION
Community Park
4
Neighborhood Park
Open Space Corridors
Natural Open Space
Natural Open Space Easement

Typical
Lot Size

Units ±

Acres

3.5 - 10 ac.
2.0 – 3.4 ac.
0.9 – 1.9 ac.
0.3 – 0.7 ac..
7,000 to 15,000 sq.
ft.
6,000 to 10,000 sq.
ft.
5,000 to 7,400 sq.
ft.

37
46
100
433
387

240.3
125.0
125.3
256.7
116.4

363

115.2

584

119.6

1950
100
95
3
195

1,098.5
5.5

Senior Multi-Family

Wetland Preservation Easement
18-Hole Golf Course
Clubhouse/Recreation Center
Driving Range
Golf Maintenance Facility
Sub Total
COMMERCIAL
Village Center
Sub-Total
OTHER
Fire Station
Park-n-Ride
Public Roadways
Other Sub-Total
TOTAL

5.5
72.0
14.5
37.0
345.0
(35.2)
(69.8)
313.5
6.0
22.5
3.5
814.0
7.3
7.3

2,145

1.7
0.5
37.1
39.3
1,964.6

Note: Easement acreage included in residential land area calculations
1
SRU consist of Single Family Detached or Attached Housing Units with Square Footage Limitations.
2
Affordable Housing Units
3
Includes (a) and (b)
4
Includes Antenna Tower
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Three types of affordable housing would be constructed in this alternative. The first type of affordable
housing would be a 100-unit senior multi-family complex which would replace the proposed project’s
private recreation center. This six-acre site is along the main access street and is adjacent to the village
commercial site, allowing convenient access to retail shopping and services. Other affordable housing
would include 95 dwelling units to be distributed in the Meadows and the Ridges communities of the
project. These dwelling units could include secondary residential units, which could be part of the main
dwelling or could be a stand-alone structure for senior relatives, or rented to students or others wishing to
live in the area. They could also be “square-footage-limited housing” units. A population of
approximately 5,421 people is estimated for this alternative.
All affordable housing would be priced for low and very low income households. Other amenities for this
alternative would be similar to the proposed project, except that the Village Recreation Center would not
be constructed.
Environmental impacts associated with Alternative 6 are qualitatively analyzed below.

Land Use
Alternative 6 would result in 10 percent more residential units than with the proposed project.
Construction of these additional units would require a 5 percent increase in the amount of land needed for
residential development. This would eliminate the Village Recreation component. Alternative 6 contains
104 fewer large lot residential units than the proposed project by increasing the number of low density
residential units (by 83 units) and slight increases in medium low and medium density residential units.
The proposed project has substantially more open space and recreation uses. The project’s compatibility
with surrounding uses would be the same with this alternative as with the proposed project. However,
unlike the proposed project, this alternative would meet the high-density residential requirement for a
Planned Development, as specified in Appendix C of the General Plan. Alternative 6 is preferred over the
proposed project because it includes the high-density Village Residential component and would eliminate
the General Plan inconsistency related to affordable housing and incorporation of multi-family units.

Population and Housing
Since the overall housing supply would be 195 units more than under the proposed project, of which
100 units would be age-restricted, Alternative 6 would result in 24 percent more residents. Inclusion of a
senior multi-family complex and the provision for secondary residential units would increase the area’s
affordable housing supply with regard to low-income households. Alternative 6 is preferred over the
proposed project because it furthers the project objectives to a greater extent and helps to meet the
County’s goals by providing affordable housing opportunities for a wider range of economic groups.

Public Services and Utilities
Water: Under Alternative 6, demand for treated domestic water would be increased by about 15 to
25 percent to accommodate the increased population density. On- and off-site domestic water
conveyance systems would need to be essentially the same as those for the proposed project, and the onsite water distribution system would be expanded to serve the increased residential densities. The
increase in demand for domestic water would make this alternative less desirable than the proposed
project, and hydraulic impacts to the existing off-site water distribution system would be greater. The
demand for raw water from Caperton and Antelope Canals would be the same as for the proposed project,
and the associated impacts and mitigation measures would be similar. Overall, the proposed project is
preferable to Alternative 6 in terms of impacts to water supply, treatment, and conveyance systems.
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Wastewater: Alternative 6 would increase the demand for wastewater conveyance and treatment
capacity by about 25 percent over the proposed project to accommodate the increased population density.
On-site conveyance systems would be essentially the same, although sewer main pipe sizes may need to
be increased. Impacts to off-site treatment and conveyance systems could be mitigated through
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 6.4.2 but portions of the project would
likely need to be delayed until additional treatment capacity is available at the LWWTP or RWWTP. The
proposed project is therefore preferable to Alternative 6.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Increasing the total number of units by 195 will increase demand for electricity,
natural gas, and energy, resulting in an increased impact on resources and distribution systems. The
proposed project is preferred over Alternative 6.
Parks and Recreation: Park and recreation facilities included in Alternative 6 differ primarily from the
proposed project in that the Village Recreation Center would not be included. Under Alternative 6, the
total acreage of improved public parkland is 39.5 acres and for passive recreation areas is 424 acres. The
proposed project would provide less public park land and more open space than this alternative. This would be
an adequate supply to meet the County requirement of 27 acres each for an increased population of 5,421 new
residents. Some additional stress on recreational opportunities outside the project limits could be anticipated,
therefore, the proposed project would be preferred over Alternative 6.
Other County/Community Services: Alternative 6 would increase the number of units and residents,
therefore, it will increase the demand for other County and community services. The proposed project is
preferred over Alternative 6 regarding impacts to County and community services.

Traffic and Circulation (Quantitative Analysis)
Table 16-44 summarizes the trip generation of Alternative 6. This alternative would generate about
16,860 daily vehicle trips on an average weekday (note that internal trip “ends” are not double counted).
About 13,115 of these daily vehicle trips would travel outside the project site. This alternative would add
about 615 more daily vehicle trips to roadways outside the project site than would the proposed project.
Tables 16-45, 16-46, and 16-47 show roadway segment level of service analyses (based on daily traffic
volumes) for Existing Plus Alternative 6, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 6 and Buildout of Project
Vicinity Plus Alternative 6, respectively. The distribution of project traffic under each of these
development scenarios is shown in Table 7-7. The roadway segment impacts under Alternative 6 would
be the same as those under the proposed project for all three development scenarios.
Tables 16-48, 16-49, and 16-50 show the intersection level of service analyses for the Existing Plus
Alternative 6, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 6, and Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 6,
respectively. The intersection impacts under Alternative 6 would be the same as those under the proposed
project for all three development scenarios.
Alternative 6 would have about the some impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed
project. There would be no preference between Alternative 6 and the proposed project.
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Table 16-44
Estimated Trip Generation
Alternative 6 – Affordable Housing
A.M. Peak Hour

Daily
Land Use

Trips
per Unit
Residential

The Ridge

In

Units
Trips

P.M. Peak Hour

Out

In

Out

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

Trips
per Unit

Trips

1,004 DU

9.57

9,608

0.19

191

0.56

562

0.64

643

0.36

361

94 DU

9.57

900

0.19

18

0.56

53

0.64

60

0.36

34

Heritage Ridge

1,047 DU

3.68

3,853

0.14

149

0.13

136

0.13

135

0.14

151

Subtotal

2,145 DU

The Meadows

14,361

357

751

838

546

26%

12%

9%

26%

40%

Internal Trips

3,744

70

41

219

219

External Trips

10,617

316

861

619

327

% Internal Trips

Commercial Village Center
% Internal Trips

7.3 Acres

855

6,242

12.70

93

7.46

54

40.00

292

40.00

292

60%

75%

75%

75%

75%

Internal Trips

3,744

70

41

219

219

External Trips

2,498

23

13

73

73

13,115

339

694

692

400

Total External Trips
Source: DKS Associates, 1999
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Table 16-45
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Existing Conditions Plus Alternative 6
No Project

Alternative 6

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

2

4,880

A

8,030

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

2

5,600

A

8,170

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

2

5,600

A

15,570

D

English Colony to King Road

2

5,780

A

14,830

D

King Road to Taylor Road

2

6,100

A

14,490

D

Taylor Road to Granite

2

10,200

A

17,020

E

Granite to I-80

2

14,770

D

21,460

F

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

2

6,700

A

7,750

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

2

6,500

A

8,730

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,000

A

5,920

A

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

4,400

A

5,320

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

87,000

D

92,250

D

East of SR 193

6

80,000

D

81,310

D

East of Sierra College

2

-

1,180

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

11,320

B

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

240

A

240

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

870

A

1,790

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

2,530

A

3,450

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-46
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 6
No Project

Alternative 6

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

12,690

A

16,620

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

15,220

A

19,050

A

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

15,220

A

23,610

B

English Colony to King Road

4

13,990

A

20,810

A

King Road to Taylor Road

4

15,970

A

22,000

B

Taylor Road to Granite

4

29,200

D

34,310

E

Granite to I-80

6

30,970

A

35,560

B

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,120

A

13,820

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

19,550

A

22,830

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

13,430

C

14,090

C

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,300

A

9,950

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

110,000

F

113,670

F

East of SR 193

6

100,000

F

100,790

F

East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,440

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

11,680

B

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

2,560

A

3,350

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

2,820

A

3,740

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

3,200

A

3,860

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

4,770

A

5,430

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80
Lower Ranch Rd.

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-47
Roadway Segment Levels of Service
Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 6
No Project

Alternative 6

No. of
Lanes

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

4

14,600

A

18,010

A

Twelve Bridges to Bickford Ranch Rd

4

27,360

C

31,810

D

Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony

4

27,360

C

35,220

E

English Colony to King Road

4

23,780

B

30,080

D

King Road to Taylor Road

4

23,800

B

29,310

D

Taylor Road to Granite

4

35,190

E

39,910

F

Granite to I-80

6

34,710

B

38,910

C

SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits

4

12,290

A

13,730

A

Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College

4

21,870

B

24,760

B

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

14,600

D

15,120

D

Clark Tunnel to Newcastle

2

9,930

A

10,450

A

West of Sierra College Blvd

6

111,420

F

114,830

F

East of SR 193

6

100,700

F

101,360

F

Lower Ranch Road East of Sierra College

2

-

A

1,310

A

Bickford Ranch Rd. East of Sierra College

2

-

A

11,810

B

12 Bridges Rd.

West of Sierra College

4

15,710

A

17,550

A

Clover Valley Rd.

West of Sierra College

2

6,640

A

7,690

A

Clark Tunnel Rd

SR 193 to Callison Rd

2

50

A

50

A

Callison Rd To English Colony

2

460

A

460

A

Sierra College to Clark Tunnel

2

5,430

A

5,950

A

Clark Tunnel to Taylor

2

6,480

A

7,010

A

Roadway

Segment

Sierra College Blvd. SR 193 to Twelve Bridges

SR 193

I-80

English Colony Rd

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-48
Intersection Levels of Service, Existing Plus Alternative 6
Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College

SR 193

Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College

Sierra College

Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
Sierra College
English Colony Way

English Colony Way

SR 65
SR 193
NB Approach
SB Left
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB Left
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB Approach
Twelve Bridges Drive
NB Left
EB Approach
Bickford Ranch Road
English Colony Way
SB Left
WB Approach
Clover Valley Road
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
King Road
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Taylor Road
Granite Drive
I-80 WB Ramps
I-80 EB Ramps
Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Stop

Stop

Stop

Stop

Signal
Stop

Stop
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

No Project
Plus Alternative 6
A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
N/A

0.507
2.1
7.3
6.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
B
A
A
A
A
N/A

0.580
3.1
6.8
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
B

0.527
4.0
10.2
7.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.7
2.9
5.5
0.2
3.6
4.4
0.606
0.4
3.4
6.6
0.0
1.0
5.4

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.2
3.2
4.0

sec
sec
sec

0.4
2.6
4.3

sec
sec
sec

0.2
2.5
4.4
0.0
0.8
3.2

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
A
A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

0.2
3.0
4.9
0.0
0.6

B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
C
C
A
A
A
B

6.9
7.3
0.9
2.8
2.6
5.2
4.8
0.443
0.472
0.753
0.762
0.6
4.6
2.4
6.4

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

A
B
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
C
D
A
A
A
D

3.0
6.6
6.6
1.2
2.6
3.1
7.4
5.0
0.489
0.681
0.798
0.881
0.5
4.4
2.5
11.6

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

C
D
A
A
A
C
B
B
C
E
E
A
B
A
B

18.2
21.0
0.9
4.6
3.4
12.4
8.9
0.683
0.720
0.919
0.959
0.6
5.0
2.5
8.1

sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

B
A
C
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
B
A
B
B
A
A

0.620
4.3
9.6
8.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
3.5
5.9
0.4
3.0
5.3
0.609
0.6
5.3
8.2
0.0
0.7

B
C
C
A
A
B
D
C
C
E
F
F
A
A
A
C

5.1
18.1
18.2
1.7
3.5
5.3
22.0
10.3
0.739
0.943
1.054
1.113
0.4
4.9
2.6
11.9

V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec

sec
sec
sec
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Table 16-49
Intersection Levels of Service, 2010 General Plan Plus Alternative 6

Intersection
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
Type
Signal
Signal
Stop

Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

No Project
A.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS
E 0.948 V/C
F
B 0.645 V/C
C
A
A
0.0
sec
3.5
sec
A
A
2.8
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A

A
N/A
A
A
A
A
A
D
E
A
D
B
C
B
A
B
A
B

0.404

V/C

0.380
0.300
1.5
4.9
4.8
25.0
30.0
0.404
0.880
0.628
0.745
0.634
0.7
6.0
3.0
0.670

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

Plus Alternative 6
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.
LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
E
F
1.158 V/C
0.989 V/C
1.201 V/C
C
C
0.722 V/C
0.743 V/C
0.786 V/C
A
A
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
3.6
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
0.0
sec
2.9
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
A
A
0.8
sec
0.6
sec
5.0
sec
5.4
sec
B
B
32.5 sec
34.7 sec
E
E
A
A
A
0.381 V/C
0.465 V/C
0.462 V/C
N/A
A
A
0.521 V/C
0.471 V/C
A
A
A
0.364 V/C
0.480 V/C
0.521 V/C
A
A
A
0.252 V/C
0.444 V/C
0.411 V/C
A
A
A
0.9
sec
4.0
sec
2.2
sec
sec
7.6
sec
sec
B
4.5
sec
6.0
sec
7.0
sec
A
B
B
23.4 sec
69.8 sec
73.4 sec
D
F
F
23.4 sec
112.6 sec
61.1 sec
D
F
F
A
A
A
0.443 V/C
0.493 V/C
0.595 V/C
D
E
E
0.878 V/C
0.979 V/C
0.935 V/C
C
B
D
0.743 V/C
0.677 V/C
0.805 V/C
C
C
D
0.733 V/C
0.794 V/C
0.814 V/C
B
B
B
0.619 V/C
0.652 V/C
0.699 V/C
A
A
A
0.5
sec
0.7
sec
0.5
sec
5.8
sec
6.4
sec
6.2
sec
B
B
B
2.6
sec
3.1
sec
2.7
sec
A
A
A
C
C
D
0.788 V/C
0.705 V/C
0.802 V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.

March 15, 2002

Page 16-84

R:\02Bickford\16\oceqa.doc

16.0 Other CEQA Sections
Table 16-50
Intersection Levels of Service, Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Alternative 6
No Project
Intersection

SR 193
SR 193
Sierra College
SR 193

SR 65
Ferrari Ranch Road
SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
NB Approach
WB left
Sierra College
Lower Ranch Road
SB Left
WB left
Sierra College
Twelve Bridges Drive
Sierra College
Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College
English Colony Way
Sierra College
Clover Valley Road
Sierra College
Del Mar Avenue
NB Left
SB Left
EB Approach
WB Approach
Sierra College
King Road
Sierra College
Taylor Road
Sierra College
Granite Drive
Sierra College
I-80 WB Ramps
Sierra College
I-80 EB Ramps
English Colony Way Clark Tunnel Road
SB Approach
EB Left
English Colony Way Taylor Road

Control
A.M.
P.M.
Type LOS LOS Criteria LOS
LOS
Criteria
E 0.991 V/C
F
Signal
1.189 V/C
B 0.646 V/C
C
Signal
0.797 V/C
D 0.897 V/C
E
Signal
0.902 V/C
A
A
Stop
0.0
sec
0.0
sec
9.9
sec
11.0 sec
B
C
2.8
sec
0.0
sec
A
A
N/A
N/A
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Signal
Stop

Signal

C
N/A
A
A
C
B
B
F
F
A
E
B
C
B
A
B
A
C

0.722

V/C

0.516
0.588
11.1
9.6
6.9
115.0
>180
0.565
0.990
0.682
0.792
0.696
0.6
7.3
3.1
0.750

V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

C
0.786 V/C
N/A
A 0.591 V/C
A 0.469 V/C
A
2.8
sec
sec
8.9
sec
B
112.8 sec
F
108.0 sec
F
C
0.710 V/C
E
0.928 V/C
D
0.805 V/C
D
0.818 V/C
C
0.736 V/C
A
0.4
sec
7.7
sec
B
3.1
sec
A
D
0.801 V/C

Plus Alternative 6
A.M.
P.M.
LOS LOS Criteria LOS LOS Criteria
F
B
C
A
C
A
A
B
E
D
B
A
C
F
C
C
F
F
B
F
C
D
C
A
B
A
C

1.023
0.700
0.770
0.0
10.4
2.9
0.6
5.6
37.5
0.803
0.656
0.591
0.724
46.1
14.5
8.4
>180
>180
0.664
1.081
0.767
0.838
0.710
0.6
7.7
3.1
0.777

V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

F
D
D
A
C
A
A
A
E
D
C
C
B
C

1.228
0.850
0.824
0.0
11.7
0.0
0.5
5.3
38.5
0.874
0.729
0.738
0.624
18.9

C
F
F
D
F
D
D
D
A
B
A
D

13.3
1035.0
512.6
0.852
1.022
0.876
0.899
0.810
0.4
7.7
3.1
0.812

V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
sec
sec
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
V/C
sec
sec
sec
V/C

Source: DKS Associates, 1999.
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Air Quality
Construction impacts associated with Alternative 6 would be greater than with the proposed project, since
this alternative would entail construction of additional residential units. Alternative 6 would entail more
grading than the proposed project.
Because Alternative 6 would include additional housing units, the number of trips generated by this
alternative would represent a substantial increase over vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.
This increase in vehicle trips would result in a corresponding increase in vehicular emissions of CO,
particulates, and ozone precursors. The affordable housing alternative would entail the addition of
primarily high-density development, which is typically conducive to using alternative modes of
transportation; however, the net effect of this alternative would be increased emissions as a result of
increased trips. Additional trips generated by Alternative 6 traffic would also increase vehicle volumes
on the roadway network, thereby potentially increasing roadside CO concentrations.
Because Alternative 6 would generate higher emissions than the proposed project, the proposed project
would be preferred over Alternative 6.

Noise
Construction-generated noise for Alternative 6 would be greater than for the proposed project, since this
alternative would entail additional grading and construction. Operational noise levels associated with
Alternative 6 would generally be higher than for the proposed project. Additional housing units would
result in a higher residential activity level than with the proposed project, therefore noise generated by
project residents would be lower with the proposed project than with Alternative 6. Because the number
of daily vehicle trips generated with Alternative 6 would be higher than with the proposed project, onand off-site traffic noise levels would be greater with Alternative 6. The proposed project is preferred
over Alternative 6 with respect to potential noise impacts.

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Alternative 6 would involve slightly more grading and consequent soil disturbance than the proposed
project. As a result, there would be proportionately more potential soil erosion and topographic
alteration. Because of the increased number of dwelling units, the potential for differential settlement
under structures and foundation instability would be increased. The proposed project would be slightly
preferred over Alternative 6.

Hazardous Waste/Materials
Alternative 6 would result in a greater population utilizing the same amenities as the proposed project.
The residential use of hazardous materials is anticipated to increase, as would the potential for a
hazardous materials release. The proposed project would be preferred over Alternative 6.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Alternative 6 will increase by 195 the total number of developed lots, which will increase the amount of
impervious surface, limiting groundwater recharge. Impacts to groundwater from other sources, such as
the golf course and septic systems, will remain the same. Due to the increased number of residential units
and increased housing densities, the total impervious area would be greater than for the proposed project.
Runoff water quality can therefore be expected to be somewhat poorer than that predicted for the
proposed project, and similar mitigation measures would be needed. Other potential sources of impacts to
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surface water quality would be essentially the same as the proposed project. The proposed project is
preferable to Alternative 6.

Biology
Because of the potential increase in the construction impact area on some residential lots to accommodate
the 95 affordable housing units, this alternative could result in greater construction phase impacts on
biological resources than the proposed project. The replacement of the proposed project’s recreation
center with a 100-unit senior multi-family complex would not significantly change impacts on biological
resources. Affected resources would include oaks and other protected trees, special-status plant habitat,
and wetlands and other waters of the United States. Construction impacts on riparian vegetation along
Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not likely differ from the proposed project.
Implementation of this alternative would result in impacts equal to or greater than impacts identified for
the proposed project for raptors and special-status wildlife species, including vernal pool fairy shrimp,
VELB, California red-legged frog, Foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond turtle, and Cooper’s
hawk.
This alternative could result in greater operation phase impacts on oaks and other protected trees, specialstatus plant habitat, and wetlands and other waters of the United States than the proposed project.
Operation phase impacts on riparian vegetation along Clover Valley Creek and other drainages would not
likely differ from the proposed project. Operation impacts on wildlife and special-status wildlife would
be equal to or greater than impacts identified for the proposed project. The proposed project is preferred
over Alternative 6.

Cultural Resources
As the Affordable Housing Alternative retains both the natural open space and development footprints
identified in the proposed project, impacts to cultural and paleontological resources would be identical
with this development scenario. There is no preference between the proposed project and this alternative.

Visual Quality
Under Alternative 6, 95 additional units would be distributed throughout the Meadows and the Ridges
communities. These units could be part of the main dwelling or stand-alone structures. In addition this
alternative would include 100 senior multi-family Village Residential units. These units would replace
the proposed project’s private recreation center. Additional development under this alternative would
result in slightly greater impacts to viewers and further contribute to the change of the landscape
character. The proposed project would be preferred over Alternative 6.

16.1.2.7 Alternative 7 – Sierra College Boulevard Widening
In Alternative 7, road improvements are proposed to widen Sierra College Boulevard as shown on
Figure 16-6. The initial improvements were constructed on the east side of the ultimate centerline;
therefore, one additional lane would be constructed on the west side of Sierra College Boulevard along its
entire frontage with the project site. The implementation of this alternative would bring the proposed
project into compliance with General Plan Policy 3.A.2.
This alternative was analyzed in more detail than Alternatives 1 through 6 above. The level of analysis is
similar to that for the proposed project. The environmental and regulatory setting for Alternative 7 is the
same as for the proposed project for several of the environmental resource areas: public services and
utilities; traffic; air quality; noise; and hydrology and water quality. The impacts on these environmental
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resource areas are briefly summarized in the section below. For the other resource areas, both the setting
and impacts are described in more detail.

Land Use
Setting
Sierra College Boulevard is a major arterial roadway which extends along the western border of Bickford
Ranch, bisecting the project site at the extreme southwestern corner. Twelve Bridges Drive, along with
minor streets and driveways, intersect this two-lane County road which serves as a primary travel route
between I-80 and SR 193. Since the construction of Twelve Bridges Golf Club and the recent approval of
subdivisions immediately west and south of the site, it is expected that Sierra College Boulevard will
continue to bear heavier traffic loads.
The portion of the study area through which Sierra College Boulevard passes is designated in the Placer
County General Plan as Agriculture/Timberland 10-acre minimum lot areas. Parcels which front this
segment of the road are developed as rural residences with limited agricultural uses (e.g., grazing, small
orchards, etc.).
Impacts
The widening of Sierra College Boulevard would not generate any significant impacts to land use. The
construction of roadway improvements would not involve substantial conversion of land nor would it
generate new land use compatibility issues. No mitigation is proposed or recommended. There is no
clear preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Population and Housing
Setting
Sierra College Boulevard extends through rural residential lands along the western and southwestern
edges of Bickford Ranch. The large, rural parcels along this segment of the roadway consist of singlefamily homes, appurtenant structures and limited agricultural operations on the west side; undeveloped
grazing land with an unoccupied single-family residence and outbuildings are situated on the east side
(i.e., the project site). No multi-family units are located along this portion of Sierra College Boulevard.
Impacts
The widening of Sierra College Boulevard would not generate significant adverse impacts to population,
employment or housing. No mitigation is proposed or recommended. A beneficial impact would be the
temporary employment (e.g., engineering, construction, etc.) associated with the road widening. There is
no preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Public Services and Utilities
Setting
The environmental and regulatory settings for Alternative 7 are the same as for the proposed project.

March 15, 2002

Page 16-88

R:\02Bickford\16\oceqa.doc

16.0 Other CEQA Sections
Impacts
Water: Impacts related to water supply, treatment, and conveyance would be the same as those identified
for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and Alternative 7.
Wastewater: Impacts related to wastewater conveyance and treatment would be the same as those
identified for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and
Alternative 7.
Electricity/Gas/Energy: Impacts related to electricity, gas, and energy demand would be the same as
those identified for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and
Alternative 7.
Parks and Recreation: Impacts related to park and recreation facilities would be the same as those identified
for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed project and Alternative 7.
Other County/Community Services: Impacts related to other County and community services would be
the same as those identified for the proposed project. There is no preference between the proposed
project and Alternative 7.

Traffic and Circulation
Setting
The environmental and regulatory settings for Alternative 7 are the same as for the proposed project.
Impacts
The frontage improvements on Sierra College Boulevard would add a third lane to this roadway along the
length of the project site (i.e., from SR 193 to south of Bickford Ranch Road). The Placer County
General Plan calls for Sierra College Boulevard to be widened to four lanes by 2010. Therefore, it was
assumed that Sierra College Boulevard would contain four lanes under both the 2010 General Plan
scenario and Buildout of Project Vicinity scenario. For this reason, the impacts of Alternative 7 would be
the same as the proposed project for these scenarios.
Under Existing Plus Alternative 7 conditions, it was assumed that Sierra College Boulevard would have
two southbound lanes and one northbound lane adjacent to the project site. The impacts of Alternative 7
would be the same as the proposed project under this scenario.
Alternative 7 would have short-term construction-related impacts that would not be present under the
proposed project. The construction of roadway frontage improvements would involve a widening of Sierra
College Boulevard from two lanes to three lanes for the length of the project. During this construction, oneway traffic control (with a “flag-person” to control traffic at each end of the construction zone) may be
employed during some of the construction period. Under existing traffic volumes on Sierra College
Boulevard, the use of one-way control would delay motorists, but would not pose substantial capacity issues
even during peak commute periods. If this widening is implemented after substantial traffic growth occurs
on Sierra College Boulevard, then one-way traffic control could cause significant delays during peak
commute hours. Implementing Mitigation Measures T-A (Prepare and implement construction traffic
management plans) and T-B (Implement a community relations program during construction) would reduce
these impacts to less than significant.
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Alternative 7 would have about the some impacts on transit services and bikeways as the proposed project.
There would be no preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Air Quality
Setting
The environmental and regulatory settings for Alternative 7 are the same as for the proposed project.
Impacts
Construction impacts associated with this alternative would be largely the same as for the proposed
project. Because this alternative would entail construction of an additional vehicle lane along Sierra
College Boulevard, this alternative would entail an increase in construction-generated dust, employee
vehicle, and construction equipment exhaust emissions over what would be expected with the proposed
project. This would be a significant short-term impact of Alternative 7. Implementing Mitigation
Measures A-A (Provide dust controls), A-B (Maintain construction equipment and vehicles), A-C
(Implement a construction worker trip reduction program), A-D (Use low-emission construction materials
and equipment) and T-A (Prepare and implement construction traffic management plans) for on-site
construction activities for Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra College Boulevard, and coordinate with
appropriate agencies in the preparation and implementation of construction traffic management plans for
required off-site improvements would still result in short-term significant impacts. Long-term impacts
would be less than significant.
Operational emissions associated with this alternative would also be largely the same as for the proposed
project. Along Sierra College Boulevard and especially at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard
and Bickford Ranch Road, roadside carbon monoxide concentrations would be slightly lower than with
the proposed project under current operating conditions, since improvements to traffic flow would
decrease congestion-generated CO concentrations. Alternative 7 would be slightly preferred over the
proposed project with respect to air quality impacts.

Noise
Setting
The environmental and regulatory settings for Alternative 7 are the same as for the proposed project.
Impacts
Construction impacts associated with this alternative would be largely the same as for the proposed
project. Construction of an additional lane on the western side of Sierra College Boulevard would require
a similar array of construction equipment to that required by the proposed project, and noise levels
associated with this construction would be similar. Several isolated residences in the area potentially
affected by this construction activity are located between 200 and 400 feet from the existing roadway
centerline. Maximum hourly noise levels would be approximately 74 dBA 200 feet from the construction
area. Construction impacts associated with this Alternative 7 would have a short-term, significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-A (Develop and implement a construction equipment noise
abatement program) and T-B (Implement a community relations program during on-site construction, and
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coordinate with appropriate agencies in the implementation of a community relations program during
construction) would still result in a significant, short-term impact.
Once the project is constructed, worst-case traffic noise generated by traffic on Sierra College Boulevard
would be similar to that of the proposed project. The noise analysis for the proposed project assumed
free-flowing traffic conditions for a worst-case analysis, therefore predicted traffic noise levels associated
with this alternative would be the same as those predicted for the proposed project. No mitigation
measures are proposed or recommended. There is no preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed
project with respect to noise impacts.

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Setting
A reconnaissance-level survey of the area of the proposed widening of Sierra College Boulevard was
conducted on November 16, 1998 (Dames & Moore, 1998). Topography, geology and soil conditions
were observed during this reconnaissance. In addition, appropriate references were reviewed for
information regarding geology, mineral resources, seismicity, soils and hazardous waste. Site conditions
on the Sierra College Boulevard corridor are generally similar to those found elsewhere on the project
site. Deviations are noted in the following sections where appropriate.
Topography: The Sierra College Boulevard corridor passes adjacent to the western extent of the project
site. Elevations along the corridor range from approximately 270 feet msl at its intersection with SR 193
at the north end of the section to be widened, to approximately 620 feet msl at the south end. At this
location the right-of-way passes through an existing cut section through the toe of Boulder Ridge that is
approximately 60 feet deep.
Geology: The portion of the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way between the southern limit of the
section to be widened, and approximately 1,500 feet west of the proposed location of the Bickford Ranch
Road intersection, is underlain by Mehrten formation conglomerate. The remainder of the right-of-way
north to the intersection with SR 193 is underlain by granitic bedrock. Both of these materials are
excavatable and suitable as fill material, and do not present a significant erosion hazard potential.
Mineral Resources: The portion of the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way which is underlain by
granitic bedrock is located within an area classified as Mineral Resource Zone I (MRZ-1) where there is
little likelihood for the presence of significant mineral resources. The portion of the right-of-way
underlain by the Mehrten formation conglomerate is within an area classified as MRZ-3A(P), and is
described as containing placer gold deposits of undetermined resource significance. The proximity of the
existing right-of-way reduces the accessibility to this potential resource.
Seismicity: No known active faults are zoned beneath or near the portion of the Sierra College
Boulevard right-of-way to be widened.
Soils: The “Soil Survey of Placer County California, Western Part” (USDA, 1980) shows the portion of
the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way to be widened to be underlain by three soil series: the Andregg
coarse sandy loam, Inks cobbly loam and Xerofluvents, frequently flooded. The Andregg series soils
correspond to the portion of the right-of-way underlain by granitic bedrock, or from the SR 193
intersection south to approximately 1,500 feet west of the proposed intersection with Bickford Ranch
Road. The slopes of these soils are generally less than 15 percent and the erosion hazard is moderate.
The remainder of the right of way to the south and east is mapped as Inks cobbly loam, but in reality
consists of bedrock cuts within the Mehrten conglomerate. Small portions of the right-of-way up to
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approximately 1,500 feet south of the intersection with SR 193 along tributary stream channels are
underlain by Xerofluvents, frequently flooded. These soils have a high erosion hazard.
Impacts
The following discussions address construction impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity. No
operational impacts associated with the widening of Sierra College Boulevard are anticipated.
Topography: The existing grade would not be altered by the proposed widening of Sierra College
Boulevard. Existing cut sections would be widened, but not significantly increased in height. Therefore,
topographic alterations resulting from the improvements to the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way are
considered to be less than significant. Since impacts resulting from topographic alteration would be less
than significant, there is no preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.
Geology: A limited portion of the construction activity would involve excavation of high cut slopes
within geologic materials with limited inherent stability. Without adequate slope design, the potential for
slope failure in these areas as a result of construction of the improvements to Sierra College Boulevard
would be potentially significant. Implementing Mitigation Measures G-C (Comply with the conclusions
of a site-specific geotechnical investigation) and G-A (Comply with Placer County ordinances for all
grading, drainage and construction of improvements) would reduce these impacts to less than significant.
Since impacts related to geology would be mitigatible to less than significant, there is no preference
between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.
Mineral Resources: Based on the locations of abandoned prospects located within the Mehrten
conglomerate gravels on the project site, it would appear that the potentially gold-bearing rocks on the
project site have been reasonably explored. Therefore, the potential that possible mineral resources
within the portion of the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way that would be widened would be rendered
inaccessible is less than significant. Since impacts to mineral resources would be less than significant,
there is no preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.
Seismicity: No active fault traces are located beneath or in the vicinity of the proposed Sierra College
Boulevard improvements. Therefore, impacts associated with the potential for seismic activity would be
less than significant. Since impacts related to seismicity would be less than significant, there is no
preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.
Soils: A limited portion of the construction activity would involve grading and construction of fill slopes
in soils with a high erosion hazard. High cut slopes will be constructed in materials with limited inherent
stability. Increased erosion or slope failure in these areas as a result of construction of the improvements
to Sierra College Boulevard would be potentially significant. Implementing Mitigation Measures G-C
(Comply with the conclusions of a site-specific geotechnical investigation), G-A (Comply with Placer
County ordinances for all grading, drainage and construction of improvements) and G-D (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion control plan) would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.
Since impacts to soils could be mitigated to less than significant levels, there is no preference between
Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Hazardous Waste/Materials
Setting
Based on the limited reconnaissance conducted by Dames & Moore, and a review of federal and state
environmental records utilizing a database search of records maintained by Vista Information Solutions,
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Inc. (VISTA, 1998), no evidence or records of releases of hazardous materials on or near the portion of
the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way to be widened have been identified.
Impacts
While conditions not revealed or observed may exist, the likelihood that pre-existing environmental
conditions will be revealed during ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of the
improvements to Sierra College Boulevard is considered to be small. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HW-A (Investigate areas of possible contamination during construction), impacts related to
contact with contaminated soils during construction would be less than significant.
During grading and construction activities associated with the widening of Sierra College Boulevard, it is
anticipated that limited quantities of hazardous materials may be brought on site. It is possible that
temporary aboveground storage tanks and other smaller storage containers will be brought on site for use
in storing gasoline and/or diesel fuel for the construction equipment. As with any liquid, during handling
and transfer from one container to another, the possibility of an accidental release exists. Implementing
Mitigation Measures HW-B (comply with County, CDF, and Penryn Fire Department requirements for
temporary storage of combustible/flammable liquids at construction sites) and HW-C (comply with
County and CDF requirements for reporting releases of hazardous materials) would reduce these impacts
to less than significant. Since impacts related to hazardous materials could be mitigated to levels that
would be less than significant, there is no preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Setting
The environmental and regulatory setting for Alternative 7 are the same as for the proposed project.
Impacts
Surface Water Hydrology: Construction of the additional traffic lane at Sierra College Boulevard,
Alternative 7, would result in an increase in impermeable surface area, which would be associated with an
increase in the rate and volume of runoff. The improvements to Sierra College Boulevard would affect
both the Dry Creek Watershed and the Auburn Ravine watershed.
Mitigation measures described for the proposed project could be designed to reduce these impacts to a
level that is less than significant. Within the Auburn Ravine watershed, increasing the volume of
retention storage (either on-site or off-site) could mitigate the increase in runoff volume. Within the Dry
Creek watershed, the Placer County Storm Drainage Manual would require runoff rate controls to reduce
the post-project runoff rate to about 90-percent of the pre-project runoff rate. This could be accomplished
by increasing the amount of detention storage on the project site or by providing additional off-site
detention storage.
However, under Alternative 7 there are five existing culvert crossings at Sierra College Boulevard that
would need to be extended. Three of these crossings (all within the Auburn Ravine watershed) are
substandard and do not have sufficient capacity to convey the 100-year flood under existing conditions.
This is discussed in the Hydrology Study prepared by the applicant. Two of these culverts can only pass
about a 5-year flood, the third can pass about a 50-year event. Therefore, with Alternative 7, additional
mitigation would be required to provide the required culvert capacity in accordance with County design
standards.
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Given that the County General Plan identifies that a 4-lane roadway would be needed by 2010, the runoff
rate and volume and culvert crossing impacts associated with Alternative 7 would likely occur regardless
of the proposed project. Therefore, there is no clear preference between Alternative 7 and the Proposed
Project.
Water Quality: Paving one additional lane of Sierra College Boulevard would slightly decrease the area
available for groundwater recharge. Because the County General Plan indicates that a 4-lane roadway is
needed by 2010, these impacts would likely occur regardless of the proposed project or this alternative.
Due to the minimal impact, there is no clear preference between the proposed project and Alternative 7
regarding groundwater resources. Impacts to surface water quality would be essentially the same as those
identified for the proposed project, with the exception of slightly increased potential for reduced surface
water quality due to the increase in the paved area of Sierra College Boulevard. As for the proposed
project, the runoff quality mitigation measures described for the proposed project could be designed to
reduce the level of impact to less than significant. Therefore, there is no clear preference between
Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Biology
Setting
Reconnaissance-level surveys of the proposed area of widening along Sierra College Boulevard were
conducted on November 19, 1998 (Jones & Stokes, 1998). General vegetation and wildlife habitat types
were identified and sensitive resources, such as oak trees and wetlands, were identified and mapped
(Figures 16-7a and 16-7b).
Annual Grassland: Annual grassland is a common vegetation community within the Sierra College
Boulevard western right-of-way. Because of the proximity of roadways along all of the off-site portions
of the study area, much of the annual grassland vegetation is dominated by weedy species and would be
considered ruderal. The Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way is in close proximity to the roadway,
which is dominated by weedy vegetation and has low wildlife value. The close proximity of vehicles
reduces wildlife use of the grassland vegetation along the roadway.
Blue Oak Woodland: Blue oak woodland is a common vegetation community within the Sierra College
Boulevard western right-of-way. This habitat type has moderate wildlife value. The close proximity of
vehicles reduces wildlife use of the blue oaks along the roadway.
Valley-Foothill Riparian: Riparian vegetation occurs at three locations along the Sierra College
Boulevard right-of-way. One location is associated with a drainage, and two areas are within seasonally
wet basins. These riparian habitats have high wildlife value, but the close proximity of vehicles along the
roadway reduces wildlife use of these habitats.
Special-Status Species: Surveys within the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way were conducted
outside of the blooming period for the special-status plant species; therefore, only potential habitat was
identified. Because the study area is adjacent to roads and has a high level of disturbance, the habitat
suitability for special-status plant species was determined to be low.
The Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way supports no suitable habitat for fairy shrimp or valley
elderberry longhorn beetle. Several drainages occur along Sierra College Boulevard that have only low
potential to support breeding red-legged frog due to the low-quality habitat. However, these drainages
could be used as movement corridors for red-legged frog.
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Waters of the United States: The following features that are potential waters of the United States occur
within the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way:
T

Approximately 0.01 acre of seasonal wetland vegetation is present within the right-of-way along
the northern section of the road, generally occurring near culverts where runoff most likely ponds
during storm events. Vegetation includes the species already mentioned, as well as rabbitsfoot
grass, curly dock, willow herb, umbrella sedge, and dallisgrass.

T

Approximately 0.1 acre of wetland swale dominated by Himalayan blackberry connects two
culverts within the right-of-way.

T

The drainage on the southwest corner of the project site crosses under the road in a culvert and
continues adjacent to the northwest side of the road. Approximately 0.1 acre of the drainage is
within the right-of-way. This drainage supports approximately 0.4 acre of riparian vegetation
dominated by oaks and drains to a pond outside of the right-of-way.

T

On either side of the intersection of Twelve Bridges Drive with Sierra College Boulevard are two
depressions, totaling approximately 0.2 acre within the right-of-way, that support potential
riparian wetlands. These depressions are isolated features that are not connected to drainages.

Oak Trees: Within the Sierra College Boulevard right-of-way, approximately 200 oaks and native trees
with a DBH of 6 inches or greater were identified.
Impacts
The following impact analysis addresses construction impacts only. No significant change to biological
resources during the operation phase of the Sierra College Boulevard widening are anticipated. Based on
the following construction phase impacts, the proposed project would be preferred over Alternative 7.
Annual Grassland: Construction to widen Sierra College Boulevard would result in the loss of less than
five acres of annual grassland. For the reasons discussed in Chapter 13 under Impact B-1 for the project
site, and because the grassland adjacent to the road is vegetated primarily by star thistle and other weedy
species, the loss of annual grassland as a result of this alternative is considered less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.
Blue Oak Woodland: Construction to widen Sierra College Boulevard would affect primarily individual trees
and not areas of contiguous woodland. Impacts on individual oak trees and mitigation are discussed below.
Valley-Foothill Riparian: Up to approximately 0.4 acre of riparian vegetation would be removed for
construction to widen Sierra College Boulevard. For the reasons discussed in Chapter 13 under Impact B-4 for
the project site, the loss of riparian vegetation as a result of widening Sierra College Boulevard is considered
significant. Application of Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare and implement an erosion control plan), H-D
(Prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities), B-B (Hire a
project biologist), B-A (Implement the Applicant’s oak forest conservation and revegetation plan), and B-D
(Implement a tree protection plan) would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Special-Status Species: The Sierra College Boulevard widening construction area has low potential to
support special-status plants, and no significant impacts to special-status plants or their habitats are
anticipated. Streams and drainages along Sierra College Boulevard are considered potential California
red-legged frog habitat. Widening the road could harm red-legged frogs if the occur in the area and road
widening could degrade suitable habitat. Implementing Mitigation Measures G-B (Prepare and
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implement an erosion control plan), G-A (Comply with Placer County ordinances for all grading,
drainage, and construction of improvements), H-D (Prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan for construction activities), H-K (Monitor erosion and sediment control measures during
construction), B-B (Hire a project biologist), B-E (Implement the Applicant’s wetland preservation and
impact plan), B-O (Obtain and implement conditions of state and federal permits for impacts to waters of
the United States), B-P (Protect wetlands during construction), and B-K (Prepare and implement a
California red-legged frog mitigation plan) would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Waters of the United States: Up to approximately 0.5 acre of wetlands and other waters of the United
States could be lost because of the Sierra College Boulevard widening. For the reasons discussed in
Chapter 13 under Impact B-13 for the project site, the loss of wetlands and other waters would be a
significant impact. Additional significant indirect impacts on adjacent jurisdictional areas could occur
during construction, as discussed under Impact B-13.
No delineation of the Sierra College Boulevard widening project area has been conducted. Before
quantifying a final impact acreage and determining the amount of required mitigation, a delineation of
wetlands and other waters according to current Corps protocol is necessary. Implementing Mitigation
Measures G-B (Prepare and implement an erosion control plan), G-A (Comply with Placer County
ordinances for all grading, drainage, and construction of improvements), H-D (Prepare and implement a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction activities), H-K (Monitor erosion and sediment
control measures during construction), B-B (Hire a project biologist), B-C (Implement the Applicant’s
wetland preservation and impact plan), B-O (Obtain and implement conditions of state and federal
permits for impacts to waters of the United States), and B-P (Protect wetlands during construction) would
reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Oak Trees: Up to approximately 200 native trees, mostly native oaks, could be affected due to the
widening of Sierra College Boulevard. The majority of these trees would be indirectly affected due to
construction activity within the tree driplines. Up to approximately 50 trees would be removed to
accommodate the roadway. For the reasons discussed in Chapter 13 under Impact B-2 for the project site,
the loss of protected oak trees would be a significant impact.
Application of Mitigation Measure B-B (Hire a project biologist), B-A (Implement the Applicant’s oak
forest conservation and revegetation plan), and B-D (Implement a tree protection plan) would reduce the
significance of this impact. However, the loss of mature trees would remain a significant and unavoidable
impact because there is no available mitigation to replace mature trees in the short term.

Cultural Resources
Setting
Improvements to portions of the western edge of Sierra College Boulevard would occur with this alternative.
The area proposed for improvements was included in the Windmiller records search conducted for the
proposed project (Windmiller, 1998a). No sites were found to have been recorded. These areas were visually
inspected on November 19 and 20, 1998 (Dames & Moore, 1998). Parallel transects, each approximately
20 meters apart, were utilized to inventory the area. In locations where vegetation obscured the ground
surface, 20 cm × 20 cm patches were occasionally cleared utilizing hand tools or footwear to increase ground
visibility. No additional cultural resources were identified as a result of this reconnaissance.
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Impacts
As no cultural resources were identified within these areas, no impacts to known cultural resources would
occur with this alternative. Impacts to paleontological remains would not occur with this alternative as no
Mehrten lahars occur along this section of Sierra College Boulevard.
There is no clear preference between Alternative 7 and the proposed project.

Visual Quality
Setting
Sierra College Boulevard extends the from SR 193 south to the Placer/Sacramento County line. This
alternative would border Sierra College Boulevard for approximately 2.5 miles, at a point where the terrain
within the study area transitions from relatively flat to steep hills and ridges. The northern portion of Sierra
College Boulevard extends through flat terrain, and allows for distant views within the project site and beyond.
The terrain becomes more steep and rolling further south along Sierra College Boulevard, and views to the
project site are more confined due to local terrain changes. Existing large roadway cuts are evident along
Sierra College Boulevard between Twelve Bridges Road and English Colony Way.
Impacts
The proposed widening of Sierra College Boulevard would result in strong contrast in select areas of large cut
and fill slopes. These cuts could appear angular and uncharacteristic within the existing terrain. The largest
cut and fill slopes (up to 80 feet tall, 2:1 slopes) would occur between Maidu Lane and English Colony Way.
These cut and fill slopes would be most evident to travelers along Sierra College Boulevard, but would also be
visible from dispersed rural residences adjacent to Sierra College Boulevard, and future residences within the
Meadows development. Application of Mitigation Measure V-B (Implement sensitive grading techniques to
blend with natural setting), in addition to implementing sensitive clearing and thinning of vegetation along the
cut and fill slopes, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The proposed project is preferred
over Alternative 7.

16.1.3 Summary of Alternatives Analysis
Table 16-51 summarizes the comparison of the alternatives to the proposed project by environmental
issue area, and provides an indication of overall environmental superiority of either a given alternative or
the proposed project. The analysis involved a qualitative process which did not result in equal weighting
of impacts.
The alternatives analysis concluded that the No Project Alternative is generally environmentally superior to the
proposed project and all other alternatives. Among the “action” alternatives, the Reduced Density alternative
(Alternative 4) would be the environmentally superior “action” alternative. Most alternatives that “add” a
component to the proposed project result in additional impacts, while retaining most or all of the impacts of the
proposed project.
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Table 16-51
Summary of Alternatives Analysis
Issue Area

No
Project

Reduced
Density

Conventional
Housing

Rural
Residential

(Alt. 1)

(Alt. 2)

(Alt. 3)

(Alt. 4)

Clark
Tunnel
Road

Affordable
Housing
(Alt. 6)

(Alt. 5)

Land Use
Population and
Housing
Public Services and
Utilities
Water
Wastewater
Electricity/Gas/
Energy
Parks and
Recreation
Other
Community
Services
Traffic and
Circulation
Air Quality
Noise
Soils, Geology, and
Seismicity
Hazardous
Waste/Materials
Hydrology and
Water Quality
Hydrology
Water Quality
Biology
Cultural Resources
Visual Quality
Preference

Sierra
College
Boulevard
(Alt. 7)
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Key:
Shaded cells indicate significant or potentially significant impacts attributed to an alternative that are not attributed to the Proposed Project.
 Proposed Project preferred over the alternative
 Alternative preferred over the Proposed Project
z No clear environmental preference between the alternative and the Proposed Project.
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16.2

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED
IMPACTS
The potential environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed project are
summarized in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 of this Draft EIR. In some cases, impacts that have been identified
would be less than significant. In other instances, incorporation of the mitigation measures proposed by
the Applicant would reduce the impacts to levels that are less than significant. If Applicant-proposed
mitigation would not reduce the impacts to a less than significant level, this Draft EIR recommends
additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, where feasible. Finally,
those impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level would remain as significant
unavoidable adverse impacts. They are listed below.
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T
T

Conversion of land use from agricultural and open space to residential, recreational and
commercial use
Increased demand for public schools (potentially significant in the short term)
Under 2010 General Plan conditions, I-80 west of Sierra College Boulevard and between Penryn
and SR 49 would operate at LOS “F” conditions with or without the proposed project, based on a
daily roadway segment level of service analysis (potentially significant)
Potential unmet transit needs generated by the proposed project (potentially significant)
Increase in regional criteria air pollutant emissions (short term)
Inconsistent with the goals of the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan
Sound level increases at noise-sensitive locations during construction (short-term)
Loss of oak and other native trees
Loss of oak woodland habitat
Alteration of viewsheds for views to the northwest
Reduction in visual quality within the study area
Increase in night lighting in the project vicinity (potentially significant)
Increase in glare in the project vicinity (potentially significant)
Cumulative impacts related to
•
loss of open space
•
increased traffic congestion
•
increased traffic noise
•
increased ozone precursors and particulate emissions
•
biological resources
•
visual resources

These impacts are primarily short-term and/or construction related; with mitigation and over time the
effects of many of these impacts would be reduced. These impacts are considered an unavoidable adverse
consequence of fulfilling the objectives of the proposed project.

16.3

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the short-term commitment of non-renewable
and/or slowly renewable energy resources and natural resources including lumber and other forest
products, sand and gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, lead, other metals, and water due to construction
activities. As the community develops, both residential and non-residential development would require
further commitment of energy resources in the form of natural gas and electricity generated by coal or
hydroelectric power. Increased motor vehicular travel as a result of the increased commitment of social
services and public maintenance services (e.g., waste disposal and treatment) would also be required.
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Development of the proposed project site would result in an irreversible environmental effect as the site is
not likely to revert to its original condition. This is particularly irreversible for the Mehrten mudflows in
the Heritage Ridge area which would be ripped during construction. Developing currently vacant or
agricultural land would result in a significant, irreversible environmental effect on biological resources
and agricultural land. The construction and operation of the proposed project would also allow public
access to previously inaccessible areas. This public access would not result in the loss of plant or animal
species, but it would involve the loss of individual plants and animals.

16.4

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require an EIR to evaluate the indirect or
secondary effects of a project which may include growth-inducing effects. Section 15126(g) of the
CEQA Guidelines states that a project could be considered growth-inducing if it could “foster economic
or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment.” A development project may have growth-inducing potential if, for example,
1) it extends infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer roads, etc.) to undeveloped areas or increases the capacity
of existing infrastructure; 2) promotes similar development to occur on adjacent parcels; 3) increases the
area’s housing supply; or 4) introduces new employment to an area.
In the absence of other favorable conditions, however, it is unlikely that any one of these components, by
itself, could induce significant growth. The magnitude, location and timing of growth are ultimately
determined by a mix of economic, political, physical and social factors. Variables including regional
economic trends, housing demand, land availability and cost, quality of infrastructure and public services,
proximity to employment centers, and regulatory considerations affect the way in which growth occurs.
This chapter evaluates the extent to which growth could be induced, accelerated, intensified or shifted as a
result of developing Bickford Ranch. Key growth issues associated with this project are:
T

Additional residential development which could occur on vacant or underutilized lands adjacent
to the project;

T

Changes in the use of the area’s agricultural land, some of which is currently under Williamson
Act contracts; and

T

Commercial development and employment which could occur as a result of increased population.

Section 15126(g) of the CEQA Guidelines provides the framework for a discussion of these potential
growth-inducing impacts as follows:
1. Would the project foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional
housing?
2. Would the project remove obstacles to population growth?
3. Would the project tax existing community facilities?
4. Would the project encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the
environment, either individually or cumulatively?
The Placer County General Plan (PCGP), which was adopted in 1994, provides for development of the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area as a planned residential development. Placer County General Plan's
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Appendix C outlines the County’s development standards for the project site, allowing considerably
higher density than for the surrounding unincorporated parcels.
Constraints to growth in the study area were evaluated qualitatively based on 1) existing land use
designations and land uses, and 2) the capacity of proposed infrastructure improvements—particularly the
extension of water and sewer lines to the project site. These elements were determined to be key in
determining whether the project would induce additional growth beyond that anticipated in the General
Plan.

16.4.1 Current Constraints to Growth
The principal constraints to substantial new growth in the study area are 1) General Plan land use
designations and existing land uses; 2) Williamson Act contracts; and 3) lack of infrastructure. Parcels
surrounding the project site are designated in the PCGP for Rural Residential (1 to 10-acre minimum) or
Agriculture/Timberland (10-acre minimum) development. Most parcels have been developed as large lot
residences with agricultural uses as cultivated orchards or rangeland. Approximately 536 acres in the
study area are under Williamson Act contracts for which no non-renewal requests have been filed.
Since no sewer lines extend to these areas, residential development relies on individual septic systems.
Domestic water is provided by wells, while irrigation water is received via PCWA canals. The absence of
wastewater collection facilities (i.e., community septic system or sewer) acts as a constraint to large-scale
development in the study area.

16.4.2 Removal of Growth Constraints
Changes in Land Use
The proposed project has the potential to increase development pressures on surrounding properties by
shifting from agricultural residential to suburban-style development. This effect would be contained, for
the most part, by General Plan land use designations, current zoning, and existing residential
development. It is possible that the project could encourage landowners to subdivide nearby properties
into smaller parcels. However, given the sizes and ownership distribution of these parcels, it is unlikely
to lead to large-scale conversion of land to suburban uses—subdivision would likely occur on a smaller
parcel-by-parcel basis.
The project could foster a slight expansion in new economic growth in the region. While project approval
would not result in the creation of any basic industry jobs, the addition of residents would result in a
demand for supporting retail services. The village commercial center proposed with Bickford Ranch
would primarily serve residents and golf course patrons; this limited retail/commercial component of the
project is unlikely to induce additional residential growth. Furthermore, since no other land in the study
area has been designated for retail/commercial use, the construction of the Village Center is not expected
to prompt further commercial development outside the project.
The Placer County General Plan designates the project site for planned residential development, as is
proposed with this project, while surrounding properties are intended to remain rural and agricultural.
The PCGP EIR acknowledged that any general plan’s designation of undeveloped land for future
development could be considered growth-inducing. However, the change in land uses resulting from
development of Bickford Ranch is not expected to induce substantial growth.
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Infrastructure Development
The proposed roadway improvements would occur primarily within the project boundaries and would not
include major frontage improvements to Sierra College Boulevard or SR 193. The principal off-site
improvement would be a signalized intersection at Sierra College Boulevard and Bickford Ranch Road.
Construction of this intersection is not likely to affect growth in the study area. No commercial services
would be constructed at this location, nor would the intersection create opportunity for commercial
development opposite Bickford Ranch Road on the west side of Sierra College Boulevard. This access
into the development would primarily serve residents and visitors to Bickford Ranch.
Piped domestic water, which is currently unavailable in the study area, would be provided by Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA). Expansion of the water delivery system north and west of Penryn,
including a major pipeline in the vicinity of Bickford Ranch, has been planned for by the Agency. As a
separate project, PCWA is planning improvements to the Antelope Canal facilities, which currently
provide raw water to the project site and adjacent parcels. Although this planned pipeline expansion
could combine with wastewater improvements to facilitate development, it alone is unlikely to induce or
accelerate growth in the study area.
The City of Lincoln proposes to provide off-site wastewater conveyance and treatment for Bickford
Ranch upon completion of improvements to its wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) in 1999. The
upgraded plant would have capacity to serve up to 790 of the project’s proposed 1,950 dwelling units.
Subsequent completion of a new regional WWTP in 2003 would provide the additional capacity needed
to serve the entire project without constraining the needs of existing customers or other anticipated
growth in the region.
The City’s Public Facilities Element has planned for this WWTP expansion and will construct the
improvements with or without Bickford Ranch. A Joint Powers Authority (JPA) consisting of Placer
County, the cities of Lincoln and Auburn, South Placer Municipal Utility District and the Newcastle
Sanitary District has been formed to design and construct a regional sewer system. This future regional
system would accommodate the proposed project but, as with Lincoln’s WWTP upgrades, is planned to
go forward whether or not Bickford Ranch is approved.
The project proposes construction of a 12-inch pipeline along SR 193 to Ferrari Ranch Road. However,
the Applicant could construct a 42- to-60-inch sewer pipeline if the JPA that was formed to design and
construct a regional sewer system has completed the pipeline design in the timeframe that this
improvement is needed by the Applicant. If the larger pipeline is constructed, the Applicant would be
reimbursed on a pro-rata basis. Since the Bickford Ranch development would only construct a 12-inch
line, this would not be growth-inducing. If the larger pipeline were constructed, it would be sized to meet
the design of the JPA.

16.5

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA, Section 15355, 1992).
The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or many separate projects. The
cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant impacts taking place over time.
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The cumulative impact scenario for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan project considers 2010
development as identified in the Placer County General Plan Update (Crawford Multari & Starr et al.,
1994a), plus the development of the proposed project, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan project and the
Clover Valley Lakes project. The General Plan Update assumptions for growth are contained in the
County’s Land Use Diagram prepared as part of the update process. For South Placer County, these
assumptions are shown in Table 16-52.
Table 16-52
Development Scenarios
South Placer County
Population and Employment
1

Household Population

2

Wage & Salary Employment

1990

2010

21,319

44,375

5,653

17,495

Notes:
1
County Assessor’s data base summaries of dwelling units by community
plan area and vacancy rate and persons-per-household factors from the
1990 Census.
2
Estimate is for 1991, based on State of California Employment
Development Department (EDD) estimate of total wage and salary
employment in the County, distributed using estimates of building space
using the County Assessor’s data base and standardized estimates of
vacancy rates and employment density by use.
Source: Placer County General Plan Update EIR, Crawford Multari & Starr
et al., 1994

The EIR for the General Plan Update states that, based on the assumptions in the 2010 scenario, “South
Placer County becomes a more “urban” area, with a relatively larger supply of jobs, services, and
shopping opportunities for residents than currently exists [1994]. …This is an important objective of the
Countywide General Plan, as well as of the general plans of Placer County cities…” (Crawford Multari &
Starr, et al., 1994). The proposed project contributes to meeting these objectives, and also to some of the
cumulative environmental impacts identified in the General Plan associated with the 2010 development
scenario.
The Twelve Bridges Specific Plan Area is generally bounded by SR 65 on the west, SR 193 on the north,
Sierra college Boulevard on the east and the City of Lincoln City limits on the south. The Plan Area
encompasses approximately 4,864 acres of the Twelve Bridges property as well as the western 441 acres
of East Lake Specific Plan area and all 401 acres of the East Ridge Specific Plan area, for a total of
5,706 acres. This development would include 10,075 dwelling units of which 5,300 would be agerestricted units, on 2,578 acres, distributed as follows:
Very Low Density
Low Density
Medium Density
High Density

615 units
6,675 units
1,585 units
1,200 units

Other components of the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan include both general commercial and village
commercial areas, an Employment Center, a Community College campus, up to three golf courses, two
community parks and distributed neighborhood parks and open space. The development is expected to
generate a total population of 21,995 residents and 6,745 jobs (EIP Associates, 1997).
The Clover Valley Lakes project is located along the west side of Sierra college Boulevard, generally
between the terminus of Rawhide Road on the south and North Clover Valley Road/Creekside Road on
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the north in Placer County. The project includes approximately 642 acres of vacant land. This
development will include 974 low and medium density residential units on 492 acres. The project would
also include a small retail/commercial area, two parks, and open space.
When considered with other reasonably foreseeable projects, cumulative impacts to some resources
would be significant and more severe than those caused by the proposed project alone. The EIR for the
Placer County General Plan Update concluded that in eight major areas the development considered in the
General Plan, taken as a whole, will result in potentially-significant or significant adverse impacts to land
use, traffic congestion, cultural resources, loss of farmland, loss of agricultural reduction, habitat
conversion and habitat quality reduction, increase in air pollutant emissions, and traffic noise. The
proposed project would contribute to cumulative impacts in the areas of land use, traffic congestion,
traffic noise, increase in air pollutant emissions, habitat conversion and habitat quality reduction, and
visual resources.
The potential for the proposed project to contribute to cumulatively significant impacts for each resource
area considered in this Draft EIR is discussed below.

Land Use
The current trend in residential development in south Placer County includes the conversion of substantial
open space areas in the City of Lincoln (Twelve Bridges) and the City of Rocklin (Clover Valley Lakes).
Located adjacent to the Twelve Bridges project but physically separated from the Clover Valley project,
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area is an extension of this land use trend and will cumulatively contribute
to the loss of open space in the region. As concluded in the Placer County General Plan EIR and the
Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR, this loss of open space is considered significant and unavoidable.
Implementation of this project will not interrupt the contiguity of crop production or significantly reduce
the County’s livestock production. Therefore, efficiency of agricultural production will not be reduced as
a result of this project. Farmland proximate to the site may be protected from further encroachment by
(1) contracts legally binding the owner, and (2) zoning regulation. These are the most certain methods of
keeping the land under cultivation. If an owner is legally bound under Williamson Act contracts, the land
is committed to agricultural production incrementally for 10-year periods. However, this method of
protecting agricultural land is at the discretion of the landowner; there is no way to legally require entry
into such a contract. It is uncertain whether denial of the proposed project would prompt landowners to
rescind their requests for non-renewal of their contracts. Currently, there are no additional incentives in
place, which would reverse the current trend of nearby landowners to file for non-renewal status.
Further development of adjacent farmland may be precluded by current zoning designations. Although it
does not legally compel the landowner to farm, the landowner may find it economically beneficial to keep
the land in active production if other uses are precluded. Development constraints through zoning is
considered an impermanent measure, however. Existing land use designations keep the presently
cultivable lands free of development and available to agriculture only until the general plan and its zoning
ordinance provisions are amended or updated.

Population, Employment and Housing
Increases in population generated by the project could have an indirect effect on other resources,
however, such as increased traffic leading to traffic congestion. This type of impacts is considered in the
individual resource analyses below. All other adverse impacts directly resulting from increases in
population and from new employment generated by the project are less than significant. The impact on
affordable housing and the jobs/housing balance resulting from the proposed project would be less than
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significant, because the Applicant proposes to pay in-lieu fees to meet the County’s affordable housing
requirement. Placer County policies requiring new development to contribute to the County’s affordable
housing goals would serve to mitigate impacts of future development on affordable housing. Cumulative
impacts to population, employment and housing were not identified in the Placer County General Plan
Update Final EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR or the Clover Valley Lakes EIR. In addition,
the new development associated with the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impact
to population, employment or housing, individually or cumulatively, therefore it is concluded that the
proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant adverse impact on population, employment
and housing.

Public Services and Utilities
Water. PCWA’s current surface water entitlement is 292 mgd. The 2010 water demand is estimated to
be 172 mgd without the proposed project, and the projected demand for 2040 is 201 mgd. While the 2010
projection includes future development, it does not include full buildout of the proposed project, the
Twelve Bridges project and Clover Valley Lakes. Conservatively adding the entire demand for these
three projects to the 2010 projections, the total surface water demand in the cumulative scenario would be
182 mgd (the proposed project would add 2.24 mgd to this projection, Twelve Bridges would add
7.1 mgd, and Clover Valley Lakes would add 0.84 mgd). Supply appears adequate to meet the
cumulative demand of the proposed project plus future development. Significant cumulative impacts to
domestic water systems are not expected to occur.
Treatment capacity at the Sunset and Foothill water treatment plants will need to be expanded as
development progresses within the respective service areas, and additional water treatment facilities may
need to be constructed to serve future development. Additionally, the proposed project would, in
conjunction with other development through the years 2010 and beyond, result in a need to extend and
upgrade Placer County’s water distribution system. Additional pipelines and/or increases in the size of
existing pipelines would be needed to ensure adequate pressure for fire flow and potable water
requirements. The goals and policies set forth in the Placer County General Plan limit new development
to those projects that can demonstrate adequate water supply, treatment, and distribution capacity; and
require developers to share the cost of infrastructure improvements needed to ensure an adequate, reliable,
and safe water supply. The proposed project includes Mitigation Measure PS-A which requires the
Applicant to participate in the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline if sufficient pipeline hydraulic capacity
does not exist or will not exist at the time of water connection. If this mitigation measure is carried
through to future development and the project-specific mitigation measure PS-A is implemented,
significant cumulative impacts to domestic water systems are not expected to occur.
The proposed project would, in conjunction with other future development, affect PCWA’s raw water
supply and distribution system (which includes Penryn, Caperton, and Antelope canals). PCWA’s current
agreement with PG&E is for 78 cfs (3125 miner’s inches or 50 mgd). Additional water could be
purchased from PG&E, but the cost would likely be greater than that under the current agreement. Raw
water is only used for irrigation, and PCWA envisions that the US EPA will ultimately require treatment
of all water delivered to its customers. Until that time, PCWA will continue to deliver raw water only as
adequate supply and distribution system hydraulic capacity permit. Capacity improvements will continue
to be funded by both PCWA and major development projects, and PCWA may ultimately enter into a
supplemental agreement with PG&E, depending on customer demand and economic considerations. The
Applicant has participated in hydraulic capacity improvements to Caperton Canal and PCWA is planning
to construct capacity improvements to the Antelope Canal as a separate project. If these actions are
carried through, significant cumulative impacts to Caperton and Antelope canals are not expected to
occur.
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The proposed project includes a minimal number of individual domestic wells, and Placer County
General Plan policy encourages use of surface water supply for new developments. In accordance with
General Plan policies, additional future demand on local groundwater resources will be limited to rural
development with low population densities where safe and reliably adequate supply can be demonstrated.
If the General Plan policies are carried through to future development, these mitigation measures would
reduce cumulative impacts to groundwater supply to a less than significant level.
Because the new development associated with the proposed project would not result in significant adverse
impacts individually or cumulatively, and cumulative impacts to water supply were not identified in the
Placer County General Plan Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR or the Clover Valley
Lakes EIR, it is concluded that the proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant adverse
impact on water.
Wastewater. The current capacity of the LWWTP is 1.4 mgd; an increase to 2.4 mgd is planned in 2001.
Depending on planning efforts currently underway, construction of the new RWTTP may provide a total
treatment capacity of 5.6 mgd by 2007, which is more than adequate to meet projected demands through
that time. The proposed project would add 0.45 mgd at buildout, and Twelve Bridges would add
6.1 mgd, including the commercial centers and the employment center. The EIR for the Twelve Bridges
project concludes that it would generate 2 mgd more than the existing facility could treat under dry
weather conditions. Both the Twelve Bridges project and the proposed project have identified mitigation
measures to ensure that development does not occur without ensuring that adequate facilities are in place
to handle the increase in flows. Clover Valley Lakes would send their wastewater to Roseville, so it
would not be an additional demand on the Lincoln system.
Placer County, in conjunction with other local governments, has formed a Joint Powers Authority which
may ultimately develop a regional Master Plan for wastewater conveyance and treatment systems. The
Applicant would fund construction of necessary wastewater conveyance systems, and General Plan
policies require developers demonstrate adequate capacity prior to project approval. As the role of the
JPA becomes more defined, Placer County and/or the JPA should consider measures to provide for longterm wastewater treatment needs and minimize flows to wastewater treatment systems (i.e., control of
sewer inflow and domestic/industrial water conservation). If Placer County General Plan policies are
carried through to future development and the project-specific mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures
PS-C through PS-H) presented in Section 6.4.2 of this Draft EIR are implemented, significant cumulative
impacts to wastewater conveyance and treatment capacity are not expected to occur.
Electricity/Gas/Energy. The proposed project, along with future development, is expected to increase
demand for electricity, natural gas and other energy sources. Additional electrical power is purchased on
an as-needed basis; supply is not expected to be a problem. Likewise, there is an abundant supply of
natural gas. Distribution facilities would be constructed as needed to serve future development. While no
federal, State or local laws or regulations set specific quantitative thresholds for determining a significant
energy impact, CEQA normally deems as significant any project that encourages activities that result in
the use of large amounts of energy or fuel, or any project that uses energy in a wasteful manner. The
proposed project would not use inordinate amount of energy or use energy in a wasteful manner. Placer
County has a number of General Plan policies requiring efficient energy use. Because the new
development associated with the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts
individually or cumulatively, and cumulative impacts to electricity, gas and energy were not identified in
the Placer County General Plan Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR or the Clover Valley
Lakes EIR, it is concluded that the proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant adverse
impact on electricity, gas or energy.
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Parks and Recreation. Placer County General Plan requires a minimum of five acres of active-use
parkland and five acres of open space (passive recreation) per 1,000 residents to reduce anticipated
impacts on parks and recreational facilities. The proposed project substantially exceeds the County’s park
and recreation requirement to eliminate impacts associated with insufficient park and recreation facilities.
The General Plan requires parks construction to be phased so as to be available as adjacent residential
uses are developed; the Applicant has complied with this requirement in the proposed project’s Phasing
Plan. Because the new development associated with the proposed project would not result in significant
adverse impacts individually or cumulatively and cumulative impacts to parks and recreation were not
identified in the Placer County General Plan Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR or the
Clover Valley Lakes EIR, it is concluded that the proposed project would not have a cumulatively
significant adverse impact on parks and recreation.
Other Community/County Services. The County General Plan policy states that the County shall
ensure that adequate public facilities and services are available to serve new developments.
The County’s financial analysis does not conclude that the proposed project would have an adverse effect
on the County’s ability to finance the needed increases in County services. The Placer County General
Plan provides policies and facility funding options to ensure that the County will be able meet its facility
and service objectives associated with all development in a timely manner, and to maintain adequate
levels of service. With the implementation of these policies and funding mechanisms, cumulative impacts
would be less than significant.
The cumulative impacts of the proposed project and other developments on the local school districts may
be significant in the short-term if the population grows faster than the facilities can be developed to serve
the population. The school districts’ ability to collect school fees would eventually mitigate the
cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.
The proposed project would contribute to the need for additional fire protection services, particularly due
to the physical constraints posed by its topography. The proposed project would contribute to alleviating
cumulative effects by providing a location for a new fire station on-site, and constructing and partially
equipping it. Ongoing operations and maintenance will be provided through the collection of a special
tax levied on the annual property taxes for each property owner. In the short term, the proposed project
could result in significant short-term impacts relating to meeting fire response standards, because of the
distance existing fire fighting facilities are located from the project site. However, with the construction
of a new fire station on the fire station site within the proposed project area, the resulting contribution to
cumulative impacts associated with fire protection would be less than significant.
While the proposed project would contribute to the increase in solid waste generation due to development,
Placer County General Plan policies and compliance with the Integrated Waste Management Act
(AB 939) are expected to result in less than significant impacts to the existing WRSL, which has capacity
to the year 2050.
Other community services such as telephone and cable services would expand service to meet demand;
and no cumulatively significant impacts are anticipated.

Transportation and Circulation
Section 7.3.8 describes the traffic impacts of the proposed project under the Buildout of Project Vicinity
scenario. This scenario identified traffic impacts associated with adding full buildout of the proposed
project, the Twelve Bridges project, and the Clover Valley Lakes project to the 2010 development levels
assumed in the Placer County General Plan EIR.
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These projects represent all of the major development projects along Sierra College Boulevard north of
Taylor Road that are allowed under the general plans of Placer County, Rocklin, Lincoln and Loomis.
This analysis effectively considers the cumulative condition as defined in this analysis. Some of the
development in these three large developments would likely occur after 2010, so the analysis in
Section 7.3.8 is likely conservative.
Development of the proposed project would result in an increase in traffic. While project-specific
mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the proposed project’s effect on increased levels of
service, the addition of more traffic on already congested roadways would not alleviate the existing
adverse cumulative condition. The Placer County General Plan Update EIR identified adverse impacts on
traffic congestion as significant, as did the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan and Clover Valley Lakes EIRs.
Although the policies and programs of the County’s Policy Document would partially mitigate the effects
of development on traffic congestion, they would not reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.
Development of he proposed project would result in a substantial increase in traffic and traffic congestion.
Implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in this Draft EIR would mitigate each
individual traffic impact of the proposed project to a less than significant level. Although less than
significant individually, the combined effects of these impacts would, when combined with other
development, contribute to cumulatively significant traffic congestion identified in the Placer County
General Plan Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR and the Clover Valley Lakes EIR.
Therefore, the cumulative impact of the project on traffic congestion is considered significant and
unavoidable.

Air Quality
Cumulative development would result in construction emissions from earthmoving activities, heavy duty
equipment operation, workers traveling to and from the construction sites, and miscellaneous activities
such as road and parking lot paving and architectural coating application to commercial and residential
structures. Earthmoving activities could result in substantial fugitive dust (PM10) emissions, and would
be likely to generate localized particulate concentrations in excess of state or federal standards. Dust
emissions would depend on soil type and moisture content. A major portion of the PM10 would settle on
or immediately adjacent to construction sites, while a portion would contribute to regional ambient
particulate concentrations. Construction equipment operation and construction employee vehicle trips
would generate exhaust emissions, including CO, ROG, NOx, SO2, and particulates. Painting and
roadway paving activities would primarily release ROG into the atmosphere.
General Plan policies related to construction emission control are designed to reduce construction-related
impacts. Despite implementation of these policies, construction activities would generate unavoidable,
temporary increases in the non-attainment pollutants and their precursors. The proposed project would,
on a short-term basis, contribute to a significant cumulative air quality impact associated with
development construction.
The General Plan contains policies aimed at reducing air quality impacts associated with motor vehicles.
Traffic generated by cumulative development would increase local carbon monoxide concentrations at
congested intersections and along heavily traveled roadways. Carbon monoxide concentrations would be
higher during cooler months, as lower ambient temperatures contribute to higher CO concentrations, and
would be greatest in areas with high traffic volumes and low average speeds. Background CO
concentrations in lower Placer County are generally low. Future roadside CO concentrations are expected
to decrease despite anticipated increases in vehicle volumes; lower CO concentrations are expected as a
result of improved automobile fuel combustion efficiency.
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CO concentrations in the study area were modeled based on anticipated traffic speeds and volumes in the
study area. Table 8-6 shows the results of the CO modeling analysis for the cumulative traffic scenario.
As shown, the proposed project in conjunction with cumulative development in the study area is not
expected to generate CO concentrations in excess of state or federal CO standards. This would be a less
than significant cumulative impact.
The General Plan includes policies aimed at reducing ozone precursor and particulate emissions
associated with cumulative development in Placer County. The portion of Placer County surrounding the
proposed project site is currently designated as a severe non-attainment area with respect to the federal
ozone standard; preliminary data indicate that the area will be similarly designated with respect to the new
eight-hour federal ozone standard. The most recent Air Quality Attainment Plan for the area, written in
1982, outlined measures aimed at reducing emissions to achieve state and federal ozone and particulate
standards; despite implementation of all feasible measures, however, in 1982 the County did not foresee
achieving applicable ozone or particulate standards within the timeline required by Clean Air Acts.
Furthermore, development in Placer County has continued to exceed expectations. Several developments
described in the most recent General Plan for Placer County, including the proposed project, have not
been accounted for in growth projections used to estimate future ozone precursor and particulate
emissions. The effect of this is that cumulative development in Placer County will likely exacerbate
existing air quality problems, and hinder the County’s ability to attain state and federal ozone and
particulate standards. The Placer County General Plan identifies the increase in air pollutant emissions
(ozone precursors and PM10 emissions as significant, and states that there are no measures available that
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The Twelve Bridges Specific Plan and Clover
Valley Lakes EIRs also identified this impact as cumulatively significant. The proposed project’s
contribution to ozone precursor and particulate emissions associated with cumulative development would
therefore represent a significant, unavoidable adverse impact.

Noise
Noise impacts from construction result from the operation of construction equipment and, to a lesser
degree, noise generated by vehicle traffic traveling to and from the construction area. The magnitude of
the impact depends on the type of construction activity, the noise level generated by various pieces of
construction equipment, the duration of the construction phase, the distance between the noise source and
receptor, and the presence or absence of noise barriers. Construction generated noise would affect
properties adjacent to the various construction sites; however this noise would be short-term and
temporary, and would be a less than significant impact on cumulative noise resulting from development.
Cumulative operational noise impacts would result primarily from traffic noise on major roadways.
Noise generated by non-transportation related noise sources would not be additive, as noise from these
sources would occur in different portions of the County. Using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction
Model and estimated traffic volumes and speeds for cumulative traffic conditions, future 24-hour average
noise levels were predicted along major thoroughfares in the study area. Results of the noise level
prediction indicated that noise levels generated by cumulative traffic volumes in the study area would be
between 4 and 9 dBA greater than existing noise levels. The area of properties within the 60 dBA Ldn
would increase to approximately twice current areas with cumulative traffic growth.
The Placer County General Plan EIR concludes that no mitigation measures beyond the policies and
programs included in the General Plan Policy Document are available that would reduce the potential
future traffic noise impacts on existing noise-sensitive uses to a less than significant level. The traffic
noise generated by the proposed project alone would be less than significant. Although off-site traffic
noise levels generated by the proposed project would be less than significant, the combined effects of this
impact would, when combined with other development, contribute to cumulatively significant traffic
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noise identified in the Placer County General Plan Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR and
the Clover Valley Lakes EIR. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the project on traffic noise is
considered significant and unavoidable.

Soils, Geology and Seismicity
Potentially significant impacts are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project due to increased
erosion, development constraints due to difficult excavation conditions, differential settlement, foundation
instability and slope instability. Mitigation Measures G-A through G-C have been included in the
proposed project that, when combined with EIR recommended mitigation measures, would reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level. These impacts can be expected to occur with cumulative
development in the County. Given the localized, short-term nature of these impacts and existing Placer
County General Plan policies that address them, because the new development associated with the
proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts individually or cumulatively and
cumulative impacts to soils, geology and seismicity were not identified in the Placer County General Plan
Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR or the Clover Valley Lakes EIR, it is concluded that
the proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant adverse impact on soils, geology or
seismicity.

Hazardous Waste/Materials
The proposed project would have potentially significant impacts associated with possible contact with
contaminated soils or release of hazardous substance during or after construction, with potential
groundwater contamination associated with the NAPOTS well, or hazardous materials located in mine
tunnels. Mitigation Measures HW-A through HW-H, included in Section 11.4 of this Draft EIR, when
combined with EIR recommended mitigation measures, would reduce these impacts to a less than
significant level. These impacts can be expected to occur with cumulative development in the County.
Given the localized nature of these impacts and existing Placer County General Plan policies that address
them, because the new development associated with the proposed project would not result in significant
adverse impacts individually or cumulatively and cumulative impacts related to hazardous
wastes/materials were not identified in the Placer County General Plan Update EIR, the Twelve Bridges
Specific Plan EIR or the Clover Valley Lakes EIR, it is concluded that the proposed project would not
have a cumulatively significant adverse impact related to hazardous wastes or materials..

Hydrology and Water Quality
Cumulative development within the Auburn Ravine and Dry Creek watersheds would result in a
significant increase in the risk of flooding due to an increase in surface drainage from new development,
and potentially from new development encroaching on the 100-year flood plain. The County General
Plan Policy Document identifies policies and programs designed to mitigate the increased risk of flooding
due to cumulative development. With implementation of these policies and Mitigation Measures H-A
and H-B, cumulative impacts are not expected to occur.
Groundwater impacts are local and less than significant. Cumulative impacts may be significant to
groundwater if local aquifer extraction is increased and/or recharge area is reduced significantly by
increasing impervious area.
Cumulative development within the Auburn Ravine and Dry Creek watersheds is expected to increase the
potential for cumulative groundwater and surface water quality impacts. These impacts will result
primarily from contaminated storm water runoff and use of individual septic systems.
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Mitigation Measures H-A through H-K, included in Section 12.4 of this Draft EIR, would reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level. These impacts can be expected to occur with cumulative
development in the County. Given the localized nature of these impacts and existing Placer County
General Plan policies that address them, significant cumulative impacts are not expected to occur.

Biology
Increased development will occur because of the proposed project, in addition to two nearby, large
residential projects, the Twelve Bridges Specific Plan and the Clover Valley Lakes project. The resulting
increase in the human population and associated development will convert habitat and reduce the
remaining habitat quality. Development identified for these projects and others in the County will cause
substantial habitat conversion and habitat quality reduction in areas of unincorporated Placer County
designated for rural residential uses.
The Twelve Bridges Specific Plan EIR identified the adverse impacts on plant and wildlife habitat, oak
woodland, and special-status species as significant. The Clover Valley Lakes EIR identified significant
impacts on oak woodland, wetlands, and valley oaks. Both documents mitigate biological resource
impacts to a less than significant level with on-site compensation. The Placer County General Plan Final
EIR identified the adverse impact on vegetation and wildlife associated with habitat conversion as
significant. Although the policies and programs of the Placer County General Plan Policy Document
would partially mitigate the effects of habitat loss, they would not reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level.
Development of the proposed project would result in a substantial change in habitat types on the project
site.
Implementation of the Applicant’s oak conservation and revegetation plan (Mitigation
Measure B-A) and wetland preservation plan (Mitigation Measure B-E) would improve habitat quality in
the parts of the project site that will remain natural open space. However, following project construction
there would remain a net decrease in open space, grassland, oak woodland, and wetlands and an increase
in developed area. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the project on biological resources is considered
significant and unavoidable.

Cultural Resources
Available information indicates that south Placer County is a rich source of cultural and paleontological
material. Information from individual cultural resources are most valuable to the archaeological record
collectively. A cultural context for the south placer area may be established by combining these
individual resources. Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would reduce impacts to
individual resources identified on-site. Placer County General Plan provides policies, which are essential
to protecting cultural resources from future development. The Placer County General Plan EIR concludes
that the cumulative impact of development on cultural resources is considered potentially significant. It
concludes that no feasible mitigation measures beyond the policies and programs included in the General
Plan Policy Document are available that would reduce the possibility of occasional accidental disruption
of important archaeological, historic, or paleontological sites to a less than significant level. Because the
mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant and additional mitigation measures identified in
Section 14.4 of this Draft EIR (Mitigation Measures C-A through C-F) would avoid, cover, or protect
known cultural resources on the project site, and because additional mitigation has been identified to deal
with the unanticipated encountering of presently unknown cultural resources during construction, the
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources is considered less than
significant.
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Visual Resources
Due to existing rural development and other approved development within the study area, the Bickford
Ranch project site is one of the few remaining undeveloped natural open spaces within the landscape
setting. The local landscape setting consists of gently rolling terrain transitioning into several narrow
ridges up to a broad, flat "mesa-like" ridge top. Rural residences and travelers on local roadways have
open views into the rolling meadows at the northeastern part of the project site and "inferior" and partially
screened views to the ridge tops along the remaining portions of the project site. It was determined that
the Twelve Bridges development would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to views and scenic
quality of the area, as would the Clover Valley Lakes development. Although the policies and programs
of the County General Plan would partially mitigate the effects of development, as would the mitigation
measures proposed by the Applicant and recommended in Section 15.4 of this Draft EIR (Mitigation
Measures V-A through V-K) they would not reduce the cumulative impacts of development in this area
on visual quality to a less than significant level. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the proposed project
on visual resources is considered significant and unavoidable.
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