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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

PURPOSE OF EIR ADDENDUM

This Addendum to the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (Bickford EIR) is
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164).
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164 states that “The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an
addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if some changes or additions are
necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of subsequent
EIR has occurred.” Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15367, Placer County is the lead agency for
the project and it has the principal responsibility of carrying out or approving a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment. As lead agency, Placer County has the authority for certification of
any accompanying environmental documentation.
The Bickford EIR analyzed the impacts of the project as described in the proposed Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan and related documents, including the Bickford Ranch Development Standards and the
Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines, dated August 17, 1999. It also analyzed the changes described in
Chapter 2.0 of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report dated November 13,
2000. The Bickford EIR was certified by the Placer County Board of Supervisors (Board) by Resolution
No. 2001-340 on December 18, 2001, at which time the Board also approved the Bickford Ranch Specific
Plan, Development Standards and Design Guidelines dated December 18, 2001; adopted a Statement of
Findings, a Mitigation Monitoring Plan and a Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Project; related entitlements, and a Development Agreement, after
requiring changes to the project to reduce its environmental impacts. The Board’s actions requiring
changes to the project did not result in new or greater environmental impacts than those impacts identified
and analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The Board also adopted resolutions dealing with abandonment of one
portion and closure of another portion of Clark Tunnel Road.
All of the foregoing actions were challenged in court. The court determined that the Board’s approval of
the Specific Plan, Design Guidelines, Development Standards, Development Agreement, and adoption of
mitigation measures and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, and resolutions pertaining to
Clark Tunnel Road were invalid and consequently, ordered those actions to be rescinded. On August 10,
2004 the Board complied with the Court’s writ by rescinding its approval of the Specific Plan, Design
Guidelines, Development Standards, Development Agreement, adoption of mitigation measures,
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, and the resolutions pertaining to Clark Tunnel Road. The
Board of Supervisors may now reconsider approval of the Specific Plan, Design Guidelines, Development
Standards, Development Agreement, and adoption of mitigation measures and the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan. Copies of the updated Specific Plan, Design Guidelines, Development Standards,
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan are included in Appendices A, B, C, and F,
respectively. This Addendum is prepared in compliance with CEQA requirements to permit the Board’s
reconsideration.
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This Addendum addresses changes between the project evaluated in the Bickford EIR and the project
described in the September 1, 2004 Bickford Ranch Specific Plan as well as other changes that have
occurred with the passage of time. It examines these changes using the criteria identified in CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15164 and 15162, namely:
1.

Are there substantial changes in the project, which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects?

2.

Are there substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will be
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects?

3.

Is there new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR
was certified as complete, related to the following:
(a)

the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR;

(b)

significant effects previously examined with be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR;

(c)

mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

(d)

mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measures or the alternative?

Section 2.0 of this Addendum describes the changes in the project as analyzed in the Bickford EIR as well as
other changes in circumstance that have occurred with the passage of time. Section 3.0 identifies, by environmental resource topic and by specific impacts identified in the Bickford EIR, whether or not these changes
identified in Section 2.0 meet the criteria identified in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15164 described above.

1.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The Bickford Ranch Specific Plan includes residential, commercial, and recreational development on
approximately 1,942 acres of vacant land in unincorporated Placer County approximately four miles west
of Interstate 80 (I-80) and south of State Route 193 (SR-193), between the cities of Lincoln and
Newcastle (see Figure 1-1).
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2.0

CHANGES POTENTIALLY AFFECTING THE BICKFORD RANCH
SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

The Bickford EIR that was certified in December 2001 analyzes the project described in the proposed
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, Development Standards, and Design Guidelines dated August 17, 1999,
plus certain modifications described in Chapter 2.0 of the Bickford EIR dated November 13, 2000. This
Addendum addresses the following project changes that were not considered in the Bickford EIR:
1.

Project changes made by the Applicant subsequent to completion of the Bickford EIR to
reduce environmental impacts by reducing the project footprint, presented to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in 2001. The Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan, Development Standards, and Design Guidelines dated December 18, 2001
were prepared to document these changes, which are identified in Section 2.1 below;

2.

Project changes required by the Board of Supervisors (Resolution No. 2001-340) to
reduce or eliminate environmental impacts of the proposed project. The Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan, Development Standards, and Design Guidelines dated December 18, 2001
were prepared to document these changes, which are identified in Section 2.2 below; and

3.

Changes in site conditions related to implementation of certain mitigation, initiation of
site preparation activities, and agency input and actions, including:
(a)

Water conveyance modifications proposed by the Applicant as part of their
execution of a Water Master Facilities Agreement to serve the project with the
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), which are identified in Section 2.3
below. The modifications are currently under review by PCWA;

(b)

Minor Master Lotting Plan changes documented in the Tentative Maps for the
project which were approved on October 21, 2003, which are identified in
Section 2.3 below; and,

(c)

Three additional minor lotting plan and golf course alignment modifications for
Heritage Ridge described in Applicant’s letter to Placer County dated
November 21, 2003, which are identified in Section 2.3 below.

Collectively, these changes are hereinafter referred to as the “subsequent project changes.” The changes
to the land uses in the Bickford EIR are shown on Table 2-1, which compares the proposed land uses
analyzed in the Bickford EIR with the subsequent project changes. In addition, the Land Use Diagram
from the Bickford EIR and the Land Use Diagram representing the subsequent project changes are
included as Figures 2-1 and 2-2, respectively.
In addition, certain changed circumstances external to the project are examined that may have a
substantial bearing on the conclusions regarding the significance and/or severity of impacts identified in
the Bickford EIR, simply due to the passage of time. These changes are identified in Section 2.4 below.
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2.1

CHANGES IDENTIFIED BY THE APPLICANT AND PRESENTED TO THE
PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AND BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS

After the Bickford EIR was prepared and made publicly available, and focusing on the objections raised
by project opponents, the Applicant and Placer County staff continued to work together to reduce the
impacts of the project. Generally speaking, the project changes include:
A change in the project along the ridge lines, where the lots were pulled back up and off the ridge
line and condensed more on the ridge tops;
Several lots were modified to increase the density of the project, and the driving range was
moved out of a canyon area (between R-8 and R-9) to near the clubhouse in the center of the
project (between golf course holes #1 and #10);
The commercial component of the project was increase by 1.8 acres to 9.7 total acres;
Tower Site was expanded to include a 300 foot radius around the antenna tower for additional
security;
The northwestern-most lake identified in the Meadows Community was replaced with Natural
Open Space (NOS), as the Final Drainage Report (Civil Solutions, 2003) determined only one
lake was needed for storm water detention purposes in this area; and
Addition of second clubhouse to serve as a private recreation center for those communities
outside of Heritage Ridge.
Table 2-1 illustrates the detailed Master Lotting Plan changes from the Bickford EIR.
These changes resulted in more open space land and less residential land than originally evaluated in the
Bickford EIR (approximately 137 acres and 208 acres, respectively). In some cases the identification
nomenclature of the Villages changed as indicated in Table 2-1. These changes were presented at the
Placer County Planning Commission meetings of November 1, 2001 and November 8, 2001.
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Table 2-1
Master Lotting Plan Changes
Bickford EIR
Units
80

Subsequent Project
Changes Units
22

32
12

27
24

6C (now called 6E)

7

2

7A
7B
7C 2
8A
8B
9A
9B
10

88
20
20
93
11
97
0
13

81
18
106
78
15
113
9
7

11A
11B (now called 11)
11C (now called 12)
12 (now called 13A)

17
41
4
68

0
35
3
45

13A (now called 13B)
13B (now called 15A)
15 (now called 15B)
16A & 16B

31
32
25
101

25
25
23
102

17 (now called 17A)

25

25

18 (now called 17B, 18A
&18B)
19

81

80

5

4

4
947
1,950

5
920
1,890

Community
Meadows Community 1
Ridge Community
6A (now called 6A, 6C & 6D)
6B

20
Heritage Ridge Community 3, 4
Total
Notes:

Difference (+/-)
-58 units, Lots redesigned
-5 units, Lot size reductions
+12 units, Lot depths
modified
-5 units, Footprint
modification
-7 units
-2 units
+86 units, Densification
-15 units
+4 units
+16 units
+9 units
-6 units, Footprint
modification
-17 units, Village eliminated
-6 units
-1 unit, Lot depths modified
-23 units, Lot depths
reduced
-6 units, Lot depths reduced
-7 units
-2 units
+1 unit, Village
reconfiguration
0 units, Nomenclature
change only
-1 unit
-1 unit, southern NAPOTS
created
+1 unit
-27 units
-60 units

1

Meadows was redesigned to consist of 3 to 5 acres lots. M2, M3, and M4 were redesigned from 66 to 21 lots; the footprint
of Meadows did not essentially change.
2
106 units includes 10 additional affordable housing units requested by the Placer County Board of Supervisors, see
Section 2.2 (j).
3
Heritage Ridge Villages 26 and 27 were eliminated (37 lots) and relocated between golf course holes #1 and #10, due to
the driving range relocation.
4
10 units were added to Heritage Ridge by adjusting lot sizes; the footprint of Heritage Ridge did not change.

Source: Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, August 17, 1999; Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, December 18, 2001, Bickford Ranch Specific
Plan, September 1, 2004.
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2.2

CHANGES PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD
OF SUPERVISORS

Placer County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2001-340 (now rescinded) recites the changes to the
project requested by the Applicant or recommended by the Placer County Planning Commission, which
were reviewed and adopted by the Board, as follows:
(a) require that Clark Tunnel Road to the north be closed but not abandoned. Clark Tunnel Road
will remain open for emergency access only;1
(b) permit four gates at the entrance to Heritage Ridge, which is the active adult community, permit
three emergency vehicle access gates on Clark Tunnel Road, which is otherwise closed to
vehicles within the project boundaries, and permit two gates at Bickford Ranch Park2;
(c) require a ten-foot setback for garages from the front of residential structures;
(d) require construction of perimeter trails as early as practicable;
(e) eliminate development in areas 11A and 13A with the units relocated to the south;
(f) require public play at the golf course at least one day per week 3;
(g) adopt Staff-recommended findings for amendments to the Specific Plan;
(h) require that the Homeowners’ Association assume responsibility for investigating claims by
adjacent property owners regarding groundwater contamination, and take action to remediate
if contamination arises from activities within Bickford Ranch; and
(i) recommend the Applicant provide employee housing in the vicinity of the golf course
maintenance area. However, the Board of Supervisors did not make this a requirement.
The Board of Supervisors imposed the following additional requirements:
(j) add ten additional on-site affordable housing units; record deed restrictions for parcels
dedicated to affordable housing use in Ridge 7C;
(k) add three water quality monitoring wells; develop a monitoring plan for these wells, subject
to the review and approval of the Department of Environmental Health; and,
(l) add churches as a conditionally permitted use in any of the residentially-designated portions
of the site, and eliminate churches as a conditionally permitted use in the Village Commercial
site.

1

The Planning Commission recommended that Clark Tunnel Road to the south be closed, while leaving it open to the north with
improvements to make it safe for increased traffic. The Board did not accept this recommendation.
2
The Planning Commission recommended prohibiting all gates. The Board did not accept this recommendation.
3
The Planning Commission recommended increasing public play at the golf course to at least two days per week. The Board did
not accept this recommendation.
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These changes were incorporated into the proposed Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, Development
Standards, and Design Guidelines dated September 1, 2004, as now pending for reconsideration before
the Board.

2.3

CHANGES IN SITE CONDITIONS AND PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPROVEMENTS

The following additional changes, not represented in either the Bickford EIR or the December 18, 2001
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, have occurred subsequent to December 18, 2001. These changes have
been identified as planning efforts to implement the approved Specific Plan have proceeded, and are a
result of implementation of certain mitigation identified in the Bickford EIR and the approved Specific
Plan, agency input or actions, or initiation of site preparation activities pursuant to permits issued by
Placer County.
Physical Changes to the Site:
Implementation of wetland mitigation in an area located in the northwest corner of the Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan area, including transplantings and new plantings of Valley Elderberry
seedlings (see Figure 2-3).
The permitted removal of approximately 133 oak trees with diameters of six inches diameter at
breast height or greater along Lower Ranch Road for project site preparation activities (see
Figures 2-4A, 2-4B, and 2-4C).
Construction of two monitoring wells (Well Nos. 2-1 and 2-2) shown in the Bickford Ranch Well
Monitoring Protocol (see Figure 2-5).
Plan Changes:
As part of the proposed Water Master Facilities Agreement between the Applicant and PCWA,
additional encasement of a portion of the Caperton Canal on the project site was driven by a
change in the location/configuration of housing near the Caperton Canal (see Figure 2-6).
Identification of an alternative route to connect the project’s on-site potable water distribution system to
the PCWA pipeline at Butler Road. The alternative potable water distribution system was proposed by
the Applicant as part of their Water Master Facilities Agreement with PCWA. The alternative
distribution system is currently under review by PCWA (see Figure 2-7).
Transfer of the existing communications tower east of Tower Park (4.7-acre parcel) from private
to Placer County ownership, as this parcel is a part of the project.
Formal conveyance of the Bitterroot parcel (10 acres) at the northwest end of the site to new
owners; this parcel is a part of the project.
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Reconfiguration of the NAPOTS parcel (10 acres) on the southern portion of the property,
without changing the total acreage.
Change in ownership of the lake identified as “PCWA” north of the railroad and R-18 from
PCWA to the golf course owners as a result of design changes in the water conveyance system,
no longer needed by PCWA to draw down water from Clover Valley Lake, but still needed for
pump station storage/golf course irrigation.
Approval of a Tentative Map by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on October 21, 2003
that included minor lot changes included in Table 2-1 and the following changes 4:
o

Addition of a PCWA Siphon east of Clark Tunnel Road.5

o

Relocation of southern access to Ridge 16 from Bickford Ranch Road.

Minor lotting changes requested by the Applicant on November 21, 2003, which are within the
authority of the Placer County Planning Department to approve through a determination for
substantial conformance with the approved Tentative Map:
o

Relocation of golf course hole #8 and relotting of Heritage Ridge 22A, 22B, 22C, and 23A.

o

Reconfiguration of Heritage Ridge 29.

o

Golf course hole #1 green and Heritage Ridge 27 design changes.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures
LAFCO agreement regarding fire protection for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area that gives
Placer County sole jurisdiction. Impact PS-24 in the Bickford EIR recognizes the increased
demand for fire protection service with implementation of the project. On March 13, 2002 the
Placer County LAFCO adopted Resolution #2-2000 which implemented Mitigation Measure
PS-L. All structural areas of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area are now under one entity.
Formation of a Joint Powers Authority (South Placer Regional Transportation Authority
(SPRTA)) and adoption of a traffic mitigation fee (commonly referred to as the SPRTA fee).
Impacts T-5 and T-12 in the Bickford EIR recognize that the existing SR-193/SR-65 intersection
would operate at poor levels of service (LOS) with or without implementation of the project.
Traffic mitigation fees paid by the Applicant, as described by Mitigation Measure T-E, would be
used to help fund the proposed City of Lincoln Bypass and construction of the new
SR-193/SR-65 interchange west of the existing intersection. Construction of the interchange and

4

This is in addition to the Community changes from the Revised Master Lotting Plan in Section 2.1, Table 2-1.
This is part of the Antelope Canal. Analysis for siphon conducted by LSA Associates as noted in the Bickford EIR. Updated
siphon design allows for ownership under private control, not PCWA. The siphon is part of the golf course storage pump station
and irrigation system.

5
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bypass around Lincoln would allow for acceptable LOS at the existing SR-193/SR-65 intersection
by pulling traffic off of existing SR-65 and placing it on the bypass alignment.
Implementation of Related Projects
Increased sewer capacity at the City of Lincoln’s existing Wastewater Treatment Plant. Impact
PS-11 in the Bickford EIR recognizes the increased demand for wastewater treatment with
implementation of the project. Fees paid by the Applicant, as described by Mitigation Measure
PS-G, would be used to help fund the expansion of the existing Lincoln Wastewater Treatment
Plant. To date, the Applicant has paid a small portion of the necessary fees. The Applicant is
currently negotiating the total amount of the remaining fees due to increased development in the
area that was not anticipated at the time of the Bickford EIR. The existing Lincoln Wastewater
Treatment Plant was expanded in 2002. Mitigation Measure PS-G is no longer applicable.
Construction of a new City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant. Impact PS-11 in the
Bickford EIR recognizes the increased demand for wastewater treatment with implementation of
the project. Fees paid by the Applicant, as described by Mitigation Measure PS-G, would be used
to help fund the construction of a new Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant. To date, the
Applicant has paid a small portion of the necessary fees. The Applicant is currently negotiating
the total amount of the remaining fees due to increased development in the area that was not
anticipated at the time of the Bickford EIR. The new Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant is
scheduled to be fully operational by summer 2004, which renders Mitigation Measure PS-G
moot.
Construction of a new sewer line west of State Route 65 (SR-65) to the new City of Lincoln
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Impact PS-7 in the Bickford EIR recognizes the increased demand
for sewage conveyance with implementation of the project. The Applicant has agreed to
construct the necessary sewage lines from the project to the City of Lincoln for treatment. No
specific mitigation measure was identified in the Bickford EIR.
Construction of a new potable water pipeline in the Penryn/Lincoln area that extends from
Lincoln across Sierra College Boulevard to English Colony Way and to Butler Road. Impact
PS-5 in the Bickford EIR recognizes that a temporary shortage of potable water could occur with
implementation of the project. Mitigation Measure PS-A requires the Applicant to participate in
the construction of a new potable pipeline between Penryn and Lincoln. However, in 2002,
PCWA completed construction of the pipeline, which renders Mitigation Measure PS-A moot.
Construction commenced on a permanent American River Pump Station. Impact PS-1 in the
Bickford EIR recognizes the increased demand for treated surface water with implementation of
the project. The existing PCWA surface water supply is adequate for the project. However,
PCWA has initiated construction of permanent water pumps on the American River, which are
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scheduled, for completion in 2005 in order to meet future demand. No specific mitigation
measure was identified in the Bickford EIR.
Table 2-2 outlines the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan land use summary differences detailed in
Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 above.

2.4

CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES AND/OR NEW INFORMATION EXTERNAL TO
THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Additionally, certain external changes have occurred since the Bickford EIR was certified in 2001 that
could not have reasonably been anticipated at the time the Bickford EIR was prepared and certified.
These external changes include new projects that have been proposed/approved as well as additional
planning, implementation, and/or construction of projects or agreements that were only anticipated at the
time the Bickford EIR was prepared and certified. To the extent that such changes may be germane to the
analysis of changed circumstances related to the readopting of the Bickford EIR, they are identified
below.
Approved Projects
(a) Thunder Valley Casino, Placer County;
(b) Northwest Rocklin Annexation Area (Sunset Ranchos), City of Rocklin; and
(c) West Roseville Specific Plan, City of Roseville, and
(d) Change in Sphere of Influence, City of Roseville.
Proposed/Pending Projects
(a) Placer Ranch Specific Plan (application not yet deemed complete by Placer County);
(b) De La Salle University and Community (application not yet deemed complete by Placer
County);
(c) City of Lincoln General Plan Update (in progress); and
(d) Placer Parkway (in the process of identifying feasible alternatives for Tier 1 EIS/EIR).
Other Actions
(a) A proposed consolidation of the Penryn and Loomis school districts (in progress);
(b) In 2003, the capacity of the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill was expanded. With the
expansion, the life expectancy has been extended to 2036; and
(c) Adoption of the new Placer County General Plan Amendment regarding the updated Housing
Element, July 2003.
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Table 2-2
Land Use Summary: Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Differences
Key

Land Use Type

Typical Lot Size

Certified Bickford EIR
Units
Acres
% of Area

Differences (+/-)

Subsequent Project Changes
Units
Acres
% of Area

RESIDENTIAL
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

3.0 – 10 acres
0.9 – 3.0 acres
0.3 – 1.0 acres
7,500 to 15,000 sq ft
6,000 to 10,000 sq ft
5,000 to 7,400 sq ft
Attached Units

28
143
462
330
371
576
40
1,950

155.4
206.3
275.8
121.3
92.9
114.9
6.2
972.5

49.8

+5 units, +64.0 acres
-120 units, -166.1 acres
-200 units, -126.3 acres
+160 units, +28.9 acres
-37 units, -15.9 acres
0 units, -3.7 acres
+132 units, +11.1 acres
-60 Units, -207.8 Acres

33
23
262
490
334
576
172
1,890

219.4
40.2
149.5
150.2
77.0
111.2
17.3
764.7

39.4

56.8
3.7
52.1
476.8
308.0
6.0
21.0
3.5
927.9

47.5

+0.3 acres
+0.1 acres
-5.8 acres
+197.0 acres
+3.8 acres
+6.9 acres
N/A
+0.7 acres
+136.8 acres

57.1
3.8
46.3
673.8
311.8
12.9
N/A
4.2
1,109.7

57.1

7.9

0.4

+1.8 acres

9.7

0.5

+3.7 acres
-4.9 acres
-0.7 acres
N/A
+14.5 acres
+12.5 acres
-60 units, -12.1 acres
-3.29 Acres

4.7
1.8
1.0
N/A
50.9
58.3
1942.5
11.8

OPEN SPACE/RECREATION
BP
TP
OSC
NOS
GC
CH
DR
GMF

Bickford Ranch Park
Tower Park
Open Space Corridors
Natural Open Space
18-Hole Golf Course
1
Clubhouse/Recreation Center
2
Driving Range
Golf Maintenance Facility
Open Space/Recreation Subtotal

COMMERCIAL
VC

Village Commercial

OTHER
PFL
PCWA
FS
P/R

Notes:

Public Facility Lot
3
PCWA Facilities
4
Fire Station
5
Park and Ride
Major Roads
Other Subtotal
TOTAL
6
School Site Reservation

1,950

1.0
6.7
1.7
N/A
36.4
45.8
1,954.6
15.09

2.3
100.0

1,890

3.0
100.0

1

Subsequent project changes added a private recreation center
Driving range is now included with golf course total as a part of the subsequent project changes
3
Subsequent project changes eliminated PCWA ownership of Lake on golf course hole #13
4
1 net useable acre and 0.7 acres in Wetland Preservation Easement
5
Subsequent project changes includes lot with Village Commercial
6
Included with Meadows Unit 1 and NOS lot 69
N/A = Not applicable
2

Sources: Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, August 17, 1999; Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, December 18, 2001; Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, September 1, 2004.
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3.0

EVALUATION OF CHANGES AND/OR NEW INFORMATION SINCE
CERTIFICATION OF THE BICKFORD EIR

The following evaluation compares the information in the Bickford Ranch EIR with the subsequent
project changes, changed circumstances, and/or new information external to the project that have
occurred since December 2001 described in Section 2.0 above, in order to answer the questions set forth
in the CEQA Guidelines identified in Section 1.0 of this Addendum.

3.1

LAND USE

Impact L-1: Conversion of land use from agricultural and open space to residential, recreational
and commercial uses
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall amount of residential land, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential land reduces the project site conversion of
existing open space land by approximately 137 acres over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the
slight increase in the amount of commercial land (1.8 acres) would have a negligible impact on the
conversion of agricultural/open space land. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do
they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account
changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
While the severity of the impact is slightly reduced due to the increased amount of open space included in
the plan as a result of the subsequent project changes, the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.
Impact L-2: Change in interface of development with surrounding land uses
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. These changes result in increased buffers from the higher density
residential land uses adjacent to the northeastern ridges (R-11, R-12 and R-13), the northwestern ridges
(R-7A and R-8A), the southwestern ridges (R-6A), and the southwesternmost ridge (R-16B). The
subsequent project changes would further reduce this less than significant impact at these locations. The
larger, rural-sized lots will continue to be placed around the perimeter of the proposed project. The
mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. These changes do not cause
significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
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Impact L-3: Compatibility with surrounding agricultural uses
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The minimum agriculture buffer zone widths shown on Table 4-2 of the
Bickford EIR would not be affected. In fact, the buffer between the structures associated with the
proposed project and the surrounding agricultural uses would be increased, as described in Impact L-2
above. This would further reduce this less than significant impact at these locations. The mitigation
measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new
impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact L-4: Conversion of land from agricultural to residential, recreational and commercial uses
The subsequent project changes would not change the conversion of land from agricultural to residential,
recreational and commercial uses identified in the Bickford EIR, because overall land uses are merely
being transferred from one category (primarily residential) to another (primarily open space). These
project changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact L-5: Deleted
Impact L-5 originally identified an inconsistency with Placer County General Plan Appendix D
Development Standard f.(6)(a) requiring multi-family units. In the August 17, 1999 Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan, analyzed in the Bickford Draft EIR, multi-family units were not identified near the village
center area of the Heritage Ridge community; only Estate Residential, Low Density Residential, and
Medium Density Residential units were proposed. The Applicant agreed to include multi-family units
prior to preparation of the Final Bickford EIR. The Final Bickford EIR identified that the Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan was consistent with Placer County General Plan Appendix D Development Standard f.(6)(a)
because multi-family units were now included. Therefore Mitigation Measure L-B, which identified the
inclusion of multi-family housing, was also deleted as it no longer applicable.
Impact L-6: Inconsistency with General Plan policy 1.B.9 discouraging development of isolated,
remote, and/or walled residential projects
The subsequent project changes include elimination of all gates within the plan area, except at the
entrances to Heritage Ridge and for emergency vehicle access at the northern and southern ends of
abandoned Clark Tunnel Road. This change implements Mitigation Measure L-C, which requires
limiting construction of gates where practical. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor
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does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account
changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.2

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING

Impact PH-1: Increase in the population of unincorporated Placer County
The increment of additional population in unincorporated Placer County attributed to the subsequent
project changes are slightly reduced from that identified in the Bickford EIR, as a result of 60 fewer
residential units (1,950 to 1,890). The reduction in residential units directly relates to the expected
population increases in Placer County, which is projected to grow from 237,145 people in 2001 to
561,364 in 2050 (SACOG, 2004). It is estimated that the overall population attributed to the Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan would be reduced by approximately 155 persons as a result of the subsequent project
changes, based on the 2.6 persons-per-household rate (all non age-restricted households) applied in the
Bickford EIR analysis. This would further reduce this less than significant impact to changes in County
population. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of
impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed
project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PH-2: Increase in employment opportunities in Placer County
The subsequent project changes slightly increase the amount of commercial land (1.8 acres) over those
numbers analyzed in the Bickford EIR. This change was recommended by Placer County to
accommodate additional retail development and provide flexibility for residential or office/professional
space above the street-level retail. It is estimated that 15,000 square feet of street-level retail and
15,000 square feet of second-level residential or office space (gain of 30,000 square feet total, using the
Bickford EIR’s Village Commercial acreage/square footage/employee ratio) could result. This scenario
would not substantially increase the number of jobs in the Village Center. Assuming 15,000 square feet
of retail with one employee/250 square feet and a 50/50 split of second level residential and professional
office space (i.e., 7,500 square feet each) with one employee/275 square feet of office (EIP, 2003), the
additional commercial/retail space could produce 87 new employees at project buildout. Employment
opportunities created by the addition of this space would not likely result in new “basic” employment (as
described in Section 5.3.2 of the Bickford EIR) and, although considered negligible relative the region as
a whole, would be considered beneficial to the local economy. This change does not cause significant
new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking
into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact PH-3: Increase in the supply of housing in south Placer County
The increment of additional housing in unincorporated Placer County attributed to the subsequent project
changes are slightly reduced from that identified in the Bickford EIR, as a result of 60 fewer residential
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units. With 1,890 units, the proposed project would continue to have a beneficial impact on housing
supply in Placer County. Despite a reduction in total units, the subsequent project changes would require
a minimum of 90 and up to 106 affordable units to be constructed on-site as well as an approximate
increase of 7,500 square feet of mixed use space in the Village Center that would be available for
residential use (6 to 8 units). Also subsequently included is the provision of employee housing in the
vicinity of the golf course maintenance area, although no number of units have been specified to date.
These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PH-4: Increase in the need for affordable housing
The need for affordable housing would depend on the extent to which the subsequent project changes
increase the demand for this type of housing by lower income households resulting from new
employment in Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area. The addition of an estimated 15,000 square feet of
space retail and 7,500 square feet of office professional could result in the addition of 87 permanent “nonbasic” jobs (see Section 5.3.2 of the Bickford EIR) assuming a 50/50 split between second-level
residential and office uses. A maximum of 87 additional worker households could potentially seek
housing in proximity to the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area, although the actual number would be less
when other factors are considered (e.g., already-established residence, work location of other household
employees, etc.). The reduction would be minor. A minimum of 90 and up to 106 of the affordable units
will be constructed on-site reducing this impact from that analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new
impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact PH-5: Potential effect on the jobs-housing balance in the study area
The decrease in project-related housing units (60) coupled with a small increase in project-related jobs
(maximum 87) is expected to have a negligible effect on the jobs-housing balance in the project vicinity,
although it would be slightly more favorable than the job-housing balance identified in the Bickford EIR.
Although the supply of housing may not fully serve new employees, an adequate supply of affordable
housing is available in the larger housing market (within a 15-minute commute). Vacancy rates remain
generally “healthy” with the supply of multi-family affordable housing currently being constructed or
processed for construction. In addition, the higher jobs-to-housing ratio created by the subsequent project
changes, while small relative to the region, can be considered a slight improvement. The proposed
project’s effect on jobs-housing balance would, therefore, remain consistent with the County’s plans and
policies. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of
impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed
project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
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Impact 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.
The Bickford EIR identified construction of or in-lieu payment for 195 on-site low-income housing units
to be consistent with General Policy 2.A.11. The subsequent project changes require construction of a
minimum of 90 and a maximum of 106 on-site units, with the balance of units (for a total of 189 units)
provided through in-lieu fees to be paid to the County. The mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR are still applicable and less than significant impacts are anticipated. This change maintains
the requisite number of affordable housing units of 10 percent of the total units constructed. It does not
cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.

3.3

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

3.3.1 Water
Impact PS-1: Increased demand for treated surface water
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The estimated treated water demand shown on Table 6-1 of the Bickford
EIR would be reduced as a result of the subsequent project changes. The reduction of residential units
reduces the project’s need for treated surface water over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the
slight increase in the amount of commercial land would have a negligible impact on the demand for
treated surface water. The reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in
the Bickford EIR. These project changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the
severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the
proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
As described in the Bickford EIR, PCWA does not reserve potable water capacity for prospective
customers. It requires that all developers enter into a pipeline extension or service order agreement with
PCWA and pay all fees and charges required by PCWA, prior to making a commitment for service.
PCWA affirmed that sufficient water supplies existed to serve the project in 1999 (PCWA, 1999).
PCWA recently affirmed that is has sufficient surface water entitlements to meet the build-out demand of
the project (Toy, 2004).
A letter dated May 19, 2003, from PCWA to Fred Yeager, County Planning Director, and Rick Jordan of
Lennar Communities is attached to this Addendum as Appendix E. This letter was submitted as a water
supply sufficiency verification in support of the application of Bickford Holdings LLC for approval of
tentative subdivision maps with respect to all of the land within the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area.
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The tentative maps were approved and the decision to approve them is now final. The letter was
submitted to meet the requirements of SB 221. It refers to and relies upon PCWAs Surface Water Supply
Update For Western Placer County (Update), adopted by the PCWA Board of Directors on March 13,
2001, which in turn relies upon PCWAs Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The Update
specifically includes the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area within its demand projections, as does the
UWMP by projecting demand based upon General Plan growth. The letter, Update, and UWMP also
meet the requirements of a water assessment under Water Code Section 10910 and the other requirements
of SB 610.
In 1999, the above assertion included consideration of PCWA’s American River Pump Station, which
was proposed but not yet approved at the time the Bickford EIR was certified. Since the Bickford Ranch
project was approved in 2001, an EIR for PCWA’s American River Pump Station was certified in 2002
(Resolution No. 01-20, passed July 11, 2002) and a contract with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for
construction of the American River Pump Station was approved (Contract No. 02-LC-20-7790).
Drawings and technical specifications for Phase 1 of the pump station were approved (August 2002) and
construction has commenced, as anticipated in the Bickford Ranch EIR. Phase 2 of the pump station
project, the construction of the river intakes, closure of the diversion tunnel, and the park and recreation
elements came in over the engineer's estimate and in excess of available funds in 2005. The U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation and PCWA have agreed on a new course of action, which is to redesign the intake in an
attempt to reduce the construction cost. PCWA does not anticipate that this will result in a water supply
shortage for the Bickford Ranch project as well as other projects in the area. PCWA expects the pump
station, which is included in the Phase 1 contract and fully funded, to be completed by December of 2005.
Therefore, during the 2005 irrigation season PCWA plans on using the temporary pumps as has been the
case for the past several years. Depending upon the weather, PCWA may have to reduce the maximum
delivery rate to Zone 5 customers for brief periods during the peak months. During the 2006 irrigation
season PCWA plans to use the temporary intake structure to divert water from the American River as in
the past, but connect this supply to the new pump station. This should allow PCWA to make full
deliveries to all of its customers. Both phases of the pump station are schedule for completion in late
2005. The new intakes are currently planned for completion by April 2007. The new pump station will
be fully operational after April 2007 (Maisch, 2004). This project will divert up to 35,500 acre-feet of
PCWA’s Middle Fork Project water rights from the north fork of the American River near Auburn.
External to the proposed project, other developments requiring potable water have been proposed and/or
approved, and these developments would increase the total demand for treated water from the PCWA
system. However, with the American River Pump Station, PCWA anticipates it should be able to meet
new treated water demand through the next ten years (Toy, 2004). These changes have not created new
significant impacts or increased the severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes in the project and the information that has come to light since December
2001.
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Impact PS-2: Increased demand for raw water from Caperton and Antelope Canals
The overall reduction of residential units and increase in the amount of open space/recreation lands would
not require substantial additional raw water from the Caperton and Antelope Canals. These changes do
not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
As part of the proposed Water Master Facilities Agreement between the Applicant and PCWA, additional
encasement of a portion of the Caperton Canal on the project site was driven by a change in the
location/configuration of housing near the Caperton Canal. The Bickford EIR analyzed encasement of
16,343 linear feet of open canal. The additional encasement would replace another 4,542 linear feet of
open canal, assumed to remain open in the Bickford EIR, to minimize adverse Bickford Ranch Plan Area
impacts on canal water quality, to improve public safety as it relates to canal access, to prevent any
increase in stormwater runoff into the canal from the proposed Bickford Ranch Plan Area, to prevent any
increases in flood discharges during storm conditions, to minimize riparian habitat impacts, and to
conserve water and reduce leakage. See Figure 2-6 for portions of the Caperton Canal to be encased. The
additional encasement would further eliminate canal blow-outs, gunnite replacement, debris blockages,
and erosion problems as well as provide better service reliability and overall water quality. This change
would have a beneficial impact on the raw supply. Potential impacts to environmental resources
associated with this change are discussed in the appropriate impact section below. This change does not
cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
The Caperton Canal was recently surveyed as a part of the proposed Water Master Facilities Agreement
between the Applicant and PCWA. Riparian habitat was not found immediately adjacent to the canal, but
was found to occur in the canyons below. It was determined that the canyon riparian habitat would
function in a similar manner in the absence of the canal water spillage. The canyon riparian corridors
should not be substantially affected by the proposed encasement (North Fork Associates, 2004).
Impact PS-3: Increased demand for groundwater
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The Bickford EIR identifies the need for groundwater for 12 residential
parcels, while the subsequent project changes identify the need for groundwater for 14 residential parcels.
The minor increase is due to changes in the Master Lotting Plan that resulted from the removal of
residential units in the Ridge Communities and subsequent densification in the central portion of the
project. Based on available data analyzed for the Bickford EIR, uses of domestic wells for a limited
number of parcels is feasible, provided that appropriate storage tank systems are used to maintain peak
domestic flow, and two additional wells would not represent a substantial change in the number of wells.
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This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-4: Increased demand for surface water treatment
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units and increase in the amount of open
space/recreation lands reduces the project site need for surface water treatment over that analyzed in the
Bickford EIR because fewer permeable surfaces will be constructed, leaving more open space/recreation
lands to absorb water runoff. The slight increase in the amount of commercial land would have a
negligible impact on the demand for surface water treatment. The reduction would be minor and would
not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. These changes do not cause significant new
impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact PS-5: Temporary (short-term) shortage of water supply if planned pipeline construction
falls behind schedule
The Cross Basin I pipeline serves the Penryn and Lincoln areas as well as the proposed project site. The
addition of the proposed project would have exceeded its design capacity, causing either potential water
shortages or low water pressure to area homes due to a lack of supply. In the Bickford EIR, it was noted
that the pipeline expansion was planned but had not yet occurred. Subsequently, the pipeline was
expanded (fall of 2002) in anticipation of the proposed project and other regional growth. The mitigation
measure identified in the Bickford EIR is therefore no longer necessary and this impact is no longer
applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described
in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes in the project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS 6: Potential contamination of potable water supply where proposed pipeline crosses
under storm drainage culverts in Butler Road
Due to a desire to decrease the overall length of the new PCWA potable water pipeline connection to the
project site, and to reduce potential water contamination from storm drainage culverts in Butler Road, a
second routing option is now under review by PCWA that is shorter than the route identified in the
Bickford EIR. The alternate pipeline alignment would proceed north along Butler Road to the Clark
property (APN 032-100-003). From this point an off-site booster pump station would be constructed on
the southeastern portion of the Clark property in order to send water uphill to the Bickford Ranch Plan
Area. The alternate pipeline alignment would extend across the eastern property line of the Clark
property, as shown on Figure 2-7 in Section 2.0. The alternate pipeline alignment would further reduce
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potential contamination of the potable water supply due to a decreased number of storm drainage culvert
crossings in Butler Road. The alternate pipeline alignment was recently surveyed as a part of the Water
Master Facilities Agreement between the Applicant and PCWA, and no potential impacts regarding
contamination of potable water supplies were found (North Fork Associates, 2004). The mitigation
measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable and less than significant impacts are anticipated.
This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.3.2 Wastewater
Impact PS-7: Increased demand for sewage conveyance to wastewater treatment plant
Both the Bickford EIR and subsequent project changes include the need for off-site sewage conveyance
from the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area to the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant. As
described in the Bickford EIR, the Applicant would construct the portion of the pipeline from the project
site along State Route (SR) 193 to SR-65. The pipeline from SR-65 west to the City of Lincoln
Wastewater Treatment Plant was identified in the Lincoln Crossing Project, but that pipeline had not yet
been constructed. Since certification of the Bickford EIR, all conveyance pipelines that are the
responsibility of the City of Lincoln have been completed (Hill, 2004). Additionally, the Applicant has
offered to upsize the sewer pipeline along SR-193 to accommodate regional wastewater flows as
projected by the Regional Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility Authority (see Resolution
Number 00-01 passed by the Board of Directors Regional Wastewater Conveyance and Regional
Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility Authority). The Applicant will also construct a key
portion of the off-site sewer pipeline that is being constructed as part of a new regional sewer system (see
Resolution Number 2000-2 passed by the Board of Directors of Newcastle Sanitary District).
Construction of these contemplated off-site wastewater conveyance improvements and the Applicant
commitments identified above further reinforce the determination contained in the Bickford EIR that
increased demand for sewage conveyance to the City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant would result
in a less than significant impact. These changes have not created new significant impacts or increased the
severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes in
the project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-8: Odor and blockages due to low wastewater flows
No subsequent project changes have occurred that would affect this impact, as the offsite wastewater
conveyance pipeline along SR-193 has not yet been constructed. The impacts associated with
construction of this pipeline would not change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. The
mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account the information that has come to light since December 2001.

R:\CD\04kad009.doc

Page 30

October 20, 2004

Bickford Ranch Specific Plan EIR Addendum
Impact PS-9: Public safety hazard due to maintenance activities along the alignment of the sewer
pipeline
No subsequent project changes have occurred that would affect this impact, as the offsite wastewater
conveyance pipeline along SR-193 has not yet been constructed. The impacts associated with
construction of this pipeline would not change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. The
mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-10: Potential water quality impacts to Auburn Ravine or groundwater due to leakage
from sewer pipeline
No subsequent project changes have occurred that would affect this impact, as the offsite wastewater
conveyance pipeline along Ferrari Ranch Road has not yet been constructed. The impacts associated with
construction of this pipeline would not change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. The
mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account the information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.3.3 Wastewater Treatment
Impact PS-11: Increased demand on wastewater treatment system
The subsequent project changes would reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount
of open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units reduces the project site need for
wastewater treatment from that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the slight increase in the amount of
commercial land would have a negligible impact on the demand for wastewater treatment. The existing
and projected wastewater treatment demand/capacity shown on Table 6-3 of the Bickford EIR would be
slightly reduced as a result of the subsequent project changes (by approximately 3 percent). The
reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. These
changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously
described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Both the Bickford EIR and the subsequent project changes include the need for additional wastewater
treatment system capacity to handle the demands of the proposed project. The Bickford EIR anticipated
that a new wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) would be built by the City of Lincoln to handle the added
demand. The construction of the new WWTP is scheduled to be completed in the summer of 2004.
Initially, the WWTP will have a capacity of 3.3 million gallons per day (MGD) and will have the ability
to expand to 5.0 MGD. The 3.3 MGD initial capacity will be able to meet the demands of the proposed
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project. On April 19, 2001, the Applicant entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the
City of Lincoln to reserve 0.41 MGD at the new WWTP. To date, the Applicant has funded 70 percent of
the funds obligated under the MOU (Hill, 2004; Beck, 2004). The mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR are still applicable, and are in fact being implemented. This change has not created new
significant impacts or increased the severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes in the project and the information that has come to light since December
2001.

3.3.4 Electricity/Gas/Energy
Impact PS-12: Increased demand on electric supply
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The estimated electricity demand by phase shown on Table 6-4 of the
Bickford EIR would remain the same or be reduced as a result of the subsequent project changes,
depending on the additional retail uses on the site. The reduction of residential units reduces the project’s
need for electricity over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the slight increase in the amount of
commercial land would have a negligible impact on the demand for electricity. The reduction would be
minor and would not change the conclusion reached in the Bickford EIR. These changes do not cause
significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
Impact PS-13: Increased demand on electrical distribution network
The subsequent project changes would require the electrical distribution network to follow the revised
Master Lotting Plan. This would have no impact on the electric distribution network identified in the
Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously
described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact PS-14: Potential for effects of electromagnetic fields
The subsequent project changes would have no impact on the presence or effects of electromagnetic fields
identified in the Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
Impact PS-15: Increased demand on natural gas supply
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
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analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The estimated natural gas demand by phase shown on Table 6-4 of the
Bickford EIR would be slightly reduced as a result of the subsequent project changes. The reduction of
residential units reduces the project site need for natural gas over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while
the slight increase in the amount of commercial land would have a negligible impact on the demand for
natural gas. The reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford
EIR. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-16: Increased demand on the natural gas distribution system
The subsequent project changes would require the natural gas distribution system to follow the revised
Master Lotting Plan. This would have no impact on the natural gas distribution network identified in the
Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously
described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact PS-17: Increase in the consumption of energy resources during project operation
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, slightly increase the amount of commercial land, and slightly decrease the
project-related traffic over those numbers analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential
units and project-related traffic reduces the project’s consumption of energy over that analyzed in the
Bickford EIR, while the slight increase in the amount of commercial land would have a negligible impact
on energy consumption. The design features of the project that would minimize energy waste would
continue to be included in the project. The reduction would be minor and would not change the
conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do
they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account
changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.3.5 Parks and Recreation
Impact PS-18: Dedication of an adequate supply of parkland and related facilities
The Bickford EIR identifies approximately 928 acres of open space/recreational lands (including parks),
while the subsequent project changes identify approximately 1,110 acres. This is an overall increase of
approximately 137 acres of total open space/recreation lands. The size of the dedicated parkland areas
remain essentially unchanged with the subsequent project changes and is still in compliance with Placer
County General Plan requirements. The overall acreage of the open space/natural areas is well above the
required amount specified in the Placer County General Plan. These changes do not cause significant
new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR,
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taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light
since December 2001.
Impact PS-19: Increased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities for new
residents
The park/recreational facility goals and the proposed park facilities shown on Table 6-7 of the Bickford
EIR would not change due to the subsequent project changes. No new significant impacts or increased
severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-20: Improvement/extension of existing bicycle and equestrian trail systems
The Bickford EIR identifies the development of 31.2 miles of bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian trails,
while the subsequent project changes identify the development of 33.6 of such trails, resulting in a small
increase in the project’s trail system. The increase would be minor and would not change the conclusions
reached in the Bickford EIR. Both the project described in the Bickford EIR and the subsequent project
changes result in a trail system well beyond the required amount specified in the Placer County General
Plan. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-21: Development of private recreational facilities.
The subsequent project changes relocate certain recreational facilities associated with the golf course,
which may be private for six days per week, but these changes do not reduce their number or extent. In
fact, a second clubhouse is now proposed to be provided to serve as a private recreation center for those
Bickford Ranch Communities outside of Heritage Ridge. This change does not cause significant new
impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.

3.3.6 Other County/Community Services
Impact PS-22: Increased demand on public services
Neither the subsequent project changes, nor changes in the County’s current financing of Countyprovided services since that time, would suggest that the Fiscal Impact Study (Economic & Planning
Systems, Inc. 1999) in the Bickford EIR would need to be updated. The conclusions reached in the
Bickford EIR regarding the project’s impact on County services remain unchanged, namely that the
revenue projected to be generated by the proposed project would be sufficient to fund the requisite
additional services (Heinzen, 2004). It should be noted that numerous changes in State financing of
County services have been proposed, in addition to proposed reductions in the County’s property tax
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share. The nature of these changes is speculative at present and their effects cannot be determined.
Should they materialize, it is likely that the County’s ability to provide County services to all entities in
the County would decrease. Given the existing financing structure of counties, however, it would be
unlikely that the project would diminish Placer County’s ability to provide services (Heinzen, 2004). No
new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR are created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-23: Increased demand for public schools
New students generated by the proposed project would attend one of four school districts: Western Placer
Unified School District, Loomis Union School District, Placer Union High School District, or the Penryn
School District. The Bickford EIR projected that up to a total of 699 new students that would result from
the proposed project, while the subsequent project changes would result in a slightly smaller number
because the total number of residential units have decreased slightly. The estimated number of new
students would drop slightly to 675 (approximately a 3 percent drop).
In 1999, the four school districts were operating over their intended capacity (see Table 3-1). Since 1999,
the degree of school overcrowding has eased at three of the four school districts due to the construction of
several new schools in the project vicinity. The estimated March 2004 school capacity conditions are also
shown on Table 3-1. The calculations for the updated school capacity conditions were derived using the
same methodology used in the Bickford EIR. With the subsequent project changes, approximately 31
fewer students will be attending the Western Placer Unified District and approximately 10 fewer students
will be attending the Penryn District. On the other hand, approximately 15 more students will be
attending the Loomis District and approximately two more students will be attending the Placer Union
District. These minor changes would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The
mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. This change does not cause
significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
As seen in Table 3-1, only the Western Placer Unified School District has shown an increase in
overcrowding from 1999 to 2004. However, this school district is planning the construction of several
new schools including an elementary school in 2004 and 2005 and a middle school in 2005. In addition,
over the next 12 years, the Western Placer Unified School District is planning to build one high school,
one middle school, and five elementary schools.
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Table 3-1
School District Overcrowding
District

Percent of District Capacity Including Bickford Ranch
Bickford EIR

March 2004 *

Western Placer Unified (K-12)

107

112

Loomis (K-8)

106

74

Penryn (K-8)

104

79

Placer Union (9-12)

143

120

Note: * The December 2001 Specific Plan school district forecasts were updated in March 2004
Source: Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, August 17, 1999; Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, December 18, 2001; Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan, September 1, 2004.

The Bickford EIR recommended that the Applicant and the County enter into discussions between
Loomis Union School District and the Penryn School District to adjust existing school district boundaries
so that one school district could serve the entire proposed project. Since certification of the Bickford EIR,
the Penryn and Loomis School Districts have initiated the process of merging the districts into one entity.
Several public meeting have occurred to discuss the impacts of this process and a measure has been
placed on the November 2004 ballot. The potential Penryn/Loomis school merger is not a part of the
proposed project.
Impact PS-24: Increased demand for fire protection service
Subsequent project changes have reduced the residential area intrusions into the open space areas of the
project. The Bickford EIR identifies that it would be desirable and more efficient to consolidate fire
protection services for the structural (non-wildland/open space) areas under one jurisdiction. In order to
further reduce the impact severity of increased demand for fire protection services, the Applicant
approached the Placer County Fire District regarding the feasibility of servicing all structural areas. In
response, the Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission adopted Resolution #2-2000
(March 13, 2002), which detached the Penryn Fire Protection District from providing fire services for the
structural areas within the proposed project area. The resolution also noted that the construction of the
new fire station, which is part of the proposed project, is a condition of the resolution. On May 3, 2002, a
Certificate of Completion was issued certifying the fire district boundary reorganization depicted in
Resolution #2-2000. The consolidation of fire jurisdiction for all structural areas under one entity for the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area implements Mitigation Measure PS-L, which has the effect of
reducing impacts related to emergency response and fire response times identified in the Bickford EIR.
Two of the mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable (Mitigation Measure
PS-J and Mitigation Measure PS-K), while the third mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure PS-L) has
been implemented. These project changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the
severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the
proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
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Impact PS-25: Potential interface with emergency fire access due to driveways built on steep slopes
The subsequent project changes move approximately 40 lots identified in the Bickford EIR within the
Bickford Ranch Meadows and Ridges residential communities off of slopes greater than 15 percent,
which is a reduction from 102 to 62. These changes would result in a reduction in the severity of impacts
to emergency fire access due to driveways built on steep slopes. The subsequent project changes would
have a beneficial impact on the emergency fire access analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. The
mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These project changes do not
cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-26: Increased demand for solid waste hauling
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The estimated solid waste generation shown on Table 6-9 of the Bickford
EIR would be slightly reduced as a result of the subsequent project changes, because the overall project
footprint would be reduced, and this would decrease the demand for solid waste hauling during
construction identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units reduces the project’s need
for solid waste-hauling during project operation over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the slight
increase in the amount of commercial land would slightly increase solid waste hauling. The overall
reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. These
changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously
described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact PS-27: Increased demand for solid waste disposal
According to the Bickford EIR, the solid waste from the proposed project would go to the Western
Regional Sanitary Landfill, which has a capacity of approximately 6,000,000 tons and a life expectancy of
approximately 20 years. The Bickford EIR indicated that with the potential expansion of the landfill and
implementation of the State recycling programs, the life expectancy of the landfill could be extended
beyond the year 2030. The Bickford EIR estimated the proposed project would generate only 53,000 tons
over the next 20 years. The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units,
increase the amount of open space/ recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land
over those numbers analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units reduces the project
site demand for solid waste space over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the slight increase in the
amount of commercial land would slightly increase the need for solid waste space. The overall reduction
would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. These changes do
not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
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Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
In January 2003, the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill was expanded to a larger capacity of
14,011,000 tons. With this expansion, the life expectancy is now projected to extend to the year 2036
with the State recycling programs (Altman, 2003). Placer County recognizes the need for future potential
expansion of this landfill due to the projected significant growth in western Placer County. However, no
firm expansion plans are in place at this time (Carmichael, 2004). This change has not created new
significant impacts or increased the severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes in the project and the information that has come to light since December
2001.
Impact PS-28: Increased demand for telephone and cable services
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units reduces the project’s need for
telephone/cable services over that analyzed in the Bickford EIR, while the slight increase in the amount of
commercial land would have a negligible impact on telephone/cable services. The reduction would be
minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. These changes do not cause
significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.

3.4

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

As shown in the Bickford EIR, the existing plus proposed project conditions for the area roadway
segments and intersections were analyzed in Table 7-8 and Table 7-9 for their respective levels of service
(LOS). The 2010 General Plan plus proposed project conditions for the area roadway segments and
intersections were analyzed in Table 7-11 and Table 7-12 for their respective LOS. The “buildout of the
project vicinity” plus proposed project conditions for the area roadway segments and intersections were
analyzed in Table 7-13 and Table 7-14 for their respective LOS.
The following list represents changes that necessitate an updated traffic analysis for roadway segment
LOS.
Development has occurred in the project vicinity since the Bickford EIR, and thus traffic volumes
have increased on many major roadways in the study area. Daily and p.m. peak hour counts have
recently been completed at a number of locations in the study area. These counts were conducted
in the fall of 2003 and the spring of 2004.
The Placer County Travel Demand Model has been revalidated to 2001 conditions in south Placer
County.
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The Placer County Travel Demand Model forecasts have been updated to represent 2025
conditions in Rocklin and Roseville, and 2020 conditions elsewhere. The new land use forecasts
include the West Roseville Specific Plan, Lincoln Crossing, and the Northwest Rocklin
Annexation Area (the Sunset Ranchos area). The roadway network has been updated to include
the proposed SR-65 Lincoln Bypass and Whitney Boulevard connecting Clover Valley Parkway
to SR-65.
Of particular note, while the Bickford EIR contained future a.m. peak hour traffic forecasts, the update of
the Placer County Travel Demand Model conducted in 2001 did not include an a.m. peak hour validation
effort, so the updated traffic analysis focused on p.m. peak hour traffic conditions in 2025. However, a
qualitative discussion of potential a.m. peak hour traffic conditions in 2025 with and without the proposed
project is provided.
Although the same trip generation for the Bickford EIR was assumed, differences in the Travel Demand
Model’s future land uses and roadway networks resulted in differences in the distribution of Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan Area trips. Please see Appendix D for detailed information regarding the updated
traffic analysis conducted for this Addendum.

3.4.1 Construction Impacts
Impact T-1: Short-term traffic impacts related to project construction
While additional development and its corresponding traffic has occurred in the project vicinity since the
Bickford EIR, the subsequent project changes would not significantly affect the short-term traffic impacts
related to project construction identified in the Bickford EIR. A similar number of construction workers
and construction vehicles are still assumed. Additionally, impacts associated with construction of the offsite sewer have not changed. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable.
No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the
Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.2 Impacts Under Existing Plus Project Conditions
Traffic volumes associated with the proposed project would not increase beyond that identified in the
Bickford EIR. However, since 1999, traffic volumes have generally increased on all the study area
roadways. The analysis of Existing Plus Project Conditions has been updated based on available
information regarding more recent study area conditions.
Impact 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
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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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 intersection in
Table 7-9. The updated analysis indicates that westbound ramps at this intersection currently operate at
LOS D in the p.m. peak hour without the proposed project, while the eastbound ramps currently operate at
LOS E. Similar to the Bickford EIR, the Existing Plus Project conditions would be LOS F for both ramp
directions under the updated traffic analysis. The LOS F condition would be slightly worse under the
updated Existing Plus Project condition. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still
applicable, and would still reduce the impacts at both intersections to a less than significant level. No
new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the eastbound approach on King Road at Sierra College
Boulevard in Table 7-9. The subsequent project changes would have similar impacts at the eastbound
approach on King Road at Sierra College Boulevard to those identified in the Bickford EIR. The traffic
impacts associated with the eastbound approach on King Road at Sierra College Boulevard would not
significantly change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS on Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and
Granite Drive as well as between Granite Drive and I-80 in Table 7-8. The subsequent project changes
would have similar impacts on these segments of Sierra College Boulevard to those identified in the
Bickford EIR. The traffic impacts associated with these segments of Sierra College Boulevard would not
significantly change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR.
However, the updated Existing Plus Project analysis has identified a new significant impact that was not
previously identified on Sierra College Boulevard, between King Road and Taylor Road. This road
segment is anticipated to operate at LOS D under the Existing Plus Project condition. Widening this
segment of Sierra College Boulevard to four lanes would mitigate this impact. Sierra College Boulevard
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is planned to be widened from two lanes to four lanes from SR-193 to Taylor Road and to six lanes from
Taylor Road to south of I-80 in the future. Implementation of Mitigation Measures T-F and T-K, which
were identified in the Bickford EIR, would help reduce this new significant impact along Sierra College
Boulevard between King Road and Taylor Road (LOS D) to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure T-T: In order to reduce the impacts to an acceptable LOS (LOS C), Sierra College
Boulevard between King Road and Taylor Road would need to be widened from two to four lanes. The
Applicant should pay a pro-rata fair share for this road widening. This is a new mitigation measure
identified in this Addendum, required because of the projected additional traffic associated with the
Existing Plus Project condition. Along with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR, this new mitigation measure would reduce impacts on Sierra College Boulevard between
King Road and Taylor Road to a less than significant level.
The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. With implementation of the
new mitigation measure described above, no new significant impacts over those previously described in
the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.3 Impacts Under 2010 General Plan Plus Project Conditions
For the Bickford EIR, a 2010 General Plan traffic analysis was conducted. That information is somewhat
dated owing to the passage of time. Future traffic conditions in the Placer County Travel Demand Model
have been updated recently, although not to the 2010 time horizon. The updated information analyzes a
2025 time horizon, as described in Appendix D. At the present time, the 2025 time horizon is considered
the more appropriate parameter to use when analyzing future traffic conditions. For this reason, and
because this is the best currently available information regarding future traffic conditions, the 2010
General Plan Plus Project Conditions traffic analysis in the Bickford EIR is compared to the 2025 updated
traffic analysis (see Appendix D).
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the SR-193/SR-65 intersection in Table 7-12. However,
the updated analysis, using the 2025 traffic forecasts, results in LOS C conditions during the p.m. peak
hour with and without the proposed project. This improved LOS is based on land use and roadway
network changes discussed above. The SR-65 Lincoln Bypass was not included in the Bickford EIR,
which is the main reason for the improvement. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is anticipated that the
proposed project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m. peak hour under
2025 conditions. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
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are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the westbound approach at the Lower Ranch Road/Sierra
College Boulevard intersection in Table 7-12. However, the updated analysis, using the 2025 traffic
forecasts, results in LOS C conditions during the p.m. peak hour with the proposed project. This
improvement is based on land use and roadway network changes previously discussed. Based on a
qualitative assessment, it is anticipated that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact
at this intersection in the a.m. peak hour under 2025 conditions. No new significant impacts or increased
severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account
changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact T-7: 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the eastbound and westbound approaches on Del Mar
Avenue at Sierra College Boulevard in Table 7-12. The updated analysis, using 2025 forecasts, shows an
increased volume to capacity ratio, which still results in LOS F conditions during the p.m. peak hour.
These results are based on the land use and roadway network changes previously discussed. The
eastbound and westbound approaches would operate at LOS F conditions under the no project and with
project conditions, similar to the Bickford EIR. The “overall” LOS (representing a weighted average of
delay on all approaches) would still be LOS A. Due to the low volume on the intersection approaches,
and the availability of a future traffic signal at Taylor Road and Sierra College Boulevard, this impact
would still be considered less than significant. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is anticipated that the
proposed project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m. peak hour under
2025 conditions. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously
described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the Sierra College Boulevard/Taylor Road intersection in
Table 7-12. However, the updated analysis, using 2025 traffic forecasts, results in LOS D conditions
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during the p.m. peak hour with and without the proposed project. This improved LOS is based on land
use and roadway network changes previously discussed. The mitigation measure identified in the
Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the
proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS on Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and
Granite Drive in Table 7-11. The updated analysis, using 2025 traffic forecasts, indicates that this portion
of Sierra College Boulevard is still expected to operate at a similarly deficient LOS. The updated analysis
shows a similar, but less severe, result in terms of daily segment traffic volumes. The mitigation measure
identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of
impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
No major development has occurred along English Colony Way between Sierra College Boulevard and
Clark Tunnel Road since the Bickford EIR and traffic volumes on this segment of English Colony Way
have still not exceeded the recommended threshold for safety improvements. No major capacity
improvements have occurred to English Colony Way. However, a complete overlay was completed
approximately two to three years ago. English Colony Way still has many of the same deficiencies as
previously identified. The subsequent project changes would have similar impacts on English Colony
Way as identified in the Bickford EIR. The safety impacts associated with English Colony Way would
not change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measure identified in the
Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the
proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS on I-80 west of Sierra College Boulevard in Table 7-11.
The updated traffic analysis indicates that I-80 is still expected to operate at a similarly deficient LOS
using the 2025 traffic forecasts. The updated analysis shows a similar result in terms of daily segment
traffic volumes. The subsequent project changes would have similar impacts on I-80 to those identified in
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the Bickford EIR. The traffic impacts associated with I-80 would not significantly change from the
analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still
applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described
in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.4 Impacts Under Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the SR-193/SR-65 intersection in Table 7-14. However,
the updated analysis, based on 2025 traffic forecasts, results in LOS C conditions during the p.m. peak
hour with and without the proposed project. This improvement is based on land use and roadway network
changes discussed above. The SR-65 Lincoln Bypass was not included in the Bickford EIR, which is the
main reason for the improvement. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is anticipated that the proposed
project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m. peak hour under 2025
conditions. Due to the updated traffic analysis conducted for this addendum, the traffic conditions that
warranted Mitigation Measure T-E no longer exist. Mitigation Measure T-E is no longer applicable. No
new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact T-13: Under the Buildout of Project Vicinity Plus Project conditions, the westbound stopsign 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the westbound approach at the Lower Ranch Road/Sierra
College Boulevard in Table 7-14. However, the updated analysis, using 2025 traffic forecasts, results in
LOS C conditions during the p.m. peak hour with the proposed project. This improvement is based on
land use and roadway network changes previously discussed. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is
anticipated that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m.
peak hour under 2025 conditions. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the
proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
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Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the Sierra College Boulevard/Twelve Bridges Drive
intersection in Table 7-14. However, the updated analysis, using 2025 traffic forecasts, results in LOS B
conditions during the p.m. peak hour with and without the proposed project. This improvement is based
on land use and roadway network changes previously discussed. This intersection improves due to the
improved access between Sierra College Boulevard and SR-65 that is provided by the Whitney Boulevard
connection through north Rocklin. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is anticipated that the proposed
project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m. peak hour under 2025
conditions. Due to the updated traffic analysis conducted for this addendum, the traffic conditions that
warranted Mitigation Measure T-J no longer exist. Mitigation Measure T-J is no longer applicable. No
new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the eastbound and westbound approaches on Del Mar
Avenue at Sierra College Boulevard in Table 7-14. The updated analysis using 2025 forecasts shows a
slightly worse volume to capacity ratio, but still results in LOS F conditions during the p.m. peak hour.
These results are based on the land use and roadway network changes previously discussed. The
eastbound and westbound approaches would operate at LOS F conditions under the no project and with
project conditions, similar to the Bickford EIR. Due to the low volumes of traffic on these approaches,
and the availability of an assumed future signal at King Road and Sierra College Boulevard, this impact is
considered less than significant. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is anticipated that the proposed
project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m. peak hour under 2025
conditions. The subsequent project changes would have similar impacts at the eastbound and westbound
approaches on Del Mar Avenue at Sierra College Boulevard to those identified in the Bickford EIR. The
traffic impacts associated with the eastbound and westbound approaches on Del Mar Avenue at Sierra
College Boulevard would not significantly change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR. No
new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford
EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
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Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the Sierra College Boulevard/King Road intersection in
Table 7-14. The updated analysis, using 2025 traffic forecasts, indicates that this intersection would
degrade to LOS F conditions under the no project and with project conditions, which is primarily due to
the Whitney Boulevard access to SR-65. Vehicles traveling between Loomis/Penryn and SR-65 to the
north have added access due to Whitney Boulevard, which increases the southbound left turns and
westbound right turns at this intersection. This is considered a new significant impact. However, the
updated analysis indicates that implementation of the Bickford EIR mitigation measure would improve
the intersection from LOS F to LOS D. This mitigation consisted of adding a westbound free right turn
lane.
Mitigation Measure T-U: In order to reduce the impacts to an acceptable LOS (LOS C), a second
additional southbound left-turn lane should be constructed on southbound Sierra College Boulevard at the
intersection with King Road. This new left-turn lane would require a receiving lane on King Road,
tapering back into the eastbound through lane on King Road. The Applicant should pay a pro-rata fair
share of adding this additional turning lane. This is a new mitigation measure identified in this
Addendum, required because of the projected additional traffic associated with the 2025 No Project
condition and with project condition. Along with implementation of the mitigation measure identified in
the Bickford EIR, this new mitigation measure would reduce impacts at the intersection of Sierra College
Boulevard and King Road to a less than significant level.
The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. With implementation of the new
mitigation measure described above, no new significant impacts over those previously described in the
Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified a deficient LOS at the English Colony Way/Taylor Road intersection in
Table 7-14. The updated analysis, using 2025 traffic forecasts, results in LOS C conditions at this
intersection during the p.m. peak hour with and without the proposed project. This result is based on the
land use and roadway network changes previously discussed. Based on a qualitative assessment, it is
anticipated that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection in the a.m.
peak hour under 2025 conditions. Due to the updated traffic analysis conducted for this addendum, the
traffic conditions that warranted Mitigation Measure T-L no longer exist. Mitigation Measure T-L is no
longer applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously
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described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The Bickford EIR identified deficient LOS between Twelve Bridges Drive and Granite Drive on Sierra
College Boulevard in Table 7-13. However, based on the new Travel Demand Model, Sierra College
Boulevard experiences deficient LOS impacts between Bickford Ranch Road and King Road, and
between Taylor Road and Granite Drive. The updated analysis shows a similar, but less severe, result in
terms of daily segment traffic numbers. The subsequent project changes would have similar, but less
severe, impacts on Sierra College Boulevard to those identified in the Bickford EIR. The traffic impacts
associated with the Sierra College Boulevard would not significantly change the analysis conducted in the
Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.

3.4.5 Transit Impacts
Impact T-19: Potential unmet transit needs generated by the proposed project
The subsequent project changes reduce the number of residential units (including age restricted units),
while slightly increasing the amount of commercial land over those numbers analyzed in the Bickford
EIR. The transit demand assessment would not change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford EIR.
The slight increase in commercial land would not affect the “park and ride” lot or the two bus stops. The
mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.6 Bicycle Impacts
Impact T-20: Increased demand for recreational and transportation related bicycle trips
The subsequent project changes increase the amount of open space/recreation lands (including the length
of trails) over those numbers analyzed in the Bickford EIR. This increases the recreational and
transportation related opportunities for bicycle trips in the Bickford Ranch Plan Area. The impacts
associated with increased bicycle trips would not change from the analysis conducted in the Bickford
EIR. No subsequent project changes have occurred that would negatively affect this impact. The
mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. These changes do not cause
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significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.7 Golf Cart Circulation
Impact T-21: Safety concerns at two golf cart crossings on Bickford Ranch Road
The subsequent project changes would have no impact on the two golf cart crossings identified in the
Bickford EIR. The golf cart crossing safety evaluation would not change the analysis conducted in the
Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
are created, taking into account the information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.8 General Plan Consistency
Impact 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
The subsequent project changes would have no impact regarding the inconsistency with Placer County
General Plan Policy 3.A.2 identified in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measure identified in the
Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The subsequent project changes would have no impact regarding the westbound minor street approach to
the Sierra College Boulevard/unnamed road north of Lower Ranch Road intersection identified in the
Bickford EIR. The traffic impacts associated with this intersection would not change from the analysis
conducted in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable.
No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the
Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.4.9 Additional Impacts Identified and Mitigated to a Less Than Significant Level
Since 1999, traffic volumes have generally increased on all study area roadways. Between SR-193 and
Taylor Road, p.m. peak hour traffic volumes on Sierra College Boulevard have increased by about 240 to
330 vehicles (two-directional volume). Yet the intersections along this section of Sierra College continue
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to operate at LOS C or better conditions. With the proposed project, existing conditions at three locations
not identified in the Bickford EIR would experience a deficient LOS. These locations are the Sierra
College Boulevard intersections with Taylor Road and Granite Drive, and the segment of Sierra College
Boulevard between King Road and Taylor Road. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR,
especially Mitigation Measure T-G, would continue to mitigate any significant impacts under Existing
Plus Project conditions to a less than significant level, including these locations.
Between Taylor Road and I-80, p.m. peak hour traffic volumes on Sierra College Boulevard have
increased by about 110 to 160 vehicles (two-directional volume). The I-80 westbound and eastbound
ramps at Sierra College Boulevard currently operate at LOS D and LOS E, respectively. With the
proposed project, the LOS at these intersections would be slightly worse. The mitigation measures
identified in the Bickford EIR along this segment of roadway would continue to mitigate any significant
impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions to a less than significant level, including these locations.

3.5

AIR QUALITY

Impact A-1: Construction activities would create short-term criteria air pollutant emissions
The estimated maximum proposed project construction emissions shown on Table 8-4 of the Bickford
EIR would be slightly reduced due to subsequent project changes that would reduce the number of
residential units constructed and reduce the project footprint, especially in the Ridges. Such reductions in
short-term criteria air pollutant emissions would be minor and would not change the conclusions
regarding these construction-related impacts. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are
still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously
described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account information that has come to light since December
2001.
After the Bickford EIR was certified, the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (the District)
developed more rigorous control measures to reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment that
will now need to be followed. Two control measures not included in the Bickford EIR are:
The Applicant shall include in contract language that earthmoving contractors shall not operate
pre 1996 heavy-duty diesel equipment on forecast Spare The Air Days.
The project shall provide a plan for approval by the District demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>
50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased
and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction
and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent California Air Resources Board
(CARB) fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, aftertreatment products, and/or other options as they become available.
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All permitted activities in Placer County that exceed the District’s significance criteria for exhaust
emissions would have to implement the two new control measures, as described above. Adherence of
these two new control measures would further reduce the severity of the impacts identified in the
Bickford EIR. The new information does not suggest that new significant impacts have been created, the
severity of impacts increased, or that mitigations measures or alternatives deemed infeasible are now
feasible as assessed and previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes in the
project any external changes that have occurred since December 2001.
Impact A-2: Increase in localized CO concentrations along affected roadways
The modeled maximum one-hour CO concentrations shown on Table 8-5 and modeled maximum eighthour CO concentrations shown on Table 8-6 of the Bickford EIR would not significantly change with
implementation of the subsequent project changes. Any slight increase in CO concentrations would not
result in an exceedance in a CO ambient air quality standard considering that the maximum predicted CO
concentrations in the Bickford EIR were 9.3 parts per million (ppm) averaged over one-hour and 5.8 ppm
averaged over eight-hours. These levels were well below the 20 ppm one-hour and 9.0 ppm eight-hour
standards. In fact, the updated Travel Demand Model predicts a reduction in traffic numbers at certain
locations. Of the intersections analyzed in Table 8-5 and Table 8-6, only the Sierra College
Boulevard/English Colony Road intersection is expected to have a slightly worse volume to capacity (v/c)
ratio with the new Travel Demand Model, though the LOS would still remain the same. Average daily
traffic just south of the intersection would be about 15 percent more than predicted in the Bickford EIR.
On the other hand, traffic just north of the intersection would actually decrease. Overall, the changes in
traffic conditions at this intersection is not expected to increase predicted CO concentrations to significant
levels, particularly considering the low CO concentrations predicted in the Bickford EIR compared to the
standards. The other intersections analyzed in the Bickford EIR are expected to have a LOS D or better
with appropriate mitigation measures. Typically, only intersections with LOS E or LOS F would require
attention for local CO concentrations. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over
those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account changes external to the
proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact A-3: Increase in regional criteria air pollutant emissions
The maximum daily operational emissions shown on Table 8-7 of the Bickford EIR would be slightly
reduced due to subsequent project changes that would reduce the number of residential units and, by
extrapolation, would reduce vehicle trips associated with the proposed project. Such reductions in
regional criteria air pollutant emissions would be minor and would not change the conclusions regarding
these impacts. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
would be created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
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Impact A-4: Inconsistent with the goals of the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan
Due to the length of time between the analyses conducted for the Bickford EIR and the subsequent project
changes, the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan (the Plan) was reviewed to ensure the attainment
status for the criteria pollutants and control measures contained in the Plan have not changed. This
review revealed that the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan has not been revised since the
Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
would be created as a result of subsequent project changes.
Diesel Particulate Matter
After certification of the Bickford EIR, concerns regarding increased exposure to diesel particulate matter
(DPM) intensified as a result of increased land development projects in western Placer County. In 1998,
CARB had identified DPM as a “toxic air contaminant” that has the potential to cause cancer. CARB
developed and then released in October 2000, the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter
Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (Risk Reduction Plan), which described the State’s
comprehensive plan to substantially reduce DPM emissions. The three main components of the Plan
include (EIP, 2004):
1.

New regulatory standards for all new on-road, off-road, and stationary diesel-fueled engines to
ultimately reduce diesel particulate emissions by 90 percent.

2.

New retrofit requirements for existing on-road, off-road, and stationary diesel fueled engines
where technically feasible and cost effective.

3.

New Phase 2 diesel fuel regulations to reduce the sulfur content levels of diesel fuel to no more
than 15 parts per million so that advanced diesel particulate emission controls could be
implemented.

DPM emissions are primarily from on- and off-road mobile sources such as trucks and construction
equipment. In fact, the Risk Reduction Plan estimated the following source contributions of DPM for the
year 2000.
On-Road Mobile Sources (e.g., diesel trucks) – 27 percent.
Off-Road Mobile Sources (e.g., construction equipment) – 71 percent.
Stationary Sources (e.g., Diesel engine electric generators) – 2 percent.
The magnitude of carcinogenic health impacts from toxic air contaminant emissions are typically
quantified as a cancer risk. Cancer risk is defined as the number of potential excess cancer cases from a
constant exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year period. This cancer risk to sensitive receptors depends
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on a number of factors including wind direction, wind speed, concentration of DPM, length of exposure,
and distance to source (EIP, 2004). The Risk Reduction Plan estimated a statewide outdoor cancer risk of
540 per million people for the year 2000 as a result of exposure to DPM. The 540 per million figure is
estimated to represent 71 percent of the total cancer risk in California. However, with the control
measures recommended in the Risk Reduction Plan, total statewide outdoor cancer risk is expected to
drop by more than 80 percent by 2020.
Typically, an individual project is considered significant if it results in an additional cancer risk of 10 in
one million above the background risk. Diesel powered equipment used during construction activities
will result in emissions of DPM, and nearby receptors may be exposed to DPM from construction
activities. However, since construction activities are short-term and cancer risk is based on a constant
exposure to DPM over a 70-year period, short-term construction activities are not expected to result in
significant impacts.
Once construction is completed, the proposed project will consist of mostly residential, open space, and
recreational development. Less than one percent of the project is devoted to commercial development.
These types development will not result in new large stationary sources of DPM. The proposed project
will generate new vehicle or truck trips. However, only a small number of these new trips are expected to
be from diesel vehicles, trucks, or buses. The excess cancer risk from these few mobile sources generated
by the project is not expected to result in a new significant impact related to DPM.
The proposed project will expose new sensitive receptors to existing sources of DMP from traffic along
SR-193 and Sierra College Boulevard. Currently, both are two-lane roadways and are not considered
major truck routes. In addition, new standards for heavy-duty diesel trucks will require DPM emissions
from 2007 and newer model year heavy-duty diesel trucks to be reduced by 90 percent compared to 2004
standards. Overall, if the state implements all on-road related control measures recommended in the Risk
Reduction Plan, total DMP emissions from on-road sources are expect to drop by more than 80 percent by
2020 compared to 2000 emissions. Considering the level of controls already scheduled to be
implemented by the state for diesel trucks and the expected number of diesel trucks traveling these
roadways, excess cancer risk to new nearby residences are not expected to be significant.
The new information does not suggest that new significant impacts have been created, the severity of
impacts increased, or that mitigations measures or alternatives deemed infeasible are now feasible as
assessed and previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes in the project and any
external changes that have occurred since December 2001.
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3.6

NOISE

Impact N-1: Construction equipment would generate short-term sound level increases at noisesensitive locations
The typical construction equipment sound levels shown on Table 9-6 of the Bickford EIR would not
change with implementation of the subsequent project changes, nor would the type and intensity of
construction noise described in the Bickford EIR. The subsequent project changes could reduce the
duration of such construction noise, since fewer units would be constructed over a smaller project
footprint. This change would not substantively reduce the noise impacts identified in the Bickford EIR.
The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact N-2: Construction traffic would generate short-term sound level increases at noise sensitive
locations
The analysis of construction traffic impacts on noise sensitive receptors conducted for the Bickford EIR
would not substantially change as a result of the subsequent project changes, for the reasons identified in
Impact N-1 above. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
are created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact N-3: Project-generated increase in 24-hour average traffic noise levels at off-site locations
The subsequent project changes would not substantially increase traffic at the roadway segments
identified in the Bickford EIR, and they would not therefore result in increases in traffic-generated noise
levels by more than the 1 to 2 decibels identified in Table 9-7 of the Bickford EIR. (Please see
Section 3.16 for a discussion of cumulative impacts related to additional development.) No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
would be created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact N-4: Introduction of noise-sensitive receptors to a potentially noise-impacted area
The new or more dense Village residential units along Bickford Ranch Road could cause additional
residences to fall within the 60 dBA Ldn contour than were identified in the Bickford EIR. Mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR, including especially Mitigation Measure N-I, which requires sixfoot block or masonry walls along project roadways where residential areas would fall within the 60 dBA
Ldn contour, would apply to such residences. Application of this mitigation measure and other mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR to the subsequent project changes would reduce noise impacts at
these residences to a less than significant level. No new significant impacts or increased severity of
impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account
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information that has come to light since December 2001. The remaining mitigation measures identified in
the Bickford EIR are still applicable.

3.7

SOILS, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMICITY

Impact G-1: Topographic alteration resulting from earth grading
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the topographic alteration resulting from earth
grading identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction would be minor and would not change the
conclusions regarding topographic alteration in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in
the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over
those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact G-2: Development constraints due to difficult excavation conditions
The subsequent project changes would not change the impacts identified in the Bickford EIR resulting
from excavation within the Mehrten mudflow breccia, which occurs on Heritage Ridge. The project
footprint in Heritage Ridge would remain substantially the same as in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation
measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased
severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into
account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact G-3: Mineral resources rendered inaccessible
The subsequent project changes would result in a reduction in the project footprint identified in the
Bickford EIR, particularly on the ridges where tertiary volcanic rocks of the Mehrten Formation are
known to conceal, or are most likely to conceal, older gold-bearing river channels. This reduction in the
project footprint would further reduce the less than significant impacts associated with accessibility of
mineral resources identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction would be minor and would not change
the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts
over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information
that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact G-4: Potential for seismic activity
The subsequent project changes would have no effect on the potential for seismic activity associated with
the proposed project as described in the Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or increased severity
of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account
information that has come to light since December 2001.
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Impact G-5: Potential for increased erosion during and after construction
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the clearing, grading and excavation activities
identified in the Bickford EIR that would remove vegetative cover from soils and expose soils to the
effects of wind, rain, and surface flow. This reduction in the project footprint would slightly reduce the
potential for increased erosion during and after construction. The reduction would be minor and would
not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has come
to light since December 2001.
Impact G-6: Differential settlement of soils under proposed structures
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for differential settlement of soils
under proposed structures, since the overall project footprint would be reduced from that identified in the
Bickford EIR. The reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the
Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. The mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased
severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into
account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact G-7: Foundation instability
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for foundation instability, since the
overall project footprint would be reduced from that identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction would
be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measure
identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of
impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact G-8: Slope instability
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for slope instability, since the overall
project footprint would be reduced from that identified in the Bickford EIR, particularly on the Ridges
where steep slopes are more prevalent. The reduction would be minor and would not change the
conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still
applicable. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
would be created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
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Impact G-9: Limited effectiveness of septic tank leach fields due to soil conditions
The subsequent project changes would not change the circumstances that might limit the effectiveness of
septic tank leach fields due to soil conditions. The same number of leach fields (15) would be utilized
with the subsequent project changes. However, the locations as identified in the Bickford EIR would vary
due to the changes in the Master Lotting Plan. Four less leach fields will be required on Ridge 10, while
one new leach field will be required on Ridge 20, two new leach fields will be required on Ridge 6E, and
one new leach field will be required in Meadows 1A. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford
EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously
described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has come to light
since December 2001.

3.8

HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS

Impact HW-1: Potential contact with stored hazardous waste/materials during construction
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for contact with stored hazardous
waste/materials during construction, since the overall project footprint would be reduced from that
identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions
reached in the Bickford EIR. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has come
to light since December 2001.
Impact HW-2: Possible contact with contaminated soils during construction
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for contact with contaminated soils
during construction, since the overall project footprint would be reduced from that identified in the
Bickford EIR. The reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the
Bickford EIR. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new
significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR
would be created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact HW-3: Accidental release of hazardous substances during construction
The subsequent project changes would not affect the potential for accidental release of hazardous
substances during construction identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction would be minor and would
not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has come
to light since December 2001.

R:\CD\04kad009.doc

Page 56

October 20, 2004

Bickford Ranch Specific Plan EIR Addendum
Impact HW-4 Potential groundwater contamination
The subsequent project changes would have no effect on the western N.A.P.O.T.S. and its potential for
groundwater contamination extending into the project site, because the project configuration has not
changed in this location. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable, and
has in fact been implemented and will continue to be implemented as required. No new significant
impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be
created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact HW-5: Possible contact with hazardous materials and conditions in mine tunnels
The subsequent project changes would have no effect on possible contact with hazardous materials and
conditions in mine tunnels described in the Bickford EIR, because the project would still not encroach
near the mine tunnels. Subsequent to certification of the Bickford EIR, the Applicant entered into the
Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC) Voluntary Cleanup Program. The Applicant prepared
a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) in accordance with DTSC protocols, which was
approved by DTSC on July 8, 2004. This PEA confirmed that health risks to humans and wildlife
associated with mine contamination was within acceptable parameters. The mitigation measure identified
in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over
those previously described in the Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact HW-6: Accidental release of hazardous substances after construction
The subsequent project changes would result in a minor reduction in the potential for accidental releases
of hazardous substances stored on site for household use and/or sold by the commercial businesses
developed within the project area, because the density of residential units would be reduced by 60 units.
The reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR.
Since certification of the Bickford EIR, the Applicant has finalized the Golf Course Chemical Application
and Management Plan (CHAMP), which is a water quality risk assessment and monitoring management
program for the golf course. The companion Integrated Golf Course Management Plan (IGCMP)
provides detailed site-specific plans to manage the construction, care, and maintenance of the golf course.
These plans detail water quality testing methods and specifically outline monitoring and reporting
procedures. As a part of the CHAMP, two monitoring wells have already been installed. The remaining
required water quality monitoring wells will be installed as soon as approval is received for the
appropriate site preparation activities. In order to establish offsite baseline water quality, several project
vicinity wells were sampled and analyzed in June 2003. The IGCMP will be implemented during
construction of the proposed project. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still
applicable, and are in fact being implemented. These changes are associated with early implementation
of mitigation measures already required for the proposed project, and would not cause significant new
impacts, nor increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
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account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.

3.9

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

3.9.1 Surface Water Hydrology
Impact H-1: Increase in runoff rate downstream of the site
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units and increase in the amount of open
space/recreation lands reduces the runoff rate downstream from the project site from that identified in the
Bickford EIR due to the fact that less permeable surfaces will be constructed, leaving more open
space/recreation lands to absorb water runoff. The slight increase in the amount of commercial land
would have a negligible impact on water runoff; most of it is second-story construction. The proposed
detention basins and lakes shown on Table 12-3 of the Bickford EIR would not significantly change as a
result of the subsequent project changes, except that the northwestern-most lake identified in the
Meadows Community was replaced with Natural Open Space (NOS), as the Final Drainage Report (Civil
Solutions, 2003) determined only one lake was needed for storm water detention purposes in this area.
The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes would not
cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact H-2: Increase in runoff volume leaving the site
The subsequent project changes reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount of
open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land from those numbers
identified in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units and increase in the amount of open
space/recreation lands would reduce the runoff rate downstream of the project site from that identified in
the Bickford EIR due to the fact that less permeable surfaces will be constructed, and leaving more open
space/recreation lands to absorb water runoff. The slight increase in the amount of commercial land
would have a negligible impact on water runoff; most of it is second-story construction. The retention
basins and lakes storage volume by phase shown on Table 12-4 of the Bickford EIR would not
significantly change as a result of the subsequent project changes. The mitigation measure identified in
the Bickford EIR is still applicable. These changes would not cause significant new impacts, nor do they
increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
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3.9.2 Water Quality
Impact H-3: Reduced storm water quality due to increased erosion and sedimentation during
construction
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the impacts to storm water quality related to
increased erosion and sedimentation identified in the Bickford EIR, because the changes would result in a
reduced project footprint, particularly on the ridges where erosion and sedimentation potential during
construction is potentially high. The runoff water quality estimate shown on Table 12-5 of the Bickford
EIR would likely be slightly reduced or show no significant change with implementation of the
subsequent project changes. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable.
No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the
Bickford EIR would be created, taking into account information that has come to light since December
2001.
Impact H-4: Reduced storm water chemical quality due to construction activities
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for reduced storm water chemical
quality due to construction activities, since the overall project footprint would be reduced from that
identified in the Bickford EIR, and the construction period could potentially be of shorter duration. The
reduction would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The
mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. These changes do not cause
significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
Impact H-5: Increased erosion and sedimentation after buildout
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for increased erosion after buildout
identified in the Bickford EIR, since the overall project footprint would be reduced from that identified in
the Bickford EIR, particularly on the Ridges where steep slopes are more prevalent. The reduction would
be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The potential for increased
sedimentation after buildout would remain the same as identified in the Bickford EIR, as none of the
project changes would affect runoff detention basin design requirements and the post development
stormwater management program requirements identified in the Bickford EIR.
The Bickford EIR specified that the post development stormwater management program ensures that
structural BMPs are developed, implemented, maintained and monitored for the purpose of managing
stormwater runoff rates, runoff volume, and runoff quality. It further specifies that specific BMPs will be
developed based upon the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual, requirements of the Placer
County General Plan, and State Water Resources Control Board general guidelines for BMPs. Nine
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typical BMPs are identified in the Bickford EIR, although the program is not limited to the listed BMPs
and the program must be approved by County staff as a condition of approval.
As part of EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water program, EPA
recently established the Storm Water Phase II Rule for municipalities with populations of less than
100,000 to develop storm water management programs as a means to control polluted discharges. In
April 2003, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted a General Permit for the Discharge of
Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) to provide NPDES permit
coverage for smaller municipalities. Placer County is designated within this NPDES Phase II General
Permit and has prepared a County-wide storm water management program in accordance with the
requirements of the NPDES II permit. Under the Phase II Rule, stormwater management programs are to
be developed for each proposed project that will reduce the discharge of pollutants to the “maximum
extent practicable” (MEP), protect water quality, and satisfy the appropriate water quality requirements of
the Clean Water Act. The stormwater management program consists of six elements that, when
implemented in concert, are expected to result in significant reductions of pollutants discharged into
receiving water bodies. These six elements are: 1) public education and outreach, 2) public participation
and involvement, 3) illicit discharge detection and elimination, 4) construction site runoff control, 5) postconstruction runoff control, and 6) pollution prevention and good housekeeping. The project’s
stormwater management program would comply with the NPDES Phase II Rule.
The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or
increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into
account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact H-6: Reduced storm water runoff quality after buildout (excluding sedimentation)
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the potential for reduced storm water runoff quality
after buildout (excluding sedimentation), due to the reduction in the number of residential units and the
reduced footprint of the project, both of which would reduce impervious surfaces and the potential for
increased metals and petroleum-based compounds to affect storm water quality. The reduction would be
minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures
identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable.
The post development stormwater management plan that would help to control stormwater runoff quality
is discussed in Impact H-5 above.
The Bickford EIR required the Applicant to finalize and implement the CHAMP. Please see Impact
HW-6 for information regarding the CHAMP and initiation of its implementation. The Applicant has
finalized a Lake Management Plan regarding the construction of project lakes/wetlands as detailed in
Mitigation Measure H-H, but has yet to submit it to the County for approval. The remaining mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new
impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
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account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact H-7: Reduced groundwater quality
The subsequent project changes would have no effect on the potential for reduced groundwater quality
described in the Bickford EIR, because the project would still include a golf course, the man-made lakes
and wetlands, on and off-site sanitary sewer pipes, and 15 lots on septic systems. However, the septic
system locations identified in the Bickford EIR would vary due to the changes in the Master Lotting Plan.
Four fewer leach fields will be required on Ridge 10, while one new leach field will be required on
Ridge 20, two new leach fields will be required on Ridge 6E, and one new leach field will be required in
Meadows 1A. Please see the discussion of the CHAMP and the Lake Management Plan in Impact H-6,
above. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not
cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact H-8: Loss of groundwater recharge opportunity
The subsequent project changes would reduce the overall number of residential units, increase the amount
of open space/recreation lands, and slightly increase the amount of commercial land over those numbers
analyzed in the Bickford EIR. The reduction of residential units and increase in the amount of open
space/recreation lands would reduce the runoff rate downstream from the project site from that identified
in the Bickford EIR because less permeable surfaces will create less runoff and leave more open
space/recreation lands to absorb runoff from the developed areas. The slight increase in the amount of
commercial land would have a negligible impact on water runoff. These changes do not cause significant
new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR,
taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light
since December 2001.

3.10

BIOLOGY

Impact B-1: Loss of annual grassland
Subsequent project changes would result in a negligible change in the loss of annual grassland identified
in the Bickford EIR. The areas of existing annual grasslands that would be lost due to development
would remain substantially the same, with the losses occurring primarily on Heritage Ridge and in the
Meadows area. The annual grasslands at the project site have undergone significant disturbance from
years of intensive grazing and retain few native species, creating low-quality wildlife and foraging habitat
for raptors. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable. These changes do
not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
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Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-2: Loss of oak and other native trees
The Bickford EIR identified that an estimated 11,700 native trees protected by the Placer County Tree
Preservation Ordinance would be removed as a result of project construction. As a result of subsequent
project changes, approximately 1,040 fewer of these trees would be removed. This would reduce the
impact identified in the Bickford EIR, although not to a less than significant level. The mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. This change does not cause significant new
impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
As a part of the site preparation activities for the proposed project, approximately 133 protected oak trees
have been removed along Lower Ranch Road, under a permit from the County (see Figure 2-4A, 2-4B,
and 2-4C). Placer County has a standing letter of credit from the Applicant for the total value of all the
trees scheduled to be removed as part of the proposed project. Should the Applicant fail to implement the
Oak Forest Conservation and Revegetation Plan, the off-site tree mitigation plan or the tree protection
plan, the letter of credit will be redeemed for the lost tree value for replanting elsewhere in Placer County.
This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts
previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project
and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
As part of the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan developed for the project, the Applicant has
recently planted approximately 400 oak seedlings in the Meadows area (northwest corner) of the proposed
site. The goal of this Plan is to ensure no net loss of function or value as a result of the proposed project.
These seedlings will eventually establish woody riparian areas and contribute to the diversity of the
wetlands in this area by providing nesting and foraging habitat (North Fork Associates, 2002). They are
also a part of the Oak Forest Conservation and Revegetation Plan that is required for loss of oak trees and
oak woodlands. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of
impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed
project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-3: Loss of oak woodland habitat
The Bickford EIR identified that up to 960 acres of oak woodland would be lost because of project
construction. Subsequent project changes have reduced this acreage to approximately 833. This would
reduce the impact identified in the Bickford EIR, although not to a less than significant level. The
mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. This change does not cause
significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
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EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
Other changes to oak woodlands and the associated replanting efforts are described under Impact B-2
above.
Impact B-4: Potential loss of riparian vegetation.
Impacts on riparian vegetation in the project site would include loss of protected trees as well as loss of
riparian habitat for wildlife. As the number of impacted protected trees would decrease as a result of
subsequent project changes (see Impact B-2 above), so too would impacts to riparian vegetation. The
alternate offsite potable pipeline route under consideration would avoid riparian habitat, similar to the
route analyzed in the Bickford EIR (see Figure 2-6). The potential encasement of additional portions of
the Caperton Canal, not identified in the Bickford EIR, was evaluated for its potential impact on riparian
vegetation. Riparian habitat was not found immediately adjacent to the canal, but was found to occur in
the canyons below. Evidence of minimal water spillage from the Caperton Canal was found to contribute
to the overall wetness of the area. No ponding occurs as a result of the canal, only leaky surface wetness.
It was determined that the canyon riparian habitat would function in a similar manner in the absence of
the canal water spillage. It is likely that the minimal water spillage lost through the encasement of the
Caperton Canal would be offset by increased runoff in the same areas. The canyon riparian corridors
should not be substantially affected by the proposed encasement (North Fork Associates, 2004).
As described above, the Applicant has initiated the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan that was
developed for the project. The goal of this Plan is to provide structural diversity and increase the value of
the habitat for wildlife that is affected by the proposed project. The Plan identifies methods for the
restoration/enhancement of existing riparian areas located throughout the project site. Past cattle grazing
activities on the project site has limited the growth of young woody vegetation, so the riparian wetlands
are less developed that those near Clover Valley Creek (North Fork Associates, 2002).
The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause
significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
Impact B-5: Loss of special-status plant habitat
Three special status plant species were identified in the Bickford EIR as having the potential to be
affected by the proposed project: big-scale balsamroot, Sanford’s arrowhead, and rose-mallow. Impacts
to big-scale balsamroot include areas where oak woodland areas would be removed. As the impacts to
oak woodlands would decrease as a result of subsequent project changes (see Impact B-3 above), so too
would impacts to riparian vegetation. Potential impacts to Sanford’s arrowhead and rose-mallow
associated with the offsite potable pipeline route were analyzed in the Bickford EIR; and it was
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determined that no direct impacts to these species would occur. The alternate offsite potable pipeline
route under consideration as part of the subsequent project changes was evaluated for potential impacts to
special status plant species (see Figure 2-6). Of the special-status plant species known to occur near the
alternative offsite pipeline alignment, only two have any possibility of occurring on the new portion of the
alignment (APN 032-100-003): big-scale balsamroot and Brandegee’s clarkia. Neither species has state
or federal status, but both are on the California Native Plant Society List 1B. Big-scale balsamroot is a
perennial that is identifiable during much of the year because of its distinctive leaves and it was not
observed in the proposed pipeline system corridor during recent surveys on the property (North Fork
Associates, 2003). Brandegee’s clarkia in Placer County is known from only one historic record near
Auburn. It typically occurs in woodlands and is known to grow on roadcuts. Its occurrence within the
pipeline system corridor is highly unlikely but cannot be totally discounted (North Fork Associates,
2004). The Caperton Canal was recently surveyed and no special-status plant species were found in close
proximity to the Canal. In general, the vegetation immediately adjacent to the Caperton Canal on a least
one side is managed, presumably through the spraying of herbicides. Mechanical clearing occurs as
needed, but was found not to be consistent. The Himalayan blackberry was found along several reaches
of the canal. The blackberry is associated with non-wetland conditions on the downslope of the Caperton
Canal and typically occurs within the adjacent Blue oak woodland community (North Fork Associates,
2004). The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not
cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-6: Loss of vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat
The subsequent project changes would not change the impacts to vernal pool habitat (0.23 acre)
considered to be suitable vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat as described in the Bickford EIR. The vernal
pools were impacted under a grading permit in September 2002, and were compensated for in accordance
with Mitigation Measure B-H, by purchase of 0.46 acre of preservation credits and 0.23 acre of creation
credits at the Wildlands banks in Orchard Creek and Sheridan, respectively. This change does not cause
significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford
EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to
light since December 2001.
Impact B-7: Loss of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat
The project site was initially evaluated in late 1998 and early 1999 for the presence of both elderberry
shrubs and evidence of valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) habitat in the Bickford EIR. At that
time, 8 elderberry shrubs with a total of 30 stems greater than one inch at ground level were estimated to
be removed; no evidence of VELB exit holes was observed in these shrubs. However, to keep up with the
most recent U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Guidelines of July 1999, the project site was re-surveyed to
more specifically identify elderberry plant locations in proximity to grading activities. The results of the
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re-survey found 57 elderberry shrubs with 183 stems at least one inch in diameter, of which five
elderberry shrubs showed possible signs of VELB habitat. Nineteen plants were growing in areas where
grading work may encroach on the required 100-foot buffer. An Elderberry Survey and Mitigation Plan
was subsequently prepared (North Fork Associates, 2001). This document identified transplantation
processes and specified the location, maintenance practices, and monitoring plans for the elderberry
bushes that would be impacted by the proposed project. The Plan identifies the establishment of a
1.0 acre Elderberry Conservation Area near the Clover Valley Creek within dedicated open space. On
February 15, 2002 five mature elderberry shrubs were transplanted and irrigation established, with
approval of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (North Fork Associates, 2002). The mitigation measures
identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable, and are in fact being implemented. This change does
not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-8: Loss of fish habitat as a result of degradation in water quality during construction
The subsequent project changes would not affect the potential identified in the Bickford EIR for indirect
impacts to fish habitat in 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. The mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased
severity of impacts over those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account
information that has come to light since December 2001. The mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR are still applicable.
Impact B-9: Loss of California red-legged frog habitat
The survey completed in 1999 as part of the Bickford EIR found no red-legged frogs on site. The
subsequent project changes would therefore not affect the analysis in the Bickford EIR relating to loss of
California red-legged frog habitat. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still
applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described
in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account information that has come to light since December
2001.
Impact B-10: Loss of foothill yellow-legged frog habitat
The subsequent project changes would not affect the potential identified in the Bickford EIR for loss of
foothill yellow-legged frog habitat, which occurs in Clover Valley Creek. No additional encroachment
into the Clover Valley Creek buffer zone is contemplated. The mitigation measures identified in the
Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those
previously described in the Bickford are created, taking into account information that has come to light
since December 2001.
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Impact B-11: Loss of raptor nests
Loss of raptor nests in the project site would be related to loss of oak trees, oak woodlands, and riparian
trees, and to construction occurring within 500 feet of active nests. As described in Impacts B-2, B-3 and
B-4 above, impacts to these habitats would be reduced as a result of subsequent project changes, and
construction would be limited to a smaller footprint. This has the potential to reduce impacts to raptor
nests. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not
cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-12: Possible disturbance and harm to roosting special-status bats
The subsequent project changes would not affect the potential identified in the Bickford EIR for possible
disturbance and harm to roosting special-status bats in the five mine tunnels that occur in the study area.
The mine tunnels would continue to be included in the project’s natural open space. Although detailed
mine surveys were not conducted as part of the Bickford EIR, the EIR presumed the presence of one or
more special-status bat species in the mines, and provided mitigation measures accordingly. Since
certification of the Bickford EIR, the Applicant has prepared a Bat Management Plan (ECORP, 2003) at
the request of Placer County, and a Supplement wherein a bats and mines expert conducted an assessment
of the open mines at the site (ECORP and Holistic Wildlife Services, 2003). The assessment confirmed
the presence of six Townsend’s big-eared bats (Corynorhinus townsendii) roosting in the Patterson Mine.
The Bat Management Plan includes guidelines for habitat removal to minimize effects on bat residents, a
five year bat diversity monitoring program, and guidelines for future bat habitat replacement efforts. The
goal of the Plan is to ensure that the removal of potential bat habitat from the proposed project is done in
a way that minimizes negative effects and provides a monitoring mechanism of the effects of the
proposed project. The Bat Management Plan Supplement provides additional information regarding the
mine surveys, more detailed recommendations regarding management of the on-site mines, a revised
monitoring program, and an education section. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR
are still applicable. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity
of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed
project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-13: Loss and degradation of waters of the United States, including wetlands
The subsequent project changes would reduce the amount of wetland loss and degradation identified in
the Bickford EIR, as shown in Table 3-2.
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Table 3-2
Comparison of Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters Bickford Ranch Specific Plan

Wetlands
Wetland Swale
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Riparian Wetland

Existing in 2001
(onsite/offsite)

Impacts Identified in
Bickford EIR (acres)

Impacts After
Subsequent Project
Changes (acres)

7.71/0

0.49

0.46

3.11/0.2

1.48

1.48

0.23/0

0.23

0.23

4.43/0.3

0.42

0.28

1.60/0.02

0.21

0.21

2.88

2.66

Other Waters
Intermittent
Drainage
Total Impacts

Source: Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, August 17, 1999; Bickford Ranch Specific Plan, December 18, 2001; Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan, September 1, 2004.

As previously mentioned in Section 2.0, an alternative potable pipeline is under consideration (see
Figure 2-6). Seasonal wetlands were found to occur in two areas within the vicinity of the alternative
potable water pipeline alignment that follows Butler Road to the Clark property (APN 032-100-003).
These two areas are non-jurisdictional roadside ditches along Butler Road and seasonal wetlands in the
central portion of the Clark property, approximately 100 feet from the alternate pipeline alignment. No
wetland swales, vernal pools, or stock ponds were identified on or immediately adjacent to Butler Road or
the Clark property. However, one small wetland seep was found near the eastern boundary of the Clark
property. This seep area is near the alternative alignment, but would be intentionally avoided based on
the survey results provided by North Fork Associates (North Fork Associates, 2003). The alternative
alignment would be designed to avoid any potential wetlands or waters of the U.S. on the Clark property.
Also mentioned in Section 2.0 is the potential additional encasement of the Caperton Canal beyond that
which was analyzed in the Bickford EIR. Six wetland seeps were identified but were not considered
associated with any managed structure. All six wetland seeps are located below the toe of the Caperton
Canal, on the downhill side. They vary in wetness and are dominated by dallisgrass, a non-native weedy
facultative grass species, and Bermuda grass. The wetland seeps are gravity driven. Where possible, the
wetland seeps would be avoided (North Fork Associates, 2004). The mitigation measures identified in
the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they
increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-14: Loss of common wildlife species
Loss of common wildlife species in the project site would be related to loss of annual grasslands, oak
trees, oak woodlands, and riparian trees. As described in Impact B-1, loss of annual grasslands would
remain unchanged as a result of subsequent project changes. As described in Impacts B-2, B-3 and B-4
above, impacts to oak trees, oak woodlands, and riparian trees would be reduced as a result of subsequent
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project changes, and construction would be limited to a smaller footprint. This has the potential to reduce
impacts to common wildlife species. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they
increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-15: Additional loss of oak trees during project operation phase
The subsequent project changes would reduce the number of residential units by 60. This could have the
effect of reducing the number of oak trees potentially affected, although this is not certain. The reduction
would be minor and would not change the conclusions reached in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. This change does not cause significant new
impacts, nor does it increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
Impact B-16: Loss of blackberry riparian habitat during fire management activities
The subsequent project changes would have no effect on the loss of blackberry riparian habitat during fire
management activities because Bickford EIR Mitigation Measure B-R requires that removal of blackberry
riparian vegetation be avoided. The mitigation measure identified in the Bickford EIR is still applicable.
No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over those previously described in the
Bickford EIR are created, taking into account information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-17: Degradation of fish habitat as a result of degradation in water quality
The subsequent project changes would not affect the potential identified in the Bickford EIR for
degradation of fish habitat in 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. Since
certification of the Bickford EIR, the Applicant has finalized the Golf Course Chemical Application and
Management Plan (CHAMP). Please see Impact HW-6 for information regarding the CHAMP and its
initial implementation. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These
changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously
described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact B-18: Degradation of aquatic habitats for California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged
frog, and northwestern pond turtle
The subsequent project changes would not affect the potential identified in the Bickford EIR for
degradation of aquatic habitats for California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, and
northwestern pond turtle. Homesites would still be located near wetland preservation easements. As
described in Impact B-16 above, Bickford EIR Mitigation Measure B-R requires that removal of
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blackberry riparian vegetation be avoided, which would reduce impacts to these species by preserving an
important component of cover and forage for them, and could reduce sedimentation in creeks and
drainage areas after a grassland or woodland fire. The potential for degradation of Clover Valley Creek
associated with the golf course is addressed in Impact B-17 above. The mitigation measures identified in
the Bickford EIR are still applicable. No new significant impacts or increased severity of impacts over
those previously described in the Bickford EIR are created, taking into account information that has come
to light since December 2001.
Impact B-19: Degradation of wetlands and other waters of the United States during project
operation phase
The subsequent project changes could reduce degradation of wetlands and other waters of the United
States identified in the Bickford EIR because the project footprint has been reduced, resulting in
decreased impermeable surface and consequent decrease in runoff on the project site. Other project
changes would have no effect on the impacts identified in the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures
identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new impacts,
nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account
changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.

3.11

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact C-1: Damage to important cultural resources during construction
The Bickford EIR Master Lotting Plan was compared to the revised Master Lotting Plan representing the
subsequent project changes (September 1, 2004) to determine if impacts to known cultural resources
identified in the Bickford EIR have changed. It was determined by a qualified archaeologist that a
reduction in impacts to known archaeological resources would occur with the revised Master Lotting
Plan. Specifically, Sites BR-04, BR-05, BR-06, and BR-13 are no longer within areas slated for
development. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes
do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in
the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that
has come to light since December 2001.
Impact C-2: Damage to potentially important cultural resources during construction
As described above, it was determined by a qualified archaeologist that a reduction in impacts to known
archaeological resources would occur with the revised Master Lotting Plan. Specifically, Sites BR-04,
BR-05, BR-06, and BR-13 are no longer within areas slated for development.
As a part of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated October 2001 between the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the California State Historic Preservation office regarding Permit #199400607
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the proposed project, data recovery at the Clark Tunnel
Work Camp Site (DCN-23) is required. In July 2003, preliminary fieldwork was completed that included

R:\CD\04kad009.doc

Page 69

October 20, 2004

Bickford Ranch Specific Plan EIR Addendum
site reconstruction, excavation, and artifact recovery activities. Completion of the final report for this
cultural resource site is expected in July 2004. The final report will document day to day life at the
railroad camp (Windmiller, 2003). Additionally, as part of the conditions of approval for the proposed
project, test excavations at six isolated bedrock milling stations (BR-02, BR-12, DCN-07, DCN-13,
DCN-26, DCN-27) were conducted. Five of the six sites were studied, while the sixth site (DCN-07)
could not be located from previous studies. The purpose of the studies (i.e., test excavations) was to
identify any associated subsurface cultural deposits. As a result of these studies, BR-02, BR-12, DCN-07,
DCN-13, and DCN-26 do not appear eligible for the California Register or the National Register, nor do
they qualify as “unique archaeological resources” under CEQA. However, DCN-27, which is located
along Clover Valley Creek, does appear to be locally significant for the California Register and the
National Register. Treatment for DCN-27 recommended placement of orange perimeter fencing 100 feet
from the site prior to ground disturbing activities (Windmiller, 2003). The mitigation measures identified
in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they
increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact C-3: Damage to cultural resources including archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (nonnative), or unusual amounts of shell or bone if inadvertently exposed during construction
The subsequent project changes have, in general, reduced the project footprint identified in the Bickford
EIR, which would reduce the potential for exposure of previously unidentified cultural resources during
grading or excavation activities. Subsequent project changes have resulted in an alteration of the project
footprint in the southern N.A.P.O.T.S area. No potentially significant cultural resources were identified
in this area in the Bickford EIR. However, this footprint change will require a careful evaluation during
construction activities to avoid harming unknown cultural resources. The mitigation measures identified
in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it
increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact C-4: Damage to paleontological resources inadvertently exposed during construction
The subsequent project changes have, in general, reduced the project footprint identified in the Bickford
EIR, which would reduce the potential for exposure of previously unidentified paleontological resources
during grading or excavation activities. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still
applicable. This change does not cause significant new impacts, nor does it increase the severity of
impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed
project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
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3.12

VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact V-1: Alteration of viewsheds within the study area from rural residences, residences in
adjacent subdivision, and travel routes
The subsequent project changes have generally resulted in a diminution of visual impacts identified in the
Bickford EIR, as a result of a reduced project footprint most prominently along most ridgelines and steep
slopes. In the Bickford EIR, standard techniques and processes were employed in the visual analysis.
Specifically, the evaluation of potential alterations of viewsheds was based on computer-generated
viewshed and photo-realistic simulations. Placer County staff identified simulations and viewsheds
locations based on areas they considered representative of sensitive views. The Bickford EIR identified
significant and unavoidable impacts to offsite viewers of viewshed zones 1 (Meadows) and 6 (west
Ridges). Based on the proposed changes in the revised Master Lotting Plan, views of the Meadows
would remain relatively unchanged from what was studied in the Bickford EIR. Impacts to views of the
west Ridges area would be somewhat lessened because the R6-A area has been substantially reduced in
size and away from viewers traveling along Sierra College Boulevard, with more of this area remaining in
natural open space than was identified in the Bickford EIR. Views to other sensitive viewshed zones
were identified in the Bickford EIR as being mitigable to a less than significant level through application
of a suite of mitigation measures, all of which are still applicable.
The most dramatic reductions in the project footprint are in Zones 2 and 3 (the northern Ridges); this area
is the least visible from outside the project area so the reductions would have only moderate to minimal
effect of viewshed impacts. In Zone 4 (the southeast Ridges), additional natural open space would
replace the southeasternmost lots on the project site south of Tower Park; this area has some
middleground visibility from the Penryn area, which would be improved as a result of these subsequent
project changes. Views to Zone 5 (Heritage Ridge) are limited and there are few subsequent project
changes that would be seen of this area. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still
applicable. These project changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity
of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed
project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact V-2: Reduction in visual quality within the study area, resulting in strong project/setting
contrast
The change in visual quality and rural character within the project site identified in the Bickford EIR
would continue to be a significant unavoidable impact, even considering subsequent project changes,
although this impact would be reduced as a result of the reduced project footprint. Reduced development
on the ridges would be especially helpful in retaining some of the rural quality of the project site.
Subsequent project changes would increase natural open space from approximately 25 percent of the site
(exclusive of parks and the golf course) to approximately 35 percent. None of the footprint reductions
would, however, reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The mitigation measures identified in
the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they
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increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes
external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact V-3: Increase in night lighting in the project vicinity
The subsequent project changes would slightly reduce the artificial lighting in residential areas and
slightly increase it in commercial areas. Overall, these changes would not be substantial. This impact
would remain potentially significant, even with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
the Bickford EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These
changes do not cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously
described in the Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the
information that has come to light since December 2001.
Impact V-4: Increase in glare in the project vicinity
For the same reasons as described in Impact V-3 above, the subsequent project changes would have a
negligible impact on the glare analysis conducted for the Bickford EIR. This impact would remain
potentially significant, even with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Bickford
EIR. The mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not
cause significant new impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the
Bickford EIR, taking into account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has
come to light since December 2001.
Impact 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
The subsequent project changes would result in a diminution of the project footprint identified in the
Bickford EIR, most prominently reducing development along most ridgelines and steep slopes. The areas
where new units would be located, primarily along either side of Bickford Ranch Road in Ridge 7B,
Ridge 8B and Ridge 9B, are not located along ridgelines or steep slopes and visibility would be limited to
these areas. Other increases in lots, to partially compensate for the overall reduction in the project
footprint, occur in Ridge 9A and within Heritage Ridge, but footprints in these areas remain the same as
identified in the Bickford EIR, or are reduced. The number of lots with slopes greater than 30 percent
shown on Table 15-2 of the Bickford EIR would be reduced from 62 to approximately 42. The mitigation
measures identified in the Bickford EIR are still applicable. These changes do not cause significant new
impacts, nor do they increase the severity of impacts previously described in the Bickford EIR, taking into
account changes external to the proposed project and the information that has come to light since
December 2001.
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3.13

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED

The Bickford EIR identified 13 project specific and six cumulative impacts of the project that would be
significant and unavoidable adverse impacts. These impacts are primarily short-term and/or construction
related. The Bickford EIR identifies that with mitigation and over time the effects of many of these
impacts would be reduced. They are repeated here for completeness:
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 the following:
o

loss of open space

o

increased traffic congestion

o

increased traffic noise

o

increased ozone precursors and particulate emissions

o

biological resources

o

visual resources
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The subsequent project changes would not result in new significant environmental effects which cannot
be avoided or mitigated to a less than significant level, nor would they result in a substantial increase in
the severity of these previously identified significant effects, after implementation of mitigation measures
identified in the Bickford EIR and this Addendum.

3.14

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

The Bickford EIR identified that the proposed project would result in the short-term commitment of nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable resources required to construct the project and for vehicular travel
associated with both residential and non-residential development. There would also be an increased
commitment to provide social and public maintenance services. There would likely be an irreversible
change in the site condition which is not likely to revert to its original condition, particularly affecting site
soils and geology, biological resources, and lands available for agricultural uses. The subsequent project
changes would not substantially alter these conditions. They would not result in new significant
environmental irreversible environmental changes, which cannot be avoided, nor would they result in a
substantial increase in the severity of these previously identified significant irreversible environmental
changes.

3.15

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

The potential for the project to contribute to growth inducing impacts was evaluated in the Bickford EIR.
The Bickford EIR identified two primary constraints to growth in the study area: (1) existing land uses
and General Plan land use designations, and (2) the capacity of proposed infrastructure improvements,
primarily related to water and sewer line extensions to the project. Based on an evaluation of these
constraints, it determined that the project would not be growth inducing in areas not currently planned for
development. The subsequent project changes have not changed the circumstances that led to this
conclusion. The surrounding land uses remain largely large lot rural residences without connections to
potable water supplies or community sewer systems. The project’s roadway systems and connections to
potable water and sewer systems remain as described in the Bickford EIR. Many of the municipal
infrastructure components described in the EIR as planned with or without the proposed project have been
or are under construction. These events would not change the conclusions that the project would not
contribute to growth inducement in the project area.

3.16

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The cumulative impact analysis in the Bickford EIR considered 2010 development as identified in the
Placer County General Plan Update, plus the development of the proposed project, the Twelve Bridges
Specific Plan project and the Clover Valley Lakes project.
Subsequently, development has continued apace in the municipalities and three additional major projects
have been approved. They are described below and are considered in the evaluation of potential changes
in cumulative impacts identified in the Bickford EIR, below.
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Thunder Valley Casino, Placer County: This project, which is operational, includes an
approximately 200,000 square-foot gaming and entertainment facility on Athens Avenue west of
the Union Pacific Railroad line. On-site parking with 3,500 parking spaces is provided. The site
includes a 5,400 square-foot fire station, storm water drainage facilities including an onsite
detention basin, and an on-site wastewater treatment plant. Area road improvements are in the
planning stage or have been constructed
Northwest Rocklin Annexation Area (Sunset Ranchos), City of Rocklin: This project would
include 1,100 residential units, 63 acres of retail/commercial uses, 23 acres of business
professional uses, 164 acres of commercial/business professional uses, and 188 acres of light
industrial on 460 acres along SR-65.
West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment: This project has two
components: (1) amendment of the City of Roseville’s corporate boundaries to bring a
5,527-acre area into the City’s sphere of influence (SOI), and (2) the West Roseville Specific
Plan (WSRP), which covers a 3,162-acre portion of the SOI area. The WRSP has been approved
for development of 8,430 residential units on 1,754 acres, 685 acres set aside in open space,
270 acres for dedication to parks, 148 acres of public/quasi-public uses, 49 acres of community
commercial, 20 acres of business professional uses, 109 acres of light industrial and general
industrial uses, and 128 acres of roadway right-of-way (EIP, 2004). The Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) must still approve the annexation and SOI amendment.
In addition to the projects identified above, several major project approval processes and one General
Plan update are in progress, as identified below. These projects and the General Plan update are still in
the early formative stages, and specifics regarding them are not available. Given their current status
(applications for Placer Ranch and De La Salle have not yet been deemed complete), it would be too
speculative at this time to consider their effects on cumulative impacts associated with the Bickford
Ranch Specific Plan.
Placer Ranch Specific Plan: This proposed mixed-use development would occupy 2,216 acres
primarily within the existing Sunset Industrial Area. The project would include residential,
commercial, office/professional uses, industrial uses, and a California State University branch
campus with a projected enrollment of 15,000 students. The plan would include schools, parks, a
detention basin, roadway rights-of-way, and open space.
De La Salle University and Community: This proposed mixed-use development would occupy
approximately 1,100 acres to the west of the WSRP. The project would include residential and
commercial uses and a private college campus with a projected enrollment of 6,000 students. The
plan would include parks, schools, and open space or parkways.
City of Lincoln General Plan Update: This General Plan Update would expand the city
boundaries and identify new areas for development within the city.

R:\CD\04kad009.doc

Page 75

October 20, 2004

Bickford Ranch Specific Plan EIR Addendum
Placer Parkway: This new roadway is a proposed 15-mile-long, east-west transportation corridor
that would connect western Placer County with the planned Sutter County industrial development
and the Sacramento airport to the west – linking State Route 65 south of Twelve Bridges Drive
with SR-70/99 in southern Sutter County. This transportation facility would ultimately be a sixlane controlled access highway, with limited access within a 1,000-foot-wide corridor in the
central segment (from the Sutter/Placer county line to Fiddyment Road). Project alternatives are
in the process of being developed, for study in a Tier 1 EIS/EIR. Construction would not likely
commence until approximately 2015. This project differs from Placer Ranch and the De La Salle
projects in that it is included in the Placer County General Plan, whereas the other projects would
require General Plan amendments.
Land Use
By reducing the project footprint, subsequent project changes would slightly reduce cumulative impacts
on land use. The three additional major projects continue the trend toward conversion of open space in
Placer County, which was considered a cumulatively significant impact in the Bickford EIR. Placer
County is in the process of identifying an open space conservation strategy that would target certain areas
for permanent protection in open space, and would require mitigation for projects that take open space.
This mitigation would likely take the form of preservation of other open space or contribution to purchase
of additional open space for preservation purposes. Implementation of this strategy would help to
mitigate for other large projects that may be proposed, such as those identified above. While the three
additional projects would add to the cumulative conversion of open space, the subsequent project changes
would provide a lesser contribution to cumulative land use impacts than identified in the Bickford EIR,
would not cause significant new cumulative impacts, nor would they increase the severity of the
cumulative impact (loss of open space) previously described in the Bickford EIR.
Population, Employment, and Housing
The project analyzed in the Bickford EIR was not considered to have a cumulative impact on population,
employment and housing. The proposed project and the three additional major projects considered in the
cumulative impact analysis would provide needed employment and housing, including affordable
housing, within the project vicinity. Therefore, the subsequent project changes including the three
additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new cumulative impacts not
identified in the Bickford EIR.
Public Services and Utilities
The project analyzed in the Bickford EIR was not considered to have a cumulative impact on public
services and utilities. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. All new
projects must demonstrate that they can provide adequate public services to meet their project demands
prior to approval. Additionally, County General Plan policy states that the County shall ensure that
adequate public facilities and services are available to serve new developments. Other developments
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would be governed by Placer County General Plan policies and ordinances, or similar policies and
ordinances in nearby municipalities, which would control the provision of public facilities and services.
For all of these reasons, the subsequent project changes including the three additional major projects
identified above would not cause significant new cumulative impacts not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Transportation and Circulation
Traffic congestion was considered a cumulatively significant impact in the Bickford EIR. The increasing
development trends in the region, including the three additional major projects, were analyzed to
determine if increased travel and changing travel patterns would increase the severity of this cumulative
impact. While traffic volumes would increase, mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR and
this Addendum would reduce the proposed project’s impacts on transportation and circulation, thus
minimizing the project’s contribution to this impact. Therefore, the subsequent project changes including
the three additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new cumulative impacts
not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Air Quality
The proposed project’s contribution to ozone precursor and particulate emissions associated with
cumulative development was considered a cumulatively significant impact in the Bickford EIR.
Any slight increase in CO concentrations would not result in an exceedance in a CO ambient air quality
standard considering that the maximum predicted CO concentrations in the Bickford EIR were 9.3 ppm
averaged over one-hour and 5.8 ppm averaged over eight hours. These levels were well below the
20 ppm one-hour and 9.0 ppm eight-hour standards. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce
project impacts. Due to the length of time between the analyses conducted for the Bickford EIR and the
subsequent project changes, the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan (the Plan) was reviewed to
ensure the attainment status for the criteria pollutants and control measures contained in the Plan have not
changed. This review revealed that the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan has not been revised
since the Bickford EIR. Therefore, the subsequent project changes including the three additional major
projects identified above would not cause significant new cumulative impacts not identified in the
Bickford EIR.
Noise
Future traffic noise was considered a cumulatively significant impact in the Bickford EIR. Subsequent
project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. The increasing development trends in the region,
including the three additional major projects, were analyzed to determine if increased travel and changing
travel patterns would increase the severity of this cumulative impact. While traffic volumes would
increase, mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR would reduce the proposed project’s impacts
on noise, thus minimizing the project’s contribution to this impact. Therefore, the subsequent project
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changes including the three additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new
cumulative impacts not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
The project analyzed in the Bickford EIR was not considered to have a cumulative impact on soils,
geology and seismicity. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. Other
development would be governed by Placer County General Plan policies and ordinances, or similar
policies and ordinances in nearby municipalities, which would control impacts related to soils, geology
and seismicity. Most such impacts are related to construction, and are mitigable and temporary.
Therefore, the subsequent project changes including the three additional major projects identified above
would not cause significant new cumulative impacts not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Hazardous Waste/Materials
The project analyzed in the Bickford EIR was not considered to have a cumulative impact on hazardous
waste/materials. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. Other development
would be governed by Placer County General Plan policies and ordinances, or similar policies and
ordinances in nearby municipalities, which would control impacts related to hazardous waste/materials.
This area is also highly regulated at the State level. Therefore, the subsequent project changes including
the three additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new cumulative impacts
not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The project analyzed in the Bickford EIR was not considered to have a cumulative impact on hydrology
and water quality. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. Other development
would be governed by Placer County General Plan policies and ordinances, National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II General Permit requirements, the Placer County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District, or similar policies and ordinances in nearby municipalities, which
would control impacts related to hydrology and water quality. Therefore, the subsequent project changes
including the three additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new cumulative
impacts not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Biology
A decrease in open space, grassland, oak woodland and wetlands, combined with an increase in
developed areas, was considered a cumulatively significant impact in the Bickford EIR. The County is
developing the Placer Legacy NCCP/HCP. This process intends to include a requirement to compensate
for all losses of open space, including annual grasslands, in Western Placer County. This would tend to
counteract some of the losses caused by additional development. Subsequent project changes would
reduce project impacts. Development not included in General Plans when the Bickford EIR was
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completed, but which is now proposed or has been approved, would result in the loss of additional
biological resources. These projects and the Bickford Ranch project are required to mitigate impacts
related to biological resources. The primary unavoidable significant biological impact associated with
Bickford Ranch is the significant loss of oak trees and oak woodland habitat. The subsequent project
changes result in over 1,000 fewer oak trees being lost than analyzed in the Bickford EIR. Neither the
Thunder Valley Casino or the West Roseville Specific Plan resulted in significant oak tree losses, and the
North Rocklin Annexation Area project’s oak tree losses were less than 1,000. Therefore, the subsequent
project changes including the three additional major projects identified above would not cause significant
new cumulative impacts, nor would they increase the severity of cumulative impacts previously described
in the Bickford EIR.
Cultural Resources
The project analyzed in the Bickford EIR was not considered to have a cumulative impact on cultural
resources. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. Other development would
be governed by Placer County General Plan policies and ordinances, or similar policies and ordinances in
nearby municipalities, which would control impacts related to hazardous waste/materials. This area is
also highly regulated at the State and Federal levels which would apply to the three additional major
projects through the U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers permit process. Therefore, the subsequent project
changes including the three additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new
cumulative impacts not identified in the Bickford EIR.
Visual Resources
Decreases views and scenic quality of the project area was considered a cumulatively significant impact
in the Bickford EIR. Subsequent project changes would slightly reduce project impacts. The three
additional major projects would not affect views and the scenic quality of the project area as they are
located some distance from the project site, and their viewsheds and vistas are not observable from the
areas surrounding the proposed project. Therefore, the subsequent project changes including the three
additional major projects identified above would not cause significant new cumulative impacts not
identified in the Bickford EIR.

3.17

ALTERNATIVES

The subsequent project changes would not render feasible any of the alternatives deemed infeasible for
implementation described in the Bickford EIR. A reasonable range of alternatives was considered in the
Bickford EIR, and no information has come to light that would change that fact. Evaluation of additional
alternatives is therefore not warranted.
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4.0

CONCLUSIONS

An Addendum to the Bickford EIR is the appropriate form of environmental documentation for the
September 1, 2004 Bickford Ranch Specific Plan and related documentation. A Subsequent EIR pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162 is not being prepared because:
(a) project changes identified in this Addendum would not result in new significant
environmental impacts or an increase in the severity of environmental impacts described in
the Bickford EIR, with implementation of mitigation identified in the Bickford EIR and this
Addendum. This determination is based on the information contained in Section 3.0 above,
which considers changes to the project and in the background circumstances and information
that has come to light since certification of the Bickford EIR in December 2001, described in
Section 2.0 of this Addendum;
(b) circumstances under which the project would be undertaken have not resulted in substantial
changes that would require major revisions of the Bickford EIR. This determination is based
on the information contained in Section 3.0 above, which considers changes to the project
and in the background circumstances and information that has come to light since
certification of the Bickford EIR in December 2001, described in Section 2.0 of this
Addendum. The analysis in Section 3.0 identifies that many of the assumptions underlying
the conclusions reached with respect to significance of impacts identified in the Bickford EIR
have been confirmed by the passage of time. The construction of the American River Pump
Station, the Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion, the formation of a JPA to collect
traffic mitigation fees, have all commenced; and,
(c) no new information of substantial importance suggests that new significant environmental
impacts would be created, that the severity of the environmental impacts previously identified
would increase, or that mitigation measures or alternatives deemed infeasible for
implementation described in the Bickford EIR certified in December 2001 would now be
feasible.
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5.0

CONTACT INFORMATION

Please contact Fred Yeager, Planning Director, with any questions regarding this Addendum.
Placer County Planning Department
11411 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
fyeager@placer.ca.gov
(530) 886-3000
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APPENDIX D
UPDATED BICKFORD RANCH
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS, DKS ASSOCIATES
(DATED AUGUST 20, 2004)

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Denise Heick

FROM:

John Long, David Tokarski

DATE:

August 20, 2004

SUBJECT:

Updated Bickford Ranch Traffic Analysis

P/A No.

P04042

As requested, DKS Associates has updated the traffic analysis for the Bickford Ranch
project to reflect changes in existing conditions and in assumptions about future
cumulative conditions that have taken place since the Bickford EIR. This memorandum
briefly discusses those changes and the results of our updated analysis. Additionally, this
memorandum supports the Bickford EIR Addendum currently being prepared by URS for
Placer County.
Since the Bickford EIR was completed, the Placer County Travel Demand Model has been
re-validated to 2001 conditions in South Placer County. This updated model has been used
as the basis for numerous studies in the project vicinity for agencies such as Placer County
and the cities of Rocklin, Roseville, and Lincoln.
EXISTING CONDITIONS
The existing conditions analysis presented in the Bickford EIR were based on 1998 daily
and peak hour traffic volume counts. Development has since occurred in the project
vicinity, and thus traffic volumes have increased on several major roadways. Daily and
PM peak hour counts have recently been completed at a number of locations in the project
vicinity. These counts were conducted in the fall of 2003 and the spring of 2004. As in
the Bickford EIR, daily volumes have been estimated where counts were not available.
An updated daily segment level of service (LOS) analysis for Existing Plus Project
conditions was conducted based on the 2003/2004 traffic volumes and the results are
compared to the Bickford EIR analysis in Table 1. Table 1 shows that daily traffic
volumes have increased between 1998 and 2003/2004. The highest increases have been
along Sierra College Boulevard. For the updated Existing Plus Project conditions, we
assumed the same trip generation and distribution for the project as was determined in the
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Bickford EIR. The impacts of the project are generally similar to those identified in the
Bickford EIR. These impacts are all located along Sierra College Boulevard.
The only new significant impact identified in the updated analysis that was not previously
identified, is a deficient LOS (LOS D) on Sierra College Boulevard between King Road
and Taylor Road. Widening this segment of Sierra College Boulevard to 4 lanes would
mitigate this impact. Currently, Sierra College Boulevard is planned to be widened from
two lanes to four lanes from SR 193 to Taylor Road and to six lanes from Taylor Road to
south of I-80 in the future. Implementation of Mitigation Measures T-F and T-K, which
were identified in the Bickford EIR, would help reduce this new significant impact along
Sierra College Boulevard between King Road and Taylor Road (LOS D) to a less than
significant level. Mitigation Measures T-F and T-K outline the Applicant paying their prorata fair share for improvements at the King Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection
and King Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection, respectively. In order to reduce the
impacts to an acceptable LOS (LOS C), Sierra College Boulevard between King Road and
Taylor Road would need to be widened from two to four lanes. The Applicant should pay
a pro-rata fair share for this road widening. This is a new mitigation measure required
under Existing Plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure T-T).
Along with
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Bickford EIR, this new
mitigation measure would reduce impacts on Sierra College Boulevard between King Road
and Taylor Road to a less than significant level.
Whereas the Bickford EIR included a quantitative intersection analysis of AM peak hour
traffic conditions, this update includes a qualitative analysis of AM conditions because the
2001 Placer County traffic model update did not include an AM peak hour validation effort
and we do not have recent vehicle count data for the AM peak hour in the vicinity of the
Bickford Ranch project. However, a quantitative LOS analysis of updated existing PM
peak hour intersections has been completed and is compared to the Bickford EIR in Table
2. It should be noted that an updated analysis was only conducted at the intersections
where recent (2003/2004) traffic counts were available.
Two other intersections along Sierra College Boulevard that experience higher delays are
the Sierra College Boulevard/Del Mar Avenue intersection and Sierra College
Boulevard/King Road intersection. These two intersections experience deficient LOS at
the minor approaches under the updated Existing Plus Project conditions, not the overall
intersection. The westbound approach at Del Mar Avenue and the eastbound approach at
King Road would both degrade to LOS F under the updated PM peak hour Existing Plus
Project conditions analysis. The impacts at these intersections are considered less than
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significant, as the overall average intersection delay remains at LOS A, due to relatively
low minor street volumes.
The two intersections of Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 show degradation of LOS
similar to the analysis in the Bickford EIR. These intersections would both be mitigated
by the reconstruction of the I-80/Sierra College Boulevard interchange (Mitigation
Measure T-C as identified in the Bickford EIR).
Based on a qualitative review of the updated daily and PM peak hour analysis, additional
impacts during the AM peak hour are not anticipated under Existing Plus Project
conditions.
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Table 1
Comparison of Daily Segment Traffic Volumes between Existing Conditions in Bickford EIR and Updated Existing Conditions
Existing Conditions from Bickford EIR
Counts

Roadway

Segment
SR 193 to Twelve Bridges Dr.
Sierra College Blvd.
Twelve Bridges Dr to Bickford Ranch Road
Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony Way
English Colony Way to King Road
King Road to Taylor Road
Taylor Road to Granite Drive
Granite Drive to I-80
SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits
SR 193
Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College Blvd
Sierra College Blvd to Clark Tunnel Road
Clark Tunnel Road to Newcastle
West of Sierra College Blvd
I-80
East of SR 193
Lower Ranch Road
East of Sierra College Blvd
Bickford Ranch Road
East of Sierra College Blvd
South of SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
Callison Road to English Colony Way
Sierra College Blvd to Clark Tunnel Road
English Colony Way
Clark Tunnel Road to Taylor Road
1
Numbers in Italics = Estimated 2003/2004 Volumes

Proposed Project

No Project

1998
4,880
5,600
5,600
5,780
6,100
10,200
14,770
6,700
6,500
5,000
4,400
87,000
80,000

2003/
20041
8,300
8,500
8,500
8,700
8,200
16,800
17,500
9,300
9,100
6,200
4,600
92,000
84,000

50
240
870
2,350

50
240
700
2,500

No. of
Lanes
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
6
6

2
2
2
2

ADT
4,880
5,600
5,600
5,780
6,100
10,200
14,770
6,700
6,500
5,000
4,400
87,000
80,000

50
240
870
2,350

LOS
A
A
A
A
A
A
D
A
A
A
A
D
D
A
A
A
A

ADT
7,880
8,060
15,100
14,410
14,100
16,700
21,140
7,700
8,630
5,880
5,280
92,000
81,250
1,200
11,300
10
200
1,750
3,400

LOS
A
A
D
D
C
E
F
A
A
A
A
D
D
A
B
A
A
A
A

ADT
Change Due
to Project
+3,000
+2,460
+9,500
+8,630
+8,000
+6,500
+6,370
+1,000
+2,130
+880
+880
+5,000
+1,250
+1,200
+11,300
-40
-40
+880
+870

Updated Existing Conditions
No Project

ADT
8,300
8,500
8,500
8,700
8,200
16,800
17,500
9,300
9,100
6,200
4,600
92,000
84,000

50
240
700
2,500

LOS
A
A
A
A
A
E
E
A
A
A
A
D
D
A
A
A
A

Proposed Project

ADT
11,300
10,960
18,000
17,330
16,200
23,300
23,870
10,300
11,230
7,080
5,480
97,000
85,250
1,200
11,300
10
200
1,580
3,370

LOS
B
B
E
E
D
F
F
A
B
A
A
D
D
A
B
A
A
A
A

ADT
Change
Due to
Project
+3,000
+2,460
+9,500
+8,630
+8,000
+6,500
+6,370
+1,000
+2,130
+880
+880
+5,000
+1,250
+1,200
+11,300
-40
-40
+880
+870

Table 2
Comparison of PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS between Bickford EIR and Updated Existing Conditions
Existing No Project
From Bickford EIR

Existing Plus Project
From Bickford EIR

Updated Existing No
Project Conditions

Updated Existing Plus
Project Conditions

Intersection1/ Movement

1

Sierra College Blvd and SR 193 - overall
-Northbound Approach

2

Sierra College Blvd and English Colony Rd -overall
-Westbound Approach

3

Sierra College Blvd and Del Mar Ave - overall
-Westbound Approach

4

Sierra College Blvd and King Rd - overall
-Eastbound Approach

1
2
3

Criteria2

Level of
Service

Criteria2

Level of
Service

Criteria2

Level of
Service

Criteria2

Level of
Service

3.1 sec

A

4.3 sec

A

9.9 sec

B

15.9 sec

C

6.8 sec

B

9.4 sec

C

N/A3

N/A3

N/A3

N/A3

0.2 sec

A

0.6 sec

A

0.4 sec

A

0.8 sec

A

4.9 sec

A

7.9 sec

A

24.7 sec

C

22.9 sec

C

0.6 sec

A

0.7 sec

A

0.7 sec

A

1.1 sec

A

6.6 sec

B

17.2 sec

C

18.5 sec

C

57.0 sec

F

1.2 sec

A

1.6 sec

A

2.6 sec

A

9.3 sec

A

7.4 sec

B

20.6 sec

D

24.1 sec

C

205.5 sec

F

5

Sierra College Blvd and Taylor Rd/Pacific St

0.49 v/c

A

0.72 v/c

C

0.62 v/c

B

0.62 v/c

B

6

Sierra College Blvd and Granite Dr

0.69 v/c

B

0.87 v/c

D

0.60 v/c

A

0.60 v/c

A

7

Sierra College Blvd and I-80 WB Ramps

0.80 v/c

C/D

1.04 v/c

F

0.85 v/c

D

1.05 v/c

F

8

Sierra College Blvd and I-80 EB Ramps

0.88 v/c

D

1.10 v/c

F

0.91 v/c

E

1.11 v/c

F

Only intersections with 2003/2004 counts included in this table
Signalized intersection - volume-capacity ratio (V/C); Unsignalized intersection – average vehicle delay (seconds)
For EIR analysis, Sierra College Blvd/ SR 193 was a two-way stop sign, it is now an all-way stop sign (criteria is average delay only)

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS
Cumulative traffic conditions in the Bickford EIR were based on 2010 conditions to be
consistent with the horizon year of the Placer County General Plan and Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP). Two major land developments projects were added to the 2010
conditions (Clover Valley Lakes and Twelve Bridges) to define “Buildout of Project
Vicinity” (or cumulative) conditions in the Bickford EIR since these projects are near the
Bickford Ranch project and were not fully included in the 2010 land use forecasts.
Since 1999, the traffic model forecasts have been updated to represent 2025 conditions in
Rocklin and Roseville, and 2020 conditions elsewhere in Placer County and the
Sacramento region. These conditions generally represent buildout of residential uses
throughout South Placer County and somewhat less than buildout of non-residential uses.
The new land use forecasts include several large land development projects that have been
approved since 1999 and were not included in the Bickford EIR, including West Roseville
Specific Plan (WRSP), Lincoln Crossing, and the Northwest Rocklin Annexation Area (the
Sunset Ranchos area). In addition to land use updates, the future model roadway network
has been updated to include such improvement projects as the proposed State Route 65
(SR 65) Lincoln Bypass and Whitney Boulevard connecting Clover Valley Parkway to SR
65 through the Northwest Rocklin Annexation Area.
Although the same trip generation data has been used in the updated traffic analysis for the
Bickford Ranch project, differences in the travel demand model’s future land uses and
roadway networks have resulted in differences in the distribution of Bickford Ranch
project trips. The revised trip distribution is compared to the Bickford EIR trip distribution
in Table 3.
Increased land use development in Rocklin attributed to the Northwest Rocklin Annexation
Area and the updated roadway network in this area have resulted in a higher percentage of
Bickford Ranch trips traveling to and from Rocklin and points west of Rocklin. The
addition of a Whitney Boulevard connection to SR 65 provides additional access to the SR
65 corridor and contributes to the increased percentage of project trips flowing through
Rocklin.
The updated cumulative analysis includes a segment LOS analysis (based on daily traffic)
and a peak hour intersection LOS analysis (based on PM peak hour traffic). As previously
discussed above, the Bickford EIR included a quantitative analysis of AM peak hour traffic
conditions.
However, this update includes a qualitative analysis of AM

Updated Bickford Ranch Traffic Analysis

6

August 20, 2004

Table 3:
External Trip Distribution
Direction of Travel
I-80 – West of Sierra College Blvd
South of I-80
Auburn/ I-80 East
Rocklin and West
Loomis/ Penryn
Lincoln
Total

Bickford EIR
“2010 Buildout”
Scenario
26%
6%
5%
17%
10%
36%
100%

Updated 2020
Scenario
20%
8%
11%
25%
9%
27%
100%

Based on 12,500 daily external trips

conditions because the 2001 Placer County travel demand model update did not include an
AM peak hour validation effort and we do not have recent count data for the AM peak
hour in the vicinity of the Bickford Ranch project.
The updated daily segment analysis is compared to the Bickford EIR segment analysis in
Table 4. The table shows that the only segment-based LOS impacts identified occur along
Sierra College Boulevard and along I-80. In the Bickford EIR analysis, Sierra College
Boulevard experienced impacts between Twelve Bridges Drive and Granite Drive. In the
updated analysis, Sierra College Boulevard experiences impacts between Bickford Ranch
Road and King Road, and between Taylor Road and Granite Drive. Therefore, the updated
analysis shows similar (but slightly less severe) results in terms of daily segment LOS.
Table 4 shows that a number of roadway segments would have lower daily traffic volumes
under the updated analysis than under Buildout of Project Vicinity conditions in the
Bickford EIR. While AM peak hour levels were not evaluated under 2025 conditions,
based on a review of the daily traffic forecasts it is unlikely that an additional significant
impact would occur under 2025 AM peak hour conditions.
The updated analysis for the PM peak hour intersection LOS is compared to the Bickford
EIR intersection analysis in Table 5. The table shows that there are fewer PM peak hour
intersection LOS impacts in the updated analysis. This is mostly due to changed NoProject traffic volumes stemming from the land use and roadway network changes
discussed above. The SR 65/SR 193 intersection improves due to the inclusion of the SR
65 Lincoln Bypass by 2020. This bypass was not assumed to be in place in the Bickford
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EIR 2010 analysis. The Sierra College Boulevard/Twelve Bridges Drive intersection
improves due to the improved access between Sierra College Boulevard and SR 65
provided by the Whitney Boulevard connection in the Northwest Rocklin Annexation
Area.
The Sierra College Boulevard/King Road intersection degrades to LOS F conditions under
the No Project and With Project conditions in the updated analysis when compared to the
Bickford EIR. This is considered a new significant impact. This impact is primarily due
to the Whitney Boulevard access to SR 65. Vehicles traveling between Loomis/Penryn
and SR 65 to the north have added access due to Whitney Boulevard which increases the
southbound left turns and the westbound right turns at this intersection. However, the
updated analysis indicates that implementation of the Bickford EIR mitigation measure
(Mitigation Measure T-K) would improve the intersection from LOS F to LOS D. This
mitigation consisted of adding a westbound free right turn lane. In order to reduce this
impact to an acceptable LOS (LOS C), a second additional southbound left-turn lane
should be constructed on southbound Sierra College Boulevard at the intersection with
King Road. This new left-turn lane would require a receiving lane on King Road, tapering
back into the eastbound through lane on King Road. This would be a new mitigation
measure required because of the projected additional traffic associated with the 2025 No
Project condition and With Project condition (Mitigation Measure T-T). Along with
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Bickford Ranch EIR, this new
mitigation measure would reduce impacts at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard
and King Road to a less than significant level.
In the Bickford EIR, only one significant impact was identified for the AM peak hour
under “Buildout of Project Vicinity” (or cumulative) conditions. The Bickford EIR stated
that the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Twelve Bridges Drive would worsen
from LOS C to LOS D during the AM peak hour. The recommended mitigation measure
(Mitigation Measure T-J), a second northbound left-turn lane, would reduce this impact to
a less than significant level. As shown in Table 4, the daily traffic volumes on Twelve
Bridges Drive are less under the updated analysis than under Buildout of Project Vicinity
condition from the Bickford EIR. This lower traffic volume is due to the inclusion of
Whitney Boulevard (connecting Clover Valley Parkway to SR 65 through the Northwest
Rocklin Annexation Area), which was assumed under 2025 conditions but not under 2010
conditions in the Bickford EIR. With this connection, it is likely that there would not be a
significant impact under 2025 AM conditions at the intersection of Sierra College and
Twelve Bridges Drive.
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Table 4
Comparison of Daily Segment Traffic Volumes between Bickford EIR and Updated Future Conditions
2010 Buildout of Project Vicinity From Bickford EIR

Counts

Roadway

Segment
SR 193 to Twelve Bridges Dr.
Twelve Bridges Dr to Bickford Ranch Road
Sierra College Blvd.
Bickford Ranch Rd to English Colony Way
English Colony Way to Clover Valley Road
Clover Valley Road to King Road
King Road to Taylor Road
Taylor Road to Granite Drive
Granite Drive to I-80
SR 65 to Lincoln City Limits
SR 193
Lincoln City Limits to Sierra College Blvd
Sierra College Blvd to Clark Tunnel Road
Clark Tunnel Road to Newcastle
West of Sierra College Blvd
I-80
East of SR 193
Lower Ranch Road
East of Sierra College Blvd
Bickford Ranch Road
East of Sierra College Blvd
Twelve Bridges Road
West of Sierra College Blvd
Clover Valley Road
West of Sierra College Blvd
South of SR 193
Clark Tunnel Road
Callison Road to English Colony Way
Sierra College Blvd to Clark Tunnel Road
English Colony Way
Clark Tunnel Road to Taylor Road
1
Numbers in Italics = Estimated 2003/2004 Volumes

1998
4,880
5,600
5,600
5,780
5,780
6,100
10,200
14,770
6,700
6,500
5,000
4,400
87,000
80,000

No Project

2003/
20041
8,300
8,500
8,500
8,700
8,700
8,200
16,800
17,500
9,300
9,100
6,200
4,600
92,000
84,000

2,500
50
240
870
2,350

50
240
700
2,500

No. of
Lanes
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
6
4
4
2
2
6
6

ADT
14,600
27,360
27,360
23,780
23,780
23,800
35,190
34,710
12,290
21,870
14,600
9,930
111,420
100,700

4
4
2
2
2
2

15,720
6,640
50
460
5,430
6,480

Proposed Project

LOS
A
C
C
B
B
B
E
B
A
B
D
A
F
F
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

ADT
17,850
31,600
34,860
29,780
29,780
29,060
39,690
38,710
13,660
24,620
15,100
10,430
114,670
101,330
1,270
11,230
17,460
7,640
10
420
5,930
6,980

LOS
A
D
E
D
D
D
F
C
A
B
D
A
F
F
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A

ADT Change
Due to
Project
3,250
4,240
7,500
6,000
6,000
5,260
4,500
4,000
1,370
2,750
500
500
3,250
630
1,270
11,230
1,740
1,000
-40
-40
500
500

Updated 2025 Forecasts
No Project

ADT
17,140
25,000
25,000
23,930
29,030
23,380
33,460
37,860
8,160
19,890
13,900
7,610
106,780
103,300

LOS
A
B
B
D
D
B
E
C
A
A
C
A
F
F

12,070
16,730
30
860
4,860
7,520

A
A
A
A
A
A

Proposed Project

ADT
19,110
26,550
33,700
31,260
34,280
28,220
37,390
41,470
8,760
21,460
14,310
7,670
109,290
103,920
1,820
10,190
13,820
24,050
40
870
5,910
8,510

LOS
A
C
E
D
E
C
F
C
A
A
C
A
F
F
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
A

ADT
Change
Due to
Project
1,970
1,550
8,700
7,330
5,250
4,840
3,930
3,610
600
1,570
410
60
2,510
620
1,820
10,190
1,750
7,320
10
10
1,050
990

Table 5
Comparison of PM Peak Hour Intersection Delay between Bickford EIR and Updated Future Conditions
2010 Buildout No Project
From Bickford EIR
Intersection/ Movement

1

2
3

2010 Buildout Plus
Project
From Bickford EIR

Draft Updated 2025 No
Project Conditions

Draft Updated 2025
Plus Project
Conditions

Criteria1

Level of
Service

Criteria1

Level of
Service

Criteria1

Level of
Service

Criteria1

Level of
Service

Sierra College Blvd and SR 193
(Geo from Bickford Ranch DEIR)

0.77 V/C

C

0.82 V/C

D

0.70 V/C

B

0.73 V/C

C

Sierra College Blvd and English Colony Rd
(Geo from Bickford Ranch DEIR)

0.59 V/C

A

0.73 V/C

C

0.59 V/C

A

0.75 V/C

C

2.8 sec

A

17.3 sec

C

2.9 sec

A

6.7 sec

A

108.0 sec

F

>180 sec

F

171.9 sec

F

>180 sec

F

0.71 V/C

C

0.84 V/C

D

1.01 V/C

F

1.12 V/C

F

0.73 V/C

C

Sierra College Blvd and Del Mar Ave (overall)
-Westbound Approach

4

Sierra College Blvd and King Rd

5

-With Mitigation (Provide WB right turn lane
and second SB left turn lane)
Sierra College Blvd and Taylor Rd/Pacific St

0.93 V/C

E

1.02 V/C

F

0.85 V/C

D

0.90 V/C

D

6

Sierra College Blvd and Granite Dr

0.80 V/C

D

0.86 V/C

D

0.72 V/C

C

0.76 V/C

C

7

Sierra College Blvd and I-80 WB Ramps

0.82 V/C

D

0.89 V/C

D

0.74 V/C

C

0.76 V/C

C

8

Sierra College Blvd and I-80 EB Ramps

0.74 V/C

C

0.80 V/C

D

0.68 V/C

B

0.75 V/C

C

18

Sierra College Blvd and Clover Valley Pkwy

0.47 V/C

A

0.61 V/C

B

0.64 V/C

2

B2

C2

19

SR 65/SR 193

1.19 V/C

F

1.23 V/C

F

0.74 V/C 3

C3

0.73
V/C 2
0.76
V/C 3

20

Clark Tunnel Rd/SR 193

0.0 sec

A

0.0 sec

A

0.0 sec

A

0.0 sec

A

-Northbound Approach

11.0 sec

C

11.7 sec

C

0.0 sec

A

17.2 sec

C

N/A

N/A

0.5 sec

A

N/A

N/A

1.3 sec

A

37.6 sec

E

22.0 sec

C

21

Sierra College Blvd/ Lower Ranch Rd
-Eastbound Approach

C3

22

Sierra College Blvd/ Twelve Bridges Dr

0.79 V/C

C

0.87 V/C

D

0.57 V/C

A

0.62 V/C

B

23

Sierra College Blvd/ Bickford Ranch Rd

N/A

N/A

0.72 V/C

C

N/A

N/A

0.63 V/C

B

24

Clark Tunnel Rd/ English Colony Way

0.4 sec

A

0.4 sec

A

0.8 sec

A

0.7 sec

A

7.7 sec

B

8.7 sec

B

13.5 sec

B

14.5 sec

B

0.80 V/C

C/D

0.81 V/C

D

0.77 V/C

C

0.79 V/C

C

-Southbound Approach
25
1
2
3

Taylor Rd/ English Colony Way

Signalized intersection - volume-capacity ratio (V/C); Unsignalized intersection – average vehicle delay (seconds)
Assumes improved Clover Valley Lakes entrance
Improved compared to DEIR due to SR 65 Lincoln Bypass

APPENDIX E
BICKFORD RANCH – SB 221 WATER SUPPLY
SUFFICIENCY VERIFICATION
(DATED MAY 19, 2003)

APPENDIX F
UPDATED BICKFORD RANCH MITIGATION
MONITORING PROGRAM AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(DATED OCTOBER 8, 2004)

Updated Bickford Ranch Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)

UPDATED BICKFORD RANCH MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM (MMRP)
STANDARD MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Placer County has adopted a standard mitigation monitoring and reporting program (Section 31.825 of the
Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance) in order to implement Public Resources Code Section
21081.6. This program requires that mitigation measures recommended for discretionary projects, such
as Bickford Ranch, be included in the conditions of approval is monitored by Placer County through a
variety of permit processes as listed below.
Development Review Committee
Improvements Plan Approval
Improvements Construction Inspection
Encroachment Permit
Final Map Recordation
Acceptance of Project as Complete
Building Permit Approval
Certificate of Occupancy
The issuance of any of the listed permits or County actions which must be preceded by a verification by
County staff that certain conditions of approval/mitigation measures have been met shall serve as the
required monitoring for those conditions of approval/mitigation measures. The following listing includes
those mitigation measures for the Bickford Ranch project which will be monitored through County staff
verification of required approvals.

Land Use
L-A
L-B
L-C

Design project elements to buffer the project from adjacent uses
Deleted1
Limit construction of gates

Population, Employment, and Housing
PH-A
PH-B
PH-C

Pay unspecified in-lieu fees
Construct on-site affordable residential units
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

Public Services
PS-A
PS-B

Provide will-serve letter and participate in the Penryn/Lincoln/Sunset pipeline2
Provide water pipeline improvements

1

Mitigation Measure L-B was deleted as the Applicant included multi-family housing in the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan that was
analyzed in the Final Bickford EIR. See Impact L-5.
2
Mitigation Measure PS-A is no longer necessary as the Cross Basin I pipeline between Penryn and Lincoln was expanded in the fall of
2002. See Impact PS-5.
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PS-C

PS-D
PS-E
PS-F
PS-G
PS-H
PS-I
PS-J
PS-K
PS-L
PS-M
PS-N

PS-O

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
Prepare and implement traffic and safety plan for maintenance of off-site sewer line
(responsibility of pipeline owner)
Design off-site sewer pipeline per Placer County requirements
Design off-site sewer pipeline with watertight joints
Participate in construction of additional wastewater treatment capacity to accommodate
projected flows3
Issue building permits only when sufficient wastewater treatment capacity exists or will exist
at time of sewer connection
Pay statutory fees to existing school district(s)
Donate a site, construct, and partially equip a fire station
Establish Fire District jurisdiction and emergency response standards for the project
(responsibility of fire districts)
Pursue single-jurisdiction fire service
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
Pave driveways with asphaltic concrete or concrete on driveways with slopes of 16-20
percent; a Grading Permit will be required for those identified lots prior to issuance of a
Building Permit
Prohibit development on lots with driveway access in excess of 20 percent

Transportation
T-A

T-B

T-C
T-D
T-E
T-F
T-G
T-H
T-I
T-J

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
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
Pay pro-rata fair share of reconstruction of the I-80/Sierra College Boulevard Interchange
Pay pro-rata fair share to widen Sierra College Boulevard from two to four lanes from Taylor
Road to I-80
Pay Placer County traffic mitigation fees4
Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a second westbound left-turn lane on Taylor Road at the
Sierra College Boulevard intersection
Pay pro-rata fair share of widening Sierra College Boulevard from four to six lanes from
Taylor Road to Granite Drive
Pay pro-rata fair share of the cost to add shoulders and improve vertical and horizontal curves
along English Colony Way
Participate in any development-based funding of solutions to I-80 congestion if adopted by
Placer County
Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a second northbound left-turn lane on Sierra College
Boulevard at Twelve Bridges Drive intersection5

3

Mitigation Measure PG-G is no longer applicable as the Applicant has paid a portion of the necessary fees for expansion of wastewater
treatment capacity and is currently negotiating the amount of remaining fees to be paid. See Section 2.3.
4
Mitigation Measure T-E is no longer applicable as the traffic conditions that warranted implementation of Mitigation Measure T-E no
longer exist. See Impact T-12.
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T-K
T-L
T-M
T-N
T-O
T-P
T-Q
T-R
T-S
T-T
T-U

Pay pro-rata fair share of adding a westbound right-turn lane on King Road at Sierra College
Boulevard intersection
Pay pro-rata fair share of adding right-turn lanes in both directions on Taylor Road at the
English Colony Way intersection6
Provide park-and-ride lot and two bus stops
Participate in fair share of the cost of limited transit services
Provide Class II bike lanes on Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road
Provide signing and striping on Bickford Ranch Road at the golf cart crossings
Work with Placer County to define an acceptable Golf Cart Crossing Plan
Construct a third lane on Sierra College Boulevard opposite the project boundaries
Install a traffic signal at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and the unnamed road
north of Lower Ranch Road, south of SR 193\
Pay pro-rata fair share for widening Sierra College Boulevard between King Road and Taylor
Road from two to four lanes7
Pay pro-rata fair share of a second additional southbound left-turn lane on southbound Sierra
College Boulevard at the intersection with King Road8

Air Quality
A-B
A-C
A-D
A-E
A-F
A-G
A-H
A-I
A-J
A-K
A-L

Maintain construction equipment and vehicles
Implement a construction worker trip reduction program
Require use of low-emission construction materials and equipment where feasible
Incorporate pedestrian, bicycle, and golf-cart oriented design
Incorporate mixed land uses into the project design to reduce external vehicle trips
Accommodate and encourage low-emission energy use
Install only natural gas CNG fireplaces
Provide public awareness materials
Incorporate into project CC&Rs the prohibition of open burning of any kind
Implement an off-site mitigation program to reduce 105 percent of long-term air pollutant
emissions
Provide dedicated parking spaces at the park-and-ride lot with electrical outlets for electric
vehicles

Noise
N-B
N-C
N-D
N-E
N-F
N-G
N-H

Prior to grading or improvement plan approval, develop and implement a construction
equipment noise abatement program
Develop and implement a construction traffic noise abatement program to include restriction
of construction truck traffic on non-major roads
Incorporate building setbacks and noise barriers into the proposed project design
Inform prospective buyers of potential rail noise exposure exceeding 60 dBA Ldn
Implement community park design measures to minimize potential noise impacts
Inform potential buyers of potential community noise sources
Restrict the timing and location of truck deliveries to the Village Commercial Center

5

Mitigation Measure T-J is no longer applicable as the traffic conditions that warranted implementation of Mitigation Measure T-J no
longer exist. See Impact T-14.
6
Mitigation Measure T-L is no longer applicable as the traffic conditions that warranted implementation of Mitigation Measure T-L no
longer exist. See Impact T-17.
7
Mitigation Measure T-T was created due to a change in traffic conditions since the Bickford EIR. See Impact T-4.
8
Mitigation Measure T-U was created due to a change in traffic conditions since the Bickford EIR. See Impact T-16.
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N-I
N-J

Require 6-foot block or masonry walls along project roadways where residential areas would
fall within the 60 dBA Ldn contour
Restrict business hours of operation within specified areas of the Village Commercial Center

Geologic Resources
G-A
G-C
G-D

Comply with Placer County ordinances for all grading, drainage and construction of
improvements
Comply with the conclusions of a site-specific geotechnical investigation
Implement appropriate trail design, construction and maintenance standards to minimize
erosion

Hazardous Waste/Materials
HW-D
HW-E

HW-F
HW-G

Comply with the recommendations of a limited groundwater investigation
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
Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical Application Management Plan
Comply with underground storage tank regulations through the Placer County Environmental
Health Department

Hydrology and Water Quality
H-A
H-B
H-C
H-G
H-H
H-I
H-J

Prepare and implement a post-development stormwater management program
Provide runoff rate control
Provide retention storage
Design runoff detention basins to promote solids settling and provide capacity for
accumulated sediment
Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan for constructed lakes and
wetlands areas
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
Implement Placer County policies and ordinances related to permitting, design, construction,
and maintenance of septic systems

Biological Resources
B-B
B-C
B-F
B-N
B-Q
B-S

Hire a project biologist for construction monitoring
Implement off-site tree mitigation
Protect riparian buffer zones
Install bat gates at tunnel entrances
Develop and implement an open space management plan
Preserve and enhance annual grassland vegetation adjacent to the golf course

Cultural Resources
C-A
C-B

October 8, 2004

Incorporate important cultural resources into open space
Cap resource area with layer of soil prior to construction
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C-C
C-D

Conduct data recovery excavation if capping is infeasible
Conduct subsurface testing

Visual Resources
V-A
V-B
V-C
V-D
V-E
V-F
V-G
V-H
V-I

V-J
V-K
V-L

Provide transition areas and buffers between residential development and natural open space
Implement sensitive grading techniques to blend with natural setting
Minimize grading within Meadows and Ridges development
Apply selected lot restrictions
Retain hill at the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra College Boulevard
Implement lighting standards outlined in Design Guidelines
Implement Architectural Standards resulting in reduction in glare
Apply selected lot restrictions to other areas of concern
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
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
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
Revise lighting design guidelines

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION REPORTING PLAN
The following mitigation measures for the Bickford Ranch project will require ongoing monitoring to
insure implementation of these measures. In compliance with Section 31.840 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance, the components of the specific reporting plan for this measure are
listed in the attached table.
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Prior to approval
of improvement
plans and prior to
approval of
CC&Rs

Daily during
construction; one
weekend day
each week during
construction
periods; submit
weekly reports to
Department of
Public Works

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

Air Quality
A-A: Provide dust controls
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:

Applicant

Department of
Public Works

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);

Ensure that all
dust control
measures are
implemented

Applicant

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.
For project components that would not be constructed / developed
immediately following the mass grading phase, the following dust control
measures are also recommended:
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.

October 8, 2004
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

Noise
N-A: Restrict hours of construction activity

Applicant

Planning
Department,
Division of
Environmental
Health, and
Department of
Public Works

Prior to approval
of improvement
plans

Weekly during
construction;
submit weekly
reports to
Planning
Department

Construction
activity is
restricted to
specified hours

Applicant

Applicant

Department of
Public Works

Prior to approval
of grading plan

Daily during
grading activities;
weekly during
construction;
submit weekly
reports to
Department of
Public Works

All elements of
the grading and
erosion control
plan are
implemented

Applicant

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.

Monday through Friday, between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.

b.

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.
Geologic Resources
G-B: Prepare and implement a grading and erosion control plan
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:
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.
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.
Specific grading guidelines for Meadows, Ridges and Heritage Ridge
portions of the project.
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
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
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Applicant

Department of
Public Works and
Division of
Environmental
Health

Applicant

Applicant

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

Prior to
construction

Weekly during
construction or
more frequently if
required by
County

Possible
contamination is
reported, and
problem resolved

Applicant

California Division
of Forestry,
Penryn Fire
Department,
Placer County
Fire Department

Prior to
construction

Weekly during
construction

Compliance with
requirements for
temporary
storage of
combustible/
flammable liquids
at construction
site

Applicant

California Division
of Forestry,
Penryn Fire
Department,
Placer County
Fire Department

During
construction

Weekly during
construction

Compliance with
requirements for
reporting releases
of hazardous
materials

Applicant

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.
Hazardous Waste/Materials
HW-A: Report possible contamination to EHS-HMS
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 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. Resolution
of the problem shall be to the satisfaction of Environmental Health Services
and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.
HW-B: Comply with CDF and Penryn Fire Department requirements for
temporary storage of combustible/flammable liquids at construction sites
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, that
County will additionally require permitting through the County Building
Department. The Applicant shall also participate in the Community Rightto-Know program administered by the County.
HW-C: Comply with County and CDF requirements for reporting releases
of hazardous materials
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.
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Applicant

Department of
Public Works and
Division of
Environmental
Health

Prior to approval
of improvement
plans

Weekly during
construction

All aspects of the
Storm Water
Pollution
Prevention Plan
are implemented

Applicant

Applicant

Department of
Public Works and
Division of
Environmental
Health

Prior to approval
of improvement
plans

Weekly during
construction, or
as required by
DPW

Water quality
does not exceed
goals or other
limits of NPDES
permit

Applicant

Hydrology and Water Quality
H-D: Prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for
construction activities
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.
H-E: Monitor erosion and sediment control measures during construction
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 or other limits imposed by the NPDES permit, immediate steps shall
be taken to identify and remedy the problem.

S:\Dewey\bickford\appendix f - mmrp-updated.doc

Page 9

October 8, 2004

MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

H-F: Monitor site erosion and sediment control measures for two years
after implementation of final erosion control measures

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Applicant

Department of
Public Works and
Division of
Environmental
Health

Prior to approval
of SWMP

As identified in
SWMP

Long-term
effectiveness of
erosion and
sediment control
measures is
verified

Applicant

Division of
Environmental
Health

Break in off-site
sewer pipeline

Whenever a
break occurs

Notifications are
promptly made

Owner of Sanitary
Sewer

Planning
Department

Within 2 years of
tree removal

Annually for
5 years

Minimum
80 percent
survival rate after
5 years

Applicant

A long-term monitoring program will be developed in accordance with
NPDES guidelines and incorporated into the Storm Water Management
Plan. 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).
H-K: Notify Placer County Department of Environmental Health and
affected property owners if off-site sewer pipeline breaks

Owner of Sanitary
Sewer

For any existing wells within 50 feet of the proposed sewer alignment (or in
cases where the DWR’s standards for underlying soil type are not satisfied),
the Applicant will provide for annual sampling and quantitative testing to
determine levels of fecal coliform and nitrates present in those wells.
Provision will be made for notifying the property owner of the results by the
Placer County Environmental Health Department. Each potentially affected
well will be tested prior to construction of the sewer to establish baseline
conditions. Upon conveyance of the sewer to the JPA or other local
agency, the responsibility for annual monitoring will revert to that agency.

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

Biology Resources
B-A: Implement the Applicant’s oak forest conservation and revegetation
plan

Applicant

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 Bickford
Ranch Park, along selected portions of the project site edges, between
natural open space areas and roads, in Tower 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
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Mitigation Measure

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

maintenance and monitoring, irrigation water availability, potential for
ecosystem enhancement, and potential for prescribed burning to prepare
and manage planting sites.
Tree spacing will be as follows:
Trees per Acre (approximate)
10
20
40
80
100
200
400

Spacing Between Trees (feet)
66
46
33
23
21
15
10

Irrigation will occur from May through September for the three years after
planting, unless post-irrigation 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.
Maintenance will occur according to the following schedule:
Year Following Planting Irrigation Schedule
1
2
3
4
5

Weekly
Every other week
Every other week
Every fourth week
Every fourth week

Weed Removal

Replanting

4 times per year
4 times per year
4 times per year
4 times per year
4 times per year

Once per year in fall
Once per year in fall
Once per year in fall
Once per year in fall
Once per year in fall

The 80 percent survival rate applies to each planting area. Survival will be
measured in late summer of each year to allow for assessment of
replacement needs in fall. Minimum survival rate will be as follows for each
year:
Year Following Initial Planting
1
2
3
4
5

Percent Survival
95
90
90
90
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.
Only plants installed during the dry season (between mid-March and mid-
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

November) will be 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 plantings 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.
B-D: Implement a tree protection plan
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:

Applicant

Planning
Department and
Department of
Public Works

Prior to approval
of improvement
plans

Prior to grading
during
construction

All elements of
the tree
protection plan
are implemented

Applicant

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 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
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRING ONGOING MONITORING
Mitigation Measure

Individual
Responsible
for Monitoring
and/or
Reporting

Individual or
Organization
Responsible
for Verifying
Compliance

Timing of
Initial Action

Frequency and
Duration of
Monitoring

Performance
Criteria

Proposed
Funding

Fund or a mitigation fund for on-site plantings.
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, 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.
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.
Tree preservation notes and specifications will be included on all plans
and in contractor contracts.
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.
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.
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.
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.
B-E: Implement the Applicant’s wetland 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 12 29 acres of wetland mitigation is proposed including 8 49
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Creation of 12.29 acres of wetland mitigation is proposed, including 8.49
acres of seasonal wetland/emergent marsh/riparian habitats and 3.80 acres
of emergent marsh wetland along the fringe of the proposed lakes. An
additional 15.07 acres of open water will be created within the seven
constructed lakes. Upon construction of the wetland habitat, an as-built
map will be 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.
In addition, the Applicant’s wetland preservation plan will include the
following components:
Establishment of vegetated wetland preservation easements of at least
50 feet and up to 100 feet around wetlands within 5-acre rural estate
lots, equestrian, 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.
B-G: Conduct pre-construction surveys for special-status plants
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
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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 special-status 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; 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 open-canopied 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).
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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.
B-H: Compensate for loss of vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to approval
of grading permit

Once (for
verification of
purchase of
credits); annually
for 5 years (for
created habitat)

Compensation is
provided for loss
of vernal pool
fairy shrimp
habitat

Applicant

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to approval
of grading permit

Weekly during
construction;
quarterly after
restoration for
1 year

VELB habitat is
protected, and
disturbed area is
restored

Applicant

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):
Create suitable habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp at a 1:1 ratio, for a
total of 0.23 acre of vernal pool habitat.
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 approved by Placer County.
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.
B-I: Protect VELB habitat (elderberry shrubs) during construction
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:
Fence and flag all areas to be avoided with a minimum setback of at
least 20 feet from the dripline of each elderberry plant.
Brief contractors on the need to avoid damaging elderberry plants and
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the possible penalties for not complying with these requirements.
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.
Restore the disturbed area to its original condition. Provide erosion
control and revegetate with appropriate plant species, if needed.
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.
B-J: Compensate for loss of VELB habitat (elderberry shrubs)
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 (1996):

Applicant

Planning
Department

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.

Prior to approval
of grading permit

Daily during
transplanting
activities; then
annually for five
years

Compensation is
provided for loss
of VELB habitat
off site; 60%
survival rate for
VELB
transplanted on
site, or as
negotiated with
County

Applicant

Determine the VELB units that would need to be mitigated for the
project pursuant to the programmatic agreement between USFWS and
the Corps.
Compensate for the loss of VELB habitat determined above at an offsite location approved by the USFWS and the Corps.
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.
All elderberry shrubs removed for construction will be transplanted to a
suitable mitigation area on-site according to the protocol set forth in
the programmatic agreement between USFWS and the Corps (1996).
The mitigation area will provides at least 1,800 square feet for each
transplanted shrub. The mitigation area will not be disturbed by future
development or maintenance other than that needed to sustain the
transplanted shrubs. The shrubs will be transplanted between
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November and February, when the plants are dormant and have lost
their leaves. A biological monitor will oversee the transplanting
process to ensure no unauthorized take of VELB occurs. Monitoring
will be required for five years.
A minimum survival rate of 60 percent is normally required when
transplanted shrubs are moved to a mitigation site that also contains
new plantings of elderberry and associated species. An individual
survival requirement for a mitigation site containing only transplanted
shrubs may need to be developed with the County.
Provide additional on-site compensation by planting elderberry plants
at a ratio of 2:1 for affected elderberry stems. Elderberry plants will be
placed within proposed oak tree planting areas. Plantings should be
located in areas that will not be disturbed by future development or
maintenance.
B-L: Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting raptors in affected areas

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to
construction

Once per
construction work
package for
construction
occurring
between March
and August

Impacts to
nesting raptors
are avoided

Applicant

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to
construction

Weekly during
construction

Impacts to
nesting raptors
are avoided

Applicant

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to approval
of grading permit

Per federal and
state permits

Compliance with
conditions of
state and federal
permits

Applicant

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. If no nesting raptors
are found, no additional mitigation will be need for that portion of the project.
If these surveys detect nesting raptors on or near construction areas, a
buffer zone will need to be established (see Mitigation Measure B-M). If
construction will occur outside of the nesting season (August through
February), no preconstruction raptor nesting surveys are necessary.
B-M: Develop buffer zones around nesting raptors during construction.
If nesting raptors are found on or near active construction areas, a nodisturbance 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.
B-O: Obtain and implement conditions of state and federal permits for
impacts on waters of the United States
The Applicant will obtain and implement all conditions in the following
permits:
Section 404 permit from the Corps for fill of waters of the United
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States, including wetlands (the project would likely qualify for approval
under the Nationwide Permit Program).
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. 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.
Section 401 water quality waiver or certification from the Regional
Water Quality Control Board.
Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG.
B-P: Protect wetlands during construction

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to
construction

Weekly during
construction (to
ensure fencing
stays up); daily
during activity
adjacent to
fencing

Wetlands are
protected

Applicant

Applicant

Planning
Department

Prior to approval
of grading plans
and approval of
fuel modification
plans

Annually

Blackberry shrubs
in creeks and
other drainages
are protected

Applicant

Applicant

Planning
Department

During
construction

At least weekly
during
construction;
submit weekly
reports to
Planning

Cultural and
archaeological
resources are
protected, or loss
is compensated

Applicant

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:
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.
Avoid sidecasting material into or near the stream channels and
wetlands adjacent to project construction.
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.
B-R: Avoid removal of blackberry riparian vegetation
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.
Cultural and Archaeological Resources
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.
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Department

determined that the remains are Native American Indian.
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 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.
C-F: Retain a qualified professional paleontologist to conduct weekly
inspections during grading activities and salvage fossils as necessary

Applicant

Planning
Department

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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