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CHAPTER FIVE 
STATUTORILY REQUIRED SECTIONS  
 
 
5.1 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS  
 
An Environmental Impact Report must discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster 
economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing in the vicinity of the 
project, and how that growth will, in turn, affect the surrounding environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2(d)).  Included in this are projects that would remove obstacles to population 
growth (such as a major expansion of a wastewater treatment plant, new roadways or other 
infrastructure that might allow for additional development within western Placer County).  
Unplanned increases in population can tax existing community service facilities, requiring 
construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.  The EIR must 
also discuss the characteristics of the proposed Specific Plan which would encourage and 
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or 
cumulatively.  As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, it must not be assumed that growth in any area 
is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 
 
Concurrent with adoption of the Placer County General Plan in 1994, the Placer County Board 
of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 94-238 which amended the Dry Creek/West Placer 
Community Plan to include the West Placer Specific Plan area.  This amendment, included as 
Exhibit 1 of the resolution (and included as Appendix D of this Revised Draft EIR), specified 
standards for development in the Specific Plan area, and changes to the Community Plan Land 
Use Diagram.  Exhibit 1 states that the West Placer Specific Plan area was identified in the Dry 
Creek/West Placer Community Plan as an area to be examined as part of the Countywide 
General Plan Update, and that update resulted in this designation for the area.  The boundaries of 
the West Placer Specific Plan area are identical to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  It 
was one of only two areas designated in the 1994 Placer County General Plan for large-scale 
development at increased densities to be considered through the specific plan process in the 
unincorporated area of Placer County.  The Board of Supervisors thus engaged in the decision-
making process that identified sites for large-scale specific plan development in 1994, and made 
the necessary findings to support that decision.   Section 10.5 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Placer County General Plan Update (SCH#93082012) includes the following 
statement regarding growth-inducing impacts: 
 

Arguably, any general plan that designates undeveloped land for future 
development can be defined as “growth-inducing.”  Since one of the County’s 
clear objectives in updating its General Plan is the promotion of economic 
development and accommodation of demand for residential growth, this is the 
case with the Draft Countywide General Plan.  In promoting such development 
and accommodating such growth, the Draft General Plan, however, attempts to 
address all the potentially adverse implications through policies, programs, and 
proposals for adequate infrastructure, promotion of a reasonable balance between 
jobs and housing, and protection of environmentally-sensitive resources.  
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ELIMINATION OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH 
 
The elimination of obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-inducing effect.  As 
discussed in Chapter Three and in Section 4.11 in Chapter Four of this Revised Draft EIR, the 
proposed Specific Plan would require new on-site and off-site infrastructure to accommodate the 
proposed development.  This includes provision of new utilities to serve the Specific Plan area, 
including a wastewater collection system, arrangements to use one or more wastewater treatment 
plants, water supply and distribution system, electrical and natural gas service, 
telecommunications and cable television service.  An electrical substation is proposed to serve 
the Specific Plan area.  On-site collection and distribution facilities would serve only the Specific 
Plan area.  Off-site roadway improvements are also included in the proposed Specific Plan, or 
are recommended as mitigation measures for traffic impacts resulting from the proposed Specific 
Plan.  This includes roadways parallel to Baseline Road in the area north of Baseline Road, 
which currently undeveloped and designated for agricultural use by the current County General 
Plan.  
 
As noted above, the decision to allow urbanization of the project site was included in the 
approval process for the 1994 Placer County General Plan.  The policies and land use 
designations included in the General Plan, as well as zoning and Williamson Act contracts, 
currently preclude urbanization of surrounding properties outside the project site within the 
unincorporated area of Placer County.  However, as described in Section 5.2, Cumulative 
Impacts, the project site borders the County of Sacramento and the County of Sutter, and is in 
proximity to the City of Roseville.  All of these jurisdictions have either adopted or are in the 
process of adopting or considering General Plan amendments and specific plans that would allow 
substantial urbanization adjacent to or in proximity to the project site.  Because these plans have 
been adopted or are already under consideration, it can be argued that the anticipated 
urbanization would occur with or without adoption of the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific 
Plan, and not as a result of pressures created by the proposed Specific Plan.   
 
Although County plans and zoning currently preclude urbanization north of Baseline Road in 
unincorporated Placer County, proposals to change the General Plan to permit urbanization of 
the area are in various stages of development and entitlement processing by the County.  These 
include projects known as the Curry Creek Community Plan, the Regional University and 
Community, Placer Ranch, and other projects within the Roseville MOU area.  Two proposed 
projects within the MOU area that will require annexation are the Creekview Specific Plan and 
the Sierra Vista Specific Plan.  The proposed Creekview Specific Plan development area consists 
of approximately 570 acres.  If the project is approved as proposed, this area at buildout will 
consist of approximately 2,160 dwelling units, 38 acres of industrial land use, a proposed school 
situated on 14 aces, and a community clubhouse on three acres.  The project is in the initial 
planning stages and is being processed by the City of Roseville.  The proposed Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan area is located on approximately 1,900 acres.  The City of Roseville is currently 
processing this application.  Although in the initial planning stages, if the project is approved as 
proposed, at buildout it would consist of approximately 10,000 dwelling units, along with 
approximately 77 acres of commercial and 57 acres for office development (3,000,000 s.f. of 
floor area).  These projects are proceeding in parallel with the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
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and have been proposed independent of the outcome of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
project.  Much of the regional infrastructure proposed in conjunction with the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan would be necessary to support the other projects even if the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan was not implemented.       
 
Improvements to Baseline Road and proposed mitigation measures that recommend parallel 
roadways north of Baseline Road would facilitate access to the project site as well as properties 
to the east, west and north.  The properties to the west are already included in the area designated 
Industrial-Commercial Reserve in the Sutter County General Plan, and properties to the east are 
within the City of Roseville and developed or designated for development on the Roseville 
General Plan.  As noted above, properties to the north are already under consideration for 
development.  In the case of the Regional University and Community, a Draft EIR is in 
preparation.  The Placer Parkway was already under study prior to consideration of the proposed 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, although development of the Specific Plan area was 
contemplated in the 1994 Placer County General Plan and the Dry Creek/West Placer 
Community Plan.  Properties to the south of the project site are within the proposed Elverta 
Specific Plan, and some roadway improvements (16th Street, Palladay Road) would occur 
independent of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.   
 
The proposal for sewer service to the Specific Plan area is connection to the Dry Creek 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, located east of the Plan area.  The size of future lift stations, force 
mains, sewer interceptors and trunk lines (and eventually, the capacity of the DCWWTP) would 
need to be designed to accommodate the project; sizing of the system (and the costs associated 
with the development and expansion of the system) would determine whether urban development 
beyond the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan could be served or accommodated by expansion of 
the system.  Similar considerations would apply to the option of receiving sewer service from 
SRCSD.  The South Placer Wastewater Authority is currently conducting studies to determine 
the most efficient and effective way to provide the additional sewer capacity needed to serve 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan and other proposed projects.    
 
With regard to water supply, refer to the discussion under Section 5.2, Cumulative Impacts, 
below.  The diversion of 35,000 AFA from the Sacramento River (of which the proposed Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan would ultimately use approximately 11,000 AFA) is being pursued by 
PCWA as lead agency independent of the Specific Plan proposal.  The diversions would have a 
growth-inducing impact in that it would enable additional urbanization to occur within the 
PCWA service area.  However, PCWA does not control land use entitlements in Placer County, 
which are under the jurisdiction of the County and the cities.  Decisions by the County and its 
cities must be consistent with their respective General Plans.                  
 
STIMULATION OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 
 
Implementation of the project is expected to provide for an additional 7,824 jobs, based on 
proposed land uses within the Specific Plan area.  These jobs will come from employment 
generated in the commercial/business designations, including retail and office, and through the 
development of local public employment opportunities such as additional schools.  These jobs 
are referred to as direct employment. A breakdown of the jobs generated from the project is 
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summarized in Table 3.4-1.  In addition to the jobs generated directly from the uses within the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area, two types of additional local employment will also be 
generated.  These two types of employment are known as indirect employment and induced 
employment.     
 
Indirect employment is the jobs that are generated through the expenditure patterns of those 
directly employed within the project.  Workers directly employed within the project will spend 
money in the local economy and the expenditure of that money will result in additional jobs.  
Induced employment is created from the stream of goods and services that are necessary to 
support businesses within the proposed project.  The employment associated with the 
manufacturing of a product sold in the project area is considered induced employment.  
 
The process through which the indirect employment and the induced employment are created is 
known as the multiplier effect.  An estimate of additional indirect employment and induced 
employment was determined using the Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) San 
Francisco Bay Area Input-Output model’s estimates of the multiplier effect.  The indirect 
multiplier and induced multiplier were used to determine the amount of indirect employment and 
induced employment, respectively.  It should be noted that ABAG’s estimates were determined 
using data from the Bay Area; however, the relationships in which the estimates were based are 
similar to the local economy.  
 
Table 5-1 summarizes the amount of direct, indirect, and induced employment that is estimated 
to result from implementation of the project.    
 
Table 5-1 
Employment Growth 

Project Component 
Direct 

Employment 
(jobs) 

Indirect 
Multiplier 

Indirect 
Employment 

(jobs)1 

Induced 
Multiplier 

Induced 
Employment 

(jobs) 
Commercial Retail 3,636 0.07 255 2.56 653 
Commercial Office 
(Business Professional) 3,400 0.47 1,598 5.26 8,406 

Public School 788 0.471 370 5.261 1,946 
Total 7,824  2,223  11,005 
1 It is assumed that the indirect factor and induced factor for public school employees is the same as for business 
professionals. 
2 See Section 4.10 of this Revised Draft EIR for a discussion of employment projections.   
Source: Hausrath Economics Group (HEG) Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Baseline Fiscal Impact Analysis, 
January 2006. 

 
Since the economic activity associated with the project has the potential to spread throughout the 
region, the environmental implications associated with the simulation of economic activity can 
not be determined, but could be a significant growth inducing effect of the project. 
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SUMMARY OF GROWTH INDUCING EFFECTS 
 
Although the Specific Plan of and by itself will not remove obstacles to growth, when combined 
with other activity occurring in the west Placer region, it is apparent that the project will 
contribute to collective actions designed to remove growth obstacles in western Placer County.  
Further, the indirect and induced effects of added economic activity will contribute to this effect.  
The specific environmental effects resulting from anticipated growth in western Placer County 
are listed and described in Section 5.2 below, including loss of agricultural and open space lands, 
alteration of views, increases in light and glare, increases in surface runoff, environmental effects 
due to increases in regional water use, effects on surface water quality, aquatic resource impacts, 
removal of habitat for federally and state listed and other special-status species, loss of cultural 
resources, transportation and roadway impacts leading to increased congestion, air quality 
impacts, increases in noise, increases in population, and increases in demand for public services.    
 
5.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
“Cumulative impacts” refer to two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts (Section 15355, 
CEQA Guidelines).  The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or 
many separate projects.  The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 
related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can result 
from impacts taking place over time which are individually minor, but collectively significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE CONTEXT 
 
The general cumulative impact context for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan considers 
development as identified in the 1994 Placer County General Plan and recently proposed 
projects north of Baseline Road, plus the development of the proposed Specific Plan.  Because 
the Specific Plan area is located adjacent to the City of Roseville and where three county 
boundaries come together, the cumulative impact context also considers the proposed Elverta 
Specific Plan in Sacramento County, the area designated Industrial-Commercial Reserve in the 
Sutter County General Plan, and the West Roseville Specific Plan.  All three of these areas are 
outside the jurisdiction of Placer County.  Other approved or pending development projects, as 
well as other geographic contexts, are also considered, as appropriate and as described below.  
This analysis is consistent with the provisions of Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines.   
 
Significant adopted and proposed plans are described as follows (see Figure 4.1-2): 
 
SUTTER COUNTY INDUSTRIAL-COMMERCIAL RESERVE (SUTTER COUNTY) 
 
The 10,500-acre South Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve is located west of these 
proposed developments, in the southeastern corner of Sutter County adjacent to the northwestern 
corner of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  The area contains approximately 7,500 acres 
that is being actively pursed for urban development.  This area is currently zoned by Sutter 
County for industrial use; however, Measure M, approved by voters in November of 2004, 
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confirmed that a majority of residents are in favor of mixed-use development of the area 
including at least at least 3,600 acres for business/industrial uses, 1,000 acres of community 
facilities such as schools, parks, and retail, and a maximum of 2,900 acres of residential 
development, with a maximum number of 17,500 dwelling units.  Development of this area 
would require the preparation of a Specific Plan and environmental review.  
 
DRAFT ELVERTA SPECIFIC PLAN (SACRAMENTO COUNTY) 
 
The Draft Elverta Specific Plan area encompasses approximately 1,744 acres and the following 
proposed land use designations:  894 acres of urban residential uses and 552 acres of agricultural 
residential uses with a total holding capacity of approximately 4,950 dwelling units, 4.4 acres of 
office space, 15 acres for commercial development, 73 acres for community centers and 
neighborhood parks, and 20.2 acres for a proposed elementary school.  In addition, the Specific 
Plan proposes 19 acres (former landfill site) for potential use as an equestrian center, and 219 
acres to be used for drainageways, detention facilities, a powerline corridor and major roads.  
This project received approval from the Sacramento County Planning Commission in February 
2006, but has not yet gone to the County Board of Supervisors for approval. 
 
PROPOSED CURRY CREEK COMMUNITY PLAN 
 
This area is located directly north of Baseline Road between South Brewer Road and Watt 
Avenue on approximately 5,200 acres.  At buildout, this area is currently anticipated to contain 
16,200 dwelling units as well as 2,025,000 and 2,124,000 square feet of retail and office space, 
respectively.   
 
PROPOSED REGIONAL UNIVERSITY AND COMMUNITY 
 
This project is directly north of the Curry Creek Community Plan area on approximately 1,136 
acres.  The project at buildout would encompass a 600-acre four-year private university campus, 
approximately 4,223 dwelling units and 232,000 square feet (73 acres) of retail space. 
 
WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
This approved project is located northeast of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area in the City 
of Roseville.  This Specific Plan area includes approximately 3,150 acres, and at buildout, will 
contain approximately 8,500 dwelling units, 200 acres of commercial/office development, and 
980 acres of public facilities including open space.   
 
PROPOSED PLACER RANCH 
 
North of the West Roseville Specific Plan area is the proposed Placer Ranch development area 
consisting of approximately 2,213 acres.  If the project is approved as proposed, this area at 
buildout will consist of approximately 6,793 dwelling units, 527 acres of business park and light 
industrial uses, 150 acres of office professional uses, 99 acres for commercial uses, 275 acres for 
parks, landscape corridors and open space, two new elementary schools and a new middle 
school.  The developer has added mixed-use town centers to the project plan in order to make the 
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design friendlier to pedestrians.  In addition, the proposed project includes a 300-acre branch 
campus of California State University Sacramento, with an estimated total enrollment of 25,000 
students.   
 
LINCOLN CROSSING 
 
Northeast of the Placer Ranch development is the Lincoln Crossing residential development 
located in the City of Lincoln.  This development is situated on 1,070 acres and at buildout, will 
consist of approximately 2,958 dwelling units.   
 
OTHER DEVELOPMENT 
 
Other proposed development areas within the Roseville MOU area that are adjacent to or near 
the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan include the following: 
 
CREEKVIEW SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
North of the West Roseville Specific Plan area is the proposed Creekview Specific Plan 
development area consisting of approximately 570 acres.  If the project is approved as proposed, 
this area at buildout will consist of approximately 2,160 dwelling units, 38 acres of industrial 
land use, a proposed school situated on 14 aces, and a community clubhouse on three acres.  The 
project is in the initial planning stages and is being processed by the City of Roseville. 
 
SIERRA VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
Situated to the northeast of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area is the proposed Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan area, located on approximately 1,900 acres.  The City of Roseville is currently 
processing this application.  Although in the initial planning stages, if the project is approved as 
proposed, at buildout it would consist of approximately 10,000 dwelling units, along with 
approximately 77 acres of commercial and 57 acres for office development (3,000,000 s.f. of 
floor area).   
 
RIOLO VINEYARDS 
 
Riolo Vineyards is located southeast of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan on the south side of 
Dry Creek.  Riolo Vineyards consists of approximately 319 acres.  If the project is approved as 
proposed, this area at buildout will consist of approximately 805 dwelling units at a range of 
densities, along with neighborhood parks, public facilities and open space.  Southeast from the 
proposed Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan area is the Morgan Place development, situated on 
approximately 12 acres and proposed to have approximately 91 dwelling units. 
 
SILVER CREEK 
 
To the east of Riolo Vineyards is the proposed 79-lot single-family residential subdivision on 
28.6+ acres, known as Silver Creek.  Silver Creek is proposed to have lots ranging in size from 
10,000 square feet to 14,937 square feet.   The project is located north of and adjacent to PFE 
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Road, immediately east of and adjacent to Walerga Road in the unincorporated area of Placer 
County (APN 023-221-016 & 050). The Dry Creek Community Park adjoins the site’s northerly 
boundary. 
 
LINCOLN 270 
 
Southeast of the proposed Lincoln Crossing development is the proposed Lincoln 270 project, 
located on approximately 280 acres.  If the project is approved as proposed, this area at buildout 
will consist of approximately 48 acres of business park uses, 58 acres of general commercial, 38 
acres of light industrial, and 32 acres will be a proposed medical campus. 
 
MORGAN PLACE 
 
The proposed Morgan Place development area is located on approximately 12 acres southeast of 
the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  If this project were to be approved as proposed, at 
buildout, the area would consist of approximately 91 dwelling units. 
 
The Countywide General Plan Draft EIR includes the following description of General Plan 
Update assumptions for growth: 
 

Allocating population and employment growth to jurisdictions within Placer 
County required explicit consideration of growth and development in areas 
designated to accommodate urban growth in currently-unincorporated areas of 
South Placer County.  With one exception, those areas, described in the Draft 
Countywide General Plan and referred to here as the new growth areas, were 
treated equally for the purposes of this EIR analysis, as described below.  In other 
words, no attempt was made to predict the pace of development for each area… 
 
This analysis assumes that the planning process for the new growth areas will take 
several years to complete.  Development in those areas is, therefore, assumed not 
to begin until sometime in the late 1990s, with the first housing units available for 
occupancy around the year 2000.  Because of the scale of the development and 
the anticipated complications of the planning process, housing, commercial, 
office, and industrial space in the new growth areas is not built-out by 2010.  For 
the purposes of this EIR, three of the new growth areas (Placer Villages, Stanford 
Ranch West, and the Villages of Dry Creek) are assumed to develop at the same 
pace.  In terms of residential development, those new growth areas are assumed to 
be about one-quarter built-out by 2010.  By 2040, residential development in 
those new growth areas is assumed to be about 80% built-out.  Non-residential 
development in the new growth areas is assumed to lag behind residential 
development.  It is assumed to be about 20% buildout in 2010 and about 70% 
built-out in 2040. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
The significant cumulative impacts identified under each respective subject area in Chapter Four 
of this Revised Draft EIR are summarized below. 
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES 
 
Section 4.1 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impact related to land 
use: 
 
4.1-14 The Specific Plan will contribute to the loss of agricultural and open space land 
 throughout Placer County, the region and the state. 
 
The undeveloped portion of western Placer County is largely comprised of “Important 
Farmland,” as defined by the State of California Department of Conservation.  Most of this land 
is designated Farmland of Local Importance or Grazing.  The majority of active agricultural 
acreage is used for grazing, but crops are cultivated in the area, including rice and orchards.  
Development in the cities of Lincoln, Roseville and Rocklin, as well as the unincorporated area 
of Placer County, has converted grazing and other agricultural lands to urban uses.  Thousands of 
additional acres are approved or proposed for development as shown in Figure 4.1-2, including 
the Elverta Specific Plan, South Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve, Curry Creek 
Community Plan, the Regional University and Community Plan, West Roseville Specific Plan, 
Placer Ranch Specific Plan, Lincoln Crossing, Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Creekview Specific 
Plan, Riolo Vineyards, Silver Creek, Lincoln 270, and Morgan Place.  Most of the land 
converted by these projects would be of lower-quality soils used primarily for grazing.  Farmland 
is also being converted to urban uses in more distant locales throughout the Central Valley.  
Although the conversion of individual parcels of grazing land would not have a substantial effect 
on agricultural productivity, the cumulative loss of thousands of acres of grazing and more 
productive cultivated land is considered significant. 
 
Similar to loss of agricultural land, valuable open space containing a variety of diminishing 
habitats and aesthetic values (see Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of this Revised Draft EIR) will also be 
lost.  The incremental impact of the Specific Plan on the cumulative loss of agricultural and open 
space land in Placer County, the region and the state by converting over 3,500 acres of 
agricultural and open space lands to urban uses is considered a cumulatively considerable 
significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-14 will substantially lessen the severity of the 
cumulative loss of agricultural land and open space, but will not mitigate the significant effect to 
a less-than-significant level.  Therefore, the impact will remain significant and unavoidable, and 
the project’s incremental contribution to this impact will be cumulatively considerable and 
significant. 
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VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS  
 
Section 4.2 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to 
visual impact, and light and glare: 
 
4.2-9 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative alteration of views in rural west Placer 

County.   
 
The landscape in western Placer and northern Sacramento counties has changed rapidly over the 
last decade from one of generally rural open space and agriculture to urban.  Antelope and the 
City of Roseville are rapidly building out, contributing to the landscape change.  Several land 
development proposals envisioned by the Placer County and Sacramento County general plans 
have received their entitlements, or are seeking them, including the Elverta Specific Plan, 
Morgan Creek, Doyle Ranch, Riolo Vineyards, Silver Creek and Morgan Place.  Other areas 
north of Baseline Road, including the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Creekview Specific Plan, and 
Regional University are now proposed for urbanization, and proponents are seeking general plan 
amendments.  In addition, the City of Roseville has adopted the West Roseville Specific Plan.  
Although the urban environment that is ultimately built could be aesthetically pleasing to many, 
these cumulative changes will significantly degrade the existing visual character and quality of 
the area.  Based on the standards of significance, the cumulative impacts of the project and 
related projects are significant, and the project’s incremental contribution to this impact is itself 
cumulatively considerable and thus significant.  This impact cannot be mitigated to a less than 
cumulatively considerable level and thus is unavoidable.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.2-10 Cumulative impacts may occur that are related to introduction of new sources of light and 

glare. 
 
Similar to alteration of views, continued development in western Placer and northern Sacramento 
counties will lead to an increase of light and glare.  Although project-specific impacts can be 
mitigated through good design, the continued addition of more forms of night lighting will lead 
to the spread and intensification of the already present “sky glow” that blocks out views of the 
night sky.  Based on the standards of significance, the cumulative impacts of the project and 
related projects are significant, and the project’s incremental contribution to this impact is itself 
cumulatively considerable and thus significant.  This impact, though substantially lessened 
through project-specific mitigation, cannot be mitigated to a less-than-cumulatively-considerable 
level and thus is unavoidable.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Section 4.3 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related 
flooding, water supply, and water quality: 

 
4.3.2-11 Urbanization within the Specific Plan area and up-gradient of the Specific Plan area could 

result in a cumulative increase in surface runoff.  Increased runoff could exceed design 
assumptions for proposed culverts, roadways, channels and other conveyance systems 
and result in overtopping and downstream flooding.   
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Due to the level of existing and proposed development within the watersheds affected by the 
Specific Plan (see Section 5.2 in Chapter Five of this Revised Draft EIR), there is a potential for 
a significant cumulative volumetric impact to occur.  Design assumptions for off-site 
improvements and/or existing conditions affect received flow within the Specific Plan area as 
well as downstream.  Because the drainage system design for the Specific Plan area will limit 
post-project flows contributed by the project in the Curry Creek and Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) 
Drainage sheds, consistent with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual, the 
project will have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to flows in these 
watersheds.   
 
Within the Dry Creek Drainage Shed, detention of flows is not currently recommended.  The Dry 
Creek Drainage Shed, although the largest regionally, includes only 477 acres along the 
southeast boundary of the Specific Plan area.  However, the Dry Creek watershed is about 80 
square miles in area and includes substantial developed areas and areas proposed for 
development upstream.  Downstream, Dry Creek flows into northern Sacramento County 
through the community of Rio Linda until it reaches Steelhead Creek, which drains into the 
American River.  Although the Dry Creek Drainage Shed is a very small part of the project area, 
when combined with potential up-gradient flow increases, this is a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to which the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.2-11a and 4-3-2.11b will reduce this significant-
cumulative impact due to the increased flows in Dry Creek, but absent a showing of no adverse 
impact to downstream properties, it will not reduce it to a less than significant level: 
 
4.3.2-12 There could be a cumulative effect on reservoir flood control diagrams, altered floodplain 

characteristics, lower American river levee stress, and river hydraulic processes. 
 
A water supply of 11,500 AFA is a portion of the PCWA’s pending amendatory CVP contract 
with the Reclamation for 35,000 AFA.  This water would be diverted from the Sacramento 
River, which has an annual runoff of approximately 18 million AF (PCWA 2001).  The entire 
35,000 AFA of the PCWA CVP contract water was used for the project’s incremental 
contribution analysis (for a further description of the cumulative analysis, see Section 4.3.4).  
The full CVP contract amount of 35,000 AFA (long-term surface water supply) was evaluated 
based on the premise that this higher diversion amount provides a conservative representation of 
potential impacts associated with increased diversions from the Sacramento River to meet the 
proposed project needs. 
 
Increased diversions from the CVP system that would occur under the cumulative condition 
would result in increased reservoir water storage capacity and hence, would provide positive 
benefits to flood control, relative to the existing condition.  Thus, implementation of future 
actions would result in no significant future impacts to reservoir flood control diagrams, lower 
American River levee stress, floodplain characteristics, and river hydraulic processes; all key 
flood control parameters.  As there would be no significant impact to flood control under the 
cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition, the proposed Specific Plan long-term 
surface water supply would not incrementally contribute to potential future impacts to flood 
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control.  As the long-term surface water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur 
under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to 
the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  This impact is therefore considered less 
than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.3.3-11 The Specific Plan surface water supply would contribute to a cumulative effect on CVP 

gross hydropower generation and gross capacity. 
 
Changes in the future operations of CVP facilities would result in an estimated annual reduction 
in gross annual CVP hydropower generation of 357 GWh, or 7%, relative to the existing 
condition.  For nearly every month of the 840 months modeled under the 70-year period of 
hydrologic record, the cumulative condition would result in reductions in gross CVP hydropower 
generation, relative to the existing condition, with maximum reductions of up to 319 GWh in 
individual months.  While such decreases would not be expected to result in significant direct 
environmental impacts, they would be expected to result in significant economic impacts that 
would be passed on to CVP customers.   
 
There would be significant reductions in gross CVP capacity under the future cumulative 
condition, relative to the existing condition.  Gross CVP capacity would be reduced in nearly 
every month of the 840 months included in the analysis, with average monthly reductions 
ranging from 1% to 10% of existing capacity, and maximum reductions of up to 569 MW, 
relative to the existing condition.  While such decreases in capacity, like hydropower generation, 
would not result in direct environmental impacts, they would result in direct economic impacts 
that would be passed on to CVP customers.  Any environmental impacts that would result from 
decreases in capacity could be the product of the need to acquire power from another facility that 
is less environmentally sound. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply  
 
The proposed long-term surface water supply would not contribute substantially to either 
monthly or annual reductions in CVP hydropower generation; the greatest monthly reduction (of 
the 840 months included in the analysis) would be 63 GWh (Technical Appendix H-505 to H-
517).  Average CVP hydropower generation would not decrease more than 2 GWh during any 
given month over the 70-year simulation under the proposed long-term water supply relative to 
the cumulative condition (Template Output H-10).  However, any decrease in generation that 
could occur in individual months would result in increased costs that would be passed on to CVP 
customers.  Thus, while the proposed long-term water supply would not result in significant 
reductions in long-term average gross CVP hydropower generation, decreases in individual 
months could result in significant cost impacts to CVP customers. 
 
The proposed long-term surface water supply would result in a minor contribution to the 
economic impacts that would occur under the future cumulative condition.  The long-term water 
supply would result in mean monthly increases in capacity of up to 64 MW in August and mean 
monthly decreases up to 92 MW in October (5.9% and 6.8%, respectively), relative to the 
cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-493 to G-504).  Therefore, the proposed long-term 
water supply would have minor contributions to any decreases in capacity that would occur 
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under the cumulative condition.  Though the proposed long-term water supply would still result 
in direct cost impacts passed on to CVP customers, any impacts would not be of sufficient 
magnitude to be considered potentially significant.  As the long-term water supply would not 
contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no 
cumulatively-considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  
Thus, this environmental impact would be considered less than significant.  No mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
4.3.3-12 The Specific Plan could contribute to a cumulative effect on Folsom and EID pumping 

energy requirements. 
 
Increased diversions under the cumulative condition would result in lower water surface 
elevations in Folsom Reservoir.  Consequently, more energy would be required to lift water up to 
the Folsom and EID pumping plants that divert from Folsom Reservoir.  Increases in pumping 
energy requirements under the cumulative condition also result from the fact that far more water 
will be delivered by water purveyors through these pumps as compared to the amount delivered 
under the existing condition.  The energy requirement under the cumulative condition would be 
more than doubled at the Folsom Pumping Plant and six times greater at the EID Pumping Plant 
(more than 8,000 MWh and 18,000 MWh annual increases, respectively), relative to the existing 
condition.  This significant-cumulative economic impact would be passed on to water users who 
rely on pumping at Folsom Reservoir, but would not result in direct environmental impacts.   
 
The future average energy requirement, under the proposed Specific Plan long-term surface 
water supply, would decrease by 15 MWh at the Folsom Pumping Plant and 1 MWh at the EID 
Pumping Plant, relative to the cumulative condition (Template Output H-12 to H13).  This 
constitutes a long-term average benefit to the energy requirements at these two pumping plants.  
The water diversion would shift to another location, so the pumping at these two facilities would 
be reduced.  Therefore, the proposed Specific Plan long-term water supply would not contribute 
to the total increase in pumping requirements that would occur under the cumulative condition.  
In individual months, however, there would be both increases and decreases in pumping energy 
requirements, under the cumulative condition.  At Folsom Pumping Plant, the largest decrease 
under the proposed long-term water supply would be 172 MWh during July and the largest 
increase would be 204 MWh during September (Technical Appendix G-518 to G-529).  At EID 
Pumping Plant, the largest decrease would be 13 MWh during July and the largest increase 
would be 16 MWh during September (Technical Appendix G-518 to G-541).  Such infrequent 
increases could result in a slight contribution to cost impacts under the cumulative condition, 
though any effects would not be of sufficient frequency or magnitude to create a significant 
impact (Technical Appendix G-518 to G-541). These changes would not result in specific 
adverse environmental effects, because the use of thermal generation resources for replacement 
energy would be minimal due to the small magnitude of change in pumping energy requirements 
associated with the proposed Specific Plan initial surface water supply. It would be speculative, 
moreover, to predict where any such environmental effects (e.g., air pollution) would occur, as it 
would also be speculative to predict what energy sources might be employed to replace lost CVP 
hydropower generation.  Therefore, the environmental impact is considered less than significant.  
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.3.3-13 The Specific Plan long-term surface water supply could contribute to cumulative effects 
on deliveries to SWP customers. 

 
Under the cumulative condition, reductions in deliveries to SWP customers would range from 
5% to 45%, relative to the existing condition, in 45 of the 70 years modeled.  Such reductions 
under the cumulative condition would occur with sufficient frequency and magnitude to 
constitute potentially significant cumulative impacts to water supply deliveries to SWP 
customers. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the long-Term Surface Water Supply   
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term water supply would not contribute, in either frequency or 
magnitude, to any anticipated future long-term SWP customer delivery reductions, as shown in 
Table 4.3-11 (Template Output H-42).  In fact, in all 70 years simulated, SWP deliveries would 
be essentially equivalent under the proposed long-term water supply compared to the cumulative 
condition (Technical Appendix G-579).   
 
Table 4.3-11 
Percent Water Supply Allocation to SWP Contractors Under Future No Project and Cumulative 
Conditions1 

 Cumulative No Project Cumulative (with PVSP) Difference 
Average 74 74 0 
Minimum 20 20 0 
Maximum 100 100 0 
1 Based on the 70 years modeled 

 
The SWP has only one reservoir north of the Delta, Lake Oroville, which is located on the 
Feather River.  SWP has five other reservoirs, all located south of the Delta.  The SWP has a 
combined total of approximately 5.3 MAF of the total.  North of the Delta, the only SWP 
demands are those within the Feather River Service Area (FRSA).  FRSA users are entitled to 
approximately 1.0 MAFA diversion from the Feather River.  These deliveries can be reduced due 
to drought by no more than 50% in any one year, and no more than 100% in any series of seven 
consecutive years.  DWR balances SWP’s many competing objectives in making water supply 
allocation decisions.  When DWR makes water supply allocation decisions, only SWP water 
demands and system operations are evaluated.  Even though the CVP and SWP is an integrated 
system, the CVP is not evaluated for SWP water supply allocation.  The CVP is operated by 
Reclamation; therefore, CVP water supply allocation decisions are made by Reclamation and do 
not include the SWP. 
 
The proposed long-term surface water supply would not contribute, in either frequency or 
magnitude, to any anticipated future long-term SWP customer delivery reductions, and therefore, 
would have no cumulatively-considerable contribution to significant-cumulative impacts to 
deliveries to SWP customers.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts 
that occur under the cumulative condition, it also would have no cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  The impact therefore 
would be considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.3.3-14 The Specific Plan long-term surface water supply could contribute to a cumulative effect 

on deliveries to CVP customers. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, CVP water service contractors would experience significant 
reductions in deliveries, relative to the existing condition.  CVP M&I contractors both north and 
south of the Delta would experience delivery reductions of 5% to 20%, relative to the existing 
condition, in 24 of the 70 years modeled.  CVP agricultural contractors north of the Delta would 
experience reductions in deliveries of 5% to 25%, relative to the existing condition, in 42 of the 
70 years modeled, and agricultural contractors south of the Delta would experience reductions of 
5% to 20% in 35 of the 70 years modeled.  Reductions to CVP customers both north and south of 
the Delta would occur with sufficient frequency and magnitude to be considered cumulatively 
significant impacts.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply  
 
The proposed long-term water supply would not contribute, in either frequency or magnitude, to 
any reduction in delivery to any CVP contractor, either north or south of the Delta, as shown in 
Tables 4.3-12 through 4.3-15 (Template Output H-18, H-21, H-30, and H-33).  In fact, in all 70 
years simulated, CVP deliveries to M&I and agricultural contractors would be essentially 
equivalent under the cumulative condition without the project compared, to the proposed long-
term water supply (Technical Appendix G-571 to G-572 and G-575 to G-576).   
 
Table 4.3-12 
Percent Water Supply Allocation to CVP M&I Contractors North of Delta Under Future No Project 
and Cumulative Conditions1 

 Cumulative No Project Cumulative (with PVSP) Difference 
Average 87 87 0 
Minimum 50 50 0 
Maximum 100 100 0 
1 Based on the 70 years modeled 

 
Table 4.3-13 
Percent Water Supply Allocation to CVP Agriculture Contractors North of Delta Under Future No 
Project and Cumulative Conditions1 

 Cumulative No Project Cumulative (with PVSP) Difference 
Average 67 67 0 
Minimum 0 0 0 
Maximum 100 100 0 
1 Based on the 70 years modeled 
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Table 4.3-14 
Percent Water Supply Allocation to CVP M&I Contractors South of Delta Under Future No Project 
and Cumulative Conditions1 

 Cumulative No Project Cumulative (with PVSP) Difference 
Average 85 85 0 
Minimum 50 50 0 
Maximum 100 100 0 
1 Based on the 70 years modeled 

 
Table 4.3-15 
Percent Water Supply Allocation to CVP Agricultural Contractors South of Delta Under Future No 
Project and Cumulative Conditions1 

 Cumulative No Project Cumulative (with Project) Difference 
Average 60 60 0 
Minimum 0 0 0 
Maximum 100 100 0 
1 Based on the 70 years modeled 

 
CVP Water Service Contractors (agricultural and M&I Water Service Contractors both north and 
south of the Delta) entered into agreements with Reclamation for delivery of CVP water as a 
supplemental supply.  Water availability for delivery to CVP Water Service Contractors during 
periods of insufficient supply is determined based on a combination of operational objectives, 
hydrologic conditions, and reservoir storage conditions.  The water availability curtailments and 
the CVP system operations are further discussed in Impact 4.3.3-2. 
 
The proposed long-term surface water supply would not contribute, in either frequency or 
magnitude, to any reduction in delivery to any CVP contractor, either north or south of the Delta; 
therefore, the Specific Plan would not have a cumulatively-considerable contribution to the 
significant impacts to CVP deliveries that would occur under the cumulative condition.  As the 
long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative 
condition, it would have no cumulatively-considerable contribution to the impacts that occur 
under the cumulative condition.  This impact therefore would be considered less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.3.3-15 Use of groundwater as a redundant water source in the Specific Plan area would have a 

cumulative impact on the North American River groundwater subbasin. 
 
In the highest groundwater use scenario analyzed in the PCWA Integrated Water Resources Plan 
(Scenario 2b), which assumes cumulative development in PCWA’s service area, including the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative, a groundwater supply of approximately 
15,000 AFA would be necessary to meet dry year supply requirements. 
 
Assuming worst case scenario (25% of average demand would be met by groundwater during an 
entire year), the Specific Plan area would require approximately 2,625 AFA from groundwater.     
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The Western Placer County Groundwater Storage Study recommended a sustainable yield for 
the Placer County portion of the North American River subbasin of 95,000 AFA.  Historical 
groundwater use in Placer County by individual homes, farms and businesses is estimated to be 
about 90,000 AFA.  However, due to the removal of agricultural land from production, changes 
in cropping patterns and irrigation techniques, and introduction of surface water supplies to serve 
urban development, it is currently estimated that groundwater use is in the range of 65,000 to 
75,000 AFA in western Placer County (Maische, January 2006).  According to the Western 
Placer County Groundwater Storage Study, groundwater produced in PCWA Zone 5 (western 
Placer County) was 77,000 total AF in 1995.   
 
While groundwater resources are used for current water supply in the Specific Plan area, that 
groundwater use will be gradually displaced by surface water as the area builds out.  
Approximately 2,400 AFA would be required to meet current agricultural needs within the 
Specific Plan area.  This requirement will be eliminated as the area builds out.  This will have a 
positive effect on the regional groundwater basin. 
 
The PCWA Integrated Water Resources Plan contains several conclusions regarding the 
cumulative water supply demand that are relevant to the Specific Plan cumulative contribution: 
 
• There is adequate water supply to meet all of the demands for each of the growth scenarios. 
• Groundwater supplies are not needed to meet normal climate year demands. 
• Dry year water supplies must include groundwater to meet demands for Scenarios 2, 2b and 

3. 
• Reclaimed water supply is an important supply source, and is required to meet Scenario 2 

demands.   
 
Although the Specific Plan area’s incremental contribution to the cumulative condition is less 
that considerable based on cumulative demand and the safe yield of the groundwater basin 
(95,000 AFA), this conclusion assumes a significant amount of reclaimed (recycled) water will 
be available for use (i.e., 12,000 to 15,000 AFA).  Impact statement 4.11.8-2 in Section 4.11.8 of 
this Revised Draft EIR discusses the potential for a significant amount of the wastewater from 
the Specific Plan area to be treated by the SRCSD, although this is not the preferred option.  In 
this event, recycled water may not be available to the Specific Plan area, which could increase 
demand for groundwater in a dry year condition (Specific Plan area recycled water demand is 
estimated to be 1,560 AFA).   Because of this uncertainty, this is a potentially significant-
cumulative impact to which the project’s contribution could be cumulatively considerable (i.e., 
significant).  It should be noted that if all wastewater is treated at the DCWWTP, which is the 
preferred option, this potential impact would not occur.  No mitigation measures are available for 
the SRCSD option.  No mitigation measures are necessary for the DCWWTP option. 
 
4.3.4-8  The Specific Plan area could contribute to the cumulative affect of water quality due to 

the introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle oils and greases; heavy metals on 
roads, parking lots, and driveways; fertilizers and pesticides used on site landscaping; 
and toxic compounds released from auto maintenance areas into surface runoff. 
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Newly planted vegetation, newly paved roadways and anticipated combinations of sod/seed 
activity from planned development (see Figure 4.1-2 in Section 4.1 of this Revised Draft EIR) in 
the watersheds of Dry Creek, Curry Creek, and Steelhead Creek could result in long-term water 
quality degradation.  The high use of roads and parking areas daily within the region would 
contribute vehicle oils and grease to the site stormwater discharge.  In commercial areas, 
stormwater runoff may convey a wide range of pollutants to receiving waters.  Vehicles 
contribute oil, grease, and metals onto roads and parking lots.  Excessive use of fertilizers, 
pesticides and herbicides on the site landscaping can also result in leaching of nutrients and toxic 
compounds into stormwater runoff.  Such compounds are soluble and would not, therefore, be 
removed by the use of detention basins. 
 
Uncontrolled, these urban pollutants can directly or indirectly affect aquatic life.  High 
concentrations of toxins in runoff can be lethal to aquatic life; chronic, low levels may enter the 
food chain, affecting the long-term breeding success of populations and lower reproductive 
potential.  Aquatic and wildlife habitat can also be adversely affected by the accumulation of 
toxins, which can indirectly affect aquatic and wildlife resources.   
 
Pollutant levels are typically highest during late summer and fall when pollutants, previously 
bound to particulates in the sediments, are released during the first large rainfall event (“first 
flush”) of the season.  Since pollutants are typically concentrated, the potential for toxic events is 
more likely during first flush events because the dilution factor is usually low. 
 
Common pollutants found in urban runoff include trace metals (copper, lead, zinc, cadmium, 
chromium, arsenic and nickel), PCBs, oil and grease, nutrients, coliform bacteria, organic 
compounds, and sediment.  Generally, the high level of metals can be traced to one of several 
urban sources, including vehicle operation and maintenance, atmospheric fall-out, and illegal 
sewage discharges. 
 
BMPs such as detention ponds, wetlands, filters, and vegetated swales have been shown to 
reduce urban pollutant levels in stormwater.  A number of studies have been conducted over the 
past two decades regarding the pollutant removal effectiveness of urban stormwater BMPs.  For 
example, wetland BMPs, such as shallow marshes, extended detention wetlands and ponded 
wetlands have demonstrated median removal rates of 77% for bacteria; 90% for hydrocarbons, 
including oil and grease; and 69% for cadmium.  Ponds have demonstrated median removal rates 
of 57% and 73% for copper and lead, respectively.  Filters have been shown to be 81% effective 
in removing hydrocarbons, including oil and grease 80% effective in removing zinc; 87% 
effective in removing total suspended solids (TSS); and 66% effective in removing organic 
carbon; based on the median rates of a number of reported studies.  Drainage swales have 
demonstrated median removal efficiencies of 81% for TSS; 67% for organic carbon; and 71% for 
zinc (Schueler 1997).   
 
The Specific Plan would add over 4,000 acres of urban development that would incrementally 
contribute to an increase in urban pollutants within the watersheds.  Given the extent of proposed 
development in the Curry Creek, Steelhead Creek and Dry Creek watersheds (in excess of 
30,000 acres) and roadway improvements, the cumulative potential for the generation of urban 
pollutants, and because drainage from the area is ultimately conveyed into a potable water source 
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(Sacramento River), this potential long-term water quality degradation is considered a 
cumulatively considerable significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a–e will reduce the 
impact of cumulative long-term surface water quality degradation that would occur after the 
development of improvements in the Specific Plan area.  However, because Placer County 
cannot assure that pollutant levels will be reduced to pre-development levels on an area-wide 
basis, long-term impacts will remain significant, cumulative and unavoidable. 
 
4.3.4-9 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative degradation of Dry Creek water quality, 

including additional erosion and sedimentation due to increased effluent discharge from 
the DCWWTP. 

 
The following analysis is excerpted from a technical memorandum prepared by Merritt Smith 
Consulting, October, 2005: 
 

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued a 
NPDES permit regulating discharges from the DCWWTP in 2000 (NPDES No. 
CA00164, Order No. 5-00-164). The permitted capacity of the DCWWTP is 18.0 
MGD (ADWF). NPDES permits expire and must be renewed every five years. 
Through its development and adoption of NPDES permits every five years, the 
RWQCB stipulates effluent and receiving water limitations that must be met, 
thereby assuring compliance with receiving water quality criteria/objectives and 
protection of beneficial uses. 
 
Table 1 [EIR Table 4.3-22] indicates the total estimated future flow from the 
DCWWTP, plus flow from UGAs [Urban Growth Areas] located outside the 2005 
service, area, is 19.3 MGD. This is 1.3 MGD greater than the current permitted 
capacity of the DCWWTP, but is 5.6 MGD less than the 24.9 MGD future flow 
projected in the 1996 Master Plan EIR. Thus, the impacts assessment for the 
DCWWTP in the 1996 Master Plan is based on greater flow than is currently 
projected, including UGA flows. In this regard, the approach used to evaluate 
impacts in this TM [Technical Memorandum] is conservative. 
 

Table 4.3-22 (Table 1)1 

Estimated Future Wastewater Flows 
DCWTTP PGWWTP  

Inside Outside Total Inside Outside Total 
2005 Service Area 14.05  14.05 14.8  14.8 
Placer Vineyards 0.85 3.04 3.89    
SMD-3  0.29 0.29    
SPMUD  1.09 1.09    
Placer  0.01 0.01    
Placer Ranch    0.85 1.13 1.98 
Curry Creek     2.72 2.72 
Regional University     1.16 1.16 
Orchard Creek     0.02 0.02 
Sierra Vista & Creekview     2.60 2.60 
Total 14.9 4.4 19.3 15.6 7.6 23.3 
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Table 4.3-22 (Table 1)1 

Estimated Future Wastewater Flows 
DCWTTP PGWWTP  

Inside Outside Total Inside Outside Total 
Current Permitted Capacity   18.0   12.0 
1(All flows million gallons per day average dry weather flow.  Inside refers to areas within the 2005 service area and 
outside refers to areas located outside the 2005 service area) 
Source: Art O’Brien, City of Roseville, October 17, 2005 

 
The 1996 Master Plan EIR (Roseville, City of 1996) identified the following 
significant/potentially significant impacts to water quality and aquatic biological 
resources associated with treatment and discharge of anticipated future 
DCWWTP discharges in Dry Creek (i.e., operational impacts, not temporary 
construction-related impacts): 
 
• Degradation of water quality in Dry Creek due to increased effluent discharge 

(Impact 7-2); and 
 
• Erosion and sedimentation (Impact 5-2), 
 
• Degradation of habitat for anadromous fish (Chinook salmon and steelhead 

trout) from Dry Creek WWTP discharge (Impact 4-11). 
 
The 1996 EIR introduced mitigation that would reduce each of these impacts to a 
less than-significant level. The first impact listed above attempted to address 
overall degradation of water quality due to increased effluent discharge. The latter 
two impacts identified in the 1996 EIR derive wholly, or in part, from the 
hydraulic effects of greater discharge rates. The erosion and sedimentation impact 
derives wholly from the hydraulics of higher discharge rates, whereas the 
degradation of anadromous salmonid habitat impact was identified from both 
hydraulic and water quality changes anticipated under increased effluent 
discharge in the future. Consistent with the organization of the 1996 EIR, the two 
main impact categories discussed below are: 1) water quality degradation due to 
increased discharge of treated effluent, and 2) flow-related effects on anadromous 
salmonids and other aquatic life. With regard to the water quality degradation 
category of assessment, this TM evaluates not only constituents specifically 
discussed in the City’s 1996 EIR, but also evaluates additional constituents of 
potential concern under the future cumulative condition. 
 
Several factors indicate the analysis of impacts in this TM is conservative: 
 
• The total estimated future flow of 19.3 MGD from the DCWWTP is 5.6 MGD 

less than the 24.9 MGD future flow projected and evaluated in the 1996 
Master Plan EIR. 
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• This analysis assumes all of the dry weather flow will be discharged. 
However, dry season discharge to Dry Creek will be less than average dry 
weather flow generated because a portion of the flow will be returned to the 
UGAs as recycled water for irrigation instead of being discharged to Dry 
Creek.  

 
• The West Roseville Specific Plan EIR includes mitigation Measure 4.11-5, 

which conditions issuance of building permits on obtaining all the necessary 
permits to treat, discharge and reuse flows from the Specific Plan area. 
SPWA, as a responsible CEQA agency, has indicated its intent to request a 
similar mitigation measure for the UGAs that are the subject of this TM. 

 
Water Quality Degradation Due to Increased Discharge 
 
The 1996 Master Plan EIR identified significant impacts to Dry Creek water 
quality resulting from increase water temperature and elevated levels of trace 
metals and organic pollutants. The impact of the UGAs with respect to these 
constituents is discussed below. Other constituents of potential concern (i.e., 
toxicity, mercury, pH, biostimulatory substances, dissolved oxygen, and taste and 
odors) are also evaluated.  
 
• Temperature.  The 1996 Master Plan EIR identified elevated temperature as an 

element of the significant impact to the water quality in Dry Creek. The 1996 
Master Plan EIR included the following to mitigate for this impact: 

 
 Install cooling towers if necessary (Mitigation Measure 7-4). 

 
 Following mitigation, this element of the overall water quality impact would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 
 Consistent with this mitigation measure, the City installed temperature cooling 

units at the DCWWTP, and began operating them in 2004. The City monitors 
receiving water temperature under the NPDES Permit Monitoring and 
Reporting Program.  

 
 Additional flows from the UGAs to the DCWWTP service area would cause 

additional temperature increases in Dry Creek, downstream of the DCWWTP 
outfall. The amount of additional thermal load added to Dry Creek would be 
directly related to the incremental increase in wastewater flow from the UGAs 
being treated and discharged at the DCWWTP. Because the 2015 condition 
assessed in the City’s 1996 Master Plan EIR was determined to be significant, 
the future cumulative condition with the UGA flows added also would be 
significant, and the UGA contribution to the future cumulative condition 
would be considerable. 
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 As the capacity of the DCWWTP is expanded to accommodate flows from the 
UGAs, cooling units would be added, as necessary, to address the increased 
wastewater flow needing cooling, thereby assuring continued compliance with 
the temperature objectives in the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) and thermal 
protection of aquatic resources. The treatment and discharge of UGA flows 
from the DCWWTP into Dry Creek would not result in any new thermal 
impacts not identified in the 1996 Master Plan EIR. Full Implementation of the 
already identified mitigation will reduce the future cumulative Dry Creek 
thermal impact to a less-than-significant level. No new mitigation measures 
are required in light of the additional UGA flows; rather, Mitigation Measure 
7-4, already identified by the City, may simply need to be implemented 
sooner, or to a greater or expanded level as needed to address the UGA flows 
in addition to the flows evaluated in the 1996 Master Plan EIR. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 7-4, as in the case of flows considered 
in the 1996 Master Plan EIR, reduces this impact to a less-than-significant 
level.  

 
• Trace Metals and Organic Pollutants.  The 1996 Master Plan EIR identified the 

introduction of elevated levels of trace metals and organic pollutants as an 
element of the significant impact to the water quality in Dry Creek. The 1996 
Master Plan EIR identified the following mitigation for this impact:  

 
 install advanced treatment facilities (Mitigation Measure 7-2) 
 institute metals source controls/pre-treatment (Mitigation Measure 7-3) 

 
Following mitigation, this element of the overall water quality impact would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Additional flows from the UGAs to the DCWWTP service area would cause 
the percentage of water in the Dry Creek channel composed of treated 
effluent, downstream of the DCWWTP outfall, to be higher, all other factors 
(e.g., creek hydrology) remaining the same. Consequently, instream 
concentrations of trace metals and organic pollutants downstream of the 
outfall would increase in proportion to the incremental increase in wastewater 
flow from the UGAs being treated and discharged at the DCWWTP. Because 
the 2015 condition assessed in the City’s 1996 Master Plan EIR was 
determined to be significant, the future cumulative condition with the UGA 
flows added also would be significant, and the UGA contribution to the future 
cumulative condition would be considerable. 

 
As the capacity of the DCWWTP is expanded to accommodate flows from the 
UGAs, any advanced treatment facilities that the City constructs and operates 
to comply with its NPDES permit would be expanded (or initially constructed 
for an expanded capacity) to address the increased wastewater flow from the 
UGAs, thereby assuring continued compliance with all Basin Plan pollutant 
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objectives and California Toxic Rule criteria. The treatment and discharge of 
UGA flows from the DCWWTP into Dry Creek would not result in any 
pollutant impacts that would not occur in the absence of the UGA flows.  
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the 1996 EIR, to the 
degree necessary, to comply with water quality standards under future 
cumulative flows will reduce the future cumulative Dry Creek pollutant 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  No new mitigation measures are 
required in light of the additional UGA flows; rather, Mitigation Measures 7-2 
and 7-3, already identified by the City, may simply need to be implemented 
sooner, or to a greater or expanded level. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 7-2 and 7-3, as in the case of flows considered in the 1996 Master 
Plan EIR, reduces this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

 
• Aquatic Life Toxicity.  The DCWWTP currently performs chronic three-species 

bioassay testing of its effluent quarterly. These bioassays determine a No 
Observable Effect Concentration (NOEC) and an Inhibition Concentration for 
a set percentage effect (IC25). For example, the IC25 is the concentration of 
toxicant that would cause a 25% reduction in mean young per female in the 
Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test or a 25% reduction in growth for the 
test population. The IC25 is used because it is a very sensitive, non-lethal 
endpoint, which attempts to be indicative of the “first signs” of an effect on 
the test population. LC50

s, the lethal concentration to 50% of the test 
population, is a test endpoint showing a much greater level of toxic effect. The 
NOEC is the lowest dilution ratio (i.e., the largest proportion of effluent) at 
which no toxic effect is observed. The IC25 is a point estimate that 
approximates the highest dilution ratio (i.e., the smallest proportion of 
effluent) at which a specified level (25%) of effect is observed. These results 
are reported in toxicity units (TU), which are defined as: 

  
TUc = 100 

  NOEC 
 
For example, 8 TUc represents a test result where the NOEC was observed at 
12.5% effluent, or a dilution ratio of 1 part effluent to 7 parts dilution water. 
Similarly, 16 TUc represents a test result where the NOEC was observed at 
6.25% effluent, or a dilution ratio of 1 part effluent to 15 parts dilution water. 
As TUc increases, more dilution water is required to have no effect on the test 
organisms. A TUc of <1 indicates that no effect was observed in undiluted 
(100%) effluent, relative to control tests.  

 
The three-species bioassay results for the DCWWTP for all four quarterly 
tests performed in 2003 and 2004, and the first two quarters of 2005 (i.e., 10 
tests) show results of <1 TUc for all C. dubia (water flea), P. promelas 
(fathead minnow), and S. capricornutum (algae) tests, with the exception of 
the C. dubia reproduction test for the first quarter of 2004 which had a 
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reported TUc of 1.1. These results show that the undiluted effluent is non-
toxic to aquatic life. 

 
DCWWTP effluent quality under the future cumulative condition would be 
maintained at essentially equivalent or possibly higher quality levels (if 
additional or more restrictive NPDES limits are permitted by the RWQCB), 
relative to current effluent quality.  Therefore, no aquatic life toxicity would 
be expected in the future, once the DCWWTP is adequately 
expanded/upgraded, as necessary, and permitted to treat the incremental 
flows, including UGA flows. This would be a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 

 
• Mercury.  The current NPDES permit contains a mercury (Hg) mass-loading 

limit of 1.71 pounds per year for the combined discharge of the DCWWTP 
and the PGWWTP. Based on Finding 25f in the NPDES permit, this limit is 
performance-based and is based on a flow weighted average mercury 
concentration plus 20% using effluent quality data from January 1996 through 
September 1999. The average Hg concentration (based on detectable values 
during this period and upon which the mass loading limit was based) is 0.058 
µg/L (see Table 2 [EIR Table 4.3-23]). Finding 25f indicates the Hg 
concentration data are questionable because “clean technique” was not used. 
This means that the actual concentration would likely be less than 0.058 µg/L. 
Indeed, the average concentration (based on detectable values) in 2004 
through 2005 was 0.012 µg/L, a period during which clean techniques were 
used (see Table 2 [EIR Table 4.3-23]). Thus, actual flow could be as much as 
0.058/0.012 or 4.9 times greater than the flow upon which the mass loading 
limit is based without causing the limit to be exceeded. The current NPDES 
permits have a combined permitted flow of 30 MGD, and the total 
incremental UGA flow (from areas outside the 1996 EIR area) is 12 MGD, for 
a total flow of 42 MGD or a 1.4-fold increase. This flow increase factor is less 
than 4.9, indicating that the combined incremental flow of all UGAs will not 
cause the Hg mass loading limit to be exceeded. Therefore, the cumulative 
impact of the discharge from DCWWTP and PGWWTP on mercury loading 
is considered to be less than significant. 

 
• pH.  The NPDES permit for the DCWWTP has an effluent limitation that 

requires discharges to have a pH between 6.5 and 8.5 units. Based on the 
current science regarding pH requirements of freshwater aquatic life, the 
beneficial use most sensitive to creek pH, the Central Valley RWQCB is 
processing a Basin Plan amendment that will remove the 0.5 unit change 
requirement of the current pH objective, leaving the component that requires 
controllable factors affecting water quality to maintain receiving water pH 
between 6.5 and 8.5 units (RWQCB 2002). Because the permit requires 
effluent discharged to Dry Creek to have a pH between 6.5 and 8.5 and 
incremental UGA flows will not affect the pH of effluent, future discharges, 
regardless of volume, would not cause Dry Creek pH to fall outside this range. 
Once the DCWWTP is expanded to accommodate future cumulative flows, 
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the higher rate of discharge will not cause Dry Creek pH to fall below a pH of 
6.5 or be raised above 8.5. Based on these facts, the future cumulative 
condition for pH in Dry Creek will have a less-than-significant impact on the 
creek’s beneficial uses, including aquatic life uses, which are the uses most 
sensitive to creek pH.  

 
• Biostimulatory Substances (Nutrients).  Based on the DCWWTP bioassay data, 

current undiluted DCWWTP effluent does not contain sufficient 
biostimulatory substances (i.e., nitrogen and phosphorus) to cause a 
significant increase in cell production in the S. capricornutum (algae) 
bioassay. Under existing conditions, Dry Creek, downstream of the 
DCWWTP discharge, is not characterized by excess, nuisance level plant or 
algae communities. Consequently, it is not expected that nuisance level plant 
or algae communities would develop in Dry Creek, downstream of the 
DCWWTP outfall, under the future cumulative condition when higher rates of 
effluent discharge, including UGA flows, result in a greater proportion of 
creek water being constituted by treated effluent. Consequently, nutrient 
loading from the DCWWTP under the future cumulative condition constitutes 
a less-than-significant impact to nutrient water quality. 

 
• Dissolved Oxygen.  The 1996 Master Plan EIR mitigation measures to address 

receiving water quality degradation impacts are as follows: 
 

 install advanced treatment facilities (Mitigation Measure 7-2, which is 
assumed to include mitigation for oxygen-related impacts since dissolved 
oxygen impacts were not addressed in particular in the 1996 Master Plan 
EIR). 

 
 institute metals source controls/pre-treatment (Mitigation Measure 7-3). 

 
Table 4.3-23 (Table 2) 
Total Recoverable Mercury Concentrations in the City of Roseville’s Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Effluent 

Analysis Period Sample Date Concentration (µg/L) 

2/6/96 0.04 
5/6/96 0.12 
8/13/96 0.007 

11/13/96 <0.013 
3/10/97 <0.02 
5/13/97 <0.02 
9/10/97 <0.02 
11/4/97 0.098 
2/27/98 <0.02 
6/23/98 <0.02 
9/21/98 0.041 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Basis for NPDES Permit 
Mass Limit 

3/30/99 <0.02 
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Table 4.3-23 (Table 2) 
Total Recoverable Mercury Concentrations in the City of Roseville’s Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Effluent 

Analysis Period Sample Date Concentration (µg/L) 

5/26/99 <0.02  
7/20/99 0.041 

 

12/5/99 <0.02 
 Period Average 

(Detected Concentrations Only) 0.058 

1/26/04 <0.00024 
5/18/04 0.0061 
8/3/04 0.0051 
11/9/04 0.0023 
2/6/05 0.0028 
4/19/05 0.043 

 
 

Clean Sampling 
Techniques Implemented 

Period Average 
(Detected Concentrations Only) 0.012 

 
Following mitigation, this element of the overall water quality impact would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 
The DCWWTP produces Title 22 quality, tertiary-treated effluent 
characterized by low BOD (typically less than 3 mg/L) and ammonia 
(typically less than 0.3 mg -N/L). As such, its biochemical oxygen demand is 
relatively low. Re-aeration of downstream waters due to physical processes 
and photosynthesis tends to largely offset the oxygen demand of the effluent 
as it flows downstream, thereby resulting in small, if any, downstream 
dissolved oxygen (DO) sags (i.e., reductions in instream DO levels relative to 
background levels). This is shown by the historic DO data summarized in 
Table 3 [EIR Table 4.3-24].  

 
Table 4.3-24 (Table 3) 
Dissolved Oxygen in Dry Creek (January 1995-June 2005 for R1 and R2; June 1995-May 2005 for R3) 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Avg-R1 11.7 11.2 11.1 10.7 9.7 8.7 8.2 8.1 8.8 9.8 10.6 11.7 
Avg-R2 10.8 10.6 10.4 9.8 9.0 8.3 7.8 7.7 8.1 8.8 9.5 10.5 
Avg-R3 10.9 10.7 10.5 9.9 9.1 8.5 7.9 7.8 8.1 8.8 9.4 10.5 
Min-R1 9.8 9.8 9.2 8.2 6.6 6.6 5.3 5.2 6.2 7.8 8.3 9.4 
Min-R2 9.6 9.5 9.2 8.3 6.7 7.1 6 5.9 6.7 7.8 8.2 9.5 
Min-R3 9.4 9.5 9.0 7.8 6.8 6.7 5.7 5.4 6.3 7.6 7.8 9.3 
Max-R1 15.7 14.2 14.4 13.5 12.1 10.8 11.7 10.2 11 12.1 13.6 15.4 
Max-R2 14.5 12.4 12 11.3 10.6 9.7 9.1 8.8 9.3 10.2 11.2 11.7 
Max-R3 14.5 12.4 12.5 12.1 10.8 9.9 9.6 9.9 9.1 10.2 11.0 12.2 
Notes:  R1 = upstream of the DCWWTP discharge 

R2 = downstream of the DCWWTP discharge 
R3 = approximately 1 mile downstream of the DCWWTP discharge 
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As discharge rates increase in the future, the proportion of creek water 
constituted by effluent also will increase, as will the total oxygen demand of 
the discharged effluent. As such, a possibility exists that receiving water DO 
limitations (which derive directly from Basin Plan DO objectives) would not 
be met even if NPDES effluent BOD and ammonia limits are met. Available 
data are insufficient to conclusively establish whether the future cumulative 
discharge rates from the DCWWTP will result in DO sags downstream that 
will cause Dry Creek DO levels to fall below applicable Basin Plan DO 
objectives. Because future discharges could potentially cause Dry Creek DO 
concentrations to fall below the applicable DO objective, the future 
cumulative DO condition in Dry Creek is considered to be potentially 
significant. The contribution of the UGA flows would be cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
Although DO levels in Dry creek were not specifically addressed in the 1996 
EIR, this EIR’s Mitigation Measure 7-2 (install advanced treatment facilities) 
is the same measure that would be implemented to address a DO issue. The 
type of advanced treatment facility would, of course, be tailored to the 
constituent of concern. 
 
As the capacity of the DCWWTP is expanded to accommodate flows from the 
UGAs, any advanced treatment facilities that the City constructs and operates 
to comply with its NPDES DO limitations would be expanded (or initially 
constructed for an expanded capacity) to address the increased wastewater 
flow from the UGAs, thereby assuring continued compliance with all Basin 
Plan DO objectives. Based on available information, the UGA flows are not 
expected to create a DO impact where, in the absence of the UGA flows, one 
would not exist. More likely, the UGA flows would simply further contribute 
to a cumulative DO impact, should one occur in the future.  Consequently, no 
new mitigation measure(s) would be required in light of the additional UGA 
flows; rather, the advanced treatment facilities that the City would already 
have identified to address the potential DO impact may simply need to be 
implemented sooner, or to a greater or expanded level. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 7-2, as in the case of flows considered in the 1996 Master 
Plan EIR, reduces this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
• Tastes and Odors.  The Basin Plan states that “Waters shall not contain taste or 

odor producing substances in concentrations that impart undesirable tastes or 
odors to domestic or municipal water supplies or to fish flesh or other edible 
products of aquatic origin, or that cause nuisance, or otherwise adversely 
affect beneficial uses.” There is no history of taste and odor problems in Dry 
Creek, at locations downstream of the DCWWTP discharge. Municipal water 
supply taste and odor problems are often associated with algae production in 
source waters. The biostimulatory substance assessment presented above 
concludes that problematic levels of bio-stimulation and associated increased 
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algal production is not expected to occur in Dry Creek under the future 
cumulative condition.  

 
Effluent quality under the future cumulative condition will be maintained at 
essentially equivalent or possibly higher quality levels (if additional or more 
restrictive NPDES limits are permitted by the RWQCB), relative to current 
effluent quality. Therefore, no taste and odor problems would be expected in 
the future, once the DCWWTP is adequately expanded/upgraded, as 
necessary, and permitted to treat the incremental flows, including UGA flows. 
This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.  

 
Flow-Related Effects 
 
Flow can affect habitat and result in flooding. Each type of effect is addressed 
below. 
 
• Flooding Effects.  Appendix A [see Appendix D of this EIR] describes an 

analysis of the effects of discharge from DCWWTP on water surface 
elevation in Dry Creek under 100-year flow conditions. The analysis indicates 
that water surface elevation would be increased less than 0.02 feet at key 
locations.  This impact is considered less than significant. 

 
• Effects on Salmonids and Other Aquatic Life.  Increasing the flows in Dry Creek 

through the discharge of additional treated effluent will result in channel 
conveyance of higher flow volumes with associated higher water velocities 
which could cause additional bed scour and bank erosion. Bed scour and bank 
erosion, if it occurs as a result of the incremental flows, would increase water 
column turbidity and altering substrate composition downstream of the 
DCWWTP outfall.  

 
 Sedimentation/Turbidity.  Due to the constraints of the NPDES permit’s 

effluent limits, the only mechanism for the discharge to cause 
sedimentation and higher turbidities within Dry Creek under future 
cumulative conditions would be via the hydraulic effects of the higher 
flows resuspending creek bed sediments and eroding creek banks near the 
outfall, and in downstream reaches. The undiluted effluent discharged 
from the DCWWTP under the future cumulative condition will have very 
low turbidity (i.e., average < 2 NTU) and suspended matter. 

 
Appendix A [see Appendix D of this EIR] describes velocity of water in 
Dry Creek under high and low streamflow conditions with and without the 
incremental UGA flows. The velocity of water indicates the amount of 
energy available to scour sediment from the bed and bank of the stream.  
Under high flow conditions, which is the channel forming condition, 
Appendix A [see Appendix D of this EIR] indicates water velocity is not 
affected to a measurable extent by the incremental UGA flows. Under low 
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flow conditions, the overall stream velocity regime is much lower than at 
high flow conditions, indicating much less bed and bank erosion would 
generally be expected under low flow conditions relative to the high flow 
condition evaluated in the study described in Appendix A. Therefore, the 
impact of the incremental UGA flows on velocity and erosion is 
considered to be less than significant. 

 
 Water Quality Degradation (Temperature).  The temperature impact has 

been discussed previously (see Water Quality Degradation due to 
Increased Discharge section above). 

 
 Water Quality Degradation (Contaminant Levels).  The contaminant impact 

has been discussed previously (see Water Quality Degradation due to 
Increased Discharge section above). 

 
Based on the above discussion, the following effects on water quality, erosion and sedimentation 
are cumulatively less than significant and no mitigation is required: mercury loading, changes in 
pH, nutrient loading, change in taste or creation of odors, velocity, bank scour, and turbidity.  The 
following effects are cumulatively considerable and significant but can be mitigated to a less 
than significant level by application of mitigation measures set forth in the 1996 WWTP Master 
Plan EIR: temperature change, introduction of trace metals and organics, and changes in 
dissolved oxygen. 
 
.Merritt Smith Consulting has determined, after recent analysis, that continued compliance with 
Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-9a through 4.3.4-9c (which appear in the 1996 DCWWTP Master Plan 
EIR) is sufficient to reduce impacts related to temperature change, introduction of trace metals 
and organics, and changes in dissolved oxygen to a less than significant level. 
 
4.3.4-10 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative degradation of Sacramento River water 

quality due to increased effluent discharge from the SRWTP. 
 
The SRWTP 2020 Master Plan EIR evaluated potential impacts to water quality associated with 
treatment and discharge of anticipated future SRWTP discharges in Sacramento River. Effects 
on water quality were considered to be significant if the project:  substantially degrades 
Sacramento River or Delta water quality; causes or substantially contributes to the exceedance of 
water quality standards, objectives, or criteria required to protect beneficial uses, outside the 
zone of initial mixing; or substantially impairs the integrity of the Sacramento River or Delta as a 
whole.  The project would contribute to, but would not exceed the flows analyzed in the 2020 
Master Plan EIR. 

 
The evaluation included an assessment of effects on receiving water quality from the discharge 
of additional effluent from the SRWTP and storm water/onsite drainage under the project.  The 
following water quality characteristics and constituents were evaluated for their impacts based on 
the thresholds of significance listed above: effluent biochemical oxygen demand (bod) and 
ammonia, and effects on river dissolved oxygen (do) levels; bromide; carbon tetrachloride; 
chlorine; cyanide; chlorodibromomethane and dichlorobromomethane; electrical conductivity; 
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Giardia and cryptosporidium; lindane (gamma-bhc); 1,4-dichlorobenzene; ammonia; arsenic; 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate; chloride; chloroform; chlorpyrifos; copper; diazinon; lead; mercury; 
methylene chloride (dichloromethane); nitrate + nitrite; nutrient loading and eutrophication; 
pathogens; Ph; selenium; silver; tetrachloroethene (tetrachloroethylene); total dissolved solids 
(tds); total organic carbon (toc); total suspended solids (tss); zinc; toxicity/additive toxicity; and 
construction and operation of the proposed master plan facilities and control of storm water 
runoff.   
 
The SRWTP 2020 Master Plan EIR found all impacts associated with increased effluent 
discharge from SRWTP to the Sacramento River to be less than significant.  Although the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan would contribute to future discharge volumes, the above described 
water quality conclusions would not be altered.  This impact is less than significant.  No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.3.4-11 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects resulting from increased 

diversions and changes in CVP operations that could result in reduced river flows and 
reservoir storage. 

 
Changes in the operation of the CVP and SWP under the cumulative condition could be expected 
to substantially reduce water storage levels in Folsom, Shasta, and Trinity reservoirs, and 
substantially reduce flows in the lower American and Sacramento rivers, relative to existing 
conditions.  Under the cumulative condition, long-term average Folsom Reservoir water storage 
would be reduced by up to 11% during September, relative to the existing condition.  Similarly, 
Shasta Reservoir long-term average water storage would be reduced by up to 7% in September 
under the cumulative condition, and Trinity Reservoir long-term average water storage would be 
reduced by up to 5% during June, relative to the existing condition.  For the lower American 
River at Nimbus Dam, long-term average flows under the cumulative condition would be 
reduced by up to 15%, relative to the existing condition.  Long-term average upper Sacramento 
River flows under the cumulative condition would be reduced by up to 9%, and long-term 
average lower Sacramento River flows would be reduced by up to 5%, relative to the existing 
condition.  The greatest reductions in storage and flows would be from September through 
November, when existing flows are already low.  Such reductions in storage and flow rates 
would result in increased concentrations of contaminants of concern.  Increases in constituent 
concentrations that may occur under the cumulative condition could be sufficiently large to cause 
state or federal water quality criteria or standards to be exceeded, while such standards are not 
exceeded under the existing condition.  Therefore, impacts to water quality under the cumulative 
condition would be potentially significant. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Water Supply 
 
The proposed long-term water supply would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to 
reductions in reservoir water storage or flow rates that would occur under the cumulative 
condition.  In regards to Folsom Reservoir end-of-month water storage, the proposed long-term 
water supply would not contribute substantially to the reductions in long-term average storage 
that occur under the cumulative condition.  Furthermore, the proposed long-term water supply 
would result only in increases in Folsom Reservoir end-of-month storage relative to the 
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cumulative condition.  The largest increase would be 0.2% during July and December (Template 
Output H-105).  The proposed long-term water supply would contribute up to 1% of the 
cumulative reduction in long-term average water storage in Shasta Reservoir in any given month.  
During June and July, under the proposed long-term water supply, end-of-month storage would 
decrease by a maximum of 1,000 AF relative to the cumulative condition (Template Output H-
106).  At Trinity Reservoir, there would be no cumulatively considerable contribution to 
cumulative reductions in long-term average water storage at Trinity Reservoir.  In fact, 
reductions in water storage at Trinity Reservoir would not occur and the greatest increase that 
would occur under the proposed long-term water supply, relative to the cumulative condition, 
would be 0.1% during all months except January and April (Template Output H-107).  
Therefore, the proposed long-term water supply would have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to water quality impacts to CVP reservoirs that could occur under the cumulative 
condition.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under 
the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  Therefore, this impact is considered less 
than significant. 
 
The proposed long-term water supply would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to 
flow reductions under the cumulative condition in either the lower American or the Sacramento 
rivers.  The proposed long-term water supply would contribute up to 8% of the total cumulative 
reduction in long-term average lower American River flows in any given month (Template 
Output H-108 to H-109).  The greatest flow reduction that would occur in the lower American 
River below Nimbus Dam and at the mouth under the proposed long-term water supply would be 
250 cfs compared to the cumulative condition.  These flow reductions of up to 250 cfs occur as a 
step function in the model as a result of small changes in Folsom Reservoir storage (i.e., 
decreases in storage ranging from 4 to 12 TAF).  These changes occur as a result of a modeling 
trigger (which releases water from Folsom Reservoir during dry year conditions, as defined in 
the model framework), and would not be experienced under real-time operations.  Accordingly, 
the greatest reduction in flow that would occur under the proposed long-term water supply under 
real time operations in the lower American River below Nimbus Dam and at the mouth would be 
196 cfs, respectively, compared to the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-313 to G-
324 and G-361 to G-372).  These reductions would be considered small because 196 cfs out of 
4,821 cfs (monthly mean flow in the lower American River below Nimbus Dam) and 197 cfs out 
of 4,774 cfs (monthly mean flow in the lower American River at the mouth) would not be 
reductions of enough magnitude to constitute a significant effect to lower American River flows.  
In addition, the long-term average flow in the lower American River below Nimbus and at the 
mouth would not decrease more than 0.2% in all months simulated, under the proposed long-
term water supply (Template Output H-108 to H-109).   
 
For the upper Sacramento River below Keswick, the proposed long-term water supply would 
contribute up to 3% of the cumulative reduction in long-term average flow in any given month.  
The long-term average flow in the upper Sacramento River under the proposed long-term water 
supply, relative to the cumulative condition, would not reduce more than three cfs in any given 
month (Template Output H-110).  In the lower Sacramento River at Freeport, the proposed long-
term water supply would contribute up to 1% of the cumulative reduction in long-term average 
flow in any given month.  Long-term average flow at Freeport would only decrease a maximum 
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of 0.1% during October and August under the proposed long-term water supply (Template 
Output H-111).   
 
The changes in monthly river flow under the proposed long-term water supply would not be of 
sufficient magnitude or frequency to result in a substantial increase in the concentration of 
contaminants in these water bodies.  In addition, the greatest decreases in flow would not be 
experienced under real time operations.  Consequently, the proposed long-term water supply 
would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to significant water quality impacts that 
could occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute 
to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  This impact 
is therefore considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.3.4-12 The proposed Specific Plan could contribute to a cumulative effect on Delta water quality. 
 
Reductions in long-term average Delta outflow of up to approximately 8% would occur during 
all months except April, July and August, when slight increases would occur under the 
cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  Reductions in monthly mean flows of 
5% or more (up to 42%), relative to the existing condition, would occur in 233 of the 840 months 
analyzed throughout the 70-year period of hydrologic record.  Such reductions would occur with 
sufficient frequency and magnitude to result in potentially significant cumulative impacts to 
water quality.   
 
The long-term average position of X2 would move upstream less than one kilometer during any 
given month under the cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  However, there 
would be 31 occurrences, of the 840 months included in the analysis, in which the position of X2 
would shift by one km or more, relative to the existing condition.  Such shifts would be of 
sufficient magnitude to result in potentially significant cumulative impacts to water quality 
parameters that are influenced by the position of X2.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Water Supply 
 
The proposed long-term water supply would contribute to reductions in Delta outflow of 5% or 
more in 1 month to the 233 months under the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix H-1 to 
H-12).  In 756 out of the 840 months simulated, monthly mean Delta outflow under the long-
term water supply would be essentially equivalent to or greater than the cumulative condition.  
Furthermore, the proposed long-term water supply would result in maximum changes in the 
long-term average Delta outflow to be within 12 cfs, relative to the cumulative condition 
(Template Output H-413).  Therefore, the proposed long-term water supply would not result in 
outflow reductions of sufficient frequency or magnitude to have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the potentially significant reductions in Delta outflow that would occur under the 
cumulative condition.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts that 
occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  This impact is therefore 
considered less than significant. 
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The proposed long-term water supply would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to shifts in the position of X2.  Specifically, the long-term average position of X2 would not shift 
during any given month under the proposed long-term water supply condition (Template Output 
429).  Moreover, in 806 of the 840 months simulated, the monthly mean position of X2 under the 
proposed long-term water supply would be essentially equivalent to the position under the 
cumulative condition.  The greatest shift in the position of X2 under the proposed long-term 
water supply would be 0.3 km, representing a maximum change of 0.003%, relative to the 
cumulative condition (Technical Appendix H-13 to H-24).  Therefore, the proposed long-term 
water supply would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to future potentially 
significant water quality impacts in the Delta.  As the long-term water supply would not 
contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  
This impact is therefore considered less than significant. 
 
Reductions in long-term average Delta outflow of up to approximately 8% would occur under 
the cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  Monthly reductions of 5% or more 
(up to 42%), relative to the existing condition, would occur in 233 of the 840 months analyzed 
throughout the 70-year period of hydrologic record.  Such reductions would occur with sufficient 
frequency and magnitude to result in potentially significant cumulative impacts to water quality.  
The proposed Specific Plan long-term water supply would contribute 1 month to the 233 months 
with outflow reductions under the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-1 to G-12).  
Therefore, the proposed long-term water supply would not result in outflow reductions of 
sufficient frequency or magnitude to contribute substantially to the potentially significant 
reductions in Delta outflow that would occur under the cumulative condition. 
 
The long-term average position of X2 would move upstream less than one kilometer under the 
cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  However, there would be 21 
occurrences, of the 840 months included in the analysis, in which the position of X2 would shift 
by one km or more, relative to the existing condition.  Such shifts would be of sufficient 
magnitude to result in potentially significant impacts to water quality parameters that are 
dependent upon the position of X2.  The proposed Specific Plan long-term water supply, 
however, would not contribute considerably to shifts in the position of X2 (Technical Appendix 
G-13 to G-24).  Therefore, the proposed long-term surface water supply’s contribution to future 
significant water quality impacts in the Delta, would be less than cumulatively considerable 
(i.e., less than significant).  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
Section 4.4 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to 
biological resources: 
 
4.4-59 Cumulative development would contribute to the ongoing loss of natural undisturbed open 

space in the region, increase human intrusion and activity levels in proximity to habitat 
areas, and would remove potential habitat for federally and state listed and other special-
status species.  
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The undeveloped portion of western Placer County provides habitat for a wide range of plant and 
animal species, including those discussed throughout this section.  Over recent decades, 
development in the Cities of Lincoln, Roseville and Rocklin, as well as the unincorporated area, 
has converted thousands of acres of open space and natural habitat to urban uses.  Thousands of 
additional acres are approved or proposed for development in Placer, Sacramento and Sutter 
counties as shown in Figure 4.1-2, including the Elverta Specific Plan, South Sutter County 
Industrial/Commercial Reserve, Curry Creek Community Plan, the Regional University and 
Community, West Roseville Specific Plan, Placer Ranch, Lincoln Crossing, Sierra Vista Specific 
Plan, Creekview Specific Plan, Riolo Vineyards, Silver Creek, Lincoln 270, and Morgan Place.  
Such development would result in the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of functional wildlife 
habitat and the removal of native vegetation.  Additionally, road construction, site grading, 
infrastructure installation, and construction of residential, commercial, and public facilities uses 
would result in the direct loss of wildlife habitat as well as special-status species and sensitive 
habitats.  Most of the land that has been or is planned for development in western Placer County 
and the surrounding region is made up of habitat similar to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
area, including grasslands, agricultural land, vernal pools, other wetlands, oak woodlands, 
riparian areas and streams and drainages.  As proposed, the Specific Plan would contribute 
considerably to the ongoing loss of natural, undisturbed open space in the region, resulting in a 
decline of biological resources and species diversity.  Specific Plan development would also 
contribute considerably to cumulative increases in traffic and human disturbance in proximity to 
habitat areas and wildlife habitat.  For these reasons, this impact is considered a cumulatively 
considerable significant impact. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-59 would substantially lessen the severity of the 
Specific Plan contribution to the cumulative loss of open space, but not to a less than significant 
level.  Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, and the project’s 
incremental contribution to this impact would itself be cumulatively considerable (i.e., 
significant). 
 
4.4-60 Increased flows from Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP) and Sacramento 

Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) could adversely affect riparian and aquatic 
resources in Dry Creek and the Sacramento River .   

 
Merritt Smith Consulting has prepared a Technical Memorandum to evaluate cumulative impacts 
to water quality and aquatic biological resources in Dry Creek due to the prospect of treating and 
discharging greater amounts of wastewater from the DCWWTP.   Water quality related impacts 
are addressed in Section 4.3.4 in this Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Merritt Smith found that increasing the flows in Dry Creek through the discharge of additional 
treated effluent will result in channel conveyance of higher flow volumes with associated higher 
water velocities which could cause additional bed scour and bank erosion. Bed scour and bank 
erosion, if it occurs as a result of the incremental flows, would increase water column turbidity 
and altering substrate composition downstream of the DCWWTP outfall.  
 
Appendix A of the technical memorandum (Appendix Q of this Revised Draft EIR) describes the 
effect of the proposed discharge on Dry Creek water surface elevation under typical dry season 
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conditions. The impact is estimated to be less than 0.2 feet. The Dry Creek riparian zone is 
characterized by a bank that extends typically two to five feet above the low water elevation. 
Assuming groundwater elevation is directly affected by surface water elevation, the project 
would reduce the depth of the unsaturated zone depth by less than 10%. Since riparian vegetation 
is adapted to saturated soils in proximity to the root zone (and some species require saturated soil 
conditions), a change in the water surface elevation of 0.2 feet during the dry season is not 
expected to adversely affect Dry Creek riparian vegetation. Thus, the impact on riparian 
vegetation is considered less than significant.  Changes that could affect aquatic resources are 
addressed in the water quality discussion contained in Impact 4.3.4-9, in Section 4.3.4 of this 
Revised Draft EIR and are found to be less than significant.  
 
The Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant 2020 Master Plan EIR identifies the 
following impacts to aquatic biology in the Sacramento River from SRWTP effluent discharges 
and constituent loading:  1) Potential for thermal plume below the diffuser to block or 
substantially delay the upstream spawning migrations of fishes; 2) Thermal effects on fish and 
benthic macroinvertebrates exposed to the plume for short periods of time while moving 
downstream past the diffuser; and 3) Population- or community-level effects to fish or 
macroinvertebrates from the incremental increase in downstream water temperatures (Fully 
Mixed Condition). 
 
This Revised Draft EIR found all impacts to be less than significant to aquatic biology.  No 
additional mitigation measures are required.  See Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-9a, 4.3.4-9b, and 
4.3.4-9c. 
 
Terrestrial Resources 

 
4.4-61 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on lower American River riparian 

vegetation and Special-Status Species dependent upon riparian and open water habitats. 
 
Changes in lower American River flows would result in more frequent reductions of flows below 
the indices for cottonwood growth and terrace inundation.  Flows would be below that 
considered necessary for radial growth maintenance up to 7% more frequently and below the 
index required for some growth by up to approximately 6% more frequently than under the 
existing condition.  Reduced flows under the cumulative condition would result in six to seven 
more occurrences of two or more consecutive months in which flows would be below the radial 
growth maintenance index at both Nimbus Dam and the H Street Bridge, respectively, and four 
to five additional occurrences of two or more consecutive months below the same growth index 
required for some growth at the H Street Bridge and Nimbus Dam, respectively.  However, none 
of the consecutive flow reductions would occur during the critical growing period of April 
through July.  Because these consecutive flow reductions would not occur during the critical 
growing period of April through July, and the minimal percent of time that the mean monthly 
flows fall below the growth thresholds, such flow reductions are not considered to be of 
sufficient magnitude and/or frequency to have long-term effects on the population and growth of 
cottonwoods/riparian vegetation, relative to the existing condition.  Furthermore, given that flow 
reductions would not result in long-term adverse effects on cottonwoods or riparian vegetation, 
future impacts to special-status species that depend on lower American River riparian vegetation 
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would also be less than significant, relative to the existing condition.  No mitigation measures 
are required. 
 
4.4-62 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on lower American River backwater 

ponds and Special-Status Species dependent on backwater pond/marsh habitats (including 
elderberry shrubs and VELB). 

 
Modeling results indicate that recharge of lower American River backwater ponds would not be 
significantly altered under the cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  Monthly 
long-term average reductions in the frequency of flows above 2,700 cfs, the minimum flow 
required for recharge of ponds closest to the river, would range from 1% to 14%.  Reductions in 
long-term average flows above 4,000 cfs, the flow value required for recharge of off-river ponds, 
would range from 1% to 20%, relative to the existing condition.  Adequate recharge of both 
adjacent and off-river ponds would still occur under the cumulative condition given the 
magnitude of future changes in flows.  Consequently, such reductions were considered less than 
significant, relative to the existing condition.  Furthermore, special-status species dependent 
upon recharge of backwater pond/marsh habitats, including elderberry shrubs and VELB, would 
not be adversely affected by future reductions in flow that would occur under the cumulative 
condition, and consequently, impacts to these special-status species would be less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-63 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on Folsom, Trinity, and Shasta 

Reservoir vegetation. 
 
Long-term average end-of-month water surface elevations for Folsom, Trinity, and Shasta 
reservoirs would be reduced, relative to the existing condition, with reductions ranging from 2 to 
11 feet msl during growing season months of March through September.  Weedy vegetation, 
rather than vegetation that would provide quality wildlife habitat, establishes in the drawdown 
zone under existing conditions, due to constant changes in reservoir elevation that result from 
reservoir drawdown patterns.  Consequently, reductions in reservoir elevations that would occur 
under the cumulative condition would not affect areas of high and consistent habitat value that 
are available for species associated with the reservoir under the existing condition, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-64 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on upper Sacramento River riparian 

vegetation. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, upper Sacramento River long-term average flows during the 
March through October growing season would be reduced, relative to the existing condition.  
Such decreases would range from approximately 80 to 825 cfs, relative to the existing condition.  
However, such decreases would be small, considering the monthly mean flow range under the 
existing condition of over 5,000 to over 13,000 cfs.  Thus, anticipated flow reductions that would 
occur under the cumulative condition would not be of sufficient magnitude and/or frequency to 
significantly alter upper Sacramento River riparian vegetation and related species, relative to the 
existing condition, and impacts would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 
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4.4-65 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on lower Sacramento River riparian 

vegetation. 
 
Modeled reductions in long-term average flows of the lower Sacramento River under the 
cumulative condition would range from 399 to 828 cfs during most months, with increases 
ranging from 36 to 466 cfs in early spring and mid-summer months, relative to the existing 
condition.  However, the greatest reduction in long-term average flow under the cumulative 
condition would be less than 5% of existing flows for any month of the growing season, relative 
to the existing condition.  Furthermore, the frequency and magnitude of flow reductions that 
would occur under the cumulative condition would be small, considering the existing monthly 
mean flow range of over 11,000 to over 33,000 cfs during the growing season months.  Because 
the flow reductions that occur under the cumulative condition would not be of sufficient 
frequency or magnitude to significantly alter existing riparian habitats along the river, adverse 
effects to riparian habitats of the lower Sacramento River would not be expected under the 
cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-66 The Specific Plan could contribute to a cumulative effect on Delta riparian vegetation and 

special-status species. 
 
Long-term average reductions in lower Sacramento River flow would not be expected to alter the 
riparian habitat of the Delta.  Potential shifts in the long-term average position of X2 of up to 0.7 
km would occur under the cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  Such shifts 
would be considered minor in the context of Delta riparian vegetation and would not adversely 
affect Delta vegetation (which is adapted to changes in salinity) or special-status species 
dependent upon Delta habitats. 
 
In summary, there would be no potentially significant impact to terrestrial resources and 
vegetation associated with the implementation of future actions, including the proposed long-
term surface water supply, under the cumulative condition relative to the existing condition.  As 
no significant impacts are anticipated to terrestrial resources under the cumulative condition, the 
proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to future impacts to riparian resources that occur under the cumulative 
condition, and therefore the impacts would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 
 
Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat 
 
The Cumulative Report evaluated the potential for future impacts to fisheries and aquatic habitat 
associated with the lower American River, Sacramento River, and Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta, as well as the fisheries resources of Folsom, Shasta and Trinity reservoirs.  The results of 
this analysis indicated there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects to the following 
resources (for additional descriptions of these resources please refer to the PCWA American 
River Pump Station Project Final EIS/EIR [PCWA and Reclamation 2001]): 
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• Folsom Reservoir Coldwater Fisheries 
• Nimbus Fish Hatchery Operations and Fish Production 
• Lower American River American Shad 
• Lower American River Striped Bass  
• Lower American River Splittail (temperature-related) 
• Shasta Reservoir Coldwater Fisheries 
• Trinity Reservoir Coldwater Fisheries 
• Trinity Reservoir Warmwater Fisheries 
• Upper Sacramento River Fisheries (flow-related) 
• Lower Sacramento River Fisheries (flow-related) 
 
The Cumulative Report, however, identified potentially significant cumulative impacts on the 
fisheries and aquatic habitat resources listed below: 
 
• Folsom Reservoir Warmwater Fisheries 
• Lower American River Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead 
• Lower American River Splittail (flow-related) 
• Shasta Reservoir Warmwater Fisheries 
• Upper Sacramento River Fisheries (temperature-related) 
• Lower Sacramento River Fisheries (temperature-related) 
• Delta Fish Populations 
 
These potentially significant cumulative impacts identified in the Cumulative Report are 
summarized below.  Each discussion is followed by an evaluation of the potential for the 
proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply to result in a significant contribution to 
the identified cumulative impact. 
 
4.4-67 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on Folsom Reservoir warmwater 

fisheries. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, long-term average end-of-month water surface elevation would 
be reduced in Folsom Reservoir by up to eight feet msl, relative to the existing condition, during 
the March through September period, when warmwater fish spawning and initial rearing occur.  
On a monthly basis, reservoir elevations would be reduced by 2 to 36 ft msl in 272 months of the 
490 months included throughout the March through September period.  Future changes in water 
surface elevation would result in a reduction in the long-term average amount of available littoral 
habitat of 5% to 31% (59 to 323 acres) during March through September, with reductions in 
individual months of up to 1,897 acres, relative to the existing condition.  Such reductions in 
habitat availability could, in turn, lead to increased predation on young-of the year warmwater 
fish, thereby reducing the long-term initial year-class strength of the population.  Unless willows 
and other near-shore vegetation, in response to seasonal reductions in water levels, become 
established at lower reservoir elevations in the future, long-term year-class production of 
warmwater fisheries could be reduced.  Consequently, seasonal reductions in littoral habitat 
availability represent a potentially significant cumulative impact to Folsom Reservoir 
warmwater fisheries. 
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Increases in the frequency of potential nest-dewatering events could occur in Folsom Reservoir 
under the cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition.  Modeling results indicate that 
the greatest increase would occur in June, with 10 more nest-dewatering events, relative to the 
existing condition.  The frequency with which potential nest-dewatering events could occur in 
Folsom Reservoir would increase in the months of the March through July warmwater fish-
spawning period, and consequently, may be a potentially significant cumulative impact to 
warmwater fish nesting success. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would not contribute substantially to 
reductions in reservoir end of month elevation and acres of littoral habitat under the cumulative 
condition.  The proposed long-term surface water supply would contribute 2 months of the 272 
months with reductions in Folsom Reservoir elevation, or 0.7% of the total cumulative impact 
(Technical Appendix G-193 to G-204).  Furthermore, the proposed long-term surface water 
supply would have no cumulatively considerable contributions to reductions in the amount of 
Folsom Reservoir littoral habitat.  During April through September, the proposed long-term 
surface water supply would contribute a minor benefit to the long-term average amount of littoral 
habitat, with increases of up to four acres (Template Output H-493).  In individual months, the 
proposed long-term surface water supply would result in both increases and decreases in the 
amount of littoral habitat, with reductions up to 108 acres (Technical Appendix G-277 to G-288).  
Such reductions would not occur with sufficient frequency or magnitude to contribute to 
significant reductions in littoral habitat availability that would occur under the cumulative 
condition. 
 
The proposed long-term surface water supply also would not contribute substantially to increases 
in the frequency of potential nest-dewatering events in any month during March through July 
(Template Output H-486).  During May, there would be one additional occurrence under the 
proposed long-term surface water supply, that monthly elevation would decrease more than nine 
feet.  However, this additional occurrence would not be of sufficient magnitude or frequency to 
adversely affect the availability of warmwater fish nests.  Therefore, the proposed long-term 
surface water supply would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to future adverse 
effects to warmwater fish nests that occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term 
surface water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative 
condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur 
under the cumulative condition.  Impacts would therefore be considered less than significant.  
No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-68 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative effects on lower American River fall-run 

Chinook salmon and steelhead. 
 
Flow-Related Impacts to Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Spawning and Incubation (October Through 
February).  All flow-related impact assessments regarding fall-run Chinook salmon spawning and 
incubation were based on flows below Nimbus Dam and at Watt Avenue, with a greater 
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emphasis placed on flows below Nimbus Dam, as 98% of all spawning occurs upstream of Watt 
Avenue. 
 
The modeled long-term average flow below Nimbus Dam under the cumulative condition would 
be up to 13.6% less (292 cfs, October) than the flow under the existing condition during all 
months of the October through February fall-run Chinook salmon spawning and incubation 
period.  Similarly, modeled changes in long-term average flows at Watt Avenue would be up to 
14.3% less (300 cfs, October) during the October through February period (See Tables C-3.419 
and –20 in the Cumulative Report for additional information).  Differences in flows in the lower 
flow ranges are of particular concern.  In October, November and December, when the existing 
condition flow would be 2,500 cfs or less, the cumulative condition would result in flow 
reductions of up to 750 cfs nearly 50% of the time, while effects on flow during January and 
February would be minor. 
 
Such reductions in flows would reduce the amount of available Chinook salmon spawning 
habitat, which could result in increased redd superimposition during years when adult returns are 
high enough for spawning habitat to be limiting.  These reductions in flow are of sufficient 
magnitude and occur with enough frequency to represent a potentially significant cumulative 
impact to long-term initial year-class strength of lower American River fall-run Chinook salmon. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply   
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to future lower American River flow reductions at either Nimbus Dam 
or Watt Avenue during October through February.  The maximum simulated reduction in long-
term average flow would be four cfs at either of the locations, or 1.3% to 1.4% of the total 
cumulative reduction in flows (Template Output H-117 and H-123).  Furthermore, the proposed 
long-term surface water supply would contribute 6 months to the 185 and 186 months in which 
flows would reduce 1% or more under the cumulative condition below Nimbus and at Watt 
Avenue, respectively.  Thus, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not provide a 
substantial contribution to reductions in lower American River flows that would occur under the 
cumulative condition.  Consequently, the proposed long-term surface water supply would have 
no cumulatively considerable contribution to significant impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and 
steelhead spawning and incubation under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term surface 
water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it 
would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the impact hat occur under the 
cumulative condition.  Impacts would therefore be considered less than significant. 
 
Flow-Related Impacts to Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Juvenile Rearing (March through 
June).  The majority of juvenile salmonid rearing is believed to occur upstream of Watt Avenue.  
Furthermore, diversions generally exceed tributary accretions to the river throughout the March 
through June period, resulting in lower flows at Watt Avenue than below Nimbus Dam.  
Therefore, all flow-related impact assessments for fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead rearing 
are based on flows at Watt Avenue. 
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Relatively small differences in long-term average flows would occur between the cumulative 
condition and the existing condition during the March through June juvenile fall-run Chinook 
salmon and steelhead rearing period, with the largest reduction at Watt Avenue of 6.3%, relative 
to the existing condition (247 cfs, May).  However, flows in individual months would be reduced 
from 3% to 71%, relative to the existing condition, in 174 of the 280 months included in the 
analyses throughout the March through June rearing period.  These differences in flow may 
adversely affect long-term juvenile fall-run Chinook salmon or steelhead rearing habitat 
availability, and therefore represent a potentially significant cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
  The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative lower American River flow reductions that would occur 
during the March through June rearing period.  This long-term surface water supply would 
contribute up to four cfs (April), or 7%, to reductions in the long-term average flow at Watt 
Avenue, with no contribution to flow reductions in May, the month in which cumulative flow 
reductions would be greatest (Template Output H-123).  Furthermore, the proposed long-term 
surface water supply would contribute six months, or 3%, to the 174 months in which flows 
would be reduced under the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-330 to G-333).  
Therefore, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not provide a significant 
contribution to the substantial reductions in lower American River flows that would occur under 
the cumulative condition, and consequently, would have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to future potentially significant flow-related impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and 
steelhead rearing on the lower American River.  As the long-term surface water supply would 
not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  
Impacts would therefore be considered less than significant. 
 
Temperature-Related Impacts to Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Juvenile Rearing (March 
through June).  Under the cumulative condition, there would be two more occurrences during the 
March through June period in which water temperatures at Watt Avenue would be above 65°F, 
relative to the existing condition, although long-term average water temperature at Watt Avenue 
would not change by more than 0.3°F during any month of the March through June period, 
relative to the existing condition.  Under the cumulative condition, water temperature increases 
of greater than 0.3°F, relative to the existing condition, would occur during the March through 
June period in 50 of the 276 months modeled.  Such frequent increases in water temperature 
represent a potentially significant cumulative impact to fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead 
juvenile rearing. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to potentially significant impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and 
steelhead juvenile rearing.  This long-term surface water supply would not contribute to the 50 
occurrences of temperature increases of 0.3°F or more at Watt Avenue that would occur under 
the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-426 to G-429).  Furthermore, the proposed 
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long-term surface water supply would not contribute to the frequency in which temperatures 
would be above 65°F under the cumulative condition (Template Output H-289), and would not 
contribute to increases in the long-term average temperatures at Watt Avenue (Template Output 
H-286).  Thus, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not contribute significantly to 
increases in lower American River water temperatures at Watt Avenue that occur under the 
cumulative condition, and consequently, would have no cumulatively considerable contribution 
to potentially significant impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead juvenile rearing.  As 
the long-term surface water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the 
cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  Impacts would therefore be less than 
significant. 
 
Flow-Related Impacts to Steelhead Rearing (July through September).  Under the cumulative 
condition, the long-term average monthly flow below Nimbus Dam would decrease by 
approximately 7% to 15% (up to 370 cfs) throughout the July through September period, relative 
to the existing condition.  At Watt Avenue, the long-term average monthly flow would decrease 
by approximately 8% to 16% (up to 383 cfs), relative to the existing condition.  In addition, 
flows below Nimbus Dam under the cumulative condition would be reduced by 1% to 73% in 
142 months of the 210 individual months included in the analysis.  For Watt Avenue, flows 
under the cumulative condition would be reduced by 1% to 79% in 147 months of the 210 
individual months included in the analysis.  The flow reductions that would occur under the 
cumulative condition are of sufficient magnitude and frequency to reduce juvenile steelhead 
summer rearing habitat, relative to the amount available under the existing condition.  
Consequently, reductions in flow associated with the cumulative condition may adversely affect 
long-term rearing success of juvenile steelhead, and therefore represent a potentially significant 
cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the substantial flow reductions that would occur under the 
cumulative condition.  For flows below Nimbus Dam, the proposed long-term surface water 
supply would contribute four months, or 3 percent of the total 142 months where reductions 
occur under the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-322 to G-324).  Similarly, the 
proposed long-term surface water supply would contribute four months of reductions at Watt 
Avenue, or three percent of the total 147 months where reductions occur under the cumulative 
condition (Technical Appendix G-334 to G-336).  The greatest flow reductions that the proposed 
long-term surface water supply would contribute to the cumulative condition during these four 
months at Nimbus Dam and Watt Avenue would be 5.7 percent and 7.5 percent, respectively. 
These flow reductions would occur during a critical water year, when existing flows would be 
relatively low. Flow reductions would not occur with sufficient magnitude or frequency to result 
in a significant contribution to changes in long-term average flows at either Nimbus Dam or 
Watt Avenue under the cumulative condition.  Therefore, the proposed long-term surface water 
supply would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to potential impacts to steelhead 
rearing that would occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term surface water supply 
would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have 
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no cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative 
condition.  Impacts would therefore be less than significant. 
 
Temperature-Related Impacts to Steelhead Rearing (July through September).  Temperature 
modeling indicates that the long-term average water temperature at Watt Avenue would increase 
slightly each month during July through September under the cumulative condition, relative to 
the existing condition, with no increases (but several decreases) in the frequency in which water 
temperatures at Watt Avenue would be above 65°F. 
 
During the July through September steelhead rearing period, water temperatures under the 
cumulative condition would be higher than those under the existing condition when water 
temperatures would already by relatively warm.  In 41 months of the 207 months included in the 
analysis, water temperatures would increase by more than 0.3°F, relative to the existing 
condition, with increases up to 4.1°F when water temperatures under the existing condition are at 
70°F or greater.  Such water temperature increases represent a potentially significant cumulative 
impact to juvenile steelhead summer rearing. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to substantial water temperature increases that would occur under the 
cumulative condition.  This long-term surface water supply would not result in any substantial 
increases in the frequency in which water temperatures at Watt Avenue would be above 65°F in 
any month of the July through September period (i.e., one additional occurrence in September) 
(Template Output H-289).  Furthermore, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not 
contribute to the long-term average water temperature increases that would occur under the 
cumulative condition, and would only contribute one month, or 2%, to the number of months in 
which water temperatures under the cumulative condition would increase by greater than 0.3°F 
(Template Output H-286 and Technical Appendix G-430 to G-432).  Thus, the proposed long-
term surface water supply would not result in substantial increases in lower American River 
water temperatures at Watt Avenue during July through September, and consequently, would 
have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the potentially significant temperature-related 
impacts to steelhead rearing that would occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term 
surface water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative 
condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur 
under the cumulative condition.  This impact would therefore be less than significant.  No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-69 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on lower American River splittail. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, the modeled long-term average flow at Watt Avenue during 
February through May would decrease by 1.6% to 6.3%, relative to the existing condition.  
These flow reductions correspond to reductions in usable habitat of up to 3.9 acres, and in one 
year a 100% reduction, of the habitat available in individual years under the existing condition.  
While in many years, riparian vegetation would not be inundated throughout this period under 
either the cumulative or existing condition, reductions in inundated riparian habitat would occur 
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virtually every month during the February through May period in those years when habitat would 
be inundated under the existing condition.  However, relatively little splittail habitat is available 
under either the cumulative or existing condition.  Given the uncertainty regarding the magnitude 
and extent of splittail spawning habitat in the lower American River, and the actual amount of 
potential spawning habitat available at specific flow rates throughout the river, the effects of 
flow reductions during the February through May period are also uncertain, and therefore, 
represent a potentially significant cumulative impact to this federally threatened species. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to potential cumulative impacts to lower American River splittail.  The 
proposed long-term surface water supply would not result in changes in the long-term average 
amount of habitat available under the existing condition.  Specifically, the proposed long-term 
surface water supply would result in changes (one increase of 0.2 acres, one decrease of 0.3 
acres) in the amount of habitat in 2 months of the 280 months included in the analysis throughout 
the February through May period (Technical Appendix G-558 to G-561).  Thus, the proposed 
long-term surface water supply would not contribute significantly to reductions in splittail habitat 
under the cumulative condition, and therefore, would have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to future potential impacts to lower American River splittail.  As the long-term 
surface water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative 
condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur 
under the cumulative condition.  This impact is therefore considered less than significant.  No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-70 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on Shasta Reservoir warmwater 

fisheries. 
 
Hydrologic conditions under the cumulative condition would result in a decline in the long-term 
average end-of-month water surface elevation in Shasta Reservoir during the March through 
September period when warmwater fish spawning and initial rearing may be expected.  In 275 
months of the 490 months included in the analysis, the water surface elevation of Shasta 
Reservoir during the spawning and rearing period would be reduced by 2 to 54 feet msl, relative 
to the existing condition.  Long-term average water surface elevation levels would be reduced up 
to 11 feet msl, relative to the existing condition.  In addition, the long-term average amount of 
littoral habitat potentially available to warmwater fish for spawning and/or rearing under the 
cumulative condition would decrease by approximately 6% to 23% over the March through 
September period, relative to the existing condition.  Reductions in the availability of littoral 
habitat under the cumulative condition may be of sufficient magnitude to substantially reduce 
long-term average initial year-class strength of warmwater fish populations.  While the relative 
frequency of potential nest dewatering events under the cumulative condition would not change 
substantially, relative to the existing condition, overall potential impacts to Shasta Reservoir 
warmwater fisheries due to reductions in reservoir water surface elevation and decreases in 
littoral habitat under the cumulative condition represent a potentially significant cumulative 
impact. 
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Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to future impacts to Shasta Reservoir warmwater fisheries.  This long-
term surface water supply would not contribute to reductions in long-term average water surface 
reservoir elevation, and would only contribute to elevation decreases in four months of the 490 
months included in the analysis (Template Output H-487 and Technical Appendix G-186 to G-
192).  Furthermore, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not result in future 
increases in the frequency of potential nest-dewatering events, and would result in reductions in 
littoral habitat of up to three acres, or up to 1.6% of the total cumulative reduction in habitat 
(Template Output H-488 and H-494).  Thus, the proposed long-term surface water supply would 
not contribute to significant reductions in reservoir water surface elevation or available littoral 
habitat, or increases in potential nest-dewatering events under the cumulative condition.  
Consequently, the proposed long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to future significant impacts to Shasta Reservoir warmwater fisheries 
under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term surface water supply would not contribute to 
the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  Impacts 
would therefore be considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-71 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on upper Sacramento River 

fisheries (temperature-related). 
 
The cumulative condition would result in changes in long-term average water temperature (both 
increases and decreases) at Keswick Dam and Bend Bridge, relative to the existing condition.  
There would also be several additional months in the simulation in which water temperatures 
would exceed 56°F or 60°F at either Keswick Dam or Bend Bridge.  For example, there would 
be 22 additional occurrences where the 56°F index would be exceeded, and eight more 
occurrences where the 60°F index would be exceeded at Keswick Dam, relative to the existing 
condition.  At Bend Bridge, there would be 31 additional occurrences where the 56°F index 
would be exceeded and seven more occurrences where the 60°F index would be exceeded, 
relative to the existing condition.  Thus, the cumulative condition would result in a significant 
increase in the frequency of exceedance of temperature criteria identified in the NOAA 
Biological Opinion for winter-run Chinook salmon. 
 
Early lifestage survival also was examined for winter-run, spring-run, fall-run and late fall-run 
Chinook salmon in the Sacramento River.  Winter-run Chinook salmon long-term average early-
lifestage survival would be 93.4% under the cumulative condition compared to 96% under the 
existing condition.  Winter-run Chinook salmon, absolute long-term average early-lifestage 
survival would decrease more than 10% in 4 of the 69 years studied relative to the existing 
condition.  Winter-run Chinook salmon relative long-term average early lifestage survival would 
decrease more than 10% in 5 of the 69 years studied.  For fall-run Chinook salmon, long-term 
average early-lifestage survival would be 86.2% under the cumulative condition compared to 
89.6% under the existing condition.  Absolute and relative long-term average early lifestage 
survival of fall-run Chinook salmon would decrease more than 10% in 11 of the 69 years studied 
compared to the existing conditions.  Spring-run Chinook salmon long-term average early-
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lifestage survival would be 81.7% under the cumulative condition compared to 87.5% under the 
existing condition.  Absolute long-term average early-lifestage survival for spring-run Chinook 
salmon would decrease more than 10% in 8 of the 69 years studied.  The long-term average 
relative percent change in early lifestage survival for spring-run Chinook salmon would decrease 
by approximately 6.2% compared to the existing condition.  Relative long-term average early-
lifestage survival would decrease more than 10% in 10 of the 69 years studied.  The long-term 
average early-lifestage survival for late fall-run Chinook salmon would be 98.7% under the 
cumulative condition compared to 99.1% under the existing conditions.  No decreases of more 
than 10% in absolute or relative long-term average early-lifestage survival are expected for late 
fall-run Chinook salmon. 
 
Based on the increased number of exceedances of the temperature criteria identified in the 
NOAA Biological Opinion for winter-run Chinook salmon, and decreases in absolute and 
relative long-term early lifestage survival of fall-run, winter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon, 
water temperature-related impacts to upper Sacramento River fisheries under the cumulative 
condition would represent a potentially significant cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant upper Sacramento River water temperature-related 
fisheries impacts that would occur under the cumulative condition.  For water temperatures 
below Keswick Dam and Bend Bridge, the proposed long-term surface water supply would have 
no cumulatively considerable contribution to increases in long-term average water temperatures 
under the cumulative condition as shown in Tables 4.4-15 and 4.4-16 (Template Output H-300 
and H-307).  Similarly, there would be no cumulatively considerable contribution to the increase 
in the frequency of exceedance of the 56°F and 60°F temperature criteria at either Keswick Dam 
or Bend Bridge (Template Output H-303 and H-310). 
 
Table 4.4-15 
Long-Term Average Water Temperature in the Sacramento River Below Keswick Dam  
Under Future NP and Cumulative Conditions 
Month Water Temperature1 (°F) 

 Future NP Cumulative Difference (°F) 
Oct 53.6 53.6 0.0 
Nov 53.0 53.0 0.0 
Dec 48.9 48.9 0.0 
Jan 45.3 45.3 0.0 
Feb 47.3 47.3 0.0 
Mar 51.0 51.0 0.0 
Apr 51.1 51.1 0.0 
May 48.0 48.0 0.0 
Jun 47.5 47.5 0.0 
Jul 48.8 48.8 -0.1 
Aug 51.2 51.2 0.0 
Sep 51.5 51.5 0.0 
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Table 4.4-15 
Long-Term Average Water Temperature in the Sacramento River Below Keswick Dam  
Under Future NP and Cumulative Conditions 
Month Water Temperature1 (°F) 

 Future NP Cumulative Difference (°F) 
1 Based on 69 Years Modeled 
Source: SWRI, 2002. 

 
Table 4.4-16 
Long-Term Average Water Temperature in the Sacramento River at Bend Bridge  
Under Future NP and Cumulative Conditions 
Month Water Temperature1 (°F) 

 Future NP Cumulative Difference (°F) 
Oct 55.7 55.7 0.0 
Nov 52.2 52.2 0.0 
Dec 47.2 47.2 0.0 
Jan 44.9 44.9 0.0 
Feb 48.0 48.0 0.0 
Mar 52.0 52.0 0.0 
Apr 54.7 54.7 0.0 
May 54.8 54.8 0.0 
Jun 54.5 54.5 0.0 
Jul 54.7 54.7 0.0 
Aug 56.1 56.1 0.0 
Sep 56.8 56.8 0.0 
1 Based on 69 Years Modeled 
Source: SWRI, 2002. 

 
In addition, there would not be substantial decreases in absolute or relative annual early-lifestage 
survival of fall-run and late fall-run Chinook salmon in any individual year under the proposed 
long-term surface water supply relative to the cumulative condition (Technical Appendices H-
566 to H-569).  For winter-run Chinook salmon, the long-term average early-lifestage survival 
would be 93.4% for both the proposed long-term surface water supply and the cumulative 
conditions.  There would not be substantial decreases in absolute annual early-lifestage survival 
of winter-run Chinook salmon in any individual year of the 69-year period of record.  The long-
term surface water supply would not result in a change in mean long-term average relative 
percent in early-lifestage survival, relative to early-lifestage survival under the cumulative 
condition.  In 2 of the 69 years modeled, early-lifestage survival would decrease relative to the 
cumulative condition.  In these two years, winter-run Chinook salmon absolute and relative long-
term average early lifestage survival would not decrease by more than 10%.  The largest relative 
decrease that would occur would be 5.7%, though this individual year’s reduction in early 
lifestage winter-run Chinook salmon survival would not change the mean long-term average 
survival. 
 
For spring-run Chinook salmon, the long-term average early-lifestage survival would be 81.7% 
under the proposed long-term surface water supply and 81.7% under the cumulative condition.  
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There would be no substantial decreases in absolute annual early-lifestage survival of spring-run 
Chinook salmon in any individual year of the 69-year period of record.  There would not be a 
change in mean long-term average relative percent in early-lifestage survival, relative to early-
lifestage survival under the cumulative condition.  In 4 of the 69 years modeled, early-lifestage 
survival would decrease relative to the cumulative condition.  In these four years, spring-run 
Chinook salmon absolute and relative long-term early-lifestage survival would not decrease by 
more than 10%.  The largest relative decrease that would occur would be 5.9%, though this 
individual year’s reduction in early-lifestage spring-run Chinook salmon survival would not 
change the mean long-term average survival. 
 
Therefore, the proposed long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the potentially significant temperature-related impacts to fisheries of 
the upper Sacramento River that would occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term 
surface water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative 
condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur 
under the cumulative condition.  Impacts would therefore be considered less than significant.  
No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.4-72 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on lower Sacramento River fisheries 

(temperature related). 
  
Under the cumulative condition, the long-term average water temperature at Freeport on the 
lower Sacramento River would not change more than 0.3°F during any month of the year, 
relative to the existing condition.  However, the number of years that water temperatures at this 
location would exceed 56°F, 60°F, and 70°F would be greater (i.e., 2 more occurrences for the 
56°F index, 11 more occurrences for the 60°F index, and 9 more occurrences for the 70°F index), 
relative to the existing condition, during the March through November period.  In addition, water 
temperature at Freeport would increase by 0.3°F or more, relative to the existing condition, in 
178 of the 828 months included in the analysis.  Based on these findings, potential temperature-
related impacts to fish species within the lower Sacramento River represent a potentially 
significant cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the frequent water temperature increases that would occur under the 
cumulative condition.  This long-term surface water supply would not contribute to increases in 
long-term average water temperatures at Freeport on the lower Sacramento River, and would not 
contribute to increases in the frequency of water temperature criteria exceedance that would 
occur under the cumulative condition, as shown in Tables 4.4-17 and 4.4-18 (Template Output 
H-321 and H-324).  Furthermore, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not 
contribute to increases in water temperature of 0.3°F or more in any month of the 828 months 
included in the analysis (Technical Appendix G-481 to G-492).  Therefore, the proposed long-
term surface water supply would not contribute to future significant water temperature increases 
on the lower Sacramento River, and consequently, would have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to temperature-related impacts to lower Sacramento River fisheries that occur under 
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the cumulative condition.  As the long-term surface water supply would not contribute to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  This impact 
is therefore considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Table 4.4-17 
Long-Term Average Water Temperature in the Sacramento River at Freeport 
Under Future NP and Cumulative Conditions 
Month Water Temperature1 (°F) 

 Future NP Cumulative Difference (°F) 
Oct 60.8 60.8 0.0 
Nov 52.6 52.6 0.0 
Dec 45.9 45.9 0.0 
Jan 44.8 44.8 0.0 
Feb 49.1 49.1 0.0 
Mar 53.9 53.9 0.0 
Apr 59.9 59.9 0.0 
May 65.4 65.4 0.0 
Jun 69.8 69.8 0.0 
Jul 72.8 72.8 0.0 
Aug 72.0 72.0 0.0 
Sep 68.6 68.6 0.0 
1 Based on 69 Years Modeled 
Source: SWRI, 2002. 

 
Table 4.4-18 
Water Temperature Exceeding Index Temperatures in the Sacramento River at Freeport  
Under Future NP and Cumulative Conditions 
Number of years1 exceeding index and, in parentheses, average temperature in years when index is exceeded 
Index: 56°F 60°F 65°F 68°F 70°F 

 
Month 

Future 
NP 

 
Cum. 

Future 
NP 

 
Cum. 

Future 
NP 

 
Cum. 

Future 
NP 

 
Cum. 

Future 
NP 

 
Cum. 

Oct 69(60.8°) 69(60.8°) 45(61.7°) 45(61.7°) 1(65.1°) 1(65.1°) 0 0 0 0 
Nov 1(56.4°) 1(56.4°) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dec 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Jan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Feb 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mar 9(57.2°) 9(57.2°) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Apr 66(60.1°) 66(60.1°) 35(61.8°) 35(61.8°) 1(65.1°) 1(65.1°) 0 0 0 0 
May 69(65.4°) 69(65.4°) 69(65.4°) 69(65.4°) 39(66.8°) 39(66.8°) 7(69.3°) 7(69.3°) 1(70.6°) 1(70.6°) 
Jun 69(69.8°) 69(69.8°) 69(69.8°) 69(69.8°) 69(69.8°) 69(69.8°) 57(70.3°) 57(70.3°) 30(71.3°) 30(71.3°) 
Jul 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 69(72.8°) 
Aug 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72°) 69(72.3°) 69(72.3°) 
Sep 69(68.6°) 69(68.6°) 69(68.6°) 69(68.6°) 69(68.7°) 69(68.7°) 46(69.5°) 46(69.5°) 10(70.9°) 10(70.9°) 
1 Based on 69 Years Modeled 
Source: SWRI, 2002. 
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4.4-73 The Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative effects on Delta fish populations. 
 
Delta outflow during the period of February through June is believed to be of greatest concern 
for potential effects to spawning and rearing habitat and downstream transport flows for delta 
smelt, longfin smelt, splittail, striped bass, salmonids, and other aquatic species in the Delta.  In 
38 of the 350 months modeled throughout the February through June period, Delta outflow 
would decrease by 10% or more, relative to the existing condition, with the greatest long-term 
reduction in long-term average Delta outflow at 4.5% (June). 
 
Under the cumulative condition, the long-term average position of X2 would move upstream less 
than one km, relative to the existing condition, in any given month of the year.  However, during 
the February through June period considered important for providing appropriate spawning and 
rearing conditions and downstream transport flows for various fish species, the upstream shift in 
the position of X2 under the cumulative condition would change 12% of the time (for 42 of the 
350 months included in the analysis), relative to the existing condition. 
 
The model simulations conducted for the cumulative condition included conformance with X2 
requirements set forth in the SWRCB Interim Water Quality Control Plan.  Furthermore, Delta 
export-to-inflow ratios under the cumulative condition would not exceed the maximum export 
ratio as set by the SWRCB Interim Water Quality Control Plan.  Although the cumulative 
condition would not cause X2 or Delta outflow standards to be violated, there would be a 
decrease in long-term average outflow and an upstream shift in the position of X2, relative to the 
existing condition.  Such changes to the Delta system would be considered to result in potentially 
significant cumulative impacts to Delta fisheries. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term surface water supply would not result in a significant 
contribution to Delta fisheries impacts under the cumulative condition.  The proposed long-term 
surface water supply would not contribute to increases of Delta outflow of 10% or more; in fact, 
the greatest single reduction, at 357 cfs (May 1937), which would result in only a 1.9% decrease 
relative to the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-5 to G-9).   
 
Furthermore, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not contribute to future shifts 
in the long-term average position of X2 (Template Output H-429).  Based on the 350 months 
modeled throughout the February though June period, the proposed long-term surface water 
supply would result in shifts in the position of X2 of up to 0.2 km in 13 months (Technical 
Appendix G-17 to G-21).  Thus, the proposed long-term surface water supply would not 
contribute significantly to future reductions in Delta outflow or shifts in the position of X2 that 
would occur under the cumulative condition, and consequently, would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to potentially significant impacts to Delta fish species that occur under 
the cumulative condition.  As the long-term surface water supply would not contribute to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  This impact 
is therefore considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Section 4.5 of this Revised Draft EIR includes the following cumulative impact related to soil 
erosion and loss: 
 
4.5-6 Cumulative impacts from soil erosion/loss and off-site sedimentation could occur from this 

project and surrounding projects involving earthwork activities or topographic alteration.   
 

Geology and soils impacts are considered for the most part to be effects that the environment 
could have on proposed development within the Specific Plan area, exposing people or structures 
to substantial adverse effects.  Compliance with the requirements of the Uniform Building Code, 
which are designed to make individual structures safe, avoids the creation of additive effects 
amongst various development projects occurring within the surrounding region.  The exception 
to this consideration would be potential soil erosion/loss and off-site sedimentation impacts 
related to earthwork and development.   
 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a-f includes procedures and actions designed to reduce the impacts 
from earthwork or topographic alteration related to the project to less than significant levels.  
Many of the procedures and actions described in Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a-f are statewide in 
their application, including requirements for SWPPs and compliance with similar NPDES 
programs.  These programs are applicable throughout the surrounding region.  The application 
and effectiveness of these programs when combined with Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a-f for the 
Specific Plan area would result in a less than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than 
significant) impact from soil erosion, loss, and off-site sedimentation.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a-f will reduce cumulative impacts from soil erosion/loss and off-site 
sedimentation to a less than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant) level. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Section 4.6 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies cumulative impacts related to archaeological and 
paleontological resources. 
 
4.6-19 The proposed Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative impacts on historic or 
 prehistoric resources. 
 
The project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects would increase the density 
of development in the area and could further threaten significant cultural resources in the 
vicinity. Therefore, this cumulative impact is considered potentially significant.  Professional 
archaeologists generally recognize that population growth increases the probability for vandalism 
and other purposeful as well as inadvertent acts that destroy significant archaeological resources. 
However, the degree of probability is unknown as such cumulative impacts, if any, would be 
difficult to measure. 
 
There is no feasible mitigation for the indirect cumulative impacts related to an increased 
population in Placer County.  Such indirect cumulative impacts would be significant and 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 5-52 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

unavoidable and the project’s contribution, based on the project’s size and the number of 
resources encountered, would be cumulatively considerable. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-2a-h, 4.6-3a-b, 4.6-4, and 4.6-10 would 
reduce impacts, but not to a less than significant level; therefore, the impact is significant, 
unavoidable, and cumulatively considerable. 
 
4.6-20 The off-site infrastructure areas could be affected by changes in flows in the lower 

American River, Sacramento River, and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and changes in water 
surface elevation at Shasta, Trinity and Folsom Reservoirs. 

 
The American River Basin Cumulative Report evaluated the potential for future impacts to 
cultural resources associated with the lower American River, Sacramento River, Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta, and Folsom, Shasta and Trinity reservoirs.  The results of this analysis indicated 
there would be no potentially significant cumulative impacts on lower American River flows, 
Folsom Reservoir elevation, Trinity Reservoir elevation, the upper and lower Sacramento River, 
and the Delta. 
 
The Cumulative Report, did, however, identify potentially significant cumulative impacts to 
cultural resources associated with Shasta Reservoir elevation.  Under the cumulative condition, 
there would not be significant increases in maximum monthly water surface reservoir elevation, 
relative to the existing condition, throughout the 70-year period of simulation.  However, with 
regard to maximum drawdown, a comparison of the minimum end-of-month water surface 
elevations between the cumulative and existing conditions indicates that the minimum water 
surface elevation for each month would be from 8 to 45 feet msl lower, relative to the existing 
condition.  This could result in increased exposure of cultural resources and represents a 
potentially significant cumulative impact to cultural resources at Shasta Reservoir.  
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Water Supply 
 
The proposed Specific Plan long-term water supply would not contribute to the reductions in 
minimum water surface reservoir elevation that would occur under the cumulative condition in 
any month of the year.  In fact, under the proposed long-term water supply, there would be 
increases of up to one foot msl in the minimum and average end of the month elevation at Shasta 
Reservoir, relative to the cumulative condition (Template Output H-66).  In 836 of the 840 
months modeled, Shasta Reservoir end of the month elevation would remain equivalent to or 
greater than those elevations under the cumulative condition (Technical Appendix G-181 to G-
192). Therefore, the proposed long-term water supply would not contribute significantly to 
increases in the exposure of cultural resources at Shasta Reservoir, and hence, would have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to future significant impacts to Shasta Reservoir cultural 
resources.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under 
the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition. This impact is therefore considered less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION  
 
Section 4.7 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to 
transportation and circulation. 
 
Cumulative conditions were based on the best estimates of 2025 market levels of development 
throughout the region.  The 2025 No Project Alternative assumes 2025 development levels, but 
only includes the very limited amount of existing development on the project site. The 2025 
development assumptions and how they were estimated are described under the Methodology 
discussion earlier in this section. The regional roadway improvements assumed under 2025 
conditions are described earlier in this section, and are depicted in Figure 4.7-13.  
 
The traffic impacts of fully developing the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative conditions 
were determined by comparing its traffic operations to the Cumulative No Project Alternative 
described previously under Methodology.  Figures 4.7-14 through 4.7-16 show the average daily 
traffic volumes on study area roadways under the Cumulative No Project Alternative. 
 
The Placer County Travel Demand Model was used to estimate and distribute project-related 
trips. The estimated trip generation of these conditions is outlined in Table 4.7-14. To provide 
the best estimate of the project’s impact on traffic volumes, the model’s estimated traffic volume 
under Existing No Project conditions was subtracted from the model’s traffic volume estimate 
under the Cumulative Plus Project conditions for each roadway segment and each intersection 
turning movement.  These differences were then added to existing traffic count data to provide a 
refined estimate of traffic volumes under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. 
 
The analysis of Cumulative Plus Project conditions assumed that the only improvements to the 
Cumulative No Project roadway network (described earlier in this section) would be the internal 
roadways to the Specific Plan area, including the widening of Baseline Road and Watt Avenue to 
six lanes.  Figure 4.7-17 shows the roadway network and lanes in the vicinity of the Specific 
Plan area that were assumed in the traffic analysis. 
 
It should be noted that the traffic volume forecasts are not based on a simple layering/adding of 
assumed project-generated traffic volumes onto existing traffic counts.  Rather, the County’s 
Travel Demand Model is used to predict how travel patterns would change if the Specific Plan 
land uses are added to existing or buildout land uses.  The model redistributes trips and can cause 
traffic on some roadways to decrease and cause changes in critical traffic movements at 
intersections, sometimes at intersections some distance from the Specific Plan area. 
 
The four jurisdictions in the study area (Placer County, City of Roseville, Sacramento County 
and Sutter County) have different Level of Service policies.  Therefore, the traffic impacts of 
development of the Specific Plan area are discussed separately for each jurisdiction.  
 
4.7-12 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

daily traffic volumes on roadways in unincorporated Placer County. 
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Figure 4.7-18 shows the average daily traffic volumes on unincorporated Placer County 
roadways within the study area under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.   
 
It should be noted that the new roadways in the Specific Plan area would provide new travel 
routes for existing traffic and change some travel patterns.  For example, the extension of Dyer 
Lane from Watt Avenue to the northeast to connect to Baseline Road would divert some existing 
traffic from Watt Avenue north of Dyer Lane and from Baseline Road east of Watt Avenue. The 
new roadways in the Specific Plan area would also divert some existing traffic from portions of 
PFE Road and Walerga Road.  These traffic diversions would offset some of the increase in 
traffic from the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic 
volumes is presented in Table 4.7-27.  Under the Cumulative No Project Alternative, the four-
lane segment of Baseline Road from the Sutter County line to Watt Avenue is predicted to 
operate at LOS “D” or “E” conditions.  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions, this segment 
of Baseline Road would be widened to six lanes and would operate at LOS “D”.  Because this 
segment is adjacent to the Specific Plan area, LOS “D” is considered acceptable.  Further, the 
operations would be better or equal to the Cumulative No Project Alternative. 
 
This analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan area under Cumulative Plus 
Project conditions would increase congestion at a number of locations throughout the study area.  
The following segments are projected to degrade from acceptable to unacceptable levels with the 
project and/or are new segments that would operate at unacceptable levels.  
  
a. Level of Service on the segment of Baseline Road from East Dyer Lane to 

Fiddyment Road would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “E.” 
 
b. Level of Service on the new segment of Dyer Lane from Tanwood Avenue to Watt 

Avenue would operate at LOS “E.” 
 
c. Level of Service on the new segment of Dyer Lane (East) from Baseline Road to A 

Street would operate at LOS “E.” 
 
Because one or more segments would degrade from acceptable to unacceptable levels, the 
increase in traffic congestion is considered a significant impact. 
 
Table 4.7-27 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Alternative 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Roadway Segment 
Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Baseline Rd East of County Line 4 40,600 F 6 46,900 C 
Baseline Rd East of Locust Rd 4 37,400 E 6 47,200 C 
Baseline Rd East of Brewer Rd 4 39,100 E 6 47,100 C 
Baseline Rd East of Palladay Rd 4 43,100 F 6 51,200 D 
Baseline Rd East of 16th Street 4 42,900 F 6 50,800 D 
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Table 4.7-27 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Alternative 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Roadway Segment 
Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Baseline Rd East of 12th Street 4 42,900 F 6 55,100 E 
Baseline Rd East of Watt Ave 6 52,800 E 6 50,500 E 
Baseline Rd East of Dyer Lane 6 42,700 C 6 54,000 E 
Walerga Rd South of Baseline Rd 4 42,300 F 4 39,400 F 
Walerga Rd North of PFE Rd 4 42,000 F 4 43,600 F 
 Watt Ave South of Baseline Rd 4 61,100 F 6 43,500 D 
 Watt Ave South of Dyer Lane 4 61,200 F 6 64,300 F 
 PFE Rd East of Watt Avenue 2 9,300 A 2 13,800 C 
 PFE Rd East of Walerga Rd 2 17,200 E 2 16,600 E 
Dyer Lane (West) South of Baseline Rd    4 18,900 A 
Dyer Lane  South of Town Center Drive    4 8,400 A 
Dyer Lane West of 16th Street    4 20,200 A 
Dyer Lane West of Tanwood Ave    4 30,300 D 
Dyer Lane West of Watt Ave    4 33,100 E 
Dyer Lane (East) South of Baseline Rd    4 33,100 E 
Palladay Rd South of Baseline Rd    2 7,700 A 
Palladay Rd North of Dyer Lane    2 3,600 A 
16th Street South of Baseline Rd    4 5,900 A 
16th Street South of Dyer Lane    4 22,300 B 
14th Street South of Baseline Rd    2 4,700 A 
12th Street South of Baseline Rd    4 4,400 A 
A Street East of Dyer Lane    2 3,900 A 
A Street West of 16th Street    2 5,600 A 
A Street West of Tanwood Ave    2 4,800 A 
A Street West of Watt Ave    4 26,100 C 
A Street West of Dyer Lane    2 4,900 A 
Town Center Drive East of Dyer Lane (W)    2 4,400 A 
Town Center Drive West of 16th Street    2 4,400 A 
Town Center Drive West of Tanwood Ave    2 11,600 B 
Town Center Drive West of Watt Ave    2 12,800 C 
Town Center Drive West of Dyer Lane (E)    2 3,000 A 
Town Center Drive West of Walerga Rd    2 10,300 A 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters. “Blank” = Roadway does not 
exist under this scenario. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-12 would reduce the project contribution to 
cumulative traffic congestion by providing funding for improvements to the County 
transportation network.  A combination of improvements would be needed to mitigate 
cumulative traffic impacts, and not all of these improvements are within the jurisdiction of Placer 
County (e.g., Placer Parkway).  In addition, the best combination of improvements depends on 
the size, nature and timing of development and transportation improvements in Placer County, 
City of Roseville, Sacramento County and other jurisdictions.  The County will continue to 
coordinate with these jurisdictions, but the specific set of improvements that will ultimately be 
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constructed cannot be identified at this time.  For these reasons, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
4.7-13 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in unincorporated Placer County. 
 
The proposed Specific Plan provides typical cross-sections for the roadways within the Specific 
Plan area. Additional right-of-way is typically provided near major intersections on arterial and 
collector roadways to accommodate additional turn lanes. 
 
A planning level signal warrant analysis was conducted under the Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions to define the locations where traffic signals should be assumed.  This analysis 
indicates the following intersections should be signalized by 2025: 

 
• Locust Road and Baseline Road 
• Brewer Road and Baseline Road 
• Palladay Road and Baseline Road 
• 16th Street and Baseline Road 
• 14th Street and Baseline Road 
• 12th Street and Baseline Road 
• 11th Street and Baseline Road 
• Dyer Lane and Baseline Road  
• 9th Street and Baseline Road 
• West Dyer Lane and A Street 
• 12th Street and A Street 
• Watt Avenue and A Street 
• West Dyer Lane and Town Center Drive 
• Watt Avenue and Town Center Drive 
• East Dyer Lane and Town Center Drive 
• Walerga Road and Town Center Drive 
• Watt Avenue and Oak Street 
• 18th Street and Dyer Lane  
• 16th Street and Dyer Lane  
• Tanwood Avenue and Dyer Lane  
• Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane  
 
The intersections of Palladay Road with A Street, 16th Street with A Street, and 14th Street with 
A Street are analyzed as stop-sign controlled intersections even though the Specific Plan calls for 
traffic signals because traffic signals were not warranted under Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions. 
 
Figure 4.7-4 shows the key study area intersections in unincorporated Placer County. Table 4.7-
29 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour 
under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each 
intersection in Table 4.7-29 are shown in Appendix I. This analysis indicates that development of 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 5-57 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase congestion at a 
number of locations throughout the study area.  The following segments are projected to degrade 
from acceptable to unacceptable levels with the project and/or are new segments that would 
operate at unacceptable levels.  
 
a.  Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.44) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.68). 
 
b.  Level of Service at the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (Delay 303) to LOS “F” (Delay 319). 
 
c.  Level of Service at the intersection of Dyer Lane and Baseline Road would degrade 

from LOS “D” to LOS “F” under the assumed geometry. 
 

d.  Level of Service at the intersection of 9th Street and Baseline Road would degrade from 
LOS “D” to LOS “F” under the assumed geometry. 

 
e.  The new intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane would operate at LOS “F” 

conditions under the assumed geometry. 
 
f.  The new intersection of Walerga Road and East Town Center Drive would operate at 

LOS “F” conditions under the assumed geometry. 
 
Because one or more intersections would degrade from acceptable to unacceptable levels, the 
increase in traffic congestion is considered a significant impact. 
 
Table 4.7-29 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Intersection Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
1 Locust Road Baseline Road F     1.04  E      0.91  
2 Brewer Road Baseline Road F     1.02  D      0.90  
3 Watt Avenue Baseline Road F     1.53  F      1.12  
4 Fiddyment Road Baseline Road F     1.16  F      1.20  
5 Watt Avenue PFE Road E     0.92  C      0.74  
6 Walerga Road PFE Road F     1.44  F      1.68  
7 Cook Riolo Road PFE Road F      303.2 F       319.4 
8 Palladay Road Baseline Road    C      0.77  
9 16th Street Baseline Road    C      0.78  

10 14th Street Baseline Road    D      0.86  
11 12th Street Baseline Road    D      0.87  
12 11th Street Baseline Road    D      0.89  
13 East Dyer Lane Baseline Road D     0.89  F      1.06  
14 9th Street Baseline Road D     0.86  F      1.07  
15 West Dyer Lane A Street    A      0.47  



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 5-58 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

Table 4.7-29 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Intersection Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
16 Palladay Road A Street    B       11.6 
17 16th Street A Street    B       13.0 
18 14th Street A Street    B       14.3 
19 12th Street A Street    B      0.61  
20 Watt Avenue A Street    D      0.81  
21 West Dyer Lane Town Center     B      0.63  
22 Watt Avenue Town Center    B      0.66  
23 East Dyer Lane Town Center    C 0.71  
24 Walerga Road Town Center     F      1.09  
25 Watt Avenue Oak Street    B 0.68  
26 18th Street Dyer Lane    A      0.47  
27 16th Street Dyer Lane    D 0.83  
28 Tanwood Avenue Dyer Lane    B 0.61  
29 Watt Avenue Dyer Lane    F      1.06  
30 Watt Avenue West Side Dr F 1.17  F      1.17  
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario.  Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.  
Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-4. 
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed 
controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
 
Implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.7-13a and 4.7-13b would reduce the project 
contribution to cumulative traffic congestion by providing funding for improvements to the 
County transportation network.  A combination of improvements would be needed to mitigate 
cumulative traffic impacts, and not all of these improvements are within the jurisdiction of Placer 
County (e.g., Placer Parkway).  Furthermore, there may not be feasible improvements for some 
intersections.  In addition, the best combination of improvements depends on the size, nature and 
timing of development and transportation improvements in Placer County, City of Roseville, 
Sacramento County and other jurisdiction.  The County will continue to coordinate with these 
jurisdictions, but the specific set of improvements that will ultimately be constructed cannot be 
identified at this time.  For these reasons, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a requires that the proposed project contribute its fair share toward 
roadway improvements in Placer County by constructing the improvements (and being 
reimbursed for costs beyond the project share) or paying fees collected for improvements in 
Placer County.  In order to evaluate the potential for such improvements to reduce traffic 
congestion in the study area, a Mitigated Transportation Network (shown in Figure 4.7-19) was 
identified and modeled.  The Mitigated Transportation Network includes construction of Placer 
Parkway, widening of some existing or planned roadways and intersections and improvements to 
transit service. As Table 4.7-30 shows, the Mitigated Transportation Network would reduce the 
number of intersections that would operate at unacceptable levels, and would reduce the severity 
of the impacts at other locations. In some cases, congestion at an intersection would increase.   
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As indicated below, two intersections would continue to operate at unacceptable levels under the 
Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigated Transportation Network scenario.  However, with the 
exception of the intersection of Walerga Road and East Town Center Drive, operations would 
improve as a result of the enhanced roadway network. 
 
a. The new intersection of Walerga Road and Town Center Drive would operate at LOS 

“F” conditions under the assumed geometry. 
 
b. The new intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane would operate at LOS “F” 

conditions under the assumed geometry. 
 
Implementation of the improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 4.7-13b would improve 
operations at three of these intersections. These improvements would likely be necessary 
regardless of which combination of improvements is funded and/or constructed by the proposed 
project.   
 
As discussed under Mitigation Measure 4.7-12, additional improvements, such as third left turn 
lanes and four through lanes, could be constructed at intersections that would operate at LOS “F” 
even with the Mitigated Transportation Network.  In some cases this could improve LOS to “E”.  
County staff does not recommend that these extraordinary improvements be included in the 
package of feasible mitigations, for the reasons discussed under Mitigation Measure 4.7-12.   
 
An alternative would be to retain the flexibility to consider such super-intersections in the future.  
A condition could be set requiring the project to reserve future rights-of-way for the additional 
width that would be needed to accommodate additional lanes.  Such right-of-way could be used 
for landscaping until such time, if ever, it is needed for pavement.   
 
4.7-14 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in the City of Roseville. 
 
The City of Roseville has requested that the analysis of the traffic impacts related to the proposed 
Specific Plan on Roseville’s roadway system be based on the same assumptions used by the City 
of Roseville for their CIP.  Like the cumulative analysis of the project-related traffic impacts in 
Placer, Sutter and Sacramento counties, Roseville’s CIP analysis is based on the Placer County 
Travel Demand Model, but its land use assumptions differ as follows: 
 
• The Roseville CIP assumes the same level of development within the City of Roseville as the 

cumulative analysis of the impacts of the proposed Specific Plan; that is, buildout of all 
entitled land under its General Plan while on roadways in Placer, Sutter and Sacramento 
counties assumes an estimated of 2025 market level development in Roseville. 

 
• For areas of Placer County outside of Roseville, the Roseville CIP assumes 2020 

development levels, but only for entitled land uses under current General Plans. The 
cumulative impact analysis of the proposed Specific Plan assumes 2025 market levels of 
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development in Placer County and includes proposed development projects in Placer, south 
Sutter and northern Sacramento counties.  

 
• The Roseville CIP assumes about 18,500 industrial jobs in south Sutter County.  The 

cumulative impact analysis of the proposed Specific Plan on roadways in Placer, Sutter and 
Sacramento counties assumes 8,750 dwelling units in the South Sutter County Specific Plan 
area plus retail, office and industrial uses. 

 
• The Roseville CIP assumes SACOG’s 2020 development estimates for Sacramento County.  

The cumulative impact analysis of the proposed Specific Plan on roadways in Placer, Sutter 
and Sacramento counties assumes SACOG’s 2025 development estimates for Sacramento 
County except in Elverta, where it assumes full buildout of the proposed Elverta Specific 
Plan. 

 
• The Roseville CIP assumes approximately 7,800 dwelling units and some non-residential 

development in the Specific Plan. 
 
The scenarios used to evaluate the impacts of the proposed Specific Plan on the City of 
Roseville’s roadway system under cumulative conditions are as follows: 
 
• Cumulative No Project (based on City of Roseville’s 2020 development assumptions) 
• Cumulative Plus Project (2020 development plus buildout of Placer Vineyards Specific Plan) 
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Table 4.7-30 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project 
Cumulative Plus Project with 

Mitigated Transportation Network 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
1 Locust Road Baseline Road F     1.04  E      0.91   C     0.77   
2 Brewer Road Baseline Road F     1.02  D      0.9   C     0.72   
3 Watt Avenue Baseline Road F     1.53  F      1.12   F     1.16   
4 Fiddyment Road Baseline Road F     1.16  F      1.2   F     1.1   
5 Watt Avenue PFE Road E     0.92  C      0.74   D     0.8   
6 Walerga Road PFE Road F     1.44  F      1.68   F     1.7   
7 Cook Riolo Road PFE Road F      303.2 F        319.4 F   284.5 
8 Palladay Road  Baseline Road    C      0.77   C     0.74   
9 16th Street  Baseline Road    C      0.78   C     0.7   

10 14th Street  Baseline Road    D      0.86   C     0.78   
11 12th Street  Baseline Road    D      0.87   D     0.84   
12 11th Street  Baseline Road    D      0.89   D     0.81   
13 East Dyer Lane  Baseline Road D     0.89  F      1.06   D     0.85   
14 9th Street  Baseline Road D     0.86  F      1.07   D     0.9   
15 West Dyer Lane  A Street    A      0.47   A     0.45   
16 Palladay Road  A Street    B        11.6 B       11.9 
17 16th Street  A Street    B        13 B       12.4 
18 14th Street  A Street    B        14.3 B       10.3 
19 12th Street  A Street    B      0.61   A     0.44   
20 Watt Avenue A Street    D      0.81   C     0.79   
21 West Dyer Lane  Town Center Dr    B      0.63   B     0.67   
22 Watt Avenue Town Center     B      0.66   B     0.7   
23 East Dyer Lane Town Center    C 0.71   A 0.47   
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Table 4.7-30 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project 
Cumulative Plus Project with 

Mitigated Transportation Network 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
24 Walerga Rd  Town Center     F      1.09   F     1.01   
25 Watt Avenue Oak Street    B 0.68 - B 0.62 - 
26 18th Street  Dyer Lane     A      0.47   A     0.36   
27 16th Street Dyer Lane    D 0.83   C 0.78   
28 Tanwood Avenue Dyer Lane    B 0.61   A 0.59   
29 Watt Avenue Dyer Lane     F      1.06   F     1.1   
29 Watt Avenue West Side Dr F 1.17  F      1.17   F     1.19   
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.  Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-4. 
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, 
but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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Roseville’s Travel Demand Model was used to estimate future traffic volumes with and without 
the proposed Specific Plan. The City of Roseville Level of Service policy calls for maintenance 
of a LOS “C” standard at 70% of all signalized intersections in the city during the p.m. peak 
hour. For this Revised Draft EIR, Levels of Service were evaluated at all of the 159 existing and 
planned signalized intersections throughout the city of Roseville.  The addition of the Specific 
Plan was not assumed to add any signals to the city of Roseville. 
 
Figure 4.7-21 shows the daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in the city of Roseville 
under the Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  It should be noted that the traffic volume 
forecasts are not based on a simple layering/adding of assumed project-generated traffic volumes 
onto cumulative conditions without the proposed project.  Rather, the City’s Travel Demand 
Model is used to predict how travel patterns would change if the project land uses are added to 
cumulative land uses.  The model redistributes trips and can cause traffic on some roadways to 
decrease and cause changes in critical traffic movements at intersections, sometimes at 
intersections some distance from the proposed project. 
 
Table 4.7-31 shows the seven intersections that would experience a significant Level of Service 
impact with the addition of the proposed Specific Plan.  Four intersections that would operate at 
LOS “C” or better would degrade to LOS “D” or worse with the addition of the proposed project.  
Three of these intersections would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “D” and one would degrade 
from LOS “C” to LOS “E.”  Three intersections that would already operate at LOS “D” or worse 
under Cumulative No Project conditions would degrade to a worse Level of Service with the 
addition of the proposed project.  Two of these would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “E,” one 
would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F.” 
 
This is considered a significant impact. 
 
It should be noted that the City of Roseville’s CIP assumes development of about 7,800 dwelling 
units in the proposed Specific Plan.  Therefore, at some intersections, the LOS “D,” “E” and “F” 
conditions under the Cumulative Plus Project conditions are the same conditions as the City of 
Roseville’s  CIP. 
 
Table 4.7-32 shows the number and percentage of intersections that would operate at LOS “C” or 
better under both Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project conditions, assuming no 
additional roadway improvements beyond the current City of Roseville CIP.  Under No Project 
conditions, 120 of the 159 total intersections would operate at LOS “C” or better.  This 
represents 75.5% of the total signalized intersections city-wide.  Addition of the Specific Plan 
would result in 116 (or 73.4%) of the total signalized intersections operating at LOS “C” or 
better.  Therefore, the City’s policy of maintaining a LOS “C” standard at 70% of all signalized 
intersections would be met even with full development of Specific Plan area. 
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Table 4.7-32 
Number of intersections Operating at LOS “C” or Better – City of Roseville 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Level of Service Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Proposed Project 
LOS “A”-“C” 120 75.5% 117 73.6% 
LOS “D” 20 12.6% 21 13.2% 
LOS “E” 14 8.8% 15 9.4% 
LOS “F” 5 3.1% 6 3.8% 
Total Intersections 159 100% 159 100% 
Note: Table 4.7-35 shows four intersections going from LOS “C” to “D” or “E”, but this table only shows a net 
decrease of three LOS “C” intersections because one other intersection improves from LOS “D” to LOS “C”.  
Similarly one other intersection goes from LOS “E” to LOS “D”. 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-14a through 4.7-14c would reduce the project 
contribution to cumulative traffic congestion by providing funding for improvements at the 
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road.  The individual legs of this intersection are 
in the city of Roseville and Placer County.  The County can collect the fees identified in 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-14, but cannot compel the City of Roseville to collect funds for and/or 
construct the improvement identified in their jurisdiction, including the improvements identified 
below.  Furthermore, no improvements were identified for the remaining six intersections.  
Therefore, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
The City of Roseville is developing a management and technology plan to address traffic 
congestion and mobility within the City of Roseville.  The plan includes Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) components as well as Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM).  The City is proposing that the new western Placer County land development projects 
participate in this effort, including a contribution to the financing of the program.  While this 

Table 4.7-31 
Intersections with Significant Level of Service Impacts – City of Roseville 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Intersection Cumulative 
No Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed Project 

North-south Roadway East-west Roadway LOS V/C LOS V/C 
 Fiddyment Rd1      Baseline Rd        C 0.78 E 0.99 
 Foothills Blvd     Junction Blvd      C 0.81 D 0.87 
 Harding Blvd       Estates Rd         D 0.88 E 0.93 
 Harding Blvd       Wills Rd           D 0.87 E 0.92 
 Stanford Ranch Rd  Five Star Blvd     C 0.80 D 0.82 
 Grant Street       Vernon Street      E 0.96 F 1.02 
 Washington Blvd    Junction Blvd      C 0.76 D 0.85 
Notes: 
1  This intersection is also analyzed under the Placer County (see Table 4.7-6).  The volume-to-capacity ratio and 
Level of Service standards differ due to different lane capacity assumptions. 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 
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approach will not fully mitigate all traffic impacts from the project, it will reduce congestion and 
overall delay to the traveling public. 
 
Table 4.7-33 
Recommended Mitigations for Intersections – City of Roseville 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Intersection Level of Service 
North-south East-west 

Recommended Mitigation 
Before 

Mitigation 
After 

Mitigation 

Fiddyment Rd       Baseline Rd        
Add Third northbound through lane and 
Third southbound through lane E D 

Foothills Blvd     Junction Blvd     No feasible improvement identified D D 
Harding Blvd       Estates Rd         No feasible improvement identified E E 
Harding Blvd       Wills Rd           No feasible improvement identified E E 
Stanford Ranch     Five Star Blvd    No feasible improvement identified D D 
Grant Street       Vernon Street      No feasible improvement identified F F 
Washington Blvd   Junction Blvd     No feasible improvement identified D D 
Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS “C” or Better 73.4% 73.4% 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
4.7-15 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sacramento County. 
 
Figure 4.7-22 shows the average daily traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways within 
the study area under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  A roadway segment Level of Service 
analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 4.7-34. 
This analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan area under Cumulative Plus 
Project conditions would increase congestion on the following Sacramento County roadway 
segments that would already operate at LOS “F” and/or cause the segment to operate at LOS 
“F”: 
 
a. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Watt Avenue from the Placer County line 

to Antelope Road would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-
capacity ratio would increase by more than 0.05.  

 
b. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Walerga Road from the Placer County line 

to Antelope Road would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-
capacity ratio would increase by more than 0.05.  

 
c. Level of Service on the two-lane segment of 16th Street from the Placer County line to 

Elverta Road would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F.” 
 
This is considered a significant impact. 
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Table 4.7-34 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Alternative 

Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions Roadway Segment 

Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 
Elverta Rd East of Hwy 70/99 4 24,300 B 4 26,200 C 
Elverta Rd East of Rio Linda Blvd 4 34,100 E 4 32,200 D 
Elverta Rd East of 16th Street 4 26,700 C 4 28,400 C 
Elverta Rd West of Watt Ave 4 34,200 E 4 34,900 E 
Watt Ave North of Elverta Rd 4 58,700 F 4 64,500 F 
Watt Ave North of Antelope Rd 4 44,100 F 4 46,300 F 
Watt Ave North of Elkhorn Blvd 6 67,900 F 6 70,100 F 
Watt Ave North of Don Julio Blvd 6 62,200 F 6 64,300 F 
Watt Ave North of Airbase Dr 6 65,200 F 6 67,000 F 
Walerga Rd North of Elverta Rd 4 44,700 F 4 47,300 F 
Walerga Rd North of Antelope Rd 4 44,700 F 4 46,500 F 
Walerga Rd North of Elkhorn Blvd 4 34,800 E 4 35,300 E 
16th Street North of Elverta Rd 2 17,100 E 2 22,400 F 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.   
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-15a and 4.7-15b would reduce the project 
contribution to cumulative traffic in Sacramento County to a less than significant level by 
providing funding for improvements on the identified segments. Placer County can collect the 
fees identified in Mitigation Measure 4.7-15, but cannot compel Sacramento County to collect 
funds and/or construct the improvements identified in its jurisdiction.   If the identified 
improvements are not made, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Sacramento County has recognized that traffic congestion will increase on Watt Avenue and it 
was one the corridors they evaluated in the Mobility Strategies for County Corridors (September, 
2004). A number of possible strategies were considered for Watt Avenue south of Antelope 
Road, including widening Watt Avenue to eight lanes (three SOV and one HOV/BRT lanes in 
each direction) or creation of a one-way couplet.  There is insufficient right-of-way along 
Walerga Road south of the Sacramento County line to widen it to six lanes, so no mitigation is 
proposed for that segment.  
 
4.7-16 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento County. 
 
Figure 4.7-8 shows the key study area intersections in Sacramento County. Tables 4.7-35 and 
4.7-36 present the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane 
geometry at each intersection in Tables 4.7-35 and 4.7-36 are shown in Appendix I. This analysis 
indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would 
increase congestion at the study area intersections in Sacramento County to the extent that the 
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following intersections would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service and/or already operate 
at an unacceptable level and would become more congested. 
 
a.  Level of Service at the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road would degrade from 

LOS “D” to LOS “F” during the a.m. peak hour. 
 

b.  Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Elverta Road would degrade 
from LOS “F” (V/C 1.15) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.22) during the a.m. peak hour and from 
LOS “F” (V/C 1.12) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.30) during the p.m. peak hour, which increases 
the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
c.  Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and Elverta Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.31) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.36) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
d.  Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.11) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.22) during the a.m. peak hour and from 
LOS “E” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour, which increases the volume-to-
capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
e.  Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and Antelope Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.03) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.09) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
f.  Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard would 

degrade from LOS “F” (V/C 1.26) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.34) during the p.m. peak hour, 
which increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
g.  Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.41) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.47) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
h.  Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Roseville Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.32) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.52) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
This is considered a significant impact. 
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Table 4.7-35 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

1A Hwy 70/99 SB Elverta Rd C      20.9 C      22.4 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Elverta Rd A      1.5 B       17.6 
2 16th Street Elverta Rd D     0.89  F      1.11  
3 Watt Ave 1 Elverta Rd F     1.15  F      1.22  
4 Walerga Rd Elverta Rd F     1.38  F      1.42  
5 Watt Ave Antelope Rd F     1.11  F      1.22  
6 Walerga Rd Antelope Rd D     0.89  E      0.93  
7 Watt Ave Elkhorn Blvd F     1.08  F      1.12  
8 Walerga Rd Elkhorn Blvd D     0.83  D      0.88  
9 Watt Ave Don Julio Blvd B     0.62  B      0.64  
10 Watt Ave Air Base Dr C     0.79  C      0.80  
11 Watt Ave Roseville Rd F     1.26  F      1.22  
12 Watt Ave I-80 WB B      18.2 B       18.8 
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters. 
Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. 
Note 1:  Watt Avenue widens to six lanes at the Elverta Road intersection. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
 
Table 4.7-36 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

1A Hwy 70/99 SB Elverta Rd C      22.8 C       26.2 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Elverta Rd B     11.2 C       28.7 
2 16th Street Elverta Rd F     1.06  F      1.05  
3 Watt Ave Elverta Rd 1 F     1.12  F      1.30  
4 Walerga Rd Elverta Rd F     1.31  F      1.36  
5 Watt Ave Antelope Rd E     0.98  F      1.03  
6 Walerga Rd Antelope Rd F     1.03  F      1.09  
7 Watt Ave Elkhorn Blvd F     1.26  F      1.34  
8 Walerga Rd Elkhorn Blvd E     0.96  E      0.98  
9 Watt Ave Don Julio Blvd D     0.80  D      0.83  
10 Watt Ave Air Base Dr F     1.41  F      1.47  
11 Watt Ave Roseville Rd F     1.32  F      1.52  
12 Watt Ave I-80 WB B      18.8 C       23.8 
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.  
Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. 
1Watt Avenue widens to six lanes at the Elverta Road intersection. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-16a and 4.7-16b would reduce the project 
contribution to cumulative traffic at Sacramento County intersections to a less than significant 
level.  Placer County can collect the fees identified in Mitigation Measure 4.7-16, but cannot 
compel the Sacramento County to collect funds and/or construct the improvements identified in 
this measure.   If the identified improvements are not made, the intersections would continue to 
operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
4.7-17 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

peak hour traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sutter County. 
 
Under Cumulative No Project conditions, about half of the potential 17,500 dwelling units that 
could be constructed in the South Sutter County Specific Plan area under the County’s recently 
passed Measure M were assumed. That level of development would require improvements to 
local roadways, including Riego Road. Under Cumulative No Project conditions, those 
improvements contained in SACOG’s MTP were assumed, including an interchange at Riego 
Road and Hwy 70/99, and the widening of Riego Road from two lanes to six lanes from Hwy 
70/99 to the Placer County line.  Federal and State regulations require that the MTP be 
financially constrained and contain a set of transportation improvements that have realistic 
funding sources. The MTP assumed that improvements to Riego Road and other roadways in 
south Sutter County would be funded primarily by development in that area. 
  
Figure 4.7-22 shows the average daily traffic volumes on Sutter County roadways within the 
study area under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  A roadway segment Level of Service 
analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 4.7-37. 
This analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions would increase congestion at the roadway segment in Sutter County shown in Table 
4.7-37, which already operates at an unacceptable level.  Because the study intersection would 
operate at an acceptable LOS “D”, this impact is considered less than significant.  No mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Table 4.7-37 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sutter County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Alternative 

Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions Roadway Segment 

Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 
Riego Rd East of Hwy 70/99 6 36,500 B 6 44,800 D 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
 
4.7-18 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sutter County. 
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Figure 4.7-8 shows the key study area intersections in Sutter County. Table 4.7-38 presents the 
intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour under 
Cumulative Plus Project conditions.   
 
There will be several new signals along Riego Road between Hwy 70/99 and Pleasant Grove 
Road (North) as part of the South Sutter Specific Plan. However, there are no details on how 
many signalized intersections there will be or the proposed lane geometry. Therefore a detailed 
intersection analysis was not conducted for intersections in that segment of Riego Road. 
 
The traffic volumes and existing lane geometry at each intersection in Table 4.7-38 are shown in 
Appendix I. This analysis indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus 
Project conditions would increase congestion at the following study area intersections that 
already operate at unacceptable levels: 
 
a.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road 

would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F”. 
 
b.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and Riego Road 

would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F”. 
 
This is considered a significant impact. 
 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-18a and 4.7-18b would reduce project contribution 
to increased congestion at Sutter County intersections to a less than significant level.  Placer 
County can collect fees toward the improvements identified below, but cannot compel Sutter 
County to construct the improvements.  If the identified improvements are not made, the 
intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 
 

Table 4.7-38 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

1A Hwy 70/99 SB Riego Rd A      2.1 A      2.3 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Riego Rd A      2.0 A      2.5 
3   Pleasant Grove 
Rd (North) Riego Rd E    0.94 

 
F     1.12 

 

4   Pleasant Grove 
Rd (South) Riego Rd E     0.92 

 
F     1.01 

 

Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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4.7-19 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 
peak hour traffic volumes on study area roadways that are part of the state highway 
system. 

 
Figure 4.7-22 shows the average daily traffic volumes on Caltrans freeways within the study area 
under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for 
these roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 4.7-39. This analysis 
indicates that full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions 
would increase congestion on the following state highway segments that would operate at LOS 
“F” without the project: 
 

 
a. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Hwy 70/99 from Sankey Road to Elkhorn 

Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume would 
increase.  

 
b. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Hwy 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to 

Galleria Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase.  

 
c. Level of Service on the ten-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Longview Drive to Watt 

Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume would 
increase.  

 
d. Level of Service on the eight-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Antelope Road to 

Douglas Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase.  

 

Table 4.7-39 
Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Alternative 

Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions Roadway Segment 

Lanes1 ADT2 LOS Lanes1 ADT2 LOS 
Hwy 70/99 North of Riego Rd 4   67,500  F  4    68,000  F  
Hwy 70/99 South of Riego Rd 4   95,600  F  4    98,500  F  
Hwy 70/99 South of Elverta Rd 4   98,400  F  4  100,500  F  
Hwy 65 North of Pleasant Grove 4 128,500  F  4  129,000  F  
Hwy 65 South of Pleasant Grove 4 127,400  F  4  128,600  F  
I-80 West of Watt Ave 10 196,400  F  10  198,300  F  
I-80 East of Auburn Blvd 12  311,200  F  12  312,000  F  
I-80  West of Riverside Ave 8 244,500  F  8  248,300  F  
I-80  East of Riverside Ave 8 249,800  F  8  252,500  F  
Business 80 West of Watt Ave 6 156,600  F  6  156,000  F  
Note 1: Excluding carpool lanes. 
Note 2: ADT = average daily traffic, excluding HOV traffic 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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e. Level of Service on the twelve-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to 
Madison Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase. 

 
Because the proposed project would increase congestion on freeways already operating at LOS 
“F”, this is considered a significant impact. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-19a and 4.7-19b would reduce the project 
contribution to traffic congestion on the state highway system to a less than significant level.  
Placer County can collect fees for the improvements below, but cannot compel Caltrans to 
construct the improvements.  If the identified improvements are not made, this impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Volumes are provided for several interchange ramps in Table 4.7-40.  Level of service 
calculations for ramp merge, diverge and weaving sections were not performed.   
 
Table 4.7-40 
Interchange Ramp Segment Volumes – State Highway 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Alternative 

Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions 

Interchange Ramp ADT ADT Change % 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego NB Off Ramp 13,900 14,800     900 6% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego NB On Ramp from WB  600 200    (400) -67% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego NB On Ramp from EB  100 100 0  0% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego SB Off Ramp 300 700     400 133% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego SB On Ramp from WB  15,300 17,100  1,800 12% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego SB On Ramp from EB  2,100 1,900    (200) -10% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta NB Off Ramp 8,800 8,900     100 1% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta NB On Ramp 7,500 8,300     800 11% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta SB Off Ramp 6,000 7,500  1,500 25% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta SB On Ramp 4,600 6,000  1,400 30% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant NB Off Ramp 10,800 10,800     0  0% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant NB On Ramp from EB  4,700 4,500    (200) -4% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant NB On Ramp from WB  2,000 1,700    (300) -15% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant SB Off Ramp 10,400 10,900     500 5% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant SB On Ramp from EB  8,000 8,700     700 9% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant SB On Ramp from WB  6,100 6,200     100 2% 
I-80 – Watt Ave EB Off Ramp 3,200 3,200 0  0% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB Off Ramp 2,700 2600    (100) -4% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB On Ramp from NB  1,000 800    (200) -20% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB On Ramp from SB  2,200 2,000    (200) -9% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB On Ramp  18,900  17,200  (1,700) -9% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB off Ramp from SB   22,300  21,000  (1,300) -6% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB off Ramp from NB   15,600  16,100       500 3% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB On Ramp  12,600  12,500     (100) -1% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB off Ramp from SB     7,400  7,800       400 5% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB off Ramp from NB   16,200  16,500       300 2% 
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Table 4.7-40 
Interchange Ramp Segment Volumes – State Highway 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB On Ramp from NB  11,700 11,700 0  0% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB On Ramp from SB  500 400    (100) -20% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB Off Ramp 14,000 14,300     300 2% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  WB On Ramp 12,100 11,600    (500) -4% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  WB Off Ramp 7,800 8,100     300 4% 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
4.7-20 Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase 

peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections that are part of the state highway 
system. 

 
Table 4.7-41 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at the key study area 
intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction for the p.m. peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions.  The proposed project would reduce delay at the only intersection that would operate 
at unacceptable levels.  Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.  No mitigation 
measures are required. 
 

 
AIR QUALITY 
 
Section 4.8 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to air 
quality: 
 
4.8-7 Cumulative air quality impacts would result from Specific Plan development. 
 
As growth continues in the Sacramento Valley, attainment of air quality standards will be come 
more difficult.  Proposed cumulative development planned in Placer and South Sutter counties 

Table 4.7-41 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – State Highway 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection 

Freeway Roadway 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection LOS  

(Delay) 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection LOS  

(Delay) 
1A Hwy 70/99 SB Riego Rd A      1.2 A      2.3 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Riego Rd A      2.0 A      2.5 
2A Hwy 70/99 SB Elverta Rd C 22.8 C      26.2 
2B Hwy 70/99 NB Elverta Rd B    11.2 C      28.7 
3A Hwy 65 SB Pleasant Grove C 25.3 C 24.8 
3B Hwy 65 NB Pleasant Grove C 33.0 C 32.8 
4A  I-80 WB Riverside Avenue B 17.7 C 20.6 
4B  I-80 EB Riverside Avenue F 275.0 F 259.6 
5     I-80 WB Watt Avenue B 18.8 C 23.8 
Note: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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by 2025 exceeds 160,000 new homes, 27 million square feet of retail space, 30 million square 
feet of office space an 42 million square feet of industrial space (See Table 4.7-13). Some of this 
cumulative development was not anticipated in the 1994 State Implementation Plan, the federal 
regional air quality plan. 
 
The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative air emissions by allowing for 
substantially greater development in the Specific Plan area than currently exists.  The amount of 
mobile and stationary emissions would be substantially greater than what would be generated 
under existing conditions, or future conditions if the Specific Plan area were to remain rural.  The 
Placer County APCD has adopted a cumulative threshold of significance of 10 pounds per day 
for ozone precursors (ROG and NOx).  Project emissions of these two pollutants, after 
mitigation, would exceed this threshold by a substantial amount. Consequently, the proposed 
Specific Plan would contribute considerably to air quality degradation, and impede the region’s 
ability to attain air quality standards.  The cumulative impacts of the project, together with other 
foreseeable regional development, would be significant and unavoidable, and the project’s 
contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  Implementation of the Mitigation Measures 
4.8-1a-e, 4.8-3a-k, 4.8-6a-c would substantially lessen the project’s incremental contribution to 
significant cumulative impacts, but not to a level that is less than cumulatively considerable. 
 
4.8-8 Proposed Specific Plan traffic would contribute to cumulative localized CO pollution 

increment at local intersections. 
 
Cumulative hourly CO concentrations in parts per million (ppm) were calculated based on traffic 
volumes presented in Section 4.7 of this Revised Draft EIR.  Table 4.8-8 shows the input data 
and assumptions used for the CALINE-4 runs. 
 
Two cumulative runs (with and without the project) were conducted assuming project and 
cumulative traffic increases occurred by the year 2025. Results of the model runs for all 
scenarios are shown in Table 4.8-9.  
 
Predicted concentrations in 2025 with the addition of project traffic are below current 
concentrations and existing plus project, despite increased traffic, due to the overall reduction in 
vehicle emission rates in the future.  The results show that the Specific Plan will have a 
negligible cumulative effect on CO concentrations and would not cause or substantially 
contribute to projected violations of the State/federal ambient air quality standards.  This impact 
is therefore considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
NOISE 
 
Section 4.9 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to 
noise: 
 
4.9-6 The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative noise increases in the Specific 

Plan area due to the increase in traffic. 
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Table 4.9-7 shows traffic noise levels at 75 feet from road centers and distances to noise contours 
for the year 2025 Plus Project conditions within the Specific Plan area.  With one exception, 
noise levels are projected to exceed 70 dB DNL along the study segments.  Consequently, 
residential and non-residential development along these roadways could be exposed to 
unacceptable noise levels.  This is a significant cumulative impact.   
 
Table 4.9-7 
2025 Plus Project Traffic Noise Levels Within Specific Plan Area 

Road Segment DNL @ 
75’ 

Dist. To 60 
dB DNL, Ft. 

Dist. To 70 
dB DNL, Ft 

Significant 
Impact 

Baseline Road East of Locust Road 73 584 126 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Brewer Road 73 574 124 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Palladay Road 74 600 129 Yes 
Baseline Road East of 16th Street 73 587 127 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Tanwood Avenue 74 624 135 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Watt Avenue 73 563 121 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Dyer Lane 74 630 136 Yes 
Walerga Road South of Baseline Road 71 421 91 Yes 
Watt Avenue South of Baseline Road 70 374 81 Yes 
Watt Avenue South of Dyer Lane 72 502 108 Yes 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 would reduce on-site traffic noise impacts to a less 
than cumulatively considerable (i.e. less than significant) level. 
 
4.9-7 The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in off-site noise levels 

due to traffic. 
 
Table 4.9-8 shows off-site traffic noise levels for 2025 Plus Specific Plan area development 
conditions along some of the major roadways in proximity to the project.  A comparison of 
Tables 4.9-6 and 4.9-8 shows that even without the proposed Specific Plan, noise levels on study 
roadways would increase by 1 to 15 dB, which would be a significant cumulative impact.  The 
proposed Specific Plan would not have a measurable effect on noise along most of the study 
roadways, but would increase noise levels by 1 to 3 dB on several segments, including 16th 
Street, which is projected to experience an increase from 49 dB DNL under existing conditions 
to 67 dB DNL under cumulative plus Specific Plan conditions.  In addition, it is possible that 
other roadways more distant from the project area and outside the jurisdiction of Placer County 
may also experience an increase in noise level that could affect sensitive receptors.  Therefore, 
the proposed Specific Plan would contribute substantially to cumulative noise increases, and this 
cumulative impact would be significant, and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively 
considerable. 
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Table 4.9-8 
2025 Plus Project Noise Levels Outside Specific Plan Area 

DNL@ 75’  
Road 

 
Segment 2025 

No Project 
2025 Plus 
Project 

 
Change Significant 

Impact 

Baseline Road East of County Line 72 73 1 No 
Fiddyment Road North of Baseline Road 67 67 0 No 
PFE Road East of Walerga Road 67 67 0 No 
Elverta Road East of Hwy 70/99 70 71 1 No 
Elverta Road East of Rio Linda Boulevard 72 71 -1 No 
Elverta Road East of 16th Street 70 70 0 No 
Watt Avenue North of Elverta Road 72 72 0 No 
Watt Avenue North of Antelope Road 67 67 0 No 
Watt Avenue North of Elkhorn Blvd 68 68 0 No 
Walerga Road North of Elverta Road 66 66 0 No 
Walerga Road North of Antelope Road 66 66 0 No 
Walerga Road North of Elkhorn Blvd 70 70 0 No 
16th Street North of Elverta Road 64 67 3 Yes 
Walerga Road North of PFE Road 70 70 0 No 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates  

 
As discussed above, the scattered residences located along 16th Street north of Elverta Road have 
access to Elverta Road.  A sound wall would block their access and therefore would not be 
feasible. In some locations it may be feasible to install sound walls where none exist; however, 
in-depth discussions would be required with affected landowners to determine the desirability of 
such modifications.  Other means of mitigation (e.g., demolition or sound insulation) for this 
type of off-site noise impact are usually considered undesirable.   
 
Some of the affected residences along 16th Street and others more distant from the project would 
be located in and under the jurisdiction of Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of 
Roseville, and Placer County cannot compel these jurisdictions to adopt or implement mitigation 
measures.  Moreover, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified.  Therefore, off-site 
cumulative noise impacts from off-site traffic increases are significant and unavoidable.   
 
POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING   
 
Section 4.10 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to 
population, jobs and housing: 
 
4.10-2 The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in population 

in Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento counties. 
 
According to SACOG projections, 535,020 additional persons are projected to reside in the 
Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento region by 2025, of which approximately 6.5% (of the projected 
regional growth) would reside in the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  
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CEQA does not identify a population increase in and of itself as a significant environmental 
impact. The population increase is planned and is consistent with regional population 
projections. Impacts directly attributable to population growth, including air quality, traffic, 
public services and other issues are addressed in individual sections of Chapter Four of this 
Revised Draft EIR.  Therefore, the cumulative impact of population increases resulting from this 
and other developments are considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are 
required.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.10-6 The proposed Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative imbalance of jobs and housing 

in the regional.    
 
Cumulative development in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area includes the following major 
projects: (note: “maximum site coverage” percentages have been assumed from the Placer 
County Zoning Ordinance for “planned development commercial” at 50% and “industrial” at 
60%):  
 
• West Roseville Specific Plan.  The West Roseville Specific Plan area, located one mile north of 

Baseline Road at Walerga Road, encompasses approximately 3,150 acres.  Proposed 
development of this site includes 8,430 dwelling units, 48.5 acres of commercial, 19.6 acres 
of professional office, 74.2 acres of light industrial, 34.3 acres of general industrial, 148.9 
acres of public/quasi-public uses and 968.7 acres of open space and parks.  Assuming a 
population per household of 2.5 pph, the West Roseville Specific Plan area would provide 
housing for approximately 21,250 residents.  Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial 
development, 40 jobs per acre of office development and 15 jobs per acre of industrial 
development, the Plan area will generate approximately 3,625 new jobs at full buildout. 

 
• Elverta Specific Plan.  The Elverta Specific Plan area, located in Sacramento County 

immediately south of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area, encompasses approximately 
1,744 acres.  Proposed development of this site includes 4,950 dwelling units, 4.4 acres of 
office, 15 acres for commercial, 73 acres for community centers and neighborhood parks, and 
20.2 acres for a proposed elementary school.  Assuming a population per household of 2.5 
pph, the Elverta Specific Plan would provide housing for approximately 12,375 residents.  
Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial development and 40 jobs per acre of office 
development, the Plan area will generate approximately 551 new jobs at full buildout.   

 
• South Sutter County Specific Plan.  The South Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve is 

located northwest of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area, in the southeastern corner of 
Sutter County, and encompasses approximately 7,500 acres.  This area is being actively 
pursued for urban development, and is currently zoned by Sutter County for industrial use; 
however, Measure M, approved by voters in November of 2004, confirmed that a majority of 
residents are in favor of mixed-use development of the area including at least 3,600 acres for 
business/industrial uses, at least 1,000 acres of community facilities such as schools, parks, 
and retail, and a maximum of 2,900 acres of residential development, with a maximum of 
17,500 dwelling units.  Development of this area would require the preparation of a Specific 
Plan and environmental review (Houdesheldt, pers. comm., 2006).  No specific land uses 
have been established for this area; therefore, population and job projections cannot be 
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determined at this time.  However, according to Measure M, the site could consist of as many 
as 17,500 dwelling units and 3,600 acres of business/industrial uses which could house 
43,750 residents and generate 54,000 new jobs. 

 
• Regional University and Community.  The proposed Regional University and Community 

development project is located between the West Roseville Specific Plan area and Brewer 
Road, about two miles north of Baseline Road and encompasses approximately 1,136.5 acres.  
Proposed development of this site includes a 600-acre regional university with an estimated 
total enrollment of 6,000 students, 4,312 dwelling units and 22.2 acres of commercial uses.  
Assuming a population per household of 2.5 pph, the Regional University and Community 
project site would provide housing for approximately 10,780 residents.  The University is 
anticipated to employ 600 faculty and staff and, assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial 
development, the community will generate approximately 555 jobs for a total of 1,155 new 
jobs at full buildout.     

 
• Curry Creek Community Plan.  The proposed Curry Creek Community Plan area is located 

north of Baseline Road between South Brewer Road and Watt Avenue on approximately 
5,200 acres.  Proposed development of this site includes 16,200 dwelling units, 2,025,000 
square feet of retail and 2,124,000 square feet of office.  Assuming a population per 
household of 2.5 pph, the Curry Creek Community Plan would provide housing for 
approximately 40,500 residents.  Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial development and 
40 jobs per acre of office development, this community will generate approximately 10,555 
new jobs at full buildout. 

 
• Placer Ranch.  The proposed Placer Ranch development area is located north of the West 

Roseville Specific Plan area and encompasses approximately 2,213 acres.  Proposed 
development of this site includes 6,793 dwelling units, 527 acres of business park and light 
industrial uses, 150 acres of office uses, 99 acres for commercial uses, 275 acres of parks, 
landscape corridors and open space, and three schools.  Additionally, the proposed project 
includes a 300-acre branch campus of California State University Sacramento, with an 
estimated total enrollment of 25,000 students.  Assuming a population per household of 2.5 
pph, the Placer Ranch development project would provide housing for approximately 13,493 
residents.  Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial development, 40 jobs per acre of office 
development, 15 jobs per acre of industrial development and 0.18 jobs per university student, 
this project will generate approximately 20,880 new jobs at full buildout. 

 
• Lincoln Crossing.  The Lincoln Crossing development project is located on 1,070 acres in the 

City of Lincoln northeast of the Specific Plan area.  Proposed development of this site 
includes approximately 2,958 dwelling units, 45 acres of commercial development, three 
schools, and a community center as well as parks and open space.  Assuming a population 
per household of 2.5 pph, the Lincoln Crossing development project would provide housing 
for approximately 7,395 residents.  Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial development, 
this project will generate approximately 1,125 new jobs at full buildout. 

 
• Riolo Vineyards.  The proposed Riolo Vineyards development project is located southeast of 

the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area on the south side of Dry Creek encompassing 319 
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acres.  Proposed development of this site includes approximately 805 residential dwelling 
units, neighborhood parks, public facilities and open space.  Assuming a population per 
household of 2.5 pph, the Riolo Vineyards development project would provide housing for 
approximately 2,013 residents.  No job-generating land uses are proposed for this area. 

 
• Creekview Specific Plan.  The proposed Creekview Specific Plan is located north of the West 

Roseville Specific Plan area and encompasses approximately 570 acres.  Proposed 
development of this Plan area includes approximately 2,160 dwelling units, 38 acres of 
industrial, 14 acres for a school, and a community clubhouse on 3 acres (Isom, pers. comm., 
206).  Assuming a population per household of 2.5 pph, the Creekview Specific Plan area 
would provide housing for approximately 5,400 residents.  Assuming 15 jobs per acre of 
industrial development this Specific Plan will generate approximately 570 new jobs at full 
buildout. 

 
• Sierra Vista Specific Plan.  The proposed Sierra Vista development project is located on 

approximately 2,000 acres to the north of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  At full 
buildout, the area would consist of approximately 10,617 dwelling units as well as 77 acres 
for commercial use and 57 acres for office space (Isom, pers. comm., 2006).  Assuming a 
population per household of 2.5 pph, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area would provide 
housing for approximately 26,543 residents.  Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial 
development and 40 jobs per acre of office development, this Specific Plan will generate 
approximately 4,205 new jobs at full buildout. 

 
• Lincoln 270.  The proposed Lincoln 270 development area is located on approximately 279 

acres southeast from the Lincoln Crossing development project.  Proposed development of 
this site consists of approximately 48 acres for business professional development, 32 acres 
for a medical campus, 58 acres of general commercial, 38 acres light industrial and 102 acres 
open space.  Assuming 25 jobs per acre of commercial development, 40 jobs per acre of 
office development and 15 jobs per acre of industrial development, this project will generate 
approximately 6,170 new jobs at full buildout. 

 
• Morgan Place.  The proposed Morgan Place development area is located on approximately 12 

acres southeast of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  Proposed development of this site 
includes approximately 91 dwelling units.  Assuming a population per household of 2.5 pph, 
the Morgan Place development project would provide housing for approximately 228 
residents.  No job generating land uses are proposed for this area. 

 
• Silver Creek.  The proposed Silver Creek development area is located on approximately 28.6 

acres southeast of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  Proposed development of this site 
includes approximately 79 dwelling units.  Assuming a population per household of 2.5 pph, 
the Silver Creek development project would provide housing for approximately 198 
residents.  No job generating land uses are proposed for this area.     

 
Table 4.10-16 contains a summary of employment potential under cumulative conditions. 
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Table 4.10-16 
Summary of Major Surrounding Development Projects 

Project Total 
Acres 

Comm. 
Acres 

Office 
Acres 

Industrial 
Acres 

University 
Students 

Total 
D.U. 

Total 
Pop. 

Total 
Jobs 

West Roseville 
Specific Plan 3,150 48.5 19.6 108.5 0 8,430 21,075 3,625 

Elverta Specific 
Plan 1,744 15 4.4 0 0 4,950 12,375 551 

South Sutter 
County Specific 
Plan 

7,500 300 0 3,600 0 17,500 43,750 61,500 

Regional 
University and 
Community 

1,155 22.2 0 0 6,000 4,312 10,780 1,155 

Curry Creek 
Community Plan 5,200 155* 108.4* 0 0 16,200 40,500 10,555 

Placer Ranch 2,213 99 150 527 25,000 6,793 13,493 20,880 
Lincoln Crossing 1,070 45 0 0 0 2,958 7,395 1,125 
Riolo Vineyards 319 0 0 0 0 805 2,013 0 
Creekview Specific 
Plan 570 0 0 38 0 2,160 5,400 570 

Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan 2,000 77 57 0 0 10,617 26,543 4,205 

Lincoln 270 279 58 118 0 0 0 0 6,170 
Morgan Place 12 0 0 0 0 91 228 0 
Silver Creek 28.6 0 0 0 0 79 198 0 
Totals 25,240.6 819.7 457.4 4,273.5 31,000 74,895 183,750 110,336 
* Based on an FAR of 0.30 for commercial and 0.45 for office 
Sources:  City of Roseville Community Development Department; Sacramento County Planning and Community 
Development Department; Lennar Homes; Placer County Planning Department; EIP Associates; City of Lincoln 
Planning Division; Sacramento Builders’ Exchange; Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Administrative Draft 2006; CSU 
Monterey Bay Master Plan Update Draft Supplemental EIR 
 
Based on rates of 25 jobs per commercial acre, 40 jobs per office acre, 15 jobs per industrial acre 
and 0.18 jobs per university student, additional jobs in the vicinity of the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan area could total approximately 110,336.  Total jobs in the area, including the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan, which is projected to generate approximately 7,594 jobs, would be 
approximately 117,931. 
 
When considering the total number of dwelling units projected for the above-described projects 
and the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, the approximate number of jobs per household 
ratio is 1.32 (117,931 jobs/89,027 total dwelling units). This ratio would imply that there will be 
a significantly greater number of jobs per household in the region than the current County 
average of 1.24.  However, this is an incomplete and artificial picture that does not provide for 
all potential future housing within the region.  Although the Specific Plan area alone may not 
generate a sufficient number of jobs to assure a balance of houses and jobs, it is clear that the 
region will generate more than sufficient jobs when taken as a whole.  Therefore, the cumulative 
impact of the long-term ratio of jobs to housing is less than significant.  No mitigation measures 
are required. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Section 4.11 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies the following cumulative impacts related to 
public services and infrastructure: 
 
4.11.2-6 Cumulative impacts on fire services could occur due to development of the Specific Plan 

area. 
 
Fire services are provided based on established service standards and goals reflected in the 
Placer County General Plan and requirements of the Placer County Fire Department.  The 
proposed Specific Plan would contribute to demand for fire services.  The expansion of fire 
services is demand-responsive, and with the implementation of existing policies, implementation 
measures, and mitigation measures listed in this section, these facilities would continue to be 
provided based on evolving service goals.  Therefore, the cumulative impact on fire services 
would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.3-6 Cumulative impacts on police protection due to development of the Specific Plan area. 
 
Similar to fire protection services, police protection services are provided based on established 
service standards and goals.  Cumulative development in western Placer County would be 
subject to standards outlined in the Placer County General Plan and Exhibit 1 of the Dry 
Creek/West Placer Community Plan.  Given current policies, implementation measures, and the 
mitigation measures outlined in this section (Mitigation Measures 4.11.3-1a, 4.11.3-2a, 4.11.3-2b 
and 4.11.3-3), the cumulative impact on police protection would be less than significant.  No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.4-5 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in demand for schools. 
 
Development of the proposed Specific Plan area, in conjunction with other planned residential 
development in the vicinity, would increase the demand for school services and facilities in the 
CUSD, the GJUHSD and the EJESD.  New residential development within these districts would 
be required to pay school impact fees to the appropriate school district(s) to offset the capital 
costs of constructing new schools.  Based on the discussion in Impact 4.11.4-1, this impact is less 
than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).  No mitigation measures are 
required.   
 
4.11.5-4 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in the waste stream that 

would be delivered to the MRF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. 
 
The proposed Specific Plan, along with other approved and proposed projects within the service 
area of the MRF and Western Regional Landfill, will incrementally contribute to the decrease of 
their service life, thereby creating a potentially significant and considerable cumulative impact.  
It is estimated that the Specific Plan alone will reduce landfill life by one to two years.  Other 
proposed projects are planning over 30,000 additional dwelling units in Placer County and will 
have a similar effect, shortening the useful life of the landfill by three to five years.  
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4.11.6-5 The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan would contribute to the cumulative impact of 
wastewater conveyance and treatment. 

 
The cumulative context for wastewater services includes service areas of the SPWA, and more 
particularly the DCWWTP, and the service area of the SRCSD.   
 
On behalf of the SPWA, RMC has prepared a Technical Memorandum (Dry Weather Flow 
Projection for the Ultimate SPWA Service Area [Including Urban Growth Areas]) (see 
Appendix R of this Revised Draft EIR), which establishes the cumulative wastewater condition 
for western Placer County.  The “Ultimate SPWA Service Area” is shown in Figure 4.11-3.  
Assuming all wastewater is treated in Placer County and none is conveyed to SRCSD at buildout 
western Placer County would generate cumulative dry weather flows of 42.7 MGD.  Of that 
amount 19.3 MGD would flow to the DCWWTP.  At buildout, the Specific Plan area would 
contribute approximately 2.79 MGD of the 19.3 MGD that RMC predicted would flow to the 
DCWWTP for treatment and discharge.  Note:  RMC assumed the Blueprint Alternative.  Flows 
are actually 1.1 MGD less under the applicants’ proposed project than predicted by RMC.  
Table 4.11-8 shows the contributions to the SPWA system from development within the current 
(2005) service boundary.  Table 4.11-9 shows projected buldout contributions to the “Ultimate 
SPWA Service Area,” including contributions from the 2005 service area.  Flows are separated 
by the two SPWA treatment plants (PGWWTP and DCWWTP).     
 
Table 4.11-8 
Buildout Dry Weather Flow Projections Within Proposed 2005 Service Area 

PGWWTP3 DCWWTP4 2005 Service Area Land Use Unit Flow 
Factor Buildout 

Units 
(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 

Buildout 
Units 

(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 

Buildout 
Units 

(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 
Commercial  850 GPD/ac 1,728 1.47 2,890 2.46 4,618 3.93 
Heavy 
Industrial1 

850 GPD/ac 1,680 1.43 263 0.22 1,934 1.65 

Light Industrial1 850 GPD/ac 1,2201 1.04 637 0.54 1,858 1.58 
Mixed Use 2,300 

GPD/ac 
0 
 

0.00 7 0.02 7 0.02 

Public/Quasi-
Public 

660 GPD/ac 282 0.19 851 0.56 1,133 0.75 

Schools 170 GPD/ac 258 0.04 540 0.09 798 0.14 
Residential 1 DU 190 GPD/ac 26,893 5.11 42,934 8.16 69,827 13.27 
Residential 2 DU 190 GPD/ac 2 0.0004 2,122 0.40 2,124 0.40 
Residential 3 DU 190 GPD/ac 12 0.002 720 0.14 732 0.14 
Residential 
Multiple DU 

2,040 
GPD/ac 

594 1.21 606 1.24 1,200 2.45 

Open Space 0 GPD/ac 6,034 0.00 3,304 0.00 9,338 0.00 
Parks >10 Acres 10 GPD/ac 270 0.003 360 0.004 630 0.01 
Point Sources Varies 

GPD/ac 
1,043 2.56 91 0.14 1,134 2.70 

Placer Ranch2 Varies 
GPD/ac 

1,027 0.90 0 0.00 1,027 0.90 
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Table 4.11-8 
Buildout Dry Weather Flow Projections Within Proposed 2005 Service Area 

PGWWTP3 DCWWTP4 2005 Service Area Land Use Unit Flow 
Factor Buildout 

Units 
(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 

Buildout 
Units 

(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 

Buildout 
Units 

(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 
West Roseville2 Varies 

GPD/ac 
3,162 1.70 0 0.00 3,162 1.70 

Placer Vineyard2 Varies 
GPD/ac 

0 0.00 1,079 0.85 1,079 0.85 

Total (MGD)   15.7  14.8  30.5 
1 Land use category does not include area of parcels associated with point sources identified in Table 3. 
2 Includes portion of development located within the Proposed 2005 Service Area. 
3 Pleasant Grove WWTP Service Area 
4 Dry Creek WWTP Service Area 
Source: Dry Weather Flow Projection for the Ultimate SPWA Service Area (Including Urban Growth Areas) – (TM 
No.2b)  See Appendix R. 
 
Table 4.11-9 
Buildout Dry Weather Flow Projections Within Ultimate SPWA Service Area 

Buildout DWF (MGD) Description of Area 
PGWWTP3 DCWWTP4 

Total Buildout DWF 
(MGD) 

Proposed 2005 Service Area 15.71 14.82 30.5 
Curry Creek UGA 2.72 -- 2.72 
Regional University UGA 1.16 -- 1.16 
Inviro Tech UGA 0.04 -- 0.04 
Placer UGA -- 0.01 0.01 
Orchard Creek 0.02 -- 0.02 
Placer Ranch 1.29 -- 1.29 
Placer Vineyards -- 3.04 3.04 
SMD-3 -- 0.29 0.29 
SPMUD UGA -- 1.09 1.09 
Creekview UGA 0.47 -- 0.47 
Sierra Vista UGA 2.04 -- 2.04 
Total DWF (MGD) 23.4 19.3 42.7 
1 Includes Portion of Placer Ranch UGA within the proposed 2005 service area. 
2 Includes portion of Placer Vineyard UGA within the proposed 2005 service area. 
3 Pleasant Grove WWTP Service Area 
4 Dry Creek WWTP Service Area 
Source: Dry Weather Flow Projection for the Ultimate SPWA Service Area (Including Urban Growth Areas) – (TM 
No.2b)  See Appendix R. 
 
The DCWWTP was designed to serve proposed development that would occur in a geographic 
area that includes the eastern 890± acres of the Specific Plan area (Shed B).  Service to this area 
was planned, and the wastewater facilities designed and constructed in anticipation of such 
service.  However, the Roseville Regional Wastewater System Master Plan indicates flows 
planned in the DCWWTP are based on the Dry Creek West Placer Sewer Master Plan, which 
planned for a flow of 0.307 MGD for the 890+-acre area.  The projected average day flow, 
however, to the DCWWTP (on a permanent basis) at buildout is 0.48 MGD. While, as 
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previously discussed, plant capacity currently exists to accommodate these flows, the increase 
represents a potentially significant cumulative impact as the service area builds out.  Further, 
there is uncertainty as to whether planned conveyance facilities (Lift Station #2) will have 
sufficient capacity to handle Shed B flows at buildout.    
 
The western portion of the Specific Plan area was not included in the service area of the 
DCWWTP.  Extending wastewater treatment service at the DCWWTP to the western portion of 
the Specific Plan area would require additional capacity to be constructed to meet the cumulative 
condition in western Placer County.  However, the entire Specific Plan area is included in the 
cumulative buildout condition described by RMC.  This is considered a potentially significant 
cumulative impact. 
 
The project applicants have also identified utilization of the SRCSD interceptor system, with 
treatment of project wastewater at the SRCSD SRWTP as an alternative to SPWA service for the 
western 4,330 acres of the Specific Plan area (Shed A). While SRCSD has identified the Specific 
Plan area as a potential service area, the capacity at the SRCSD facility has not previously 
included consideration of such service. The Specific Plan area would generate an average day 
flow of 2.31 MGD to the treatment plant (see Table 4.11-7, Shed A).  Treatment at the SRCSD 
facility would accelerate the need for eventual expansion of treatment facilities, and construction 
of interceptor infrastructure, as described above.  This is considered a potentially significant 
cumulative impact.  Analysis prepared by RMC has shown that wastewater treatment 
infrastructure can feasibly be expanded to accommodate projected urban growth areas.  
Mechanisms are in place for accomplishing the expansion of the SPWA service area, and 
implementation of mitigation measures 4.11.6-1a through 4.11.6-1g, and 4.11.6-2a through 
4.11.6-2c above would ensure that the Specific Plan area’s contribution to cumulative impacts 
would be less than considerable (i.e., less than significant.)  With proposed mitigation, this is a 
less than significant impact.  
 
4.11.6-6 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative water quality degradation due to 

increased discharge of treated effluent to Dry Creek and/or the Sacramento River. 
 
Development of the Specific Plan area will contribute to increased discharge of treated effluent 
to Dry Creek and/or the Sacramento River, depending on which wastewater treatment plant or 
plants ultimately accepts flows from the Specific Plan area.  Despite increasingly stringent waste 
discharge requirements for discharge of treated effluent into surface waters, this represents a 
potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 
 
Merritt Smith Consulting has prepared a Technical Memorandum (see Appendix Q of this 
Revised Draft EIR) to evaluate future anticipated compliance with water quality regulations in 
Dry Creek, and to assess the future cumulative impacts to water quality and aquatic biological 
resources in Dry Creek due to the prospect of treating and discharging greater amounts of 
wastewater from the DCWWTP.  The technical memorandum acknowledges the future 
cumulative assessments included in previous EIRs, which address wastewater flows from within 
the current DCWWTP service area, and determines whether discharge of additional treated flows 
from proposed projects (including the Specific Plan) that are outside the current service area 
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would result in any new significant cumulative impacts, not previously identified, or that would 
be more severe than those previously identified.  
 
The assessment of water quality impacts described in the technical memorandum is intended to 
contribute to a common basis for the cumulative impacts discussion of the project-specific 
CEQA documentation being prepared for proposed projects.  For a more complete discussion of 
this topic, see Impact 4.3.4-9 in Section 4.3.4 of this Revised Draft EIR.      
 
Based on the discussion under Impact 4.3.4-9, the following effects on water quality, erosion and 
sedimentation are cumulatively less than significant and no mitigation is required: mercury 
loading, changes in pH, nutrient loading, change in taste or creation of odors, velocity, bank 
scour, and turbidity.  The following effects are cumulatively considerable and significant but 
can be mitigated to a less than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant) level by 
application of mitigation measures set forth in the 1996 Master Plan EIR: temperature change, 
introduction of trace metals and organics, and changes in dissolved oxygen. 
 
At the time of preparation of the Master Plan for the SRWTP, all impacts related to Sacramento 
River water quality were found to be less than significant with implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures.  The complete analysis can be found in the Sacramento Regional 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (September 1997), 
which is available for review at the address specified in Section 2.9 in Chapter Two of this 
Revised Draft EIR.  Should expansion of the treatment plant be pursued to serve the Specific Plan 
area, a Master Plan Update would be required and additional analysis of water quality impacts to 
the Sacramento River would be needed in a cumulative context.  This analysis would be 
performed in a manner similar to and at the same level of detail as the analysis contained in the 
EIR for the current Master Plan.  Because the results of that analysis are not currently known, this 
is a potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.   
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-9a-9c would reduce impacts related to temperature 
change, introduction of trace metals and organics, and changes in dissolved oxygen in Dry Creek 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-6 will potentially reduce impacts related to water quality and the 
Sacramento River at the SRWTP, but not to a less than significant level.  This impact would 
remain a potentially-significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 
 
4.11.7-3 The proposed project would contribute to the cumulative demand for potable water.  
 
As discussed under Impact 4.11.7-1, PCWA has concluded that it has sufficient water rights to 
meet the Specific Plan demand at buildout through the year 2025.  The long-term supply of 
11,500 AFA for the Specific Plan area would be furnished by PCWA via pipeline with diversion 
of water from the Sacramento River. This diversion is included in the WFA, subject to the 
successful resolution of outstanding issues and the completion of an EIR/EIS and compliance 
with relevant federal and State laws such as the Endangered Species Act. 
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Section 4.3 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies cumulative impacts related to the water supply, 
including the Sacramento diversion. Included are the following: 
 
• Impact 4.3.3-7 identified an impact on CVP hydropower generation and gross capacity.  The 

cumulative impact is considered to be less than significant. 
 
• Impact 4.3.3-8 indicated that increased diversions under the cumulative conditions would 

result in lower water surface levels in Folsom Reservoir, with resulting effects on energy use 
and cost.  The proposed long-term water supply for the Specific Plan is not viewed as a factor 
in these changes, and the cumulative impact was found to be less than significant. 

 
• Impact 4.3.3-9 identified the impact that cumulative conditions would have on State Water 

Project customers.  Under the cumulative condition, reductions in deliveries to State Water 
Project customers would range from 5% to 45%, relative to existing conditions, in 45 of the 
70 years modeled.  The proposed Specific Plan long-term water supply would not contribute, 
in either frequency or magnitude, to any anticipated future long-term State Water Project 
delivery reductions, and it would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  The impact is therefore considered less 
than significant. 

 
• Impact 4.3.3-10 identified the impact that cumulative conditions would have on CVP 

customers. Under the cumulative condition, CVP water service contractors would experience 
delivery reductions of 5% to 20%, relative to existing conditions, in 24 of the 70 years 
modeled.  The long-term water supply would not contribute, in either frequency or 
magnitude, to any reduction in delivery to any CVP contractor, and it would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant impacts to CVP deliveries that 
would occur under the cumulative condition.  The cumulative impact is considered to be less 
than significant. 

 
• Impact 4.3.4-11 discusses the cumulative impact of increased diversions and changes in CVP 

operations that could result from the cumulative conditions.  These changes include reduced 
water storage levels in the Folsom, Shasta and Trinity reservoirs, and substantially reduced 
flows in the lower American and Sacramento Rivers. The cumulative impact is considered to 
be less than significant. 

 
• Impact 4.3.4-12 discusses the cumulative impact that the proposed water supply could have 

on Delta water quality. Reductions in the Delta outflow could result in a possible reduction in 
Delta water quality.  The cumulative impact is considered to be less than significant. 

 
The cumulative impacts of the long-term water supply were also considered and addressed in the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Water Forum Agreement, State Clearinghouse # 95082041.   
The WFA is to be implemented over the next three decades, and the cumulative analysis 
considered events that could occur in that time frame.  The Water Forum EIR recognized that 
there is a large degree of speculation and uncertainty when attempting to make such projections, 
and that the actions of various persons and agencies could have a substantial impact on future 
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events.  The Water Forum EIR provided a summary of cumulative impacts at Table 2-3 of the 
EIR.  
 
As reported above, at buildout, Placer Vineyards will require 11,500 AFA to meet demand.  
PCWA estimates that 86,837 AFA can be made available in normal years for use in western 
Placer County, and that this will be more than an adequate amount to meet projected demand 
over the next 20 years (see Appendix M of this Revised Draft EIR).  Some of the other identified 
projects in western Placer County that could contribute to the cumulative demand for potable 
water include:  
 
• The proposed Curry Creek Community Plan, which at buildout is anticipated to contain 

16,200 dwelling units as well as 2,025,000 and 2,124,000 square feet of retail and office 
space, respectively.   

 
• The Regional University and Community Specific Plan, which would encompass a six 

hundred-acre four-year private university campus, approximately 4,223 dwelling units and 73 
acres of retail space at buildout.  

 
• The Sierra Vista Specific Plan, which at buildout it would consist of approximately 10,000 

dwelling units, along with approximately 77 acres of commercial and 57 acres for office 
development (3,000,000 square feet of floor area).   

 
• The West Roseville Specific Plan, which at buildout would contain approximately 8,500 

dwelling units, and 200 acres of commercial/office development. 
 
• The proposed Creekview Specific Plan, which at buildout would consist of approximately 

2,160 dwelling units, 38 acres of industrial land use, a proposed school.  
 
• The Placer Ranch Specific Plan, which at buildout would consist of approximately 6,793 

residential dwelling units, 527 acres of business park and light industrial uses, 150 acres of 
office professional uses and 99 acres for commercial uses.  In addition, the proposed project 
includes a 300-acre branch campus of California State University Sacramento, with an 
estimated total enrollment of 25,000 students.  

 
• Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan, which at buildout will consist of approximately 805 dwelling 

units.  Southeast from the proposed Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan area is the Morgan Place 
development, which is proposed to have approximately 91 dwelling units. 

 
• The proposed Morgan Place development area is located on approximately 12 acres southeast 

of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  Proposed development of this site includes 
approximately 91 dwelling units.   

 
• The proposed Silver Creek development area is located on approximately 28.6 acres 

southeast of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  Proposed development of this site 
includes approximately 79 dwelling units.   
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Assuming all of the above projects were to be built and supplied water by PCWA, and assuming 
demand factors for all projects are similar to those used for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, 
demand would be in the general range of 40,000 AFA, which is well within the projected PCWA 
water availability of 86,837 AFA.  In addition, because some of the above projects are or will be 
within the City of Roseville, it is unlikely that PCWA would actually be the water provider.  
Cumulative impacts related to long-term supply are, therefore, less than significant; however, 
infrastructure capacity is constrained, as described under Impact 4.11.7, which could lead to a 
potentially significant cumulative impact to which the project’s contribution could be 
cumulatively considerable.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11.7-1a, 4.11.7-1b, and 
4.11.7-1c would reduce the projects contribution to cumulative water supply impacts related to 
infrastructure capacity to a less than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant) level. 
 
4.11.8-4 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan recycled water demand could have an adverse cumulative 

effect on available recycled water supply. 
 
RMC has examined the cumulative condition with regard to recycled water availability and 
found that adequate supplies are available to serve existing customers, as well as future 
customers, including Urban Growth Areas and the Specific Plan area.  Table 4.11-11, 4.11-12 
and 4.11-13 show total recycled water to be delivered to urban growth areas, annual recycled 
water demand, and peak day flow rates for the region to be served by the City of Roseville’s 
system.  However, the RMC work assumed the Blueprint Alternative for the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan area, which overstates wastewater flows from the project.  Wastewater flows for 
the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area would actually be 1.1 MGD less than those reported by 
RMC on Table 4.11.13 and recycled water average day demand, as reported on Table 4.11.12, 
would be reduced by .26 MGD.    
 
Table 4.11-11 
Total Recycled Water to be Delivered to Urban Growth Areas 
Customer Annual Recycled Water 

Demand (MG) 
Annual Wastewater 

Generation (MG) 
Annual Recycled 

Water Provided (MG)1 
Urban Growth Areas 
Curry Creek 606 (1,860 AF) 982 (3,013 AF) 393 (1,206 AF) 
Regional University 259 ( 790 AF) 423 (1,298 AF) 168 (515 AF) 
Placer Ranch 540 (1,653 AF) 748 (2,296 AF) 302 (926 AF) 
Placer Vineyards 507 (1,560 AF) 1,420 (4,357 AF) 507 (1,560 AF) 
WRSP MOU Areas 
(Creekview & Sierra 
Vista) 

354 (1,090 AF) 690 (1,860 AF) 280 (859 AF) 

2,266 MG 4,263 MG 1,650 MG Totals (6,953 AF) (13,081 AF) (5,066 AF) 
1 ‘Recycled water provided’ is determined by the difference in amount of requested recycled water demand from Table 4 of the 

Technical Memorandum.  The amount of customers will be reduced based on the ratio of wastewater generated to recycled 
water demand during the peak demand month (July).  For example, Curry Creek will produce 83 MG of wastewater in July, 
while the recycled water demand is 128 MG.  The ratio of supply to demand is 0.65.  The amount of recycled water provided 
will be 65% of the original recycled water demand, therefore the City will be able to supply recycled water to all the customers 
throughout the year. 

Source: RMC, November 2005 
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Table 4.11-13 
Summary of Future Conveyance Design (July) Flowrates a,b 
Customer Daily Volume 

(gal) 
Flowrate During 
Irrigation Period 

(gpm) 

Flowrate During  
Non-Irrigation Period 

(gpm) 
Dry Creek WWTP 
Existing Customers 4,474,355 

(4.5 MGD) 
3,462 2,895 

Existing Near Future Customers 6,028,349 
(6.0 MGD) 

5,072 3,656 

Existing Potential Customers 1,529,268 
(1.5 MGD) 

1,062 1,062 

Urban Growth Area Customers 0 0 0 
Transfer from PGWWTP to 
Woodcreek Tank c 

-1,008,000 
(-1.0 MGD) 

-700 -700 

Total Dry Creek WWTP Demand 11,023,972 
(11.0 MGD) 

8,896 (12.8 MGD) 6,913 (9.9 MGD) 

Pleasant Grove WWTP 
Existing Customers 39,733 

(0.04 MGD) 
74 0 

Existing Near Future Customers 5,698,382 
(5.7 MGD) 

3,873 3,873 

Existing Potential Customers 0 0 0 
Urban Growth Area Customers 11,233,509 

(11.2 MGD) 
7,801 7,801 

Transfer from PGWWTP to 
Woodcreek Tank c 

1,008,000 
(1.0 MGD) 

700 700 

Total Pleasant Grove WWTP 
Demand 

17,979,624 
(17.9 MGD) 

12,448 (17.9 
MGD) 

12,374 (17.8 MGD) 

Total Recycled Water Demand 29,003,596 
(29.0 MGD) 

21,569 (31.1 
MGD) 

19,286 (27.8 MGD) 

Notes: 
a July flowrates are the design flowrates 

Table 4.11-12 
Summary of Annual Recycled Water Demands 

Customer Annual Demand 
(AFA) 

Annual Average 
Day Demand 

(MGD) 

Annual 
Irrigation 

Demand (AFA) 

Annual Non-
Irrigation 

Demand (AFA) 
Existing Customers 2,045 1.83 2,045 0 
Existing Near Future 
Customers 

6,456 5.76 4,536 1,920 

Existing Potential 
Customers 

1,713 1.53 0 1,713 

Urban Growth Area 
Customers 

5,917 5.28 5,917 0 

Total 16,131 14.40 12,498 3,633 
Source:  RMC, November 2005 
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Table 4.11-13 
Summary of Future Conveyance Design (July) Flowrates a,b 
Customer Daily Volume 

(gal) 
Flowrate During 
Irrigation Period 

(gpm) 

Flowrate During  
Non-Irrigation Period 

(gpm) 
b It is assumed irrigation demand is during the hours of 9:00 PM to 6:00 AM 
c It is estimated that approximately 700 gpm of recycled water is needed from the Pleasant Grove system to supply the Dry Creek 
System via the storage tank at Woodcreek Oaks Golf Course.  This is listed as Woodcreek Storage Tank Transmission of this 
recycled water will be done via existing decommissioned sewer force main (after it has been cleaned) and connection to be built 
during WRSP Phase 1. 
Source: RMC, November 2005 
 
The concept proposed by RMC would transfer a small amount (700 gallons per minute) of 
recycled water from the Woodcreek Oaks Golf Course storage tank to the DCWWTP system in 
order to meet demand and maintain adequate flows in Dry Creek.  A minimum flow of 4 MGD 
must be maintained in Dry Creek in order to avoid aquatic impacts, which limits the availability 
of DCWWTP recycled water.  As previously described, as Placer Vineyards Specific Plan builds 
out, it will be necessary to obtain recycled water from the PGWWTP, even though all Placer 
Vineyards wastewater would be transmitted to DCWWTP.  This imbalance is explained by the 
need to maintain minimum creek flows and the fact that DCWWTP (the older of the two 
wastewater treatment plants) already serves some areas with recycled water that are now within 
the PGWWTP service area. 
 
RMC concludes “These preliminary results indicate there will be sufficient recycled water 
supply to meet the daily demand of 29 MGD shown above [see Revised Draft EIR Table 4.11-
13].  The projected wastewater flow of 19.6 MGD ADWF to DCWWTP will be sufficient to 
meet the recycled water demands and maintain the minimum 4 million gallon discharge to Dry 
Creek.  The projected ADWF of 21.59 MGD to PGWWTP will provide enough supply to supply 
recycled water demands.”  As described above, although Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
contribution of wastewater will be less than predicted by RMC, its use of recycled water will be 
commensurately reduced.  Therefore, cumulative impacts related to recycled water supply are 
less than considerable, (i.e., less than significant).  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.10-3 The proposed Specific Plan, in conjunction with other development in the area, would 

increase the demand for electricity service, creating a potentially significant cumulative 
impact.   

 
Thousands of additional acres are approved, or proposed for development in Placer, Sacramento 
and Sutter counties as shown in Figure 4.1-2 in Section 4.1 of this Revised Draft EIR, including 
the Elverta Specific Plan, South Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve, Curry Creek 
Community Plan, the Regional University and Community, West Roseville Specific Plan, Placer 
Ranch, Lincoln Crossing, Lincoln 270, Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Creekview Specific Plan area, 
Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, Silver Creek, and Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan.  The 
Elverta Specific Plan area consists of 1,734 acres of land located south of the Specific Plan area.  
The Elverta Specific Plan has a holding capacity of up to 4,950 units and ten acres of 
commercial.  The South Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve includes 3,600 acres of 
commercial and industrial uses and 2,900 acres of residential development, immediately west of 
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the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  The Curry Creek Community Plan area, located north 
of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area, will contain approximately 16,200 dwelling units at 
buildout, and the Regional University and Community will contain approximately 4,223 
dwelling units.  The West Roseville Specific Plan area (located north of the Specific Plan area), 
consists of 3,150 acres, including approximately 8,500 proposed residential dwelling units, 200 
acres of commercial/office uses and 980 acres of public uses including open space.  Placer Ranch 
includes approximately 6,793 residential dwelling units and Lincoln Crossing consists of 
approximately 2,958 dwelling units at buildout.  Sierra Vista Specific Plan consists of 
approximately 10,617 dwelling units, Creekview Specific Plan includes approximately 2,160 
dwelling units, Silver Creek includes 79 dwelling units, Morgan Placer contains 91 dwelling 
units, and Riolo Vineyards consists of approximately 805 residential units.  The West Roseville, 
Creekview, and Elverta specific plan areas include schools, parks and open space.  Elverta 
Specific Plan area is within the SMUD service area, South Sutter is in the PG&E service area, 
and West Roseville would be developed in Roseville Electric’s service area.  
 
The cumulative context for electricity is the area served by PG&E, Roseville Electric and 
SMUD.  According to PG&E, a new substation will be needed at full buildout of the Specific 
Plan.  Although there are engineering solutions, the need for additional electrical facilities 
increases as development occurs.  PG&E, SMUD and Roseville Electric build and/or contract for 
additional capacity on a continuing basis as development planning occurs in an area. Therefore, 
this is considered a less than significant impact.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.11-2 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative demand for telecommunications and 

cable television service. 
 
The cumulative context for telephone and cable television services is the western Placer County 
area, which is served by AT&T/SBC and SureWest Communications.  Both these companies 
will build new infrastructure as part of the subdivision process, in compliance with PUC 
regulations, for new development in the Specific Plan area as well as in the vicinity.   Placer 
County allows non-exclusive franchises for cable TV services.  Typically, a cable franchise 
company will build in capacity when the demand occurs.  Since telephone and cable companies 
build in capacity when needed, cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.  No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.12-3 The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative demand for library services. 
 
Placer County has adopted a Capital Facilities Fee for library services (see Section 4.11.2) that is 
applicable to any development in the unincorporated area of Placer County.  As discussed above, 
the impact addressed in Impact 4.11.12-1 would be reduced to a level of insignificance with 
adoption of mitigation measures, thereby reducing the cumulative impacts related to the 
provision of library services to a level that is less than considerable, (i.e., less than significant).  
No additional mitigation measures are required.   
 
4.11.13-18 Development of the Specific Plan area could result in cumulative impacts on passive and 

active parkland and related facilities.   
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Because the project as mitigated (see Mitigation Measures 4.11.12-1 and 4.11.12-3) will include 
park and recreational facilities consistent with County standards, and the developers will be 
required to provide for the funding to construct and maintain those facilities, no cumulative 
impacts related to parks and recreation have been identified.  This is a less than significant 
cumulative impact.  No additional mitigation is required. 
 
4.11.13-19 Development of the Specific Plan could result in a cumulative effect on lower American 

River recreation. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, flows would be reduced by greater than 1%, relative to the 
existing condition, in 229 months of the 350 months modeled throughout the May through 
September recreational use period.  This would be considered a significant reduction in 
recreational opportunities on the lower American River.  For recreational flow ranges, the 
cumulative condition would result in 12 fewer months in which lower American River flows 
would be in the minimum to maximum flow range (1,750 to 6,000 cfs), relative to 255 months 
within this range under the existing condition, and 19 fewer months within the optimum flow 
range (3,000 to 6,000 cfs), relative to 165 months within this range under the existing condition.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed long-term water supply long-term average results indicate no fewer months in 
which lower American River flows would be in the minimum to maximum flow range (1,750 to 
6,000 cfs), and no fewer months within the optimum flow range (3,000 to 6,000 cfs), relative to 
the cumulative condition (Template Output H-44). Therefore, the proposed long-term water 
supply would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant recreational 
impacts that would occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term water supply would 
not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  
The impacts would be considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.13-20  Development of the Specific Plan could result in a cumulative effect on Folsom Reservoir 

boating. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, Folsom Reservoir elevation levels during the March through 
September recreational use period would be above the elevation required for use of all boat 
ramps (420 feet msl) in 37 fewer months, relative to 330 months available under the existing 
condition.  Reservoir elevations would fall below 412 feet msl, the elevation required for the use 
of marina wet slips, in 37 additional months, relative to 368 months available under the existing 
condition.  Such reductions in reservoir elevation would be considered to significantly reduce 
Folsom Reservoir boating opportunities under the cumulative condition, relative to the existing 
condition.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed long-term water supply would be above the elevation required for use of all boat 
ramps (420 feet msl) in no fewer months, and reservoir elevations would fall below 412 feet msl 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 5-93 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

in no additional months during the March through September period, relative to the cumulative 
condition (Template Output H-47). Consequently, the proposed long-term water supply would 
have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant Folsom Reservoir boating 
impacts that would occur under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term water supply would 
not contribute to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  
The impacts would be considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.13-21 Development of the Specific Plan could result in a cumulative effect on Folsom Reservoir 

swimming. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, Folsom Reservoir water levels would be within the usable 
swimming range (420 to 455 feet msl) during the peak May through September swimming 
season in 26 fewer months, relative to 149 usable months under the existing condition.  For the 
optimum use elevation range (435 to 455 feet msl), there would be 15 fewer usable months, 
under the cumulative condition, relative to 73 months within the range under the existing 
conditions.  Such changes in reservoir water levels under the cumulative condition would 
significantly limit swimming opportunities at Folsom Reservoir, relative to the existing 
condition.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed long-term water supply would not contribute to reductions in the frequency of 
usability for either the usable or optimum elevation ranges required for swimming activities at 
Folsom Reservoir in any month modeled for the May through September period (Template 
Output H-47).  Therefore, the proposed long-term water supply would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to Folsom Reservoir swimming impacts under the future cumulative 
condition.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts that occur under 
the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  The impacts would be considered less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
4.11.13-22 Development of the Specific Plan could result in a cumulative effect on Shasta Reservoir 

recreation. 
 
Under the cumulative condition, long-term average water surface elevation at Shasta Reservoir 
would not be substantially reduced during the May through September period.  However, 
reservoir water surface elevation levels would fall below individual recreational thresholds more 
frequently than under the existing condition.  Under the cumulative condition, there would be 25 
fewer months in which reservoir water surface elevations would be at or above the levels 
required for usability of all boat ramps (1,017 feet msl), relative to 206 usable months under the 
existing condition.  Similarly, there would be 12 fewer months in which reservoir water surface 
elevations would be at or above the levels required for usability of at least one boat ramp (941 
feet msl), relative to 329 usable months under the existing condition.  Furthermore, there would 
be 27 fewer months in which water surface elevations would be suitable for shoreline uses (1,007 
feet msl), and 17 fewer months in which boat-in camping would be sustained (967 feet msl), 
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relative to 234 and 310 months, respectively, in which these uses would be sustained under the 
existing condition.  Such reductions would occur with sufficient frequency to significantly limit 
future recreational opportunities at Shasta Reservoir, under the cumulative condition.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply 
 
The proposed long-term water supply, however, would not contribute to reductions in the 
usability of any recreational activity at Shasta Reservoir in any month modeled for the May 
through September recreational use period, as shown in Table 4.11-28 (Template Output H-52).  
Therefore, the proposed long-term water supply would have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts to recreation at Shasta Reservoir that would occur 
under the cumulative condition.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the 
impacts that occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition.  The impacts 
would be considered less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Table 4.11-28 
Recreation Facility Usability of Shasta Reservoir Under Future No Project (NP) and Cumulative 
Conditions 
 Number of Years of the 70-Year Record at Specified Levels 

Number of Years All 
Boat Ramps Usable 

Number of Years At 
Least One Boat Ramp 
Usable on Each Arm 

Number of Years 
Shoreline Use Levels 

Sustained 

Number of Years Boat-
In Camping Use Levels 

Sustained 
(>=1,017 ft) (>=941 ft) (>=1,007 ft) (>=967 ft) 

Month 

Future NP Cumulative Diff Future NP Cumulative Diff Future NP Cumulative Diff Future NP Cumulative Diff 
May 57 57 0 68 68 0 60 60 0 64 64 0 
June 50 50 0 65 65 0 54 54 0 63 63 0 
July 33 33 0 63 63 0 42 42 0 61 61 0 
Aug. 24 24 0 61 61 0 26 26 0 55 55 0 
Sept. 17 17 0 60 60 0 25 25 0 50 50 0 
Total   0   0   0   0 

 
Development of the Specific Plan would have a direct impact on General Fund and proprietary 
funds (i.e. Public Safety, Library and Road Funds) revenues and the costs incurred by the County 
in providing additional services. While other pending and proposed development in the region 
would also have an impact on the revenues and costs of Placer County, the assessment of 
revenue neutrality would require evaluation not only of the project components, but their timing 
and market conditions in the future. Due to such factors, the assessment of the exact nature of the 
impact would require speculation, and is not possible at this time. 
 
HAZARDS 
 
Section 4.12 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies no cumulative impacts. 
 
Hazards identified within the Specific Plan area are local in nature and have no potential to 
contribute to cumulative hazardous conditions.  By its very nature, the project will correct the 
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current hazards conditions by cleaning up identified hazardous materials prior to construction, as 
required by regulation and the above mitigation measures.  Future development and land uses 
will be subject to contemporary safety and hazardous materials controls, as set forth in the 
numerous regulations that control the use of potentially hazardous materials (see Regulatory 
Setting and discussion under Impact 4.12-18).  No cumulative impacts related to hazards have 
been identified.   
 
5.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
 
The potential environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan are summarized in Table S-1 in Chapter One of this Revised 
Draft EIR.  In some cases, impacts that have been identified would be less than significant.  In 
other instances, incorporation of the mitigation measures proposed in this Revised Draft EIR 
would reduce the impacts to levels that are less than significant.  Although the proposed Specific 
Plan contains standards and policies that mitigate certain impacts, no mitigation measures have 
been identified by the applicant to reduce the following impacts to a less than significant level.  
Those impacts that cannot feasibly be mitigated to a less than significant level, or for which no 
mitigation measures are available, would remain as significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  
Those impacts are listed below. 
 
• Agricultural land, including “Important Farmland” would be converted to non-agricultural 

uses. 
 
• Acquisition of existing off-site structures and alteration of existing off-site land uses would 

occur due to the widening of Baseline/Riego Road and Watt Avenue. 
 
• Potential impacts may occur as a result of compliance with Standard 8 (Agricultural Water 

Supply) of Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek /West Placer Community Plan. 
 
• The Specific Plan will contribute to the loss of agricultural and open space land throughout 

Placer County, the region and the state. 
 
• Urbanization of the Specific Plan area will alter views from surrounding roadways and 

properties.   
 
• Urbanization of the Specific Plan area will alter views for those currently residing within the 

Specific Plan area.   
 
• The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative alteration of views in rural west Placer 

County.   
 
• Cumulative impacts may occur that are related to introduction of new sources of light and 

glare. 
 
• The Specific Plan area could contribute to the cumulative affect of water quality due to the 

introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle oils and greases; heavy metals on roads, 
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parking lots, and driveways; fertilizers and pesticides used on site landscaping; and toxic 
compounds released from auto maintenance areas into surface runoff. 

 
• Development will remove the majority of open space in the Specific Plan area. 
 
• Development could remove habitat for potentially occurring listed vernal pool invertebrates. 
 
• Development could result in removal of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, a 

state-listed species. 
 
• Development could result in removal of individual oak trees. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for special-status plant species potentially occurring there. 
 
• Development would fill jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands, and other 

jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for special-status plant species potentially occurring there. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could result 

in removal of habitat for listed vernal pool invertebrates potentially occurring there. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a federally-listed species. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for western pond turtle, a special-status species potentially occurring there. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

destroy active nests or disturb burrowing owls. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for tricolored blackbird. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

destroy active raptor nests or disturb nesting raptors. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could harm 

or destroy the California horned lizard. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

destroy active roosts or disturb several species of bats. 
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• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could result 
in removal of oak trees.   

 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within the off-site infrastructure areas could fill 

jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S.   
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within the off-site infrastructure areas could 

result in the loss of riparian habitat and disturbance of drainages. 
 
• Installation of infrastructure within the Natomas Basin could affect Giant Garter snake 

habitat and/or individual snakes. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove nesting habitat for Loggerhead shrike. 
 
• Cumulative development would contribute to the ongoing loss of natural undisturbed open 

space in the region, increase human intrusion and activity levels in proximity to habitat areas, 
and would remove potential habitat for federally and state listed and other special-status 
species. 

 
• Development of the Specific Plan Area could destroy or alter known historic or unique 

archaeological resources. 
 
• Development of the Specific Plan Area could destroy or alter unknown historical and/or 

unique archaeological resources. 
 
• Implementation of the Baseline Road widening project could adversely affect the historic 

archaeological site of “Eagle House,” an early inn. 
 
• Implementation of the Watt Avenue widening project could destroy or alter two unique 

archaeological sites and a portion of one historic cemetery. 
 
• Implementation of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply line could alter or destroy portions 

of two historic sites and one historic district. 
 
• Implementation of a sewer force main along Watt Avenue and PFE Road could alter or 

destroy portions of three unique archaeological sites and one historic cemetery. 
 
• Implementation of Sewer Line (SRCSD) Alternative “A” could alter or destroy a portion of 

two historic sites. 
 
• Impacts to undiscovered cultural resources may occur in unsurveyed areas. 
 
• The proposed Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative impacts on historic or prehistoric 

resources. 
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• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 
intersections in the city of Roseville. 

 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase daily traffic volumes on study area 

roadways in Sacramento County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 

intersections in Sacramento County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 

intersections in Sutter County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 

roadways and intersections that are part of the state highway system. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase daily 

traffic volumes on roadways in unincorporated Placer County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in unincorporated Placer County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in the City of Roseville. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase daily 

traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sacramento County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sutter County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area roadways that are part of the state highway system. 
 
• Mitigation measures implemented to reduce traffic impacts could adversely affect traffic in 

other jurisdictions. 
 
• Mitigation measures implemented to reduce traffic impacts could adversely affect the 

environment. 
 
• Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions will be generated by construction activities in the 

Specific Plan area, such as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind 
blowing over exposed earth. 
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• Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions will be generated by construction activities in off-site 
infrastructure areas, such as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind 
blowing over exposed earth. 

 
• Activity within the Specific Plan area would result in the generation of both mobile and 

stationary source air pollutants, increasing total air pollution emissions. 
 
• Increased volumes of wastewater requiring treatment could cause odors and air quality 

degradation due to pump station and wastewater treatment plant operations. 
 
• Cumulative air quality impacts would result from Specific Plan development. 
 
• Off-site noise levels due to traffic generated by development of the Specific Plan area could 

be substantial resulting in noise levels that adversely affect sensitive receptors at one or more 
locations. 

 
• The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in off-site noise levels 

due to traffic. 
 
• Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan could promote an imbalance of jobs and housing in 

both the regional and project level context. 
 
• Residential and commercial development in the Specific Plan area will increase the waste 

stream that would be delivered to the MRF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. 
 
• The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in the waste stream that would be 

delivered to the MRF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. 
 
• The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative water quality degradation due to increased 

discharge of treated effluent to Dry Creek and/or the Sacramento River. 
 
• The recycled water demand could exceed available recycled water supply for the Specific 

Plan area. 
 
5.4 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES 
 
Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR consider significant 
irreversible environmental changes that would be involved in the proposed actions should they 
be implemented.  According to the CEQA Guidelines:   
 
  Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the 

project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.  Primary impacts and, particularly, 
secondary impacts (such as highway improvements which provide access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses.  
Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
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the project.  Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure 
that such current consumption is justified.  

 
Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would result in the short-term commitment of 
nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable energy resources and natural resources including lumber 
and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, lead, other metals, and water 
due to construction activities.  As the Specific Plan area develops, both residential and non-
residential development would require further commitment of energy resources in the form of 
natural gas and electricity generated by coal, natural gas or hydroelectric power.  Increased 
motor vehicular travel as a result of the increased commitment of public services would also be 
required. 
 
Significant impacts resulting from development of the proposed Specific Plan, for which 
complete mitigation is unavailable, infeasible, or outside the jurisdiction of the County to 
implement, are summarized in Section 5.3, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, and are 
described in detail in the appropriate subsections in Chapter Four of this Revised Draft EIR. 
 
IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES TO THE ENVIRONMENT 
 
Implementation of the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan would result in the long-term 
commitment of resources to serve the proposed Specific Plan area.  The most notable significant 
irreversible impacts are a loss of agricultural land; a commitment of energy resources in the form 
of natural gas and electricity; increased demand on public services and infrastructure, 
particularly water supply; and increased generation of pollutants.  Implementation of the 
proposed Specific Plan will also result in the short-term commitment of non-renewable and/or 
slowly renewable natural and energy resources such as lumber and other forest products, mineral 
resources, and water resources during construction activities.  These irreversible impacts, which 
are currently unavoidable consequences of urban development, are described in detail in the 
appropriate sections of Chapter Four of this Revised Draft EIR.  
 
 



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

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

 
Further, the CEQA Guidelines state: 
 

The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminating 
any significant adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level of 
insignificance, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. 

 
The feasibility of an alternative may be determined based on a variety of factors including, but 
not limited to, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility 
and control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)). 
 
SPECIFIC PLAN OBJECTIVES 
 
The range of alternatives selected is guided primarily by the need both to reduce or eliminate 
project impacts, and to achieve project objectives.  The objectives of the proposed Specific Plan 
were used to identify certain alternatives.  As described in Chapter Three of this Revised Draft 
EIR, the proposed Specific Plan objectives are as follows: 
 
• To protect the highest quality natural features and resources of the site and provide 

transitional buffers sensitive to the character of adjacent lands uses. 
 
• To promote compact mixed-use development that strives to provide a balance of uses, 

diverse housing and transportation choices and contributes to a jobs to housing balance 
within the region. 

 
• To establish a pedestrian friendly community and access to a regional system of trails that 

link neighborhoods together. 
 
• To develop a series of neighborhood areas with their own unique site identify with urban 

centers and community serving facilities (schools, parks and public amenities). 
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To achieve Specific Plan objectives, project applicants propose to undertake the following more 
specific actions: 
   
Land Use: 
 
• Conform to General Plan and Exhibit 1 policies which designate this region for urban 

development. 
 

• Provide a well designed, balanced community with identifiable neighborhoods in close 
proximity to jobs and services. 
 

• Provide a balanced mix of land uses that will allow a self-sufficient community, thereby 
reducing demands on regional roadways and services. 
 

• Provide for a full range of housing densities affordable to all income levels. 
 

• Provide higher density housing within clusters at the town center, village centers, commercial 
nodes and concentrated along major transportation corridors. 
 

• To the extent that sound walls are used to screen residential areas from the noise generated 
along major streets in the projects, such walls are to be screened by landscape and/or setback 
techniques intended to soften the visual effect of the wall. 
 

• Provide a comprehensively planned project that is sensitive to environmental issues including 
wetlands, flood protection and tree preservation. 

 
• Provide required schools and parks sized to meet the needs of residents in the Specific Plan 

area and located as neighborhood focal elements. 
 

Environmental Resources: 
 
• Use greenways to help manage stormwater runoff. 
 
• Incorporate significant on-site wetlands and existing oak groves into greenway and open 

space systems. 
 
• Provide off-site mitigation to permanently protect preserves of natural resources, open space 

and agricultural land, distanced from the effects of urban development. 
 
Circulation: 
 
• Provide a network of streets with a clear system of hierarchy that interconnects the 

communities and contributes to their character. 
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• Establish a circulation system that meets local and regional transportation needs and 
accommodates a variety of transportation modes including off-street trail systems. 

 
• Provide a continuous system of trails to link neighborhoods together and provide safe routes 

to schools, parks and community serving areas.  
 
• Expand capacity on the Baseline Road east-west arterial to serve local and regional traffic 

needs, initially to four lanes and ultimately to six lanes. 
 
• Improve the following intersections in Sutter County: 
 

 Riego Road and East Natomas Road, 
 Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road, 
 Baseline Road and Pleasant Grove Road, and 
 Baseline Road and Locust Road. 

 
• Expand capacity of Watt Avenue initially to four lanes and ultimately to six lanes from 

Baseline Road to approximately 1000 feet south of the Placer County line. 
 

• Construct Dyer Lane as a four-lane roadway. 
 

• Construct 16th Street as a four-lane roadway. 
 

• Modify signals at Watt Avenue/Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road. 
 

• Construct new signals on Baseline Road at Brewer Road/Dyer Lane (west), Palladay Road, 
16th Street, 14th Street, 12th Street, Dyer Lane (east) and Park Street. 
 

• Construct new traffic signals on Watt Avenue at A Street, East Town Center Drive, Oak 
Street and Dyer Lane. 

 
• Construct new traffic signals on Dyer Lane at A Street (east and west), Town Center Drive 

(east and west), 18th Street, Palladay Road, 16th Street, Tanwood Avenue and 11th Street. 
 
• Construct new traffic signals on A Street at Palladay Road, 16th Street, 14th Street and 12th 

Street. 
 

Infrastructure: 
 

• Provide a comprehensively planned infrastructure system (e.g., water treatment and 
distribution systems, sewer treatment and collection systems, electrical distribution systems, 
fire suppressions facilities, general government facilities) to serve the needs of future 
residents and allow existing residents to tie into upgraded facilities. 
 

• Provide adequate infrastructure improvements without adversely affecting existing levels of 
service. 
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• Conserve energy and water. 
 
Flood Control: 

 
• Construct incremental flood detention facilities along open space corridors as development 

occurs to fully mitigate on-site impacts and not worsen existing off-site conditions. 
 

• Provide joint-use of parks with detention basins where appropriate and feasible. 
 
Open Space and Recreation: 

 
• Provide landscaped open space buffers and/or landscape corridors along major arterials. 
 
• Provide a variety of active and passive parkland for local and regional public enjoyment and 

preserve significant natural resources. 
 

• Provide entry statements to define and distinguish this new community. 
 

• Provide open space linkages to the bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian facilities provided 
within the Dry Creek regional corridor. 
 

• Provide natural open space along existing drainage corridors and easements, with off-street 
biking/hiking linkages to schools, parks, shopping and public places. 

 
Community Design: 

 
• Maintain vegetated corridors along circulation routes to preserve the scenic quality of the 

landscape. 
 

• Design residential development to front upon streets where outdoor noise levels do not 
exceed 60Ldn/CNEL, as well as upon pedestrian streets, parks and/or open space, as much as 
possible. 
 

• Provide landscaping as a transition between developed areas and open space and to screen 
mechanical equipment, accessory roads and parking. 

 
• Anchor neighborhoods with community serving facilities, including schools, parks and quasi-

public uses. 
 
Implementation: 

 
• Establish financial mechanisms to ensure that the full range of services needed to serve the 

Specific Plan area are funded by the community without cost to the balance of the County. 
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• Phase development and infrastructure to respond to market demand while requiring new 
development to provide the infrastructure and public facilities necessary to serve the 
developing area. 
 

• Provide revenue for the maintenance of public open space areas and park facilities, 
infrastructure and public services. 

 
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
As identified in Chapters Four and Five of this Revised Draft EIR, the significant and 
unavoidable impacts that would result from Specific Plan implementation are as follows: 
 
• Agricultural land, including “Important Farmland” would be converted to non-agricultural 

uses. 
 
• Acquisition of existing off-site structures and alteration of existing off-site land uses would 

occur due to the widening of Baseline/Riego Road and Watt Avenue. 
 
• Potential impacts may occur as a result of compliance with Standard 8 (Agricultural Water 

Supply) of Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek /West Placer Community Plan. 
 
• The Specific Plan will contribute to the loss of agricultural and open space land throughout 

Placer County, the region and the state. 
 
• Urbanization of the Specific Plan area will alter views from surrounding roadways and 

properties.   
 
• Urbanization of the Specific Plan area will alter views for those currently residing within the 

Specific Plan area.   
 
• The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative alteration of views in rural west Placer 

County.   
 
• Cumulative impacts may occur that are related to introduction of new sources of light and 

glare. 
 
• The Specific Plan area could contribute to the cumulative affect of water quality due to the 

introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle oils and greases; heavy metals on roads, 
parking lots, and driveways; fertilizers and pesticides used on site landscaping; and toxic 
compounds released from auto maintenance areas into surface runoff. 

 
• Development will remove the majority of open space in the Specific Plan area. 
 
• Development could remove habitat for potentially occurring listed vernal pool invertebrates. 
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• Development could result in removal of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, a 
state-listed species. 

 
• Development could result in removal of individual oak trees. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for special-status plant species potentially occurring there. 
 
• Development would fill jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands, and other 

jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for special-status plant species potentially occurring there. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could result 

in removal of habitat for listed vernal pool invertebrates potentially occurring there. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a federally-listed species. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for western pond turtle, a special-status species potentially occurring there. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

destroy active nests or disturb burrowing owls. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove habitat for tricolored blackbird. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

destroy active raptor nests or disturb nesting raptors. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could harm 

or destroy the California horned lizard. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

destroy active roosts or disturb several species of bats. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could result 

in removal of oak trees.   
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within the off-site infrastructure areas could fill 

jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S.   
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• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within the off-site infrastructure areas could 
result in the loss of riparian habitat and disturbance of drainages. 

 
• Installation of infrastructure within the Natomas Basin could affect Giant Garter snake 

habitat and/or individual snakes. 
 
• Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could 

remove nesting habitat for Loggerhead shrike. 
 
• Cumulative development would contribute to the ongoing loss of natural undisturbed open 

space in the region, increase human intrusion and activity levels in proximity to habitat areas, 
and would remove potential habitat for federally and state listed and other special-status 
species. 

 
• Development of the Specific Plan Area could destroy or alter known historic or unique 

archaeological resources. 
 
• Development of the Specific Plan Area could destroy or alter unknown historical and/or 

unique archaeological resources. 
 
• Implementation of the Baseline Road widening project could adversely affect the historic 

archaeological site of “Eagle House,” an early inn. 
 
• Implementation of the Watt Avenue widening project could destroy or alter two unique 

archaeological sites and a portion of one historic cemetery. 
 
• Implementation of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply line could alter or destroy portions 

of two historic sites and one historic district. 
 
• Implementation of a sewer force main along Watt Avenue and PFE Road could alter or 

destroy portions of three unique archaeological sites and one historic cemetery. 
 
• Implementation of Sewer Line (SRCSD) Alternative “A” could alter or destroy a portion of 

two historic sites. 
 
• Impacts to undiscovered cultural resources may occur in unsurveyed areas. 
 
• The proposed Specific Plan could contribute to cumulative impacts on historic or prehistoric 

resources. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 

intersections in the city of Roseville. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase daily traffic volumes on study area 

roadways in Sacramento County. 
 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-8 March, 2006  
Revised Draft EIR 

• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 
intersections in Sacramento County. 

 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 

intersections in Sutter County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 

roadways and intersections that are part of the state highway system. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase daily 

traffic volumes on roadways in unincorporated Placer County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in unincorporated Placer County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in the City of Roseville. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase daily 

traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sacramento County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sutter County. 
 
• Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 

hour traffic volumes on study area roadways that are part of the state highway system. 
 
• Mitigation measures implemented to reduce traffic impacts could adversely affect traffic in 

other jurisdictions. 
 
• Mitigation measures implemented to reduce traffic impacts could adversely affect the 

environment. 
 
• Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions will be generated by construction activities in the 

Specific Plan area, such as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind 
blowing over exposed earth. 

 
• Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions will be generated by construction activities in off-site 

infrastructure areas, such as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind 
blowing over exposed earth. 

 
• Activity within the Specific Plan area would result in the generation of both mobile and 

stationary source air pollutants, increasing total air pollution emissions. 
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• Increased volumes of wastewater requiring treatment could cause odors and air quality 

degradation due to pump station and wastewater treatment plant operations. 
 
• Cumulative air quality impacts would result from Specific Plan development. 
 
• Off-site noise levels due to traffic generated by development of the Specific Plan area could 

be substantial resulting in noise levels that adversely affect sensitive receptors at one or more 
locations. 

 
• The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in off-site noise levels 

due to traffic. 
 
• Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan could promote an imbalance of jobs and housing in 

both the regional and project level context. 
 
• Residential and commercial development in the Specific Plan area will increase the waste 

stream that would be delivered to the MRF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. 
 
• The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative increases in the waste stream that would be 

delivered to the MRF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. 
 
• The Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative water quality degradation due to increased 

discharge of treated effluent to Dry Creek and/or the Sacramento River. 
 
• The recycled water demand could exceed available recycled water supply for the Specific 

Plan area. 
 
Several of these impacts are short-term and/or construction-related.  With mitigation and over 
time, the effects of many of these impacts would be reduced.  These impacts are considered an 
unavoidable adverse consequence of fulfilling the stated project objectives of the proposed 
Specific Plan.  
 
6.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 
 
One alternative considered and eliminated from further analysis is the off-site alternative (i.e., 
development of the proposed Specific Plan on another site that would have fewer impacts on the 
environment.) 
 
As presented in Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines, the key question and first 
step in the analysis of alternative project locations is whether any of the significant effects of the 
project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location, and 
only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project 
need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.  If the lead agency concludes that no feasible 
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alternative locations exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the 
reasons in the EIR (Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B)).   
 
In the case of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, Placer County has concluded that an off-site 
alternative is not feasible for this proposed project.  Concurrently with adoption of the Placer 
County General Plan in 1994, the Placer County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 
94-238 which amended the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan to include the West Placer 
Specific Plan area.  This amendment, included as Exhibit 1 of the resolution (and included as 
Appendix D of this Revised Draft EIR), includes standards for development in the Specific Plan 
area and changes to Community Plan Land Use Diagram, all appropriate exhibits and minor text 
amendments to reflect the Specific Plan area.  Exhibit 1 states that the Placer Vineyards Specific 
Plan area was identified in the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan as an area to be 
examined as part of the Countywide General Plan Update and that update resulted in this 
designation for the area.  The West Placer Specific Plan area is identical to the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan area.  It was one of only two areas designated in the 1994 Placer County General 
Plan for large-scale development at increased densities to be considered through the specific 
plan process in the unincorporated area of Placer County.  The other area, originally identified as 
the Boulder Ridge area, is the approved Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area.  The Board of 
Supervisors thus engaged in the decision-making process that identified suitable and feasible 
sites for large-scale specific plan development in 1994, and made the necessary findings to 
support that decision.       
 
The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP), recently approved by the City of Roseville, is not 
considered a feasible off-site alternative because the City approved the WRSP in addition to 
County consideration of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.  Placer County does not consider 
the WRSP to be a substitute for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. 
 
Two alternatives analyzed in the previous Draft EIR are no longer relevant due to changes in the 
project and have been eliminated from further consideration as follows:  a Redesigned Project 
Alternative, and an Expanded Phase 1 Alternative.  The Redesigned Project Alternative consisted 
of a 25% reduction in proposed density with the Town Center moved toward the center of the 
Specific Plan area away from Baseline Road.  This alternative is no longer relevant because the 
Town Center location has been moved on the current proposed plan to reflect the alternative.  
The Expanded Phase 1 Alternative is no longer relevant, due to the elimination of Phase 1 from 
the Specific Plan. 
 
With regard to water supply, the Specific Plan proposes the use of surface water, as described in 
Sections 4.3.3 and 4.11 in Chapter Four of this Revised Draft EIR.  Although the use of 
groundwater as an alternative water supply was originally rejected by the County and applicants, 
at the request of the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), groundwater is now included in the 
project description as a back-up or redundant water supply in dry years when surface water 
supplies are cut back under PCWA’s Water Forum Agreement.   
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6.3 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 
 
This section provides a description of the alternatives to the proposed Specific Plan analyzed in 
this Revised Draft EIR, and presents specific impacts that differ in significance and/or severity 
from those associated with the proposed Specific Plan.   
 
This chapter is intended to assist decision-makers in their assessment of appropriate uses of the 
project site by analyzing the potential environmental impacts that would result from alternative 
designs or intensity of development of the project site.  The alternatives evaluated are listed 
below: 
 
• No Project Alternative, which provides that no additional development will occur on the 

project site. 
 

• Reduced Density Alternative, which would reduce the amount of development by 
approximately 50%.  This alternative would allow a maximum of 7,500 dwelling units. 
 

• Rural Density Alternative, which consists of development of the Specific Plan area with 
approximately 500 new single family residential lots with a minimum parcel size of 10 acres.  
Because there are approximately 150 existing residences in the Specific Plan area, the total 
number of dwelling units would be 650. 

 
• Blueprint Alternative, which would increase the number of residential dwelling units from 

14,132 to 21,631 (a 53% increase).   
 

Other alternatives that affect limited aspects of the project are also described; however, they are 
not to be viewed as full “CEQA Alternatives” within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6.  They are:  
 
• Alternative Off-Site Utility Corridor, to connect to the alternative long-term water supply.  

This alternative consists of three PCWA Zone 1 transmission mains:  one to connect the 
Penryn Water Storage Reservoir to the Sunset Water Treatment Plant; one to connect the 
Sunset Water Treatment Plant to the Roseville intertie; and one to connect the Roseville 
intertie to Baseline Road.      
 

• Alternative Long-Term Water Supply, which consists of water supplied by PCWA from their 
Central Valley Project (CVP) American River water through a Folsom Reservoir diversion. 

 
Each of the alternatives is described in more detail and analyzed below.  A discussion of the 
“environmentally superior alternative” appears at the end of this Chapter. 
  
6.3.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires every EIR to include a “No Project Alternative.”  
“The purpose of describing and analyzing to a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers 
to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
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proposed project.”  In general, this alternative should discuss “existing conditions…as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services.”  (Emphasis added) 
 
The manner in which a No Project Alternative shall be composed depends on the nature of the 
project at issue.  “When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, 
policy or ongoing operation, the ‘no project’ alternative will be the continuation of the existing 
plan, policy or operation into the future.  Typically this is a situation where other projects 
initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new plan is developed.  Thus, the 
projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be compared to the impacts 
that would occur under the existing plan” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A)). 
 
In contrast, “[i]f the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a 
development project on identifiable property, the ‘no project’ alternative is the circumstance 
under which the project does not proceed.  Here the discussion would compare the 
environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing state against environmental effects 
which would occur if the project is approved.  If disapproval of the project under consideration 
would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no 
project’ consequence should be discussed.  In certain instances, the no project alternative means 
‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained.  However, where failure to 
proceed with the project will not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the 
analysis should identify the practical result of the project’s non-approval and not create and 
analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical 
environment” (Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B)). 
 
The proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan does not fit neatly into either of these two 
categories.  Absent the project, “current plans,” defined as the Placer County General Plan and 
Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, would continue to call for the creation 
of a specific plan and the ultimate urban development of the project area.  In other words, if the 
current proposed Specific Plan were denied, another one would have to be prepared and 
ultimately approved.  Absent amendments to the General Plan and Community Plan, the ultimate 
development pattern for the area would continue to be guided by Exhibit 1 to the Community 
Plan, adopted with the General Plan in 1994.  That exhibit calls for development consistent with 
the currently proposed Specific Plan. 
 
After considerable reflection, the County determined that, because a “No Project Alternative” 
that assumed future development consistent with Exhibit 1 to the Community Plan would result 
in impacts substantially the same as those of the project itself, there would be little practical 
value in evaluating such an alternative.  Its impacts would be identical or very similar to those of 
the proposed project.  Such analysis would be duplicative, and would be of little benefit to the 
public or County decisionmakers.  The County has therefore chosen to equate “No Project” with 
“No Development” or “No Build.”  This scenario is unrealistic in the long-term absent General 
Plan and Community Plan amendments, in the sense that the permanent preservation of status 
quo conditions is not consistent with either the General Plan or Community Plan as currently 
written.  Still, such a No Project Alternative recognizes the limiting effects of current zoning and 
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lack of infrastructure, and provides a useful benchmark against which to compare the impacts of 
the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, existing land uses within the project site would remain the 
same.  As reported in Section 4.1 of this Revised Draft EIR and Table 6-1, these existing uses are 
predominantly agricultural and rural residential (approximately 150 residences).  See Figure 4.1-
1 in Section 4.1 for a map of existing land uses. 
 
Table 6-1 
Summary of Existing Land Use Within the Specific Plan Area 
Land Use Category Acreage (Gross) 
Commercial 7.52 
Industrial 11.46 
Low-Density Residential 0 
Rural Residential 748.71 
Agricultural – Non-irrigated 3,738.10* 
Agricultural – Irrigated 956.38 
Open Space/Parks 113.08 
Public/Schools 0 
Water 14.75 
Total 5,230 
*Note:  Approximately 491 acres of the non-irrigated category was actively used for agriculture.  The balance 

was fallow grassland, leaving approximately 1,448 acres that was in agricultural use. 
Source:  Quad Knopf, Inc. 

 
Existing zoning for the project site is predominantly F (Farm) with combining designations.  The 
rural residential areas located in the northwest and southwest portions of the Plan area are zoned 
RA (Residential-Agriculture) with a 10-acre minimum parcel size (see Figure 4.1-4).  Under the 
No Project Alternative, building permits could still be issued for residential and agricultural 
structures, consistent with existing zoning and minimum parcel sizes. 
 
The Placer County General Plan and Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan 
both provide for the project site to be developed in accordance with a specific plan that meets 
certain goals, policies, standards and guidelines.  Under the No Project Alternative, development 
of the project site would not occur as envisioned: a mixed-use community including residential, 
retail, commercial, and business/professional uses, as well as public facilities such as parks, 
schools, and open space. 
 
The loss of 4,225 acres of agricultural land, including 58 acres of Prime Farmland, 245 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, 648 acres of Unique Farmland, and 3,189 acres of Farmland 
of Local Importance, and cessation of agricultural production within the Specific Plan area 
would not occur under the No Project Alternative.  This has been identified as a significant, 
unavoidable and cumulative impact of the proposed Specific Plan.  Small conversions of 
agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses might occur due to issuance of building permits (as 
discussed above), but these conversions would not be of the magnitude that would result from 
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implementation of the proposed Specific Plan.  Development of incompatible uses and/or 
creation of land use conflicts identified as having the potential to result from implementation of 
the proposed Specific Plan would not occur.  Similarly, creation of land use conflicts within the 
Specific Plan area due to existing power line easements would not occur. 
 
No off-site infrastructure areas would result in a permanent or significant change in land use; 
therefore, potential land use impacts associated with these corridors would not occur. 
 
VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS 
 
In Section 4.2 of this Revised Draft EIR, the existing site characteristics are described and 
photographs are provided.  Under the No Project Alternative, changes to the existing visual 
quality of the project site would be minimal over time.  Views from the project site could change 
over time if development of surrounding areas occurs.  Visual qualities associated with the 
proposed Specific Plan, as described in Section 4.2, would not develop. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, alteration of views of the Specific Plan area from surrounding 
roadways and properties from its present rural residential/agricultural character to an urbanized 
character would not occur.  This change is identified in this Revised Draft EIR as a significant, 
unmitigable impact.  Because development would not occur, the type and visual quality of 
development envisioned by Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan would also 
not occur.  As noted above, alteration of views for those residing within the Specific Plan area 
could still occur; however, impacts would be limited to residents of existing dwellings and would 
be substantially more limited.  Introduction of new sources of light and glare within the project 
site would similarly be very limited.  
 
Under the No Project Alternative, visual impacts from construction of off-site infrastructure 
would not occur.  Cumulative impacts related to alterations of views and light and glare, 
identified as significant and unmitigable impacts, would probably still occur due to urban 
development in the surrounding area, but the proposed Specific Plan would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to that impact. 
 
HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Section 4.3 of this Revised Draft EIR describe existing conditions on the project site with regard 
to surface waters, drainage sheds, flooding, groundwater, and water quality, as well as existing 
conditions related to the proposed Specific Plan water supply. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, no new water supply (either initial or long-term) would be 
needed, and impacts related to water supply would not occur.  However, if the area is not 
urbanized, groundwater extraction will continue for farming and limited domestic use. 
  
Increases in runoff quantity associated with urbanization of the Specific Plan area, which could 
contribute to both on-site and downstream flooding and erosion, would not occur under the No 
Project Alternative.  Similarly, surface water and groundwater quality impacts associated with 
construction within the project site and off-site infrastructure areas, and later impacts associated 
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with site development and urban pollutants, would not occur, and the project site would not 
contribute to cumulatively considerable surface water quality impacts, including increased 
treated effluent flows to Dry Creek from the DCWWTP. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, impacts associated with Specific Plan improvements to 
drainage swales and channels would not occur, and related water quality impacts would also not 
occur, including degradation of water quality downstream of the project site. 
  
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Section 4.4 of this Revised Draft EIR describes existing biological resources conditions and 
habitat types within the project site, including special-status species and sensitive habitats.  The 
Specific Plan area was surveyed by Foothill Associates biologists between December 1999 and 
February 2000, with subsequent field work to delineate jurisdictional waters of the U.S. in the 
spring of 2000 as well as in the summer of 2001 for an additional 290-acre parcel bounded by 
Baseline Road on the north, Dyer Lane on the south, 14th Street on the west, and Tanwood 
Avenue on the east.  Waters of the U.S. were mapped through a combination of the aerial 
photography and field survey, not utilizing Global Positioning System (GPS) standards that are 
now required to delineate waters of the U.S. by the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).  Between 
2002 and 2005, individual participating property owners have contracted with ECORP 
Consulting, Foothill Associates, and/or Gibson and Skordal to conduct on-site wetland 
delineations according to Corps’ standards.  During 2005 and 2006, ECORP Consulting has 
conducted in-field wetland mapping (using aerial photography) to support impact analysis for the 
off-site infrastructure.   
 
As described in Section 4.4, development of the Specific Plan area would remove open space 
and could  remove habitat for special-status species, including listed vernal pool invertebrates, 
Swainson’s hawk, and raptor nesting habitat.  It may also result in removal of individual oak 
trees, and fill wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S..  While a limited loss of 
habitat, oak trees and wetlands may still occur under the No Project Alternative due to 
agricultural and rural residential activities, it is anticipated that significant impacts to these 
resources would be avoided (or mitigation would be required under other permit processes).   
 
Impacts related to off-site infrastructure due to construction of the proposed Specific Plan would 
not occur.  Impacts on biological resources associated with initial and long-term water supply 
would not occur under the No Project Alternative. 
 
Cumulative impacts related to the ongoing loss of natural undisturbed open space in the region, 
increased human intrusion and activity levels in proximity to habitat areas, and removal of 
potential habitat for federally- and State-listed and other special-status species, identified as a 
significant and unavoidable impact, would probably still occur due to urban development in the 
surrounding area.  However, under the No Project Alternative, the proposed Specific Plan would 
have no cumulatively considerable contribution to that impact. 
 
 
 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-16 March, 2006  
Revised Draft EIR 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Section 4.5 of this Revised Draft EIR provides information on existing topography, regional and 
local geology, seismicity, mineral resources, other geologic hazards and soils for the project site.  
 
Section 4.5 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies a potentially significant impact related to ground 
shaking in the Specific Plan area, including damage to structures resulting from strong 
earthquakes generated along faults in the region.  Under the No Project Alternative, damage to 
existing structures on the project site could still occur due to ground shaking; however, only very 
limited numbers of new structures and residents would be exposed to such impacts.  Because of 
current Uniform Building Code requirements, new structures are typically less subject to 
earthquake damage. 
 
Similarly, soil-related impacts (e.g., ground instability, erosion, expansive soils, foundation 
instability) related to construction activities and new construction would be very limited under 
the No Project Alternative.  Impacts related to off-site infrastructure construction would not 
occur. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES   
 
Existing archaeological/paleontological conditions on the project site and within off-site 
infrastructure areas are identified in Section 4.6 of this Revised Draft EIR.  The Specific Plan 
area and off-site infrastructure areas were the subject of a study that focused on defining the 
types of historical resources present through a records search, archival (map) research, field 
visits to potential historic building sites, and archaeological field reconnaissance.  This Revised 
Draft EIR also identifies cultural resources associated with both the initial and long-term water 
supply.  A preliminary paleontological survey was conducted at a reconnaissance level within the 
Specific Plan and off-site infrastructure areas.  No paleontological resources were identified. 
 
Section 4.6 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies six known prehistoric archaeological sites, one 
historic archaeological site and two extant houses that are considered eligible for the California 
Register of Historic Resources within the Specific Plan area, and similar resources within off-site 
infrastructure areas.  Additional unknown/undiscovered cultural and/or paleontological resources 
may exist within the project site and off-site infrastructure areas.  Under the No Project 
Alternative, most potential impacts identified in Section 4.6 would be avoided or would not 
occur.  However, some impacts, primarily those related to the need to widen existing streets, 
could occur as a result of other development projects in the study area.  In addition, limited 
impacts could occur within the project site due to agricultural activities and individual 
remodeling or demolition of existing residences and other structures.  Impacts on cultural 
resources related to the initial and long-term water supply would not occur. 
 
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
Section 4.7 of this Revised Draft EIR describes existing roadway conditions in the vicinity of the 
Specific Plan area, including the service levels of affected roads and intersections in Placer 
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County, the City of Roseville, Sacramento County and Sutter County.  Existing transit service 
and bicycle facilities are also described.   
 
Under the No Project Alternative, no additional traffic would originate in the Specific Plan area, 
so there would not be increases in congestion on local roadways or highways, or at existing 
intersections (Impacts 4.7-2 through 4.7-9). Similarly, there would be no increase in demand for 
transit services (Impact 4.7-10) or bicycle facilities (Impact 4.7-11).  No construction would 
occur, so there would not be an increase in construction traffic (Impact 4.7-1).  Because there 
would be no increase in traffic or transit demand, no mitigation measures would be required.  
Consequently, there would be no impacts due to redistribution of traffic or construction of 
mitigation (Impacts 4.7-21 and 4.7-22). 
 
Future No Project conditions are also characterized in Section 4.7 and Appendix I of this Revised 
Draft EIR.  Initial Phase (2015) No Project roadway and land use assumptions are described in 
Appendix I.  Cumulative (2025) No Project roadway and land use assumptions are described on 
Table 4.7-15 of this Revised Draft EIR.  Roadway and intersection operations and volumes are 
shown in Tables 4.7-5 through 4.7-13 and Figures 4.7-3, 4.7-6, and 4.7-7.  Because no new 
traffic would be generated by the Specific Plan area under the No Project Alternative, there 
would be no impacts under future conditions (Impacts 4.7-12 through 4.7-20).  
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
Existing climate and air quality within the project site and the region are described in Section 4.8 
of this Revised Draft EIR.  Section 4.8 includes the emissions inventory for Reactive Organic 
Gases (ROG), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), and Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin portion of Placer, Sutter and Sacramento 
counties for the period 2002 through 2004, as well as recorded exceedances of criteria pollutant 
standards. 
 
Section 4.8 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies and, to the extent possible, quantifies air quality 
impacts of the proposed Specific Plan related to construction and future operations within the 
Specific Plan area and off-site infrastructure areas.  Operations include both mobile and 
stationary source air pollutants.  Significant and unavoidable air quality impacts include exhaust 
and fugitive dust emissions generated by construction; activities in the Specific Plan area, such 
as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind blowing over exposed earth; 
exhaust and fugitive dust emissions generated by construction activities in off-site infrastructure 
areas, such as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind blowing over 
exposed earth; activity within the Specific Plan area that generates both mobile and stationary 
source air pollutants, increasing total air pollution emissions; and increased volumes of 
wastewater requiring treatment that could cause odors and air quality concerns related to 
wastewater treatment plant operations. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, new air quality impacts associated with construction and 
operation of Specific Plan and off-site infrastructure improvements would not occur.  Existing 
emissions associated with existing rural residential uses and agricultural operations would 
continue, but would not be expected to increase.  Western Placer County, which includes the 
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project site, currently exceeds State and federal standards for ozone and State standards for 
particulate matter without the additional development proposed in the Specific Plan. 
 
Cumulative impacts related to regional air quality, identified as a significant impact, would 
probably still occur due to urban development in the surrounding area and the existing ambient 
air quality.  However, under the No Project Alternative, the proposed Specific Plan would have 
no cumulatively considerable contribution to that impact. 
 
NOISE 
 
Background noise level measurements were conducted within and adjacent to the project site and 
are reported as existing conditions in Section 4.9 of this Revised Draft EIR.  Existing traffic 
noise levels were calculated and are also presented in Section 4.9. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, increased noise levels associated with commercial/business 
park uses and construction-related activities, including construction noise associated with off-site 
infrastructure, would not occur.  Increased on-site and off-site noise levels due to traffic 
generated by Specific Plan development would not occur, nor would unavoidable significant off-
site traffic noise impacts. 
 
Cumulative impacts related to traffic noise levels could still occur due to urban development in 
the surrounding area.  However, under the No Project Alternative, the proposed Specific Plan 
would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to that impact. 
 
POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
 
Section 4.10 of this Revised Draft EIR describes the existing population, employment and 
housing levels in Placer County and the Sacramento metropolitan region.  With regard to 
population, Table 6-2 presents the number of dwelling units that would be developed under the 
Specific Plan, and estimates the additional population associated with that development. 
 
Table 6-2 
Population, Housing and Employment for the Specific Plan Area 

Geographic Area Type of Unit  Dwelling 
Units 

Persons per 
Household Population Employment within 

Placer Vineyards 

Low-Density 2,866 2.7 7,738   
Low-Density (Active Adult) 919 1.8 1,654  
Medium-Density 6,438 2.7 17,383   
High-Density 2,852 2.0 5,704   
Commercial Mixed-Use 844 2 1,688  
Special Planning Area 213 2.7 575   

Specific Plan Area - 
Buildout 
  
  
  
  Total 14,132   34,742 9,600 
1.  The proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (January 2006) and the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Baseline 
Fiscal Impact Analysis (January 2006) was used as a basis for this table.  
 
Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan could promote an imbalance of jobs and housing in both 
the regional and project-level context.  However, under the No Project Alternative, no housing or 
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jobs would be provided and the project would not contribute to this effect.  An imbalance, 
however, may still occur due to other activity in the area. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Existing levels of public services and infrastructure and that needed to serve the proposed 
Specific Plan area are identified in Section 4.11 of this Revised Draft EIR, including:  sanitary 
sewer/wastewater, water supply, recycled water, solid waste disposal, electrical/natural gas 
service, telecommunications, cable television, fire protection, police protection, library services, 
drainage, schools, parks and recreation facilities, and general County facilities and services. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, existing fire protection services would not change.  New fire 
stations, equipment and personnel would not be needed.  Additional fire hazards in large open 
space/natural areas and within corridors would not be created.  Impacts on emergency response 
time would not occur.  Increased demand for police protection services would not occur, and a 
new Sheriff’s substation, equipment and patrol vehicles would not be needed.  Public safety 
impacts and impacts on emergency response time associated with the Specific Plan would not 
occur. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, increased enrollment in schools and need for new/expanded 
school facilities would not occur.  The proposed change in school district boundaries would not 
be pursued. 
 
Estimated increases in solid waste and impacts on the County Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF) and landfill related to residential and commercial development would not occur under the 
No Project Alternative.  Cumulative impacts of waste disposal on the MRF and landfill could 
still occur due to urban development in the surrounding area.  However, under the No Project 
Alternative, the proposed Specific Plan would have no potentially cumulatively considerable 
contribution to that impact. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, no new wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system 
will be needed to serve the project site.  No construction impacts will occur, either on-site or off-
site.  The project site would not contribute to cumulative impacts on the Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District (SRCSD), the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP), 
and discharge to Dry Creek and/or the Sacramento River, which have been identified as 
significant unavoidable impacts.  Potential water quality impacts from construction and operation 
of the recycled water distribution system would not occur. 
 
A new water supply to serve the project site would not be needed under the No Project 
Alternative.  No new water treatment, conveyance and distribution facilities would need to be 
constructed.  The project site would not contribute to the cumulative demand for potable water.  
However, without development of the Specific Plan, there will be no action to facilitate 
development of a surface water supply for agriculture, which is a policy of the Placer County 
General Plan and the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan.  If the area is not urbanized, 
groundwater extraction will continue for residential and agricultural purposes. 
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Under the No Project Alternative, new drainage facilities would not be constructed to serve the 
project site, and no impacts would occur.  Cumulative impacts on existing drainage systems 
could still occur due to upstream urban development.  However, under the No Project 
Alternative, the proposed project site would not contribute to cumulative drainage impacts within 
the Dry Creek watershed. 
 
New electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications/cable television systems would not be 
needed to serve the project site under the No Project Alternative.  Development that could affect 
existing facilities and systems would not occur.  Cumulative impacts on electrical demand and 
telecommunications systems could still occur due to urban development in the surrounding area.  
However, under the No Project Alternative, the proposed Specific Plan would not contribute to 
that impact and no electrical substation would be built within the Specific Plan area. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, new demand for library services and need for new library 
facilities would not occur. 
 
Section 4.11.13 of this Revised Draft EIR describes regional parks in the vicinity of the project 
site and new park facilities that would be created as part of the Specific Plan.  Recreational 
facilities that are associated with the proposed initial and long-term water supply are also 
addressed.  Under the No Project Alternative, no new parks and recreational facilities would be 
created.  Impacts on regional parks and recreational programs in neighboring jurisdictions would 
not occur.  However, areas proposed to be maintained as open space available for public use 
would remain in private ownership.  Impacts on recreational facilities related to the proposed 
Specific Plan water supply would not occur. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, no new demand for general County facilities and services 
would occur.     
 
HAZARDS 
 
Section 4.12 of this Revised Draft EIR evaluates the potential for soil or groundwater 
contamination on the project site as a result of current or past land uses, and the potential for 
impacts from hazardous substances and/or waste contamination as a result of Specific Plan 
development.  Phase I and Phase I Supplemental and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments 
were prepared for the Specific Plan area.  The Phase I and Phase II ESAs, and subsequent work 
by the Placer County Environmental Health Services Division have identified areas where soil 
contamination has occurred, areas that require additional study, and additional hazards such as 
those associated with historic orchard use. 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, development that would require remediation of contaminated 
sites would not occur.  However, if no development occurs, some potentially contaminated sites 
may not be remediated and remain in a hazardous condition.  Unused wells and septic systems 
which pose safety hazards may not be abandoned.  Hazards related to commercial use of 
potentially hazardous materials would not occur under the No Project Alternative.  Potential 
asbestos hazards related to demolition of older structures and hazards related to mosquitoes and 
other vectors could still occur, but the number of people who would potentially be exposed to 
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these hazards would be small in comparison to the Specific Plan.  The PG&E substation would 
not be constructed and few people would have the potential to be exposed to EMF from the 
existing power lines.   
 
6.3.2 REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE (50% DENSITY REDUCTION) 
 
This alternative consists of an approximate 50% reduction in proposed residential density and a 
substantial reduction (almost 40%) in nonresidential development.  Table 6-3 shows the density 
ranges, acreages, and dwelling units in this alternative.  A maximum of 7,500 dwelling units is 
proposed.  The amount of commercial square footage is reduced to 2,201,087, and the number of 
jobs decreases to 5,595.  The number of schools would be reduced from nine to five (three 
elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school).  Figure 6-1 shows conceptually 
how this might occur.  The map was prepared by reducing proposed residential density by 50% 
and adding a Rural Density Residential category (one unit for two to five acres).  The Reduced 
Density Alternative is intended to conserve natural resources and open space to a greater extent 
than the proposed project.  In addition to larger lot sizes, open space is increased by 82%, from 
714 acres to 1,310 acres, with much of the increase coming from the expansion of currently 
proposed open space areas (see Figure 3-12 for comparison).  Although some quantification is 
available, generally this alternative is assessed qualitatively. 
 
 

Table 6-3 
Reduced Density Alternative Residential Land Use 

 Density 
Range 
DU/Ac 

Calculated 
Density 
(DU/Ac) 

Area Size 
(acres) 

Units 

Rural Density Residential 0-2 1 647 647 
Low-Density Residential 1-5 3.5 1,002 3,507 
Medium-Density Residential 4-7 5.38 300 1,614 
High-Density Residential 6-18 15 46 690 
Commercial Mixed-use Residential 14-22 18 33.6 605 
Subtotal Residential — — 2,028.60 7,073 
Religious Facilities (including residential) — — 64 224 
Special Planning Area Varies 0.28 979 213 
Project Area Residential — — — 7,500 

 
LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES 
 
Under the Reduced Density Alternative (50% Density Reduction), the Very Low- and Low-
Density Residential category would predominate within the Specific Plan area.  Exhibit 1 of the 
Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan provides for up to two mixed pedestrian-oriented 
villages or towns and a larger town center.  The Town Center in the 50% Reduced Density 
Alternative is similar to the one proposed in the Specific Plan, but the 50% Reduced Density 
Alternative does not specifically provide for mixed pedestrian-oriented villages.  Reduced 
residential densities reduce the potential for effective transit service, bicycle and pedestrian 
movement, and continue to emphasize automobile use. 
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Loss of Farmland and loss of all active agricultural production within the Specific Plan area 
would probably still occur, although it could be argued that some small “hobby” farms could 
survive in the Very Low-Density Residential area.  This has been identified as a significant, 
unavoidable and cumulative impact of the proposed Specific Plan and would remain significant 
and unavoidable under the Reduced Density Alternative. 
 
Development of incompatible land uses and/or creation of land use conflicts identified as having 
the potential to result from implementation of the proposed Specific Plan could still occur.  
However, it is expected that impacts would be reduced because residential densities are lower 
and Very Low-Density Residential is used as a buffer.  Further, the acreage designated for 
Commercial and Business Park use is reduced.  Similarly, creation of land use conflicts within 
the Specific Plan area due to existing power line easements would be reduced because of lower 
residential densities in areas crossed by the easements. 
 
Conflicts with principles contained in the SACOG’s Preferred Blueprint Scenario (Blueprint 
Plan) would still occur under this alternative and would, in fact, be increased due to the lower 
densities that would encouraged by the 50% reduction in development potential.  Off-site 
infrastructure would still be developed, and potential land use impacts associated with these 
improvements would be the same as the Specific Plan.    
 
VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, alteration of views of the Specific Plan area from 
surrounding roadways and properties from its present rural residential/agricultural character to an 
urbanized character would still occur, although the resulting visual character would be somewhat 
different than the proposed Specific Plan.  Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, views of 
the project site from Baseline Road would reveal a somewhat lower intensity of development 
(lower residential densities and less Business Park/Commercial development).  Views from 
Walerga Road would reveal Rural Residential uses.  Views from Pleasant Grove Road would be 
essentially the same.  There is no road that forms the southerly Specific Plan area boundary; 
however, views from Sacramento County and Watt Avenue would reveal Rural Residential uses.  
A greater amount of open space would be retained and would be visible from Baseline Road, 
Watt Avenue and Walerga Road; however, the retained open space would exist in an altered 
condition within an urban, albeit less intensely developed, setting. 
 
Section 4.2 of this Revised Draft EIR concludes that alteration of views of the Specific Plan area 
will be significant and unmitigable.  This conclusion would not change.  Even though views 
from some vantage points would be of less intense development, the overall landscape would 
still change from rural open space to a more urbanized setting. 
 
Alteration of views for those residing within the Specific Plan area would still occur; however, 
because there would be approximately half the number of residents and lower residential 
densities, those impacts would be reduced.  Views from existing residences in the Riego area 
would change from urban density housing and other urban uses under the proposed Specific Plan 
to views of lower density residential development, similar to the existing development in the 
Riego area. 
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Impacts of introduction of new sources of light and glare within the Specific Plan area would be 
reduced because of the lower residential densities and the reduction in Business Park, Office and 
Commercial uses.  However, because the Specific Plan area is essentially devoid of light at the 
present time, this change will still be substantial. 
 
Larger amounts of open space would be retained under his alternative, due to the greater amount 
of land set aside for this purpose and lower densities.  There is also the likelihood that 
considerable amounts of land would remain unused on the larger residential lots. 
  
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, visual impacts associated with off-site 
infrastructure would still occur.  Cumulative impacts related to alterations of views and light and 
glare, identified as significant and unmitigable impacts, would still occur, although they would 
be less severe. 
 
HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, a new water supply (both initial and long-term), 
including a backup groundwater system, would still be needed, although only about half the 
supply estimated to serve the proposed Specific Plan area would be required.  This could reduce 
competition for the 10 MGD in pipeline capacity available to PCWA through the City of 
Roseville’s distribution system; however, the demand created by the 50% Reduced Density 
Alternative and other projects could still exceed 10 MGD. 
 
Increases in runoff quantity associated with urbanization of the Specific Plan area, which could 
contribute to both on-site and downstream flooding and erosion, could still occur under the 50% 
Reduced Density Alternative, but at approximately half the volumes estimated for the proposed 
Specific Plan.  Similarly, surface water and groundwater quality impacts associated with 
construction within the Specific Plan area and off-site infrastructure areas, and later impacts 
associated with Specific Plan area development and urban pollutants, could still occur, but at 
proportionally reduced rates.  The contribution of the project to cumulatively considerable 
surface water quality impacts would be reduced.  
 
It is assumed that the storm water drainage system would be similar to the Specific Plan (though 
reduced in overall size and capacity), with the use of culverts and altered channels.  Runoff 
would also result in increased erosion, short-term construction water quality impacts, and 
significant, unavoidable long-term operational water quality impacts.  However, in comparison 
to the proposed Specific Plan, impacts would be reduced.  Cumulative impacts associated with 
increased runoff could still occur, and impacts associated with Specific Plan improvements to 
drainage swales and channels would still occur, but the impacts would be reduced.  
Improvements necessary to attenuate flows at Steelhead Creek may not be necessary under this 
alternative.  Increased flows of treated effluent to Dry Creek from the DCWWTP would be 
reduced by approximately 50% under this alternative. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
As described in Section 4.4 of this Revised Draft EIR, development of the Specific Plan area 
may remove habitat for special-status species, including listed vernal pool invertebrates, 
burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, and raptor nesting habitat.  It may also result in removal of 
individual oak trees, and fill wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  The reduced 
densities and development intensities under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative would suggest 
that impacts might be reduced, and greater opportunities will exist to avoid resources such as 
wetlands and oak trees.  This alternative would result in conversion of up to 2,924 acres of 
biological habitat, compared to 3,520 acres under the proposed project.  It should be noted that 
development of rural residential uses does not necessarily protect biological resources, as 
residents may choose to disturb all or most of their parcels for landscaping, crops and other 
accessory uses.   
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, impacts within off-site infrastructure areas due to 
construction would still occur.  Impacts on biological resources associated with the initial and 
long-term water supply would still occur, although impacts would be reduced proportionally to 
the reduced water demand.  Under this alternative, a comparable amount of open space would be 
required for mitigation purposes.  However, this would be less feasible due to the 50% reduction 
in density.   
 
Cumulative impacts related to the ongoing loss of natural undisturbed open space in the region, 
increased human intrusion and activity levels in proximity to habitat areas, and removal of 
potential habitat for federally- and State-listed and other special-status species, identified as a 
significant and unavoidable impact, would still occur.   
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Section 4.5 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies a potentially significant impact related to ground 
shaking in the Specific Plan area, including damage to structures resulting from strong 
earthquakes generated along faults in the region.  Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, 
damage to existing and new structures in the Specific Plan area could still occur due to ground 
shaking; however, the number of structures and residents exposed to such impacts would be 
proportionally reduced in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Similarly, soil-related impacts (e.g., ground instability, erosion, expansive soils, foundation 
instability) related to construction activities and new construction would be reduced in 
comparison to the Specific Plan.  Impacts related to construction within off-site infrastructure 
areas would still occur. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Existing archaeological/paleontological conditions on the project site and within off-site 
infrastructure areas are identified in Section 4.6 of this Revised Draft EIR.  The Specific Plan 
area and off-site infrastructure areas were the subject of a study that focused on defining the 
types of historical resources present through a records search, archival (map) research, field 
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visits to potential historic building sites, and archaeological field reconnaissance.  This Revised 
Draft EIR also identifies cultural resources associated with both the initial and long-term water 
supply.  A preliminary paleontological survey was conducted at a reconnaissance level within the 
Specific Plan and off-site infrastructure areas.  No paleontological resources were identified. 
 
Section 4.6 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies six known prehistoric archaeological sites, one 
historic archaeological site and two extant houses that are considered eligible for the California 
Register of Historic Resources within the Specific Plan area, and similar resources within off-site 
infrastructure areas.  Additional unknown/undiscovered cultural and/or paleontological resources 
may exist within the project site and off-site infrastructure areas.   
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, most potential impacts identified in Section 4.6 of 
this Revised Draft EIR could still occur, even though densities will be lower and development 
would be less intense.  However, the lower densities would provide greater opportunities for 
resources to be avoided.  Impacts on cultural resources related to the initial and long-term water 
supply would still occur, but would be reduced proportionally in comparison to the Specific Plan, 
due primarily to the increase in open space. 
 
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
Table 6-4 summarizes an estimated trip generation of the 50% Reduced Density Alternative.  
The trip generation rates used in this analysis reflect those contained in the Placer County Travel 
Demand Model.  It was estimated that this alternative would generate about 118,000 vehicle trips 
on an average weekday at buildout.  The proposed Specific Plan would generate about 233,000 
daily vehicle trips. 
 
A significant portion of the vehicle trips shown in Table 6-4, however, would remain within the 
Specific Plan area (such as travel between the residential development and the retail, office and 
school uses).  Summing up all the trips generated by the land uses within the Specific Plan area 
will double-count those trips that remain within the Specific Plan area.  The Placer County 
Travel Demand Model used to evaluate the Specific Plan alternatives avoids the double-counting 
of these trips. 
 
Table 6-4 
Estimated Trip Generation – 50% Reduced Density Alternative 

Land Use Units Daily Trips per Unit Daily Trips 
Single-Family (Low-Density, 
Very Low-Density Residential) 

4,599 DU 9.0 41,391 

Multi-Family (Medium-Density, 
High-Density Residential) 

1,864 DU 6.5 12,116 

Age-restricted (Low-Density 
Residential) 

472 DU 3.3 1,558 

SPA  261 DU 9.0 2,349 

Residential 

Subtotal  7,156 DU  57,414 
Retail 927.7 KSF 35.0 32,470 
Office      882.1 KSF 17.7 15,613 

Non-
residential 

Public/Quasi-Public 153.6 KSF 25.0 3,839 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-26 March, 2006  
Revised Draft EIR 

Table 6-4 
Estimated Trip Generation – 50% Reduced Density Alternative 

Land Use Units Daily Trips per Unit Daily Trips 
Churches 400.8 KSF 9.3 3,727 
K-12 Schools 4508 Students 1.0 4,508 
Parks 217 Acres 2.2 477 

 

Subtotal  60,634 
Total Specific Plan 118,048 

Notes: DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Like the proposed Specific Plan, trips generated by the 50% Reduced Density Alternative would 
increase traffic volumes on most roadways in the vicinity of the project site with much of this 
traffic increase occurring on Baseline Road, Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, Fiddyment Road and 
Riego Road. Section 4.7 of this Revised Draft EIR shows the level of traffic increases that would 
result from buildout of Specific Plan over Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions. In general, the traffic increases on each roadway segment and intersection under 50% 
Reduced Density Alternative would likely be about 40% to 60% of the increases resulting from 
buildout of the Specific Plan. 
 
If the roadway improvements that are part of the proposed Specific Plan, such as the widening of 
Baseline Road to six lanes, are included with the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, there will 
likely be fewer significant traffic impacts from the 50% Reduced Density Alternative than would 
result from buildout of the proposed Specific Plan.  However, a reduction in density would make 
the potential for transit service to be extended to the area less feasible.   
 
With less density, use of bicycles and pedestrian trails as a means of traveling to and from 
schools, shopping and other congregating points is less feasible. Although bicycle and pedestrian 
trails could still be constructed, usage would be reduced. 
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
Section 4.8 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies and, to the extent possible, quantifies air quality 
impacts of the proposed Specific Plan related to construction and future operations within the 
Specific Plan area and off-site infrastructure areas.  Operations include both mobile and 
stationary source air pollutants.  All of the impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
Air quality impacts associated with construction and operation of improvements under the 50% 
Reduced Density Alternative are presented in Table 6-5.  Under this alternative, emissions in all 
land use categories would be reduced.  However, emissions would still exceed standards of 
significance, and impacts would remain significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-27 March, 2006  
Revised Draft EIR 

Table 6-5 
Reduced Density Alternative (50% Density Reduction) 

Pounds/Day 
 

ROG NOx CO PM10 

Construction Emissions (Maximum Day) 
TOTAL Construction 1803.2 1134.8 1188.2 520.0 

PCAPCD Standards 82 82 550 82 
Construction Significant? Y Y Y Y 
Area Source Emissions 
Natural Gas 10.0 132.3 75.7 0.3 
Landscaping 36.3 1.2 - - 
Consumer Products 354.3 - - - 
Wood Burning - - 7516.7 1120.5 

TOTAL Area Source 400.6 133.5 7592.4 1120.8 
Vehicular Emissions 
Residential 197.8 187.8 2173.3 848.7 
Educational 65.3 20.4 238.5 88.5 
Retail/Commercial 127.9 120.5 1438.69 504.8 
Office 82.7 84.4 969.8 376.8 
Other 36.2 30.3 360.1 128.0 

TOTAL Vehicular 509.9 443.41 5180.3 1946.8 
Source:  Don Ballanti, Consulting Meteorologist, 2005 
 
Cumulative impacts related to regional air quality, identified as a significant impact, would still 
occur due to urban development in the Specific Plan area and the surrounding area, and the 
existing ambient air quality. 
 
NOISE 
 
Background noise level measurements were conducted within and adjacent to the project site and 
are reported as existing conditions in Section 4.9 of this Revised Draft EIR.  Existing traffic 
noise levels were calculated and are also presented in Section 4.9. 
 
Increased noise levels associated with commercial/business park uses and construction-related 
activities would still occur, including construction noise associated with off-site infrastructure 
areas, but impacts would be reduced because of reduced construction levels and larger residential 
lot sizes.  Cumulative impacts related to off-site traffic noise levels, identified as a significant 
unavoidable impact, would still occur due to urban development of the Specific Plan area and 
surrounding areas.  
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POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
 
Utilizing the same household assumptions that are used for the project, estimated population 
associated with the reduced level of residential development is approximately 18,775 persons, 
compared to 34,762 persons under the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Section 4.10 of this Revised Draft EIR provides information on employment and housing for the 
greater Sacramento region and Placer County, and jobs/housing balance.  It is estimated that at 
full buildout of the Specific Plan, the ratio of jobs to housing will be approximately 0.54 per 
dwelling unit (7,594 jobs to 14,132 dwelling units).  Section 4.10 concludes that buildout of the 
proposed Specific Plan would promote an imbalance of jobs and housing in the short-term, and 
that this is significant and unavoidable.   Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, the 
jobs/housing balance would increase to 0.75 (5,595 jobs to 7,500 dwelling units) compared to the 
proposed project. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Public services and infrastructure needed to serve the proposed Specific Plan area are identified 
in Section 4.11 of this Revised Draft EIR, including sanitary sewer/wastewater, water supply, 
recycled water, solid waste disposal, electrical/natural gas service, telecommunications, cable 
television, fire protection, police protection, library services, drainage services, schools, parks 
and recreation facilities, and general County facilities and services. 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, fire protection services would need to be increased, 
but at reduced levels.  New fire stations, equipment and personnel would still be needed, but at 
reduced levels.  It is estimated in Section 4.11.2 that at full buildout, at least two new fully 
equipped fire stations will be needed to serve the Specific Plan area.  Specific staffing and 
equipment needs are also discussed in Section 4.11.2.  With a 50% reduction in density, that 
number may be reduced to one fire station; however, because the distances are not reduced, two 
fire stations may still be required to provide an adequate response time.  With a reduced level of 
development contributing fees for capital facilities, fees might need to be increased to generate 
adequate revenues. 
 
Other impacts identified in Section 4.11.2 would still occur, including the potential for additional 
fire hazards in large open space/natural areas.  The potential may be greater under this alternative 
for wildland fire hazards due to the potential abundance of open land in relation to density and 
intensity of use.  Impacts on emergency response time could still occur. 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, increased demand for police protection services 
would still occur, although demand would be reduced proportionally.  Public safety impacts and 
impacts on emergency response time associated with the Specific Plan would still occur.  It is 
estimated in Section 4.11.3 that at full buildout, one new Sheriff’s substation will be needed to 
serve the Specific Plan area.  Staffing and equipment needs are also identified in Section 4.11.3.  
Although the number of businesses and residences served will be reduced under this alternative, 
the distance from the nearest existing Sheriff’s substation in Loomis would result in an 
inadequate response time, thus still requiring a substation to serve the Specific Plan area.  With a 
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reduced level of development contributing fees for capital facilities, fees might need to be 
increased to generate adequate revenues. 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, a new wastewater collection, treatment and 
disposal system will still be needed to serve the Specific Plan area, and construction impacts will 
still occur.  The Specific Plan area would contribute to cumulative impacts on SCRSD and/or the 
DCWWTP, and would discharge to Dry Creek and/or the Sacramento River.  Sacramento River 
discharges have been identified as a potentially significant unavoidable impact. 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, increased enrollment in schools and need for 
new/expanded school facilities would still occur, although at proportionally lower levels.  The 
proposed Specific Plan provides for development of six elementary schools, two middle schools 
and one high school located throughout the Specific Plan area.  The 50% Reduced Density 
Alternative would likely require three elementary schools, one middle school, and one high 
school.  It is assumed that the proposed change in school district boundaries would still be 
pursued.   
 
Impacts on the County MRF and landfill would be reduced proportionally in comparison to the 
proposed Specific Plan.  Cumulative impacts of waste disposal on the MRF and landfill would 
still occur, although at reduced levels. 
 
A new initial and long-term water supply to serve the Specific Plan area would still be needed 
under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, including construction of new water treatment, 
conveyance and distribution facilities and a backup groundwater supply system.  The Specific 
Plan area will contribute to the cumulative demand for potable surface water and groundwater, 
although at a reduced rate under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative.  
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, new drainage facilities would have to be 
constructed to serve the Specific Plan area.  Cumulative impacts on existing drainage systems 
would still occur due to urban development.  However, under the 50% Reduced Density 
Alternative, the Specific Plan area would contribute proportionally less to degradation of surface 
water quality downstream of the Specific Plan area.  Volumetric impacts on Dry Creek would be 
reduced and flow attenuation needs at Steelhead Creek would be reduced.  
 
New electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications/cable television systems would still be 
needed to serve the Specific Plan area under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative.  
Development that could affect existing facilities and systems would still occur.  Cumulative 
impacts on electrical demand and telecommunications systems would still occur, but the 
contribution of the Specific Plan area would be proportionally reduced in comparison to the 
proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, new demand for library services and need for a 
new library would still occur, although demand would be reduced proportionally in comparison 
to the proposed Specific Plan.  It is estimated in Section 4.11.12 that at full buildout, a permanent 
13,905 square-foot community library facility will be needed to serve the Specific Plan area.  
With a 50% reduction in density, the size of the facility may be reduced; however, in order to 
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serve the Specific Plan area, a facility will still be needed to provide service locally and avoid 
impacts on libraries in other jurisdictions.  
 
Section 4.11.12 describes regional parks in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area and new park 
facilities that would be created as part of the Specific Plan.  Recreational facilities that are 
associated with the proposed initial and long-term water supply are also addressed.  Under the 
50% Reduced Density Alternative, fewer parks and recreational facilities would be required and 
acreage devoted to parks could be reduced under County standards.  Impacts on regional parks 
and recreational programs in neighboring jurisdictions may still occur.  Impacts on recreational 
facilities related to the proposed Specific Plan water supply will still occur, although reduced 
proportionally in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan.  With a reduced level of 
development contributing park fees, fees might need to be increased to generate adequate 
revenues.  
 
HAZARDS 
 
Section 4.12 of this Revised Draft EIR evaluates the potential for soil or groundwater 
contamination in the Specific Plan area as a result of current or past land uses, and the potential 
for impacts from hazardous substances and/or waste contamination as a result of Specific Plan 
development.  A Phase I and Phase I Supplemental and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments 
were prepared for the Specific Plan area.  The Phase I and Phase II ESAs, and subsequent work 
by the Placer County Environmental Health Services Division have identified areas where soil 
contamination has occurred, areas that require additional study, and additional hazards such as 
those associated with historic orchard use. 
 
Under the 50% Reduced Density Alternative, development of the Specific Plan area would 
require remediation of contaminated sites and abandonment of unused wells and septic systems.  
Hazards related to commercial use of potentially hazardous materials could still occur under this 
alternative, but impacts would be reduced because fewer commercial and business park uses 
would be developed.  Potential asbestos hazards related to demolition of older structures and 
hazards related to mosquitoes and other vectors could still occur, but the number of people who 
would potentially be exposed to these hazards would be proportionally reduced.  Similarly, fewer 
people would potentially be exposed to EMF from existing power lines and it is less likely a 
PG&E substation would be required.  
  
6.3.3 RURAL DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Rural Density Alternative consists of development of the Specific Plan area entirely with 
single family residential lots with a minimum parcel size of 10 acres, for a total of approximately 
500 new dwelling units.  Because approximately 150 rural residential dwelling units already 
exist within the Specific Plan area, the total number of dwelling units would be approximately 
650.  This alternative has been evaluated qualitatively, rather than quantitatively.  No map is 
available for this alternative. 
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LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, 500 new dwelling units would be developed, for a total of 
650 units, compared to 14,132 under the proposed Specific Plan.  All dwelling units would be 
developed at rural residential densities.  This alternative includes no commercial, office, Town 
Center, open space, parks, or schools.  No phasing has been identified, and no development 
pattern proposed. 
 
Loss of Farmland within the Specific Plan area could still occur.  This has been identified as a 
significant, unavoidable and cumulative impact of the proposed Specific Plan.  While it can be 
argued that agricultural uses can be maintained on at least some of the 10-acre parcels, the types 
of agricultural uses existing or historically occurring in the Specific Plan area (e.g. grazing land, 
irrigated pasture, and rice) are not generally considered commercially viable on 10-acre parcels.  
Orchards have also existed on-site and would be more viable on smaller parcels, if soil and water 
conditions supported orchard use.    
 
Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan provides for up to two mixed 
pedestrian-oriented villages or towns and a larger town center in the Specific Plan area.  The 
Rural Density Alternative does not provide for a Town Center, villages or any form of 
commercial, office or industrial development.  Reduced residential densities reduce the potential 
for effective transit service, bicycle and pedestrian movement, and continue to emphasize 
automobile use.   
 
With the exception of the existing rural residential development on the site, the project site is 
currently designated for Agriculture (80-acre minimum parcel size), with small areas designated 
for Commercial, Industrial and Greenbelt and Open Space.  Ten-acre parcels could, for the most 
part, not be created without an Amendment to the Placer County General Plan. 
 
Development of incompatible uses and/or creation of land use conflicts identified as having the 
potential to result from implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would probably not occur, 
since there would be no commercial or industrial uses to cause land use conflicts with residential 
uses.  Conflicts could still occur between agricultural uses and rural residential uses, although the 
large size of the rural residential lots would tend to reduce potential conflicts.  Similarly, creation 
of land use conflicts within the Specific Plan area due to existing power line easements would be 
reduced because of reduced residential densities in areas crossed by the easements. 
 
Off-site infrastructure would not be developed; it is assumed that there would be on-site septic 
systems.  A community water system is normally considered economically infeasible for lots 10 
acres and larger.  It is likely that lots would rely on individual wells, although one or more small 
public systems, in accordance with County Code Section 13.08.030, could be permitted by the 
Placer County Environmental Health Services Division to serve several houses from a single 
well.  
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VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, alteration of views of the Specific Plan area from 
surrounding roadways and properties from its present rural residential/agricultural character to an 
urbanized character would not occur.  However, the resulting visual character would be 
somewhat different from existing conditions which, with the exception of existing rural 
residential development in the Riego area, consists largely of open views.  Views of the Specific 
Plan area from all directions would be essentially the same:  rural residential development.  
Applying the same standards of significance used in Section 4.2 of this Revised Draft EIR, the 
impact of this change would be less than significant. 
 
Alteration of views for those residing within the Specific Plan area would still occur; however, 
because there would be lower residential densities and only approximately 5% of the number of 
residents proposed in the Specific Plan, those impacts would be greatly reduced.  Views from 
existing residences in the Riego area would be of development similar to their own. 
 
Impacts of introduction of new sources of light and glare within the Specific Plan area would be 
greatly reduced because of the rural residential densities and lack of lighting associated with 
industrial, office and commercial uses.  New lighting would consist primarily of occasional 
headlights and residential security lighting on large parcels. 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, the development form and appearance would be similar to 
rural residential development patterns that exist in the Riego area, rather than a village concept.  
The Rural Density Alternative does not include a Town Center, but does provide for more 
buffering through application of rural residential densities.  No open space corridors or linkages 
or park areas are included in this alternative.        
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, visual impacts identified as associated with construction 
within off-site infrastructure would not occur.  Cumulative impacts related to alterations of views 
and light and glare, identified as significant and unmitigable impacts, could still occur due to 
urban development in the surrounding area, but development of the project site would not 
contribute to those impacts.   
 
HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, it would typically be assumed that the water supply would 
consist of on-site wells, since development of a community water supply to 10-acre parcels 
would normally be cost-prohibitive.  However, it is possible that one or more small public 
systems could be constructed to serve several houses from a single well, if allowed under 
General Plan Policy 4.C.2.  Any public system would have to be permitted by the Placer County 
Environmental Health Services Division in accordance with County Code Section 13.08.030.  
The groundwater quality and quantity impacts of as many as 500 new on-site sewage disposal 
systems and wells is not known.  However, it is likely to be significant and unavoidable from a 
groundwater quality perspective, and could also have adverse effects on groundwater quantity 
because no surface water supply would be developed.  Such impacts would potentially be greater 
than project groundwater quality and groundwater quantity impacts.   
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Increases in runoff quantity associated with urbanization of the Specific Plan area, which could 
contribute to both on-site and downstream flooding and erosion, would be greatly reduced under 
the Rural Density Alternative.  With 10-acre parcels, it is assumed that there would be no new 
municipal drainage system, although subdivisions and roads would need to be graded to facilitate 
drainage flows. Similarly, surface water and groundwater quality impacts associated with 
construction on the project site, and later impacts associated with project site development and 
urban pollutants, would be greatly reduced.  Surface water and groundwater quality impacts 
associated with construction of off-site infrastructure would not occur.  The contribution of the 
project to surface water quality impacts would be substantially reduced. 
 
It is assumed that the drainage system would, for the most part, be one that functions by means 
of grading and use of natural drainage channels.  Runoff would also result in increased erosion, 
short-term construction water quality impacts, and long-term operational water quality impacts.  
However, in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan, impacts would be greatly reduced.  The 
number of roadways would be reduced, and there would be no large parking lots or other large 
impervious surfaces to generate large volumes of runoff and pollutants. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
As described in Section 4.4 of this Revised Draft EIR, development of the project site may 
remove habitat for special-status species, including listed vernal pool invertebrates, burrowing 
owl, Swainson’s hawk, and raptor nesting habitat.  It may also result in the removal of individual 
oak trees, and fill wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  The need to comply with 
State and federal requirements regarding wetlands and special-status species, combined with 
greatly reduced densities that provide greater opportunities for avoidance of impacts, would 
reduce potential impacts.  However, no public open space or wetland preserves are proposed 
under the Rural Density Alternative.  Off-site mitigation would probably be infeasible due to the 
substantial reduction in density.  Some forms of on-site mitigation may become more feasible 
due to greatly reduced density.  
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, impacts within off-site utility infrastructure areas would not 
occur.  Similarly, impacts on biological resources associated with the initial and long-term 
surface water supply would not occur. 
 
Cumulative impacts related to the ongoing loss of natural undisturbed open space in the region, 
increased human intrusion and activity levels in proximity to habitat areas, and removal of 
potential habitat for federally- and State-listed and other special-status species, identified as a 
significant and unavoidable impact, would still occur, although the project would entail a smaller 
contribution to that impact.  
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Section 4.5 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies a potentially significant impact related to ground 
shaking in the Specific Plan area, including damage to structures resulting from strong 
earthquakes generated along faults in the region.  Under the Rural Density Alternative, damage 
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to existing and new structures in the project site could still occur due to ground shaking; 
however, the number of structures and residents exposed to such impacts would be greatly 
reduced in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Similarly, soil-related impacts (e.g., ground instability, erosion, expansive soils, foundation 
instability) related to construction activities and new construction would be reduced in 
comparison to the Specific Plan.  The nature of new construction (i.e., no municipal sewer, water 
or drainage infrastructure, no large commercial or industrial structures or roadways) would result 
in fewer construction-related soil impacts.  Impacts related to construction within off-site 
infrastructure areas would not occur.  
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, potential impacts identified in Section 4.6 of this Revised 
Draft EIR could still occur (with the exception of off-site infrastructure), even though densities 
will be reduced and development would be less intense.  However, the reduced densities would 
provide greater opportunities for resources to be avoided.  Impacts on cultural resources related 
to the initial and long-term surface water supply would not occur.  
 
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
The Rural Density Alternative would add 500 single-family dwelling units to the Specific Plan 
area.  At an average of about 9 daily vehicle trips per dwelling unit, this alternative would 
generate about 4,500 daily vehicle trips.  The proposed Specific Plan would generate about 
264,000 daily vehicle trips. 
 
The trips generated by the Rural Density Alternative would use several different roadways to 
reach a variety of destinations, especially east and south of the project site.  While much of this 
traffic increase would use Baseline Road and Watt Avenue, no one segment of roadway would 
receive more than 2,000 daily or 200 peak hour vehicle trips.  The Rural Density Alternative 
would not include the roadway improvements that are part of the proposed Specific Plan, such as 
the widening of Baseline Road to six lanes.  However, with its limited traffic increase, there may 
or may not be any significant traffic impacts from the Rural Density Alternative, and most if not 
all of the traffic impacts that would result from the proposed Specific Plan would likely not 
occur. 
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
Section 4.8 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies and, to the extent possible, quantifies air quality 
impacts of the proposed Specific Plan related to construction and future operations within the 
Specific Plan area and off-site infrastructure areas.  Operations include both mobile and 
stationary source air pollutants.  Air quality impacts associated with construction and operation 
of improvements under the Rural Density Alternative would be reduced.  Probable air emissions 
are shown on Table 6-6.  Emissions would not exceed standards of significance, and direct 
impacts of the project would be less than significant.   
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Table 6-6 
Rural Density Alternative 

Pounds/Day 
Category 

ROG NOx CO PM10 

Construction Emissions (Maximum Day) 
TOTAL Construction 4.97 38.38 34.76 8.74 

PCAPCD Standards 82 82 550 82 
Construction Significant? N N N N 
Area Source Emissions 
Natural Gas 0.48 6.27 2.67 0.01 
Landscaping 0.70 0.08 6.10 0.01 
Consumer Products 24.46 - - - 

TOTAL Area Source 25.65 6.35 8.76 0.02 
Vehicular Emissions 
Residential 7.13 4.87 69.39 34.68 
Educational - - - - 
Retail/Commercial - - - - 
Office - - - - 
Industrial - - - - 
Other - - - - 

TOTAL Vehicular 7.13 4.87 69.39 34.68 
Source: Quad Knopf, Inc., 2005 
 
Cumulative impacts related to regional air quality, identified as a significant impact, would still 
occur due to the contribution of development in the project site and the surrounding area and the 
existing ambient air quality. 
 
NOISE 
 
Increased noise levels associated with commercial/business park uses would not occur.  
Increased noise levels associated with construction-related activities would be anticipated to be 
less than significant due to substantially reduced construction levels and larger residential lot 
sizes.  Construction noise associated with off-site infrastructure would not occur.  Traffic-related 
noise impacts would also be anticipated to be less than significant due to the substantial 
reduction in traffic volumes estimated above.  
 
Cumulative impacts related to traffic noise levels, identified as a significant but unmitigable 
impact, could still occur due to development of the project site and urbanization of surrounding 
areas, but development of the project site would not contribute substantially to that impact.   
 
POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
 
It is noted above that 500 new dwelling units (a total of 650 dwelling units) would exist in the 
project are under the Rural Density Alternative.  Estimated population associated with this 
alternative is a total of 1,755 persons (1,350 new persons), compared to 34,762 persons under the 
proposed Specific Plan. 
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Section 4.10 of this Revised Draft EIR provides information on employment and housing for the 
greater Sacramento region and Placer County, and jobs/housing balance.  It is estimated that at 
full buildout of the Specific Plan, the ratio of jobs to housing will be approximately 0.54 per 
dwelling unit (7,594 jobs to 14,132 dwelling units).  .  Section 4.10 concludes that buildout of the 
proposed Specific Plan could create a short-term imbalance of jobs and housing.  Under the 
Rural Density Alternative, no new jobs would be created on the project site (with the exception 
of home-based businesses, which cannot be estimated), and the alternative would not produce a 
favorable jobs/housing ratio.  However, the amount of housing would be greatly reduced in 
comparison to the proposed Specific Plan (500 new dwelling units compared to 14,132 new 
units).   
 
It would be very difficult to develop affordable single family housing units on 10-acre lots; the 
impact of the Rural Density Alternative on affordable housing that might otherwise be developed 
under the Specific Plan would be considered significant.    
 
PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Public services and infrastructure needed to serve the proposed Specific Plan area are identified 
in Section 4.11 of this Revised Draft EIR, including sanitary sewer/wastewater, water supply, 
recycled water, solid waste disposal, electrical/natural gas service, telecommunications, cable 
television, fire protection, police protection, library services, drainage services, schools, parks 
and recreation facilities, and general County facilities and services.   
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, fire protection services would need to be increased, but at 
reduced levels.  Equipment and personnel would still be needed over time, but at reduced levels.  
It is unlikely that an additional fire station could be justified based on the added development 
under this alternative.  Using a strictly population-based standard, the Rural Density Alternative 
would generate a need for one additional firefighter.  With a substantially reduced level of 
development contributing fees for capital facilities, fees may be inadequate to fund needed 
facilities.   
 
Other impacts identified in Section 4.11.2 would still occur.  Although the potential for 
additional fire hazards in large open space/natural areas would not occur because these open 
space areas would not be created, large numbers of rural residential lots that are not completely 
landscaped and irrigated would provide additional fire hazards.  Impacts on emergency response 
time could still occur. 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, increased demand for police protection services would still 
occur, although demand would be greatly reduced.  Exclusion of commercial and industrial areas 
would reduce public safety demands.  It is estimated in Section 4.11.3 that at full buildout of the 
Specific Plan, one new Sheriff’s substation will be needed to serve the area.  Although there will 
be no commercial or industrial development and the number of residences served will be greatly 
reduced under this alternative, the distance from the nearest existing Sheriff’s substation in 
Loomis would result in an inadequate response time, thus still requiring a substation in the area 
to adequately serve the project site.  With the reduced level of development contributing fees for 
capital facilities, fees may be inadequate to fund needed facilities.   
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Under the Rural Density Alternative, no new municipal wastewater collection, treatment and 
disposal system is assumed to serve the project area.  It is assumed that individual on-site septic 
systems will provide for wastewater disposal.  Construction impacts would occur in association 
with construction of individual residences.  The project site would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts on the SRCSD and/or the DCWWTP, and would not discharge to Dry Creek or the 
Sacramento River. Discharge to the Sacramento River has been identified as a significant 
unavoidable impact associated with the proposed Specific Plan and other alternatives, with the 
exception of the No Project Alternative; however, new impacts on groundwater quality could 
occur as a result of the increase in on-site septic systems.  
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, increased enrollment in schools and need for new/expanded 
school facilities would still occur, although at greatly reduced levels.  No acreage is specifically 
allocated for schools under this alternative.  The proposed Specific Plan provides for 
development of six elementary schools, two middle schools and one high school located 
throughout the Specific Plan area.  The Rural Density Alternative would not generate enough 
students to justify development of new schools at any level to serve only residents of the project 
site.  It is assumed that the proposed change in school district boundaries would not be pursued 
under this alternative. 
 
Impacts on the County MRF and landfill would be substantially reduced in comparison to the 
proposed Specific Plan.  Cumulative impacts of waste disposal on the MRF and landfill would 
still occur, although at substantially reduced levels.    
 
A community water system is normally considered economically infeasible for lots 10 acres and 
larger.  Because there is a potential conflict with County General Plan Policy 4.C.2 if the 
alternative were to rely on groundwater as a new domestic water supply, lack of an available 
water supply could be a significant unavoidable impact.  
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, limited new drainage facilities would be designed to serve 
the project site.  Cumulative water quality impacts on drainage systems could still occur.  
However, under the Rural Density Alternative, the project site would contribute substantially less 
to that cumulative impact. 
 
New electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications/cable television systems would still be 
needed to serve the project site under the Rural Density Alternative.  Development that could 
affect existing facilities and systems would still occur.  Cumulative impacts on electrical demand 
and telecommunications systems would still occur, but the contribution of the project site would 
be substantially reduced in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan.   
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, new demand for library services and need for a new library 
would still occur, although demand would be substantially reduced in comparison to the 
proposed Specific Plan.  It is estimated in Section 4.11.12 that at full buildout, a permanent 
13,905 square-foot community library facility will be needed to serve the Specific Plan area.  
Under the Rural Density Alternative, a facility would still be needed to provide service locally to 
avoid impacts on libraries in other jurisdictions.  With a reduced level of development 
contributing fees for capital facilities, fees would be inadequate to fund needed capital facilities. 
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Section 4.11.13 of this Revised Draft EIR describes regional parks in the vicinity of the Specific 
Plan area and new park facilities that would be created as part of the Specific Plan.  Recreational 
facilities that are associated with the proposed initial and long-term water supply are also 
addressed.  Under the Rural Density Alternative, no new parks and recreational facilities are 
proposed.  Impacts on regional parks and recreational programs in neighboring jurisdictions are 
likely to occur since no new facilities are proposed on the project site.  Impacts on recreational 
facilities related to the proposed Specific Plan surface water supply would not occur.  With a 
substantially reduced level of development contributing park fees, fees would be inadequate to 
fund needed capital facilities on the project site. 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, new demand for general County facilities and services will 
still occur, although at substantially reduced levels in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan.  
 
HAZARDS 
 
Section 4.12 of this Revised Draft EIR evaluates the potential for soil or groundwater 
contamination in the Specific Plan area as a result of current or past land uses, and the potential 
for impacts from hazardous substances and/or waste contamination as a result of Specific Plan 
development.  A Phase I and Phase I Supplemental and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments 
were prepared for the Specific Plan area and Phase 1, respectively.  The Phase I and Phase II 
ESAs and subsequent work by the Placer County Environmental Health Services Division have 
identified areas where soil contamination has occurred, areas that require additional study, and 
additional hazards such as those associated with historic orchard use. 
 
Under the Rural Density Alternative, development of the Specific Plan area would require 
remediation of contaminated sites and abandonment of unused wells and septic systems.  
Hazards related to commercial use of potentially hazardous materials would not occur because 
no commercial or industrial uses are proposed to be developed.  Potential asbestos hazards 
related to demolition of older structures and hazards related to mosquitoes and other vectors 
could still occur, but the number and proximity of people that would potentially be exposed to 
these hazards would be substantially reduced.  EMF exposure could still occur due to power 
lines, but it is unlikely that the substation would be constructed. 
 
6.3.4 BLUEPRINT ALTERNATIVE 
 
To illustrate how development would occur under SACOG’s recommended development 
principles, an alternative Blueprint Alternative (see Figure 6-2) was developed by the project 
proponents for this Revised Draft EIR.  In addition, a Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan text 
and graphics have been prepared and are available for review at the location specified in Section 
2.9 of this Revised Draft EIR.    
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, densities for residential, commercial, and public/quasi-public 
land uses are more similar to the SACOG plan than the proposed project.  While similar to the 
SACOG plan, the Blueprint Alternative analyzed in this Revised Draft EIR is different from the 
density and mix of development envisioned by SACOG, because the Blueprint Alternative is 
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based on more precise information about developable land and assumes that development 
patterns in the Special Planning Area (SPA) do not change.  For example, SACOG assumed no 
rural residential development in the Specific Plan area, while the Blueprint Alternative assumes 
that over 900 acres would remain rural residential, because the proposed project would not alter 
land uses in the SPA.   
 
The Blueprint Alternative is based on the following principles adopted by SACOG in December, 
2004: 
 
1. Transportation choices.  Developments should be designed to encourage people to sometimes 

walk, ride bicycles, ride the bus, ride light rail, take the train, or carpool as a way to reduce 
the number and length of auto trips. 

 
2. Mixed-use development.  Building homes and shops, entertainment, office and even light 

industrial uses near each other can create active, vital neighborhoods and also help reduce the 
number and length of auto trips. 

 
3. Compact development.  Creating environments that are more compactly built and use space 

in an efficient but aesthetic manner can encourage more walking, biking, and public transit 
use, and shorten auto trips. 

 
4. Housing choice and diversity.  Providing a variety of places where people can live – 

apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and single-family detached homes on varying lot 
sizes – creates opportunities for the variety of people who need them:  singles, seniors, and 
people with special needs. 

 
5. Use of existing assets.  In urbanized areas, development on infill or vacant lands, 

intensification of the use of underused parcels or redevelopment can make better use of 
existing public infrastructure. 

 
6. Quality design.  The design details of any land use development – such as the relationship to 

the street, setbacks, placement of garages, sidewalks, landscaping, the aesthetics of building 
design, and the design of the public right-of-way – are all factors that can influence the 
attractiveness of living in a compact development and facilitate the ease of walking and 
biking to work or neighborhood services. 

 
7. Natural resources conservation.  This principle encourages the incorporation of public use 

open space (such as parks, town squares, trails, and greenbelts) within development projects, 
over and above state requirements; along with wildlife and plant habitat preservation, 
agricultural preservation and promotion of environment-friendly practices such as energy 
efficient design, water conservation, and stormwater management, and shade trees to reduce 
the ground temperatures in the summer. 

   
The Blueprint Alternative would implement the above principles in part by increasing residential 
densities within the Specific Plan area. The Blueprint Alternative proposes construction of 
21,631 residential dwelling units compared with 14,132 dwelling units under the proposed 
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project (a 53% increase).  Density in residential-only areas, excluding Commercial Mixed-Use 
development that includes residential dwelling units, would increase from 5.4 under the proposed 
project to 8.9 in the Blueprint Alternative.  As with the proposed project, the Blueprint 
Alternative would cluster most high-density residential uses around the Town and Neighborhood 
Centers.  This clustering also aids in furthering the above principles by putting more residents 
within walking distance of mixed-use development and public transit.  The increased densities 
would also further the economic viability of the Town and Neighborhood Centers by increasing 
the absolute number of residents within walking distance of these places. 
 
Table 6-7 compares the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative in terms of densities, 
acreages and number of units for residential-only development.  The Blueprint Alternative would 
increase density under all three categories of residential development – Low-Density Residential 
(LDR), Medium-Density Residential (MDR), and High-Density Residential (HDR) as well as 
under Commercial Mixed-use (CMU), which combines commercial with residential.  In areas 
that are to be developed in residential-only and CMU land use designations (outside of the SPA, 
which would be unchanged), the Blueprint Alternative proposes development of 20,556 dwelling 
units on 2,184.5 acres (9.4 units per acre) compared with 13,607 dwelling units on 2,424 acres 
(5.6 units per acre) under the proposed project. The Blueprint Alternative would also 
substantially increase the acreage for Medium- and High-Density residential development, while 
reducing the amount of land designated Low-Density residential.  Consequently, it is expected 
that the types of housing would change, with far fewer single-family homes under the Blueprint 
Alternative, and more attached units, such as duplexes, townhomes and condominiums.  
Measured by Floor Area Ratio (FAR), density significantly increases in land use categories 
where commercial (retail and office space) are mixed with residential units.  In addition, the 
Blueprint Alternative nearly doubles the number of residential units within CMU land use 
designations from 844 to 1,732.  Another difference is that the Blueprint Alternative increases 
the number of acres of CMU from 47 to 79. 
 
Table 6-7 
Proposed Project Compared with Blueprint Alternative:   
Land Use Summary - Residential and Commercial Mixed-Use 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative 
Density/Intensity Standards Area 

Size 
# Density/Intensity Standards Area 

Size 
# 

Residential 
(RES) 

Density 
Range  
DU/AC 

Calc. 
Density 
DU/AC 

Acres Units Residential 
(RES) 

Density 
Range – 
DU/AC 

Calc. 
Density - 

DU/AC 

Acres Units 

LDR 2-6 3.5 991 3,455 LDR 2-7 5 606.5 3,034 
MDR 4-8 5.24 1,196 6,266 MDR 6-15 7.7 1,280 9870 
HDR 7-21 15 190 2,844 HDR 12-35 18 319.5 5,742 
CMU 14-22 18 46.9 844 CMU 15-35 22 78.75 1732 

Subtotal 
Residential 

— 5.6 2,423.9 13,607 Subtotal 
Residential 

— 9.4 2,184.5 20,556 

LDR=Low-Density Residential; MDR=Medium-Density Residential; HDR=High-Density Residential; CMU=Commercial 
Mixed-use Residential (70% of total area); DU=Dwelling Units; AC=Acres; Calc=Calculated 
Source:  EDAW,  2006 
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Table 6-8 compares the Blueprint Alternative with the proposed project for Commercial land 
uses.  Retail and office uses would also increase in the CMU, due to an increase in the number of 
acres of CMU from 67 to 110 (the FARs would be the same as the proposed project).  The 
number of acres of commercial-only development would also increase, from 262 acres to 281 
acres. The resulting number of jobs would also increase, from 9,601 to 9,751.  The jobs/housing 
ratio under the Blueprint Alternative would be 0.45, compared with 0.68 under the proposed 
project.   The lower ratio for the Blueprint Alternative would be due to the substantial increase in 
housing with only a slight increase in employment-generating uses. 
 
Although the Blueprint Alternative would have a relatively low jobs/housing ratio, it would be in 
proximity to external jobs.  According to SACOG, a distinct advantage of increasing densities in 
the Specific Plan area is its proximity to several major current and emerging employment 
centers, including Roseville, Rocklin, the former McClellan Air Force Base, the International 
Airport/Metro Air Park, and development proposed in south Sutter County (Mike McKeever, 
Executive Director, SACOG, pers. comm., January 5, 2005).  By providing residences in 
proximity to these areas, the Blueprint Alternative (and the proposed project to a lesser extent) is 
expected to result in shorter average commute distances than would occur if housing were spread 
throughout the region.  Therefore, on a regional level, the jobs/housing ratio may be more 
balanced under the Blueprint Alternative than it would be under the proposed project. 
 
Table 6-8 
Proposed Project Compared with Blueprint Alternative:  
Land Use Summary – Commercial/Mixed-Use Development 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative 
Density/Intensity Standards Area 

Size 
# Density/Intensity Standards Area 

Size 
# 

Commercial FAR 
Range 

Calc. 
Density 

FAR 

Acres — Commercial FAR 
Range 

Calc. 
Density 

FAR 

Acres — 

Comm/Ret .20-.30 .25 34 — Comm/Ret .20-.30 .25 34 — 
Office .25-.45 .30 34.5 — Office .25-.45 .30 30.5 — 

Business 
Park (BP) 

.20-.45 .25 100.5 — Business 
Park (BP) 

.20-.45 .25 93.5 — 

Retail  (10% 
Area) 

.20-.45 .25 9.85 — Retail  (10% 
Area) 

.20-.45 .25 9.5 — 

Office (90% 
of Area) 

.20-.45 .25 88.65 — Office (90% 
of Area) 

.20-.45 .25 84 — 

BP/Power 
Center 

(100% Ret) 

.20-.35 .25 60 — BP/Power 
Center 

(100% Ret) 

.20-.35 .25 60 — 

Town Ctr 
Comm (TC) 

.35-2.0 .45 33.5 — Town Ctr 
Comm (TC) 

.35-2.0 .45 32 — 

Retail (80% 
of Area) 

.35-2.0 .45 26.8 — Retail (80% 
of Area) 

.35-2.0 .45 25.5 — 

Office (20% 
of Area) 

.35-2.0 .45 6.7 — Office (20% 
of Area) 

.35-2.0 .45 6.5 — 

CMU (30% 
of total area) 

.35-1.0 .45 20.10 14.40 CMU (30% 
of total area) 

.35-1.0 .45 33.75  

CMU Retail 35 .45 10.05 7.20 CMU Retail 35 .45 16.88  
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Table 6-8 
Proposed Project Compared with Blueprint Alternative:  
Land Use Summary – Commercial/Mixed-Use Development 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative 
Density/Intensity Standards Area 

Size 
# Density/Intensity Standards Area 

Size 
# 

(15%) (15%) 
CMU Office 

(15%) 
35 .45 10.05 7.20 CMU Office 

(15%) 
35 .45 16.88  

Subtotal 
Comm 

— — 280.60 — Subtotal 
Comm 

— — 250 — 

Calc=Calculated; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; CMU=Commercial Mixed-Use; Comm=Commercial; Ret=Retail; BP=Business 
Park 
Source:  EDAW; Quad Knopf, 2005 

 
For Public/Quasi-Public land uses (see Table 6-9), the Blueprint Alternative would increase 
acreage for religious facilities sites, schools and parks largely to serve the additional population.  
Park space would increase from 217 acres to 260.5 acres, with the addition of a large park in the 
center of the project area.  However, the number of acres devoted to open space would be the 
same as the proposed project—711.  Preservation of open space is related to certain physical 
features on the site that should, or must, be preserved, and is not influenced by increases in 
density.  Similarly, the need for roads would be equivalent, because the same area would be 
developed.  
 
Table 6-9 
Proposed Project Compared with Blueprint Alternative:  
Land Use Summary – Public/Quasi-Public Development 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative 
Public/Quasi-

Public 
Calc 

Density 
FAR 

Acres Residential 
Units 

Public/Quasi-
Public 

Calc 
Density 

FAR 

Acres Residential 
Units 

Public Density 
FAR 

Acres Units Public Density 
FAR 

Acres Units 

Pub 
Facil./Services 

— 54.5 — Pub 
Facil./Services 

— 54 — 

Religious 
Facilities 

3.5 92 312 Religious 
Facilities 

8 113.5 842 

Schools — — — Schools —   
Elementary 

Schools 
— 60 6 schools Elementary 

Schools 
— 80 7 schools 

Middle Schools — 40 2 schools Middle 
Schools 

— 60 3 schools 

High Schools — 40 1 school High Schools — 80 2 schools 
Parks* — 217 — Parks* — 260.5 — 
Open Space — 714 — Open Space — 714 — 
Major Roads** — 329 — Major 

Roads** 
— 324.5 — 

Subtotal Quasi-
Public 

— 1,546.5 312 Subtotal 
Quasi-Public 

— 1,685.5 862 
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Table 6-9 
Proposed Project Compared with Blueprint Alternative:  
Land Use Summary – Public/Quasi-Public Development 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative 
Calc=Calculated; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; Res=Residential 
*Neighborhood parks, community parks, mini parks, and recreation center 
**Thoroughfares, arterials, collector roadways 
1.  Religious Facilities may be developed as residential if not acquired by a religious organization within a specified period.  
Differs slightly from Table 6-17, because three acres are in the powerline easements, and could not be used for residential. 
Source:  EDAW; Quad Knopf, 2006 

 
As discussed below, the increased density of the Blueprint Alternative addresses SACOG’s 
growth principles to a greater extent than the proposed project: 
 
1. Transportation choices.  Both the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative provide 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout the Specific Plan area, linking parks, homes, 
schools and other uses.  Both also provide right-of-way for Bus Rapid Transit on Watt 
Avenue, a multi-modal transit center, bus service and park-and-ride lots.  Therefore, both the 
proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative would be designed to encourage people to 
sometimes walk, ride bicycles, ride the bus, ride light rail, take the train, or carpool as a way 
to reduce the number and length of auto trips.  However, the Blueprint Alternative would 
likely result in higher transit use because it provides for higher densities in proximity to the 
Transit Center and other potential transit hubs such as the Town Center.  According to 
SACOG, the minimum residential density needed to support infrequent bus service is seven 
dwelling units per acre.  Almost one-third of the housing in the Blueprint Alternative would 
be at or near this density, compared to less than 5% under the proposed project.  Therefore, 
bus service and ridership would likely be increased under the Blueprint Alternative. 

 
2. Mixed-use development.  Both the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative provide for 

a wide range of residential and non-residential development.  The Blueprint Alternative 
would increase the population near the Town Center and Village Centers relative to the 
proposed project. 

 
3. Compact development.  Both the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative provide for 

higher densities at the Town and Village Centers, with medium and lower density residential 
development occurring at greater distances from the centers.  The Blueprint Alternative 
would be more compact because it would provide for more units per acre at every density 
and have more acreage designated Medium- and High-Density residential than the proposed 
project.  Approximately one-third of residential development under the Blueprint Alternative 
would be at densities approaching or exceeding 10 units per acre, compared to less than 5% 
under the proposed project.   

 
4. Housing choice and diversity.  Both the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative would 

provide for a wide range of densities and housing types and an age-restricted component.  
However, the Blueprint Alternative would have more variety, with densities ranging from 2 
to 35, compared to 2 to 22 under the proposed project.   
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5.   Use of existing assets.  This principal does not apply to the Specific Plan area, because it is 
not developed at this time. 

 
6. Quality design.  The Blueprint Alternative, like the proposed project, would be subject to 

design guidelines and development standards intended to ensure that new development 
would be of high quality and compatible with surrounding land uses. 

 
7. Natural resources conservation.  The same areas would be preserved as Open Space under 

either the proposed project or Blueprint Alternative, including the Dry Creek and other 
drainage corridors and the oak woodland.  Natural resources within these Open Space areas 
would be conserved and protected.  The Blueprint Alternative has the potential to further 
protect natural resources by absorbing more demand for residential development.  If, for 
example, the additional 7,499 units in the Blueprint Alternative were developed elsewhere in 
the region at average densities of 5.4 (like the proposed project) to 8.5 (like the Blueprint 
Alternative), an additional 882 to 1,389 acres would need to be converted to residential uses 
elsewhere in the region.  Additional land would be needed for schools and parks for this 
population.  Depending on the location of such development, additional agricultural and 
biological resources could be lost to urbanization.   

 
Both the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative also provide for a network of parks and 
trails throughout the Specific Plan area, a town square, stormwater facilities, and landscaping 
that would provide shade.  Because of its increased densities and smaller lots, per capita water 
use and stormwater runoff would be lower under the Blueprint Alternative.   
 
Other differences between the Blueprint Alternative and the proposed project include the 
following: 
 
• The Blueprint Alternative is designed for an anticipated population of approximately 52,000 

(51,983) residents compared to approximately 34,750 (34,762) under the proposed project, 
increase of almost 50%. 

 
• The Blueprint Alternative would provide 43 more acres of parks, including an additional 

large 50-acre central community park, one additional elementary school, one additional 
middle school, one additional high school, and four additional designated religious sites.  It 
should be noted that these increases are necessary to serve the higher population, and would 
not increase per capita services.  For example, there would be an additional 3,735 school 
children under the Blueprint Alternative. 

 
• The Blueprint Alternative proposes a roadway network that is similar to the proposed project, 

but the traffic volumes would be substantially greater in and near the Specific Plan area due 
to the increased density. 

 
• The Blueprint Alternative would have higher density concentrations along the Watt Avenue 

transit corridor and surrounding the Village Centers and commercial developments. 
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• The Town and Village Centers would be designed at higher densities that may require 
development of parking garages.  In general, there would be less surface parking and more 
strategically located parking structures. 

 
• Public infrastructure such as water distribution, sewers, drainage systems and retention 

basins would be resized and added to accommodate the increase in population.  For example, 
the force mains from the lift station at the far west side of the project to the DCWWTP would 
be increased from 16 inches to 20 to24 inches. 

 
The following topical sections evaluate the Blueprint Alternative at a project-level in a manner 
similar to the proposed Specific Plan.  Where background, analysis, impacts and mitigation 
measures are the same for the Blueprint Alternative as for the project, this is described and 
impacts and applicable mitigation measures are listed by their corresponding number.  Standards 
of Significance for judging the significance of impacts have not been modified and remain the 
same for both the Specific Plan and Blueprint Alternative.  Where differences exist this is also 
described.  Additional impact statements and mitigation measures are provided, as necessary. 
 
In order to evaluate the differences between the proposed project and the Blueprint Alternative, 
some of the information provided below is based on comparisons provided by SACOG based on 
work done for the SACOG Blueprint Plan.  As discussed above, the Blueprint Alternative 
described in this Revised Draft EIR does differ somewhat from that plan.  The “base case” 
developed by SACOG to quantify the amount and type of traditional development that could 
occur in the Specific Plan area also differs from the proposed project. Even with these 
differences, in some cases, the evaluation prepared by SACOG provides useful information 
regarding the relative effects of lower and higher density development.   
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same for the Blueprint Alternative as for the proposed project (see 
section 4.1.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local setting are the same as for the proposed 
project (see Section 4.1.2).  Differences between the Blueprint Alternative and the proposed 
project in terms of development intensity are described above in the introduction to this 
alternative. 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
The regulatory setting remains the same for both the Blueprint Alternative and the proposed 
project (see Section 4.1.4). 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Blueprint Alternative, at 21,631 residential dwelling units, exceeds the maximum number of 
residential dwelling units (14,132) called for in the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan by 
7,499 units and could lead to physical impacts on the environment, as described elsewhere in this 
alternatives analysis.  Therefore, the inconsistency of the Blueprint Alternative with the Dry 
Creek/West Placer Community Plan (Impact 4.1-1) constitutes a physical impact on the 
environment remains potentially significant and no mitigation measures are available.  However, 
the applicants have applied for an amendment to the Placer County General Plan that would 
delete the reference to a maximum of 14,132 dwelling units in Exhibit 1 to the Dry Creek/West 
Placer Community Plan and substitute the figure of 21,631 units instead in the event the 
Blueprint Alternative is adopted.  The balance of the analysis under Impact 4.1-1 remains the 
same for the Blueprint Alternative.  
 
The Blueprint Alternative would be subject to the same Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Agreement signed on September 10, 2001 by Placer County, the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDFG), The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries).  Therefore, the impact from potential conflicts with a 
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan (Impact 4.1-2) would remain 
less than significant. 
 
As with the proposed project, approximately 4,225 acres of agricultural land would be converted 
to non-agricultural uses (Impact 4.1-3) under the Blueprint Alternative, so this impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable even after implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-3.   
 
There are no parcels within the Specific Plan area that are currently under Williamson Act 
contract.  Approximately 90 acres were subject to a Williamson Act contract that expired in 
January, 2005.   However, the Placer County General Plan provides for agricultural buffers, as 
described in Section 4.1.4.  Because an adjacent contracted Agricultural Preserve area may be 
used for rice production, the buffer should be 200 to 800 feet (and may be established anywhere 
within this range by a Specific Plan) and must include a 400-foot residential exclusion area.  
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the nearest residential use to the Preserve would be more than 
400 feet away.     
 
In order to comply with the above buffer requirements, uses adjacent to the Agricultural Preserve 
(see Impact 4.1-7 discussion) should be set back a minimum of 200 feet from the Agricultural 
Preserve.  Adoption of Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan Policy 3.29 will mitigate any potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.5 in Chapter Two of this Revised Draft EIR, the Blueprint Alternative 
Specific Plan would provide for a streamlined approval process for projects pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65457, Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15182 and 15183.  Under these codes, projects may not be subject to further 
environmental review if County staff determines that the project is consistent with the Specific 
Plan and that the EIR addressed site-specific issues at a reasonable level of detail for the 
particular site at issue.  This project streamlining also depends on how well the project has 
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complied with mitigation requirements formulated and adopted in connection with Specific Plan 
approval.  To assist with these determinations, the County has established a “subsequent 
conformity review process,” as described in Section 2.7.2.   
 
If the criteria are met, most subsequent projects will typically be subject only to approval of 
tentative and final subdivision maps, improvement plans, and design review by the County, prior 
to issuance of building permits, similar to the proposed project.  As described in the Placer 
County Zoning Ordinance, the Design Review process is a ministerial rather than a discretionary 
process.  Through this process, applications are approved, conditionally approved, or denied 
based on consistency with the design standards and guidelines established for each district and 
the Specific Plan area in general.  
 
The Blueprint Alternative provides for a mixed-use environment, which could lead to land use 
incompatibilities.  However, the proposed Specific Plan contains a variety of techniques 
designed to ensure compatibility of uses and contains goals, policies and guidelines for this 
specific purpose such as:  Goal 6.27 (Compatibility of adjoining land uses), Policy 6.28, 
(Compatibility of adjoining large lot rural and agricultural uses), Policy 6.29 (Compatibility of 
residential uses adjacent to commercial and employment uses), Policy 6.30, (Compatibility of 
uses adjacent to parks and open space), and the Design Guidelines included in Chapter VI of the 
Specific Plan.  In addition, all proposed commercial and employment uses will be subject to 
Design Review, which will permit the County to review proposed uses for compatibility with 
adjacent existing and proposed land uses and impose compatibility requirements.  Other sections 
of this Revised Draft EIR also contain discussions and proposed mitigation for potential 
incompatibilities.  These include Mitigation Measure 4.2-6a related to alteration of views, 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-2 concerning control of stationary noise sources, and Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-4 designed to reduce traffic noise incompatibilities.  Potential incompatibilities with 
existing power line easements within the Specific Plan area are also discussed under Impact 4.1-
6 and agricultural conflicts are discussed under Impact 4.1-7 below.  
 
The concept of a mixed-use development is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
County’s General Plan. Based on Specific Plan content, the use of Design Review, and topic-
specific mitigation contained in this Revised Draft EIR, the potential that incompatibility with 
surrounding development, or land use conflicts would result is a less than significant impact. 
 
Land use conflicts within the Specific Plan area due to existing power line easements (Impact 
4.1-6) would also remain less than significant under this alternative since the open space 
corridors surrounding the power line easements would be maintained under the Blueprint 
Alternative. 
 
Land use conflicts within the Specific Plan area between current agricultural uses and proposed 
development (Impact 4.1-7) would remain potentially significant under the Blueprint 
Alternative. Within the areas designated for urban development, the County’s Right-to-Farm 
laws are also still available to protect those continuing in agriculture and the State’s nuisance 
laws are also still available to protect homeowners and the County.  For the SPA, where 
agriculture will continue, Specific Plan policy has been proposed that meets the standards 
prescribed by the General Plan.  For properties designated Agriculture north of Baseline Road, 
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land use conflicts are a less than significant with implementation of Blueprint Alternative 
Specific Plan Policy 3.29 (see discussion for Impact 4.1-4). 
 
Conflicts with principles of the Blueprint Alternative (Impact 4.1-8) would not occur since the 
Blueprint Alternative is based on those principles.  Therefore, this impact, which would be 
significant and unavoidable under the proposed project, would not occur under the Blueprint 
Alternative.  
 
Amendment of the County General Plan to allow project-specific buffers to be established with 
adoption of a Specific Plan could result in adverse environmental effects (Impact 4.1-9).  
Because the proposed change would only become operative in association with a subsequent 
discretionary action, this is a less than significant impact.   
 
The impact from loss of Important Farmland due to installation of utilities in off-site 
infrastructure areas (Impact 4.1-10) would remain less than significant.  Under the Blueprint 
Alternative, land use conflicts could be created by expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
plants (Impact 4.1-11).  However, since mitigation measures are already provided in this Revised 
Draft EIR to address construction noise and air quality effects (see Mitigation Measures 4.8-1a-e 
and 4.9-3).  The minor increases in footprint and activity at these existing facilities would have 
little, if any, affect related to land use conflict.  This is a less than significant impact.    
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, acquisition of existing off-site structures and alteration of 
existing off-site land uses due to widening of Baseline/Riego Road and Watt Avenue (Impact 
4.1-12) would remain significant and unavoidable.  Acquisition of additional parallel roadways 
north of Baseline Road may also be necessary under the Blueprint Alternative; however, no 
roadway alignments have been identified and any land use analysis would be purely speculative, 
although the addition of east-west roadways north of Baseline Road would have growth 
inducement implications.   
 
Impacts as a result of compliance with Standard 8 (Agricultural Water Supply) of the Dry 
Creek/West Placer Community Plan (Impact 4.1-13) would still occur under the Blueprint 
Alternative.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.1a-c would reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would contribute to loss of farmland throughout Placer County, the 
region, and the state (Impact 4.1-14) that is cumulatively considerable.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-14 would lessen the severity of the cumulative loss of farmland, but the 
impact would remain cumulatively considerable.  However, it should be noted that the increased 
in dwelling units under the Blueprint Alternative could reduce the amount of agricultural land 
converted to residential development elsewhere in the region by helping the region to meeting 
the demand for housing caused by projected regional population growth. 
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VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.2.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local settings are the same as for the proposed 
project (see Section 4.2.2).  The open space areas along Baseline Road in the proposed project 
would remain the same under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.2.2). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.2.3). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Visual quality and aesthetics would not be significantly altered under the very similar form of 
development and development footprint proposed under the Blueprint Alternative.  Alteration of 
views from surrounding roadways and properties (Impact 4.2-1) as well as the views of residents 
living within the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.2-2) will be similar under the Blueprint 
Alternative.  Density increases in the form of more land designated as High-Density Residential 
and Commercial/Mixed-Use (two- to four-story structures) would occur in the interior of the 
project area and along the Watt Avenue transit corridor.  Therefore, the increased number of 
multi-story structures (including parking garages) could be more noticeable from viewpoints 
along Watt Avenue and other view points.  Although the effect could be more intense in nature, 
the conclusions regarding alteration of views remain the same and are significant and 
unmitigable.   
 
The Specific Plan proposes, as part of the water supply infrastructure, the construction of five 
water storage tanks and a recycled water storage tank.  The proposed locations of these tanks are 
illustrated on Figures 3-14 and 3-18 in Chapter Three of this Revised Draft EIR.  As shown on 
Figure 3-14, the water storage tanks will be located adjacent to proposed open space, park, or 
public/quasi-public land use areas.  The recycled water tank will be located in an area shown for 
High-Density Residential development.  Although the proposed Blueprint Alternative Specific 
Plan does not show additional water supply tanks, with an approximate 50% population increase 
under the Blueprint Alternative, it is likely that water storage tanks will need to be enlarged.  It is 
anticipated that the enlarged water storage tanks will be composed of concrete or steel with a 
capacity of approximately 5 million gallons at each location (3.5 million gallons for the recycled 
water storage tank).  The enlarged water storage tanks will be circular and will be a maximum 
170 feet in diameter and 30 feet in height.  If groundwater wells are developed on-site, it is 
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possible that they could be collocated with one or more of the water storage tanks.  However, 
wells, pumps and water treatment facilities would be subordinate in terms of visual impact, with 
the viewer’s eye drawn to the larger and taller water storage tank.   
 
Construction of these storage tanks has the potential to result in the alteration of views of the 
Specific Plan area and from open space areas within the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.2-3) to an 
even greater extent than under the proposed project.  However, the water storage tanks will be in 
proximity to structures of similar height that will be allowed under the Specific Plan; therefore, 
they will not appear as prominent features when viewing the area.  Additionally, the storage 
tanks will be constructed as part of an overall conversion of the area from rural open space to 
urban and suburban uses and will, therefore, be considered common and appropriate to the 
region by most viewers.  Within the context of the proposed development, alteration of views of 
the Specific Plan area due to the presence of water and recycled water storage tanks is less than 
significant.  However, because some of the proposed storage tanks are adjacent to open space 
areas, they have the potential to degrade the visual appearance of, and the views from within, 
open space areas.  Based on the standards of significance, this is a potentially significant impact.  
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 will reduce this impact to a level that is 
less than significant. 
 
The approximate 50% increase in residential units under the Blueprint Alternative compared 
with the proposed project would increase the potential impact from new sources of light and 
glare introduced with buildout of the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.2-4).  However, the Blueprint 
Alternative will conform to all adopted County policies and the detailed lighting and building 
material design guidelines in the Specific Plan that are intended to control light and glare.  This 
impact will remain less than significant under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, potential conflicts with Placer County policies related to 
buffering to protect visual resources (Impact 4.2-5) is less than significant. 
 
Visual impacts from removal of vegetation during utility line construction due to off-site utility 
line and roadway construction (Impact 4.2-6) would remain potentially significant under the 
Blueprint Alternative.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2-6a and 4.2-6b along with the 
regulatory safeguards of other jurisdictions in which construction would take place would reduce 
this impact to a less than significant level under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Alteration of views due to the expansion/improvement of off-site wastewater treatment facilities 
would remain less than significant under the Blueprint Alternative for the reasons set forth 
under Impact 4.2-7.  New sources of light and glare that may be created due to off-site 
infrastructure construction (Impact 4.2-8) would also be less than significant for the reasons set 
forth under Impact 4.2-8. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Cumulative impacts related to alteration of views (Impact 4.2-9) would be the same under the 
Blueprint Alternative. Based on the standards of significance, the cumulative impacts of the 
project and related projects are significant, and the project’s incremental contribution to this 
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impact is cumulatively considerable and thus significant.  This impact cannot be mitigated to a 
less than cumulatively considerable level and thus is unavoidable.  Similarly, with regard to 
cumulative light and glare impacts (Impact 4.2-10), the cumulative impacts of the project and 
related projects are significant, and the project’s incremental contribution to this impact is itself 
cumulatively considerable and thus, significant.  This impact, though substantially lessened 
through project-specific mitigation, cannot be mitigated to a less than cumulatively considerable 
level and thus, is unavoidable.   
 
HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.3.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
The project applicants have prepared a Master Project Drainage Study (Civil Solutions, 
February, 2006) for the Blueprint Alternative, which is referenced herein, and is available for 
review at the location shown in Section 2.9 of this Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local setting are the same as for the proposed 
project (see Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4), with the exception of water demand, which is 
calculated to be 14,543 acre-feet annually (AFA) for potable uses, compared to 11,500 AFA for 
the proposed project.  This estimate was developed by MacKay & Somps.  As under the 
proposed project, open spaces, park areas, and transportation medians will be irrigated with 
reclaimed water.   Water supply sources are the same under the Blueprint Alternative as they are 
under the proposed project,  with the initial water supply coming from the American River and 
the long-term water supply coming from the Sacramento River. 
 
SACOG has provided an analysis of water usage comparing its Blueprint Plan (SACOG’s 
Preferred Alternative for regional planning purposes) with the Base Case (traditional 
development patterns) on a regional basis (see Appendix T, Blueprint Water Demand Analysis, 
October 20, 2006 of this Revised Draft EIR).  The Blueprint Alternative is designed with similar 
densities, mixed-uses, and transit-oriented design as are incorporated by SACOG for their 
Blueprint Plan (see introduction to Blueprint Alternative).  The SACOG analysis finds a 
substantial decrease from the Base Case to the Preferred Alternative in total and per-unit water 
demand.  Assuming no changes in existing development, if the Sacramento region were to build 
out under the Blueprint Plan instead of under the Base Case, it could reduce its annual water 
needs by 17% through 2050, the last year for which a population forecast is available.  The 
decrease in per capita water usage under the Blueprint Plan primarily comes from a reduction in 
residential lot sizes, which reduces the need for landscape irrigation.  It should be noted that 
while per capita water consumption would decrease under the Blueprint Alternative compared to 
the proposed project, overall water consumption would increase because population would 
increase by 53%. 
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Comparing the Placer Vineyards Blueprint Alternative to the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific 
Plan, total water consumption would increase from 11,500 AFA to 14,543 AFA (a 21% 
increase).  However, the Blueprint Alternative would decrease per capita water usage by 14%, 
from .78 AFA per resident to .67 AFA per resident, considering all potable and non-potable 
water uses.  To the extent that the Blueprint Alternative reduces development in other areas of 
the Sacramento Region in an amount similar to reductions expected under SACOG’s Preferred 
Alternative, it would contribute to a regional reduction in per capita water consumption through 
2050, allowing the region to stretch supplies further than would be the case under the proposed 
project.     
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
Not applicable for Hydrology and Flood Control.  This information remains the same for Water 
Resources and Water Quality (see Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 4.3.4). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Hydrology and Flood Control 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, increased density would result in a greater increase in 
impervious surface as compared to the proposed project (Impact 4.3.2-1).  An analysis by Civil 
Solutions found that during 100-year and 200-year storm events, increased run-off would lead to 
potential impacts in the area between the Specific Plan area and Steelhead Creek due to 
increased volumes being discharged during the timing of peak flow from the Sankey Gap.   The 
Placer Vineyards Blueprint Alternative Master Project Drainage Study recommends increases in 
the size of on-site detention facilities.  In addition, it recommends an increase in pumping of 175 
CFS at the pump station at the Natomas Main Drainage Canal to address flood volume increases 
downstream in the event of a Sankey Gap spill event.  This impact is potentially significant.  
With reference to the Placer Vineyards Blueprint Alternative Master Project Drainage Study and 
increases in runoff quantity, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.2-1a, 4.3.2-1b, 4.3.2-1c-
i will reduce this impact to a less than significant level.  These mitigation measures will ensure 
that development applications within the Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan area will comply 
with the recommendations of the Blueprint Alternative Master Project Drainage Study, and will 
be accompanied by site-specific drainage reports.  Development must also follow the 
requirements of the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual, including reducing post-
development stormwater runoff volume to pre-development levels for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-
year storm events through construction of regional retention and detention facilities. 
 
Urbanization and development of the Specific Plan area under the Blueprint Alternative could 
also increase runoff to existing and proposed culverts within and downstream of the Specific 
Plan area to a greater degree than under the proposed project (Impact 4.3.2-2).  This 
incrementally greater increase in flows conveyed to existing culverts could result in over-topping 
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and flooding due to inadequate capacity for urbanized flow-rates and potential clogging from 
construction debris, sediment and/or vegetation.  However, the analysis of differences in the 
Placer Vineyards Blueprint Alternative Master Project Drainage Study between the Blueprint 
Alternative and the proposed project in terms of this impact recommended no changes in culvert 
sizes.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.2-2a and 4.3.2-2b will reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level.  These mitigation measures will ensure that development applications 
within the Specific Plan area will be accompanied by site-specific drainage reports, and that this 
new development will follow the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water Management 
Manual. 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative would result in an incrementally greater increase in 
runoff compared to the proposed project due to urbanization and increase in impervious surface 
area.  This would result in a correspondingly greater increase in water surface levels within 
channels, swales and other drainageways (Impact 4.3.2-3).  However, compliance with the 
recommendations contained in the Placer Vineyards Blueprint Alternative Master Project 
Drainage Study and implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.2-3a-f will reduce this impact to 
a less than significant level.  These mitigation measures will ensure that development 
applications within the Specific Plan area will be accompanied by site-specific drainage reports, 
and that this new development will follow the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water 
Management Manual, including reducing post-development stormwater runoff volume to pre-
development levels for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storm events through construction of 
regional retention and detention facilities. Urbanization and loss of open area could result in 
increased levels of flooding.  Flooding, along with increased velocities, could lead to bank 
erosion, elevated flood levels and increased runoff.  
 
Development and urbanization of the Specific Plan area under the Blueprint Alternative may 
reduce pervious area, which in turn limits the percolation process (Impact 4.3.2-4).  Because of 
the increased density of this alternative, this reduction would be greater than under the proposed 
project.  Groundwater recharge within Specific Plan area may be limited to open spaces and 
detention facilities provided.  The most likely area for recharge to occur would be along Dry 
Creek within the Type A soils area; however, under the Blueprint Alternative, this area will 
remain in open space and its recharge potential will be unaffected by the proposed development.  
This impact is less than significant. 
 
The Blueprint Alternative will use the same approach to drainage management as the proposed 
project.  Therefore, inconsistencies between the proposed Specific Plan and General Plan goals, 
objectives and policies related to increased runoff, erosion, and drainage infrastructure capacity 
(Impact 4.3.2-5) would remain less than significant.   
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, installation of off-site infrastructure may increase runoff 
volumes (Impact 4.3.2-6).  Installation of utilities to serve Specific Plan area development is 
distinct from site urbanization and is not anticipated to result in additional impervious surface 
area or an increase in runoff.  Design and installation of pipelines in off-site infrastructure areas 
is anticipated to remove and replace existing conditions with similar or in-kind materials.  This 
would include soil and other earthen materials, or replacement of pavement in the case of utility 
lines within existing roadways.  This impact is less than significant. 
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Off-site utilities and roadways will encroach into areas that are within FEMA-designated 100-
year flood zones (Impact 4.3.2-7).  However, under the Blueprint Alternative, off-site utilities 
will be buried and will be enclosed systems, so there will be no impact to the floodplain. 
 
There could be a reduction in the ability of facility operators to achieve and maintain reservoir 
flood control diagrams (Impact 4.3.2-8).  Under the proposed Specific Plan initial surface water 
supply, diversions from the American River would increase, thereby increasing demand on 
system reservoirs and indirectly providing a flood control benefit to the region.  Therefore, 
persons and property within the area protected by these facilities and under the operation of the 
reservoir flood control diagrams would not experience any significant increase in exposure to 
flooding hazards, relative to the existing condition.  This impact is less than significant. 
 
Floodplain characteristics could be altered due to implementation of the proposed Specific Plan 
initial water supply (Impact 4.3.2-9).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed 
project in terms of increased diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific 
Plan initial surface water supply, no specific changes to the characteristics of the floodplain 
would result.  This impact would remain less than significant. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, there could be an increase in lower American River levee stress 
(Impact 4.3.2-10).  Analysis of the proposed project found that there would be unchanging or 
slightly decreased flows below Nimbus dam, and there would no substantial change in hydraulic 
stress to lower American River levees.  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the 
proposed project in terms of increased diversions of American River water under the proposed 
Specific Plan initial surface water supply, this impact would remain less than significant.   
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative urbanization within the Specific Plan area and up-gradient of the 
Specific Plan area can result in a cumulative increase in surface runoff (Impact 4.3.2-11).  
Increased runoff may exceed design assumptions for proposed culverts, roadways, channels and 
other conveyance systems and result in overtopping and downstream flooding.  Design 
assumptions for off-site improvements and/or existing conditions affect capacity for received 
flow within the Specific Plan area as well as downstream.  Because the drainage system design 
for the Specific Plan area will limit post-project flows in the Curry and Natomas East Main 
Drainage Canal (NEMDC) drainage sheds consistent with the Placer County Storm Water 
Management Manual, this is a less than significant impact for those sheds.  Within the Dry 
Creek Drainage shed, detention of flows is not currently recommended.  The Specific Plan will, 
therefore, contribute to increased flows within this shed.  Ultimate build-out assumptions for the 
affected watershed must be considered and incorporated into the design of the storm drain 
system for the Specific Plan area and downstream areas.  When combined with potential up-
gradient flow increases, this is a cumulatively considerable significant impact.  Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.3.2-11a and 4.3.2-11b will reduce this impact to a less than significant 
level. 
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Under the Blueprint Alternative, there could be a cumulative effect on reservoir flood control 
diagrams, altered floodplain characteristics, lower American river levee stress, and river 
hydraulic processes (Impact 4.3.2-12).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the 
proposed project in terms of increased diversions of American River water under the proposed 
Specific Plan initial water supply, this impact would remain less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 
 
Water Resources (Water Supply)  
 
The initial surface water supply could affect delivery allocations to CVP customers (Impact 
4.3.3-1).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed project in terms of 
increased diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific Plan initial surface 
water supply, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
The initial surface water supply could affect delivery allocations to State Water Project (SWP) 
customers (Impact 4.3.3-2).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed project 
in terms of increased diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific Plan initial 
surface water supply, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
The initial surface water supply could affect gross hydropower generation (Impact 4.3.3-3).  
Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed project in terms of increased 
diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific Plan initial surface water 
supply, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
The initial water surface supply could affect gross hydropower capacity (Impact 4.3.3-4).  Since 
the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed project in terms of increased diversions of 
American River water under the proposed Specific Plan initial surface water supply, this impact 
would remain less than significant. 
 
The initial surface water supply could affect Folsom pumping energy requirements (Impact 
4.3.3-5).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed project in terms of 
increased diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific Plan initial water 
surface supply, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
The initial surface water supply could affect El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) pumping energy 
requirements (Impact 4.3.3-6).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed 
project in terms of increased diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific 
Plan initial surface water supply, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
Use of groundwater as a redundant water source in the Specific Plan area would have a direct 
impact on the North American River groundwater subbasin (Impact 4.3.3-7).  PCWA is 
proposing that a backup groundwater component be developed in conjunction with the Specific 
Plan.  This backup groundwater component would also apply to the Blueprint Alternative.  In the 
highest groundwater use scenario analyzed in the PCWA Integrated Water Resources Plan 
(Scenario 2b), which includes the Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan, a groundwater supply of 
approximately 15,000 AFA would be necessary to meet dry-year supply requirements.  
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Assuming worst case scenario (25% of average demand would be met by groundwater during an 
entire year), the Blueprint Alternative would require approximately 3,575 AFA from 
groundwater.  Under this improbable scenario and as compared to the current use of groundwater 
in the Specific Plan area, the proposed project would use approximately 225 AFA of additional 
groundwater while the Blueprint Alternative would use about 1,175 additional AFA of 
groundwater.     
 
The Western Placer County Groundwater Storage Study recommended a sustainable yield for 
the Placer County portion of the North American River subbasin of 95,000 AFA.  Historical 
groundwater use in Placer County by individual homes, farms and businesses is estimated to be 
about 90,000 AFA.  However, due to the removal of agricultural land from production, changes 
in cropping patterns and irrigation techniques, and introduction of surface water supplies to serve 
urban development, it is currently estimated that groundwater use is in the range of 65,000 AFA 
to 75,000 AFA in western Placer County (Maische, January, 2006).  According to the Western 
Placer County Groundwater Storage Study, groundwater produced in PCWA Zone 5 (western 
Placer County) was 77,000 total acre feet in 1995.   
 
While groundwater resources are used for current water supply in the Specific Plan area, that 
groundwater use will be gradually displaced by surface water as the area builds out.  
Approximately 2,400 AFA would be required to meet current agricultural needs within the 
Specific Plan area.  This requirement will be eliminated as the area builds out.  This will have a 
positive effect on the regional groundwater basin. 
 
As urban development replaces historic groundwater-irrigated agriculture, there is an opportunity 
to develop groundwater for use in meeting urban, domestic and irrigation demands without 
adversely affecting groundwater levels or long-term groundwater reliability. As with the 
proposed project, a backup groundwater supply to serve the Specific Plan area under the 
Blueprint Alternative could be developed and maintained within the established sustainable yield 
of the groundwater basin with no adverse impact on supply.  Therefore, this impact is considered 
less than significant. 
 
Any wells drilled on-site for purposes of a backup groundwater supply will have the potential to 
affect other wells in the area (Impact 4.3.3-8).  It may be necessary to drill additional wells on-
site to provide the backup groundwater supply required by PCWA to serve development under 
the Blueprint Alternative.  Since agricultural and residential users in the Specific Plan area rely 
on wells, additional wells drilled on-site could result in localized dynamic drawdown impacts to 
groundwater levels in the immediate vicinity of the wells (cones of depression), thereby 
increasing pumping (energy) costs for existing wells and potentially leaving existing wells dry; 
lowering these wells is expensive.  This impact is considered potentially significant.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.3-8a-c will reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level by imposing performance standards and applying measures designed to protect 
area wells.  Additional site-specific environmental review may be required prior to the actual 
physical construction of new wells.  Thus, members of the public will have additional 
opportunities to comment on the exact location and footprint-type impacts associated with such 
construction. 
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Any wells drilled on-site for purposes of a backup groundwater supply will have the potential to 
affect nearby surface water bodies and could affect associated riparian vegetation (Impact 4.3.3-
9).  It may be necessary to drill wells on-site to provide the backup groundwater supply required 
by PCWA to serve development under the Blueprint Alternative.  Historically, as groundwater 
levels in the basin dropped, the rate of induced recharge from surrounding rivers increased.  
While this induced recharge can be of benefit to the groundwater basin, it can negatively impact 
surface water levels, thereby reducing surface water supplies and potentially drying out 
associated riparian vegetation.  Because groundwater pumping would be within the safe yield of 
the groundwater basin, any potential effects would be localized in nature.  This localized impact 
is considered potentially significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.3-9 will reduce 
this impact to a level that is less than significant. 
 
Any wells drilled on-site for purposes of backup groundwater supply will have the potential to 
cause noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors (Impact 4.3.3-10).  It may be necessary to drill 
wells on-site to provide the backup groundwater supply required by PCWA to serve 
development under the Blueprint Alternative.  Although it is assumed that pumps would be 
electrically driven, the pumps associated with these wells, which may be located adjacent to 
sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, day care facilities, hospitals, schools), could generate noise 
levels that may be intrusive or even in excess of allowable noise thresholds.  This impact is 
considered potentially significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.3-10 will reduce 
this impact to a less than significant level by requiring compliance with established noise 
mitigation standards. 
 
Impacts 4.3.3-11, 4.3.3-12, 4.3.3-13 and 4.3.3-14 address the effects of the long-term surface 
water supply.  Because the analysis performed for the Specific Plan (detailed in Section 4.3.3) 
assumed a maximum of 35,000 AFA, all of the impacts and conclusions remain the same for the 
Blueprint Alternative.  
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Blueprint Alternative could have a cumulative effect on groundwater supply due to use of 
groundwater as a redundant potable water source (Impact 4.3.3-15).  However, in the highest 
groundwater use scenario analyzed in the PCWA Integrated Water Resources Plan (Scenario 
2b), which assumes cumulative development in PCWA’s service area, including the Blueprint 
Alternative, a groundwater supply of approximately 15,000 AFA would be necessary to meet 
dry-year supply requirements. 
 
Assuming worst case scenario (25% of average demand would be met by groundwater during an 
entire year), the Specific Plan area would require approximately 3,575 AFA from groundwater.   
 
PCWA’s Integrated Water Resources Plan contains several conclusions regarding the 
cumulative water supply demand that are relevant to the Specific Plan cumulative contribution: 
 
• There is adequate water supply to meet all of the demands for each of the growth scenarios. 
• Groundwater supplies are not needed to meet normal climate year demands. 
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• Dry-year water supplies must include groundwater to meet demands for Scenarios 2, 2b and 
3. 

• Reclaimed water supply is an important supply source and is required to meet Scenario 2 
demands.   

 
Although the Blueprint Alternative’s incremental contribution to the cumulative condition is less 
that considerable based on cumulative demand and the safe yield of the groundwater basin 
(95,000 AFA), this conclusion assumes a significant amount of reclaimed (recycled) water will 
be available for use (12,000 to 15,000 AFA).  Impact 4.11.8-2 discusses the potential for a 
significant amount of the wastewater to be treated by the SRCSD.  In this event, recycled water 
may not be available to the Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan, which could increase demand for 
groundwater in a dry-year condition.   Because of this uncertainty, this is a potentially 
significant cumulative impact to which the project’s contribution could be cumulatively 
considerable (i.e., significant) .  It should be noted that if all wastewater is treated at the 
DCWWTP, which is the preferred option, this potential impact would not occur.     
 
Water Quality 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, surface water quality in the Specific Plan area could be 
degraded following site development by the introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle 
oils and greases, heavy metals on roads, parking lots, and driveways, fertilizers and pesticides 
used on site landscaping, and toxic compounds released from auto maintenance areas into 
surface runoff (Impact 4.3.4-1).  Since the Blueprint Alternative increases density and therefore 
possible sources for this runoff, the amount of these urban pollutants would be proportionately 
greater than under the proposed project.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.3.4-1a-g would ensure that this impact is less than significant. 
 
As with the proposed project, construction under the Blueprint Alternative during both wet and 
dry weather would affect water quality with increased sedimentation, operation and maintenance 
of construction vehicles and storage of materials that could release contamination to surface 
waters (Impact 4.3.4-2).  However, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-2a-c will 
ensure that this impact is less than significant. 
 
As with the proposed project, under the Blueprint Alternative, improvements to drainage swales 
and channels could result in the removal of existing vegetation (Impact 4.3.4-3).  Loss of 
vegetation results in increased bank erosion, higher water velocities and water quality 
degradation.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-3a and 4.3.4-3b will 
ensure that this impact is less than significant. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, groundwater quality in the Specific Plan area could be further 
degraded during construction and by the introduction of construction pollutants and urban 
pollutants, including vehicle oils and greases, heavy metals on roads, parking lots, and 
driveways, fertilizers and pesticides used on site landscaping, and toxic compounds released 
from auto maintenance areas (Impact 4.3.4-4).  However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.3.4-4 will ensure that this impact is less than significant. 
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The initial surface water supply could affect the concentration of contaminants in the lower 
American River, which could affect the quality of drinking water available at other locations in 
the CVP system (Impact 4.3.4-5).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed 
project in terms of increased diversions of American River water under the proposed Specific 
Plan initial surface water supply, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
The initial surface water supply could affect Delta water quality (Impact 4.3.4-6).  Since the 
Blueprint Alternative is identical to the proposed project in terms of increased diversions of 
American River water under the proposed Specific Plan initial water supply, this impact would 
remain less than significant. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, construction of off-site infrastructure could affect water quality 
causing increased sedimentation; and operation and maintenance of construction vehicles and 
storage of materials that could release contamination to surface waters (Impact 4.3.4-7).  
However, compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-7a-c will ensure that this impact is less than 
significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Surface water quality downstream of the Specific Plan area could be degraded following site 
development through the introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle oils and greases, 
heavy metals on roads, parking lots, and driveways, fertilizers and pesticides used on site 
landscaping, and toxic compounds released from auto maintenance areas into surface runoff 
(Impact 4.3.4-8).  Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-1(a-h) will reduce the impact of cumulative long-
term surface water quality degradation that would occur after the development of improvements 
in the Specific Plan area.  However, because Placer County cannot assure that pollutant levels 
will be reduced to pre-development levels on an area-wide basis, long-term impacts will remain 
significant, cumulative and unavoidable. 
 
There could be cumulative effects on Dry Creek water quality, including additional erosion and 
sedimentation due to increased effluent discharge from the DCCWTP (Impact 4.3.4-9).  
Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-9a-c (which appear in the 1996 DCWWTP Master Plan EIR) will 
reduce the impacts related to temperature change, introduction of trace metals and organics, and 
changes in dissolved oxygen to a less than significant level. 
 
The Blueprint Alternative could contribute to cumulative degradation of Sacramento River water 
quality due to increased effluent discharge from the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (SRWTP) (Impact 4.3.4-10).  The SRWTP 2020 Master Plan EIR found all impacts 
associated with increased effluent discharge from SRWTP to the Sacramento to be less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
There could be cumulative effects resulting from increased diversions and changes in CVP 
operations that could result in reduced river flows and reservoir storage (Impact 4.3.4-11).  Since 
the proposed source of long-term water supply for the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the 
proposed project, this impact would remain less than significant. 
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The proposed water supply could have a cumulative affect on Delta water quality (Impact 4.3.4-
12).  Since the proposed source of long-term water supply for the Blueprint Alternative is 
identical to the proposed project, this impact would remain less than significant. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Compared to the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative has the potential to protect off-site 
natural resources by absorbing more demand for residential development.  If, for example, the 
additional 7,499 units in the Blueprint Alternative were developed elsewhere in the region at 
average densities of 5.4 (like the proposed project) to 8.5 per acre (like the Blueprint 
Alternative), an additional 882 to 1,389 acres would need to be converted to residential uses 
elsewhere in the region.  Additional land would also be needed for schools and parks to serve 
this population.  Depending on the location of such development, additional agricultural and 
biological resources could be lost to urbanization.    
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.4.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local settings are the same as for the proposed 
project (see Section 4.4.2).   
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.4.2). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.4.3). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
A total of 3,520 acres of open space (i.e., agricultural land, wetlands, and riparian habitat) is 
estimated to be removed within the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.4-1) under either the proposed 
project or Blueprint Alternative.  The loss of this open space would reduce the amount of 
biological habitat.  An increase in population and density within residential areas under the 
Blueprint Alternative will not, however, change the amount of designated open space acreage to 
be retained within the Specific Plan area. The impact to open space will remain significant and 
unavoidable, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a-j.  
 
It is estimated that acreages of habitat types within the Blueprint Alternative area and special-
status species within those habitats will be affected in a manner similar to the affects described in 
Chapter 4 for the proposed Specific Plan because the same land area would be disturbed.  
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The loss and degradation of vernal pool habitat and vernal pool invertebrates (Impact 4.4-2) will 
remain significant after Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 is implemented.  Removal of nesting and 
foraging habitat in agricultural and non-native grassland for Swainson’s hawk (Impact 4.4-6) and 
removal of nesting and foraging habitat in riparian areas for the tricolored blackbird (Impact 4.4-
7) will not be further affected by the Blueprint Alternative. Impact 4.4-6 will remain significant 
and unavoidable even after implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-6.  Impact 4.4-7 will 
remain less than significant. The impact to nesting raptors (Impact 4.4-8) will also remain less 
than significant after surveys are conducted prior to construction activities commencing 
(Mitigation Measure 4.4-8). 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, construction activities could remove habitat for valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle, a federally-listed species potentially occurring in the Specific Plan 
area (Impact 4.4-3).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 would reduce the loss or 
disturbance of Valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat to a less than significant level on 
properties requiring more detailed resource identification.   
 
Construction activities could remove habitat for the western pond turtle, a special-status species 
potentially occurring in the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.4-4).  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-4 would reduce the loss of western pond turtle habitat to a less than significant 
level.  The replacement of western pond turtle habitat required by this measure could be partially 
or entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area 
includes areas appropriate for western pond turtle.   
 
Construction activities could destroy active nests or disturb nesting burrowing owls, a California 
Species of Special Concern (Impact 4.4-5).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 would 
reduce impacts associated with disturbance of nesting burrowing owls to a less than significant 
level.   The replacement of burrowing owl habitat required by this measure could be partially or 
entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes 
areas appropriate for burrowing owl. 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative could result in removal of nesting and foraging 
habitat for Swainson’s hawk, a State-listed species (Impact 4.4-6).  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and nesting trees (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-6) will reduce the impact, but not to a level that is less than significant. 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative could result in removal of nesting and foraging 
habitat for tricolored blackbird (Impact 4.4-7).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 
would reduce the destruction and/or disturbance of tricolored blackbird nests to a level that is 
less than significant.   
 
Construction activities could destroy active nests or disturb nesting raptors (Impact 4.4-8).  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-8 would reduce the potential disturbance of nesting 
raptors to a less than significant level. 
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Construction activities could destroy active roosts or disturb several species of bats (Impact 4.4-
9).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-9 would reduce the destruction and/or disturbance 
of bat roosts to a less than significant level.   
 
The loss of individual oak trees (Impact 4.4-10) and different habitat types, including 
jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands (Impact 4.4-11) and riparian habitat (Impact 4.4-
12) within the Specific Plan area will all be impacted similarly as described for the proposed 
project and will remain significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation (Mitigation Measures 
4.4-10a, 4.4-10b, 4.4-11a and 4.4-11b).  The impact to riparian habitat and disturbed drainages 
will be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation (4.4-12a and 4.4-12b) under the 
Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative could result in removal of nesting and foraging 
habitat for Loggerhead shrike (Impact 4.4-13).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-13 
would reduce the destruction and/or disturbance of Loggerhead shrike to a less than significant 
level.   
 
The Blueprint Alternative may increase the strain on off-site infrastructure, including roads and 
utilities due to the increased population density within the Specific Plan area, but it will not 
increase the impact to habitat and special-status species within the off-site infrastructure areas 
because the amount of acreage developed will not be increased. The amount of open space 
developed for off-site infrastructure is minimal (Impact 4.4-14) and the impact will remain less 
than significant.  
 
Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas could remove 
habitat for special-status plant species potentially occurring there (Impact 4.4-15).  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-15 would substantially lessen the loss or disturbance 
of special-status plant habitat; however, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impacts on special-status and sensitive species in the off-site infrastructure areas, including 
vernal pool invertebrates, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, western pond turtle, burrowing owl, 
tricolored blackbird, California horned lizard, and various species of bats, Giant Garter snake, 
and Loggerhead shrike (Impacts 4.4-16, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-19, 4.4-21, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 4.4-28, 
and 4.4-29) will be reduced by mitigation (Mitigation Measures 4.4-16, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-19, 
4.4-21, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 4.4-28, and 4.4-29); however, some of the project infrastructure 
improvements would be located in and under the jurisdiction of Sutter County, Sacramento 
County, and/or the City of Roseville, and Placer County cannot compel these jurisdictions to 
adopt or implement mitigation measures.  Therefore, these impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable.  Similarly, the destruction of active raptor nests or disturbance of nesting raptors in 
the off-site infrastructure areas (Impact 4.4-22) would be lessened by mitigation (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-22) but would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
Removal of foraging habitat in the off-site infrastructure areas for Swainson’s hawk (Impact 4.4-
20) would be temporary and the disturbance to the habitat would be minimal; therefore, the 
impact will remain less than significant.  
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The loss of individual oak trees (Impact 4.4-25), jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands 
(Impact 4.4-26), and riparian habitat (Impact 4.4-27) will remain significant and unavoidable 
under the Blueprint Alternative even after implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-25, 4.4-
26, and 4.4-27. 
 
Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within and adjacent to Dry Creek could remove 
habitat for special-status fish species potentially occurring there (Impact 4.4-30).  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-30 will reduce this impact; however, it will remain 
significant and unavoidable.   
 
The initial water supply discussion (Impacts 4.4-31 through 4.4-58), was conducted by SWRI, 
Inc. The impacts analyze how the proposed project will affect aquatic biological resources and 
water quality in Northern California. Under the proposed project analysis, these impacts result in 
a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required. Under the Blueprint Alternative, 
these impacts would remain the same because the water supply evaluated will remain the same 
as that evaluated in this Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Other impacts associated with the initial surface water supply (Impacts 4.4-27, 4.4-29) would 
remain significant and unavoidable under both the proposed project and under the Blueprint 
Alternative.  Installation and maintenance of infrastructure within the off-site infrastructure areas 
could result in the loss of riparian habitat and disturbance of drainages (Impact 4.4-27).  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-27 would reduce the disturbance of riparian areas to a 
less than significant level.  Placer County can and will require this measure of Specific Plan-
related infrastructure within Placer County.  However, some of the project infrastructure 
improvements would be located in and under the jurisdiction of Sutter County, Sacramento 
County, and/or the City of Roseville, and Placer County cannot compel these jurisdictions to 
adopt or implement mitigation measures.  Therefore, for purposes of Placer County as the CEQA 
lead agency, the potential impact on riparian areas will have to be considered significant and 
unavoidable.  Under the Blueprint Alternative, installation and maintenance of infrastructure 
within off-site infrastructure areas could remove nesting habitat for Loggerhead shrike (Impact 
4.4-29).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-29 would reduce the destruction and/or 
disturbance of Loggerhead shrike nests to a less than significant level. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Cumulative development under the Blueprint Alternative would contribute to the ongoing loss of 
natural undisturbed open space in the region, increase human intrusion and activity levels in 
proximity to habitat areas, and would remove potential habitat for federally- and State-listed and 
other special-status species (Impact 4.4-59).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-59 
would substantially lessen the severity of the Specific Plan contribution to the cumulative loss of 
open space, but not to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable, and the project’s incremental contribution to this impact would 
itself be cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant).   
 
Increased flows from the DCWWTP (Impact 4.4-60) would remain less than significant because 
the analysis performed by Merritt Smith assumed the Blueprint Alternative (Appendix Q of this 
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Revised Draft EIR).  Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-9a, 4.3.4-9b, and 4.3.4-9c would be 
implemented to decrease the impact on water quality and aquatic biological resources in Dry 
Creek.  It is unknown whether impacts to the SRWTP would remain less than significant without 
further analysis.  This is a potentially significant impact.   
  
Long-term water supply analysis (Impacts 4.4-61 through 4.4-73), was conducted by SWRI, Inc. 
The impacts analyze how the proposed project will affect aquatic biological resources and water 
quality in Northern California on a cumulative level. Under the proposed project analysis, all of 
the impacts result in a less than significant impact. Under the Blueprint Alternative, the impacts 
would remain the same because the same 35,000 AFA water supply would be used that was the 
subject of this Revised Draft EIR analysis. 
 
As noted in the Introduction to Section 4.4, if the additional 7,499 units proposed under the 
Blueprint Alternative were developed elsewhere in the region at average densities of 5.4 (like the 
proposed project) to 8.5 per acre (like the Blueprint Alternative), an additional 882 to 1,389 acres 
would need to be converted to residential uses.  Additional land would also be needed for 
schools and parks to serve this population.  Depending on the location of such development, 
additional agricultural and biological resources could be lost to urbanization.    
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.5.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local setting are the same as for the proposed 
project (see Section 4.5.2). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.5.3). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Geologic and soils effects would not be altered under the very similar form of development and 
development footprint proposed under the Blueprint Alternative.  Proposed construction on soils 
with low strength, high shrink-swell potential, and corrosive characteristics may result in damage 
to structures, foundations, and roadways (Impact 4.5-1) and would remain potentially 
significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a and 4.5-1b would reduce these 
impacts to a level that is less than significant.   
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, potential ground shaking could damage structures during strong 
earthquakes generated along faults in the region (Impact 4.5-2).  However, this impact is less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required.  As with the proposed project, there would be no 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-65 March, 2006  
Revised Draft EIR 

impact from surface ground rupture (Impact 4.5-3).  Construction activities resulting in ground 
disturbance (topographic alteration) could create a moderate potential for ground instability and 
erosion (Impact 4.5-4), and remains potentially significant.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-4a-f would reduce these impacts to a level that is less than significant.   
 
Construction activities related to off-site infrastructure resulting in ground disturbance 
(topographic alteration) could create a potential for ground instability and soil erosion (Impact 
4.5-5) under the Blueprint Alternative.  Impacts related to ground disturbance that could result 
from trench/pipeline construction within the off-site utility corridors, roadway widening, or 
expansion of wastewater treatment plant-related facilities are similar to those for proposed utility 
improvements and construction within the Specific Plan area.  Those impacts include 
earthwork/grading or topographic alteration, and soil erosion, which are addressed under Impact 
4.5-4 and Mitigation Measures 4.5-4a-f.  Although some of the specific soils to be affected and 
the nature of construction are not yet known, Mitigation Measures 4.5-4a-f can reduce any 
potentially significant effects to a less than significant level.  However, some of the project 
infrastructure would be located in another jurisdiction and not subject to Placer County 
oversight.   
 
Trenching and pipeline construction are temporary in nature.  Once the utility is installed the 
surface is typically returned to its original condition.  Most off-site utility lines will be placed in 
already disturbed roadway easements.  Further, any construction will be subject to NPDES 
requirements, including submission of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP), as 
administered by the State Water Resources Control Board.  In addition, any construction will be 
under the oversight of another public agency, and ultimate owner of the improvements (e.g., the 
Sacramento Suburban Water District (SSWD), PCWA, City of Roseville, and SRCSD).  Each of 
these agencies has similar construction protocols to those administered by Placer County, and 
similar responsibilities and obligations under NPDES, and other provisions of the Clean Water 
Act.  Based on these regulatory and institutional safeguards, any potentially significant geology 
and soils-related impacts that could occur within other jurisdictions from utility line and roadway 
construction would be less than significant.   
 
Although expansion of wastewater treatment plant-related facilities is permanent, any geology 
and soils-related impacts pertaining to expansion of the DCWWTP will be the same as those 
analyzed and described in the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master 
Plan EIR. Relevant impacts that were identified include Soil Disturbance, Erosion and 
Sedimentation, Topographic Alteration, Soil Instability and Seismic Hazards.  These impacts 
were found to be less than significant with proposed mitigation.  Mitigation measures included 
“Restore ground surface and topography” (Mitigation Measure 5-1), “Require soil stockpiling 
and disposal standards” (Mitigation Measure 5-3), “Prepare erosion and sedimentation control 
plan” (Mitigation Measure 5-5), and “Implement recommendations of geotechnical report” 
(Mitigation Measure 5-6).  Additionally, the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan EIR identified exposure 
to hazards from abandoned natural gas well plugs from the former Freeport gas field as  relevant 
to topographic alteration.  The EIR identified “Consultation of Division of Oil and Gas records 
prior to excavation for excavation depths greater than 5 feet below the surface” as the 
appropriate mitigation to reduce the impact to a less than significant level (for additional 
discussion of the two wastewater treatment plants, see Section 4.1 of this Revised Draft EIR). 
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Because geology and soils mitigation measures have already been adopted by the City of 
Roseville and the SRCSD for wastewater treatment facility construction, and because those 
measures are similar and equivalent to those identified by Placer County for the Specific Plan 
area, potentially significant geology and soils impacts related to expansion of wastewater 
treatment plant-related facilities are less than significant with adoption of Mitigation Measures 
4.5-4a-f, and 4.5.5a-e.   
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Cumulative impacts from soil erosion/loss and off-site sedimentation could occur from this 
project and surrounding projects involving earthwork activities or topographic alteration (Impact 
4.5-6).  The application and effectiveness of existing regulatory programs (Section 4.5.3) when 
combined with Mitigation Measures 4.5-4a-f for the Specific Plan area would result in a less 
than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant) impact from soil erosion, loss, and 
off-site sedimentation. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.6.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local settings are the same as for the proposed 
project (see Section 4.6.2).  The footprint of the Blueprint Alternative is identical to the project; 
therefore, the area of cultural resources impacts is also the same.    
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.6.2). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.6.3). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Impacts to known historic or unique archaeological resources and paleontological resources 
within the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.6-1) could occur under the Blueprint Alternative.  These 
impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be disturbed.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 would reduce this impact to unique archaeological 
sites to a less than significant level. However, the measure would still not reduce the impact to 
historical resources to a less than significant level; therefore, the impact must remain significant 
and unavoidable 
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Under the Blueprint Alternative, development of the Specific Plan area could destroy or alter 
unknown historical and/or unique archaeological resources (Impact 4.6-2).  It is possible that 
cultural resources other than those described exist within the Specific Plan area.  Since the 
Blueprint Alternative is denser than the proposed project, the risk that these unknown cultural 
resources could be encountered would increase.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-2a-
h would reduce this impact to unique archaeological sites to a less than significant level. 
However, the measure will not reduce the impact to historical resources to a less than significant 
level; therefore, the impact must remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Development of the Specific Plan area could destroy or alter unknown paleontological resources 
(Impact 4.6-3).  Since the Blueprint Alternative is denser than the proposed project, the risk that 
these unknown cultural resources could be destroyed would increase.  However, implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.6-3a and 4-6-3b would reduce this impact to a level that is less than 
significant.   
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, implementation of the Riego/Baseline Road intersection 
improvements within the off-site infrastructure areas could adversely affect the Reclamation 
District 1000 Rural Historic Landscape (Impact 4.6-4).  These impacts would be the same as the 
proposed project because the same area would be disturbed.  Reclamation District 1000 is a 
recognized historic landscape.  The addition of improvements that would significantly modify 
this historic landscape or add new elements to the landscape is a potentially significant impact.  
However, because of its large size, it is doubtful that any impact to Reclamation District 1000 
from intersection improvement would diminish its eligibility for the National Register of Historic 
Places or the California Register of Historical Resources.  Therefore, this is a less than 
significant impact and no mitigation is required. 
 
Implementation of the Baseline Road widening project within the off-site infrastructure areas 
could adversely affect the historic archaeological site of “Eagle House,” an early inn (Impact 4.6-
5).  These impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be 
disturbed.  This historical archaeological site, if it exists, has not been identified in the field; its 
approximate location has been estimated from historic maps. If it exists, destruction or alteration 
of this building site is a potentially significant and unavoidable impact.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would ensure that any undiscovered historic resources are properly 
inspected and recorded.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 would reduce off-site 
historic and cultural resource impacts, but not to a less than significant level due to the potential 
for their destruction. The impact is, therefore, considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
Implementation of the Watt Avenue widening project could destroy or alter two prehistoric 
unique archaeological sites and a portion of one historic cemetery (Impact 4.6-6).  These impacts 
would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be disturbed.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would reduce this impact to unique archaeological 
sites to a less than significant level. However, the measure will not reduce the impact to 
historical resources (Union Cemetery) to a less than significant level; therefore, the impact must 
remain significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measure 4.4-6 is intended to address the 
reinterrment of burials within the proposed road widening.  
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Implementation of the Long-Term Surface Water Supply Sacramento River Alternative for an 
off-site water line could alter or destroy portions of two historic sites and one historic district 
(Impact 4.6-7).  These impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area 
would be disturbed.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would not reduce the impact to 
historical resources to a less than significant level; therefore, the impact must remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
Implementation of a sewer force main along Watt Avenue and PFE Road could alter or destroy 
portions of three prehistoric unique archaeological sites and one historic cemetery (Impact 4.6-
8).  These impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be 
disturbed.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would reduce the impact to unique 
archaeological sites to a less than significant level.  However, the measure will not reduce the 
impact to historical resources to a less than significant level; therefore, the impact must remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Implementation of the alternative sewer force main along Cook Riolo Road and Dry Creek could 
alter or destroy portions of four prehistoric unique archaeological sites (Impact 4.6-9).  These 
impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be disturbed.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would reduce unique off-site cultural resource 
impacts related to the alternative sewer force main to a less than significant level. 
 
Implementation of Sewer Line (SRCSD) Alternative “A” could alter or destroy a portion of two 
historic sites (Impact 4.6-10).  These impacts would be the same as the proposed project because 
the same area would be disturbed.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-10 in conjunction 
with Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would reduce impacts to the Sacramento Northern Railroad grade 
to a less than significant level.  In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would 
assist in reducing impacts to Sorrento Road; however, it would not reduce Sorrento Road 
impacts to a less than significant level; therefore, the impact must remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Implementation of the Watt Avenue to DCWWTP sewer connection project could damage or 
destroy portions of nine prehistoric unique archaeological sites (Impact 4.6-11).  These impacts 
would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be disturbed.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would reduce unique archaeological off-site 
cultural resource impacts associated with the proposed sewer connection project to a less than 
significant level. 
 
Implementation of the DCWWTP Off-Site Recycled Water Line project could damage or destroy 
portions of one prehistoric unique archaeological site and the location of two prehistoric isolated 
finds (Impact 4.6-12).  These impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the 
same area would be disturbed.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 would reduce off-
site cultural resource impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Expansion of the DCWWTP and SRWTP may affect cultural resources (Impact 4.6-13).  These 
impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be disturbed.  
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-13a-c appearing in the Roseville Regional 
Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan EIR and SRWTP 2020 Master Plan EIR are 
incorporated herein and will reduce any impacts to cultural resources related to plant expansion 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Impacts to undiscovered cultural resources may occur in unsurveyed areas (Impact 4.6-14).  
These impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the same area would be 
disturbed.  Although a number of off-site infrastructure sites and corridors were surveyed for the 
Specific Plan project, not all areas were accessible to project proponents.  Several of those 
properties have been described during discussion of the above impacts.  In addition, certain off-
site infrastructure has not yet been defined or precisely located, such as the Pleasant Grove 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) recycled water line.   Impacts to unique archaeological 
resources in areas where field surveys have not been performed are potentially significant.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-14 will reduce impacts to historic resources, but not 
to a level that is less than significant.  These potential impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable.  
 
The off-site infrastructure areas could affect water surface elevations at Shasta and Trinity 
reservoirs (Impact 4.6-15).  Since the Blueprint Alternative relies on the same initial water 
supply both in quantity and source as the proposed project, impacts to cultural resources at 
Shasta and Trinity reservoirs resulting from changes in maximum and minimum water levels 
would be less than significant. 
 
The off-site infrastructure areas could affect changes in flows of the upper and lower Sacramento 
River/Delta (Impact 4.6-16).  Since the Blueprint Alternative relies on the same initial water 
supply both in quantity and source as the proposed project, impacts to cultural resources along 
the upper and lower Sacramento River from changes in river flows would be less than 
significant. 
 
The off-site infrastructure areas could affect water surface elevation at Folsom Reservoir (Impact 
4.6-17).  Since the Blueprint Alternative relies on the same initial water supply as the proposed 
project both in quantity and source, impacts to cultural resources along the upper and lower 
Sacramento River from changes in river flows would be less than significant. 
 
The off-site infrastructure areas could affect flows of the lower American River (Impact 4.6-18).  
Since the Blueprint Alternative relies on the same initial water supply as the proposed project 
both in quantity and source, impacts to cultural resources along the upper and lower Sacramento 
River from changes in river flows would be less than significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Blueprint Alternative could contribute to cumulative impacts on historic or prehistoric 
resources (Impact 4.6-19).  The project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable 
projects would increase the density of development in the area and could further threaten 
significant cultural resources in the vicinity. Therefore, this cumulative impact is considered 
potentially significant.  Professional archaeologists generally recognize that population growth 
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increases the probability of vandalism and other purposeful and inadvertent acts that destroy 
significant archaeological resources. However, the degree of probability is unknown as such 
cumulative impacts, if any, would be difficult to measure. 
 
There is no feasible mitigation for the indirect cumulative impacts related to an increased 
population in Placer County.  Although implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-2a-h, 
4.6-3a, 4.6-3b, 4.6-4, and 4.6-10 would reduce impacts, such indirect cumulative impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution, based on the project’s size 
and the number of resources encountered, would be cumulatively considerable. 
 
The off-site infrastructure areas could be affected by changes in flows in the lower American 
River, Sacramento River, and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and changes in water surface 
elevation at Shasta, Trinity and Folsom reservoirs (Impact 4.6-20).  Since the Blueprint 
Alternative relies on the same initial water supply as the proposed project, both in quantity and 
source, impacts to cultural resources along the upper and lower Sacramento River from changes 
in river flows would be less than significant.  The Blueprint Alternative also relies on the same 
long-term water supply.  As the long-term water supply would not contribute to the impacts that 
occur under the cumulative condition, it would also have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the impacts that occur under the cumulative condition. This impact is therefore 
considered less than significant. 
 
It should be noted that there could be less disturbance of land regionally if the Blueprint 
Alternative is developed to the extent that residential development demands are reduced in other 
areas of the in the six-county Sacramento Region.  Depending on the presence of significant 
archaeological and paleontological resources where such development would otherwise occur, 
impacts could be reduced under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.7.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
The environmental setting for the Blueprint Alternative is similar to the proposed project because 
the project site is the same and the same roadways would be used by project or Blueprint 
Alternative traffic.  Section 4.7.2 describes existing and planned roadways, traffic volumes, 
transit service, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Figure 6-3 shows the Circulation Diagram 
for the Blueprint Alternative.   
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.7.3). 
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Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
The Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan contains the same policies addressing transportation as 
the proposed project (see Section 4.7.2).  Like the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative 
would provide a network of roadways, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout the 
Specific Plan area.  The size of these facilities differs because the Blueprint Alternative would 
require additional capacity to serve its larger population.   
  
Trip Generation 
 
Table 6-10 summarizes the trip generation of the Specific Plan under the Blueprint Alternative. 
The trip generation rates used in this analysis reflect those contained in the Placer County Travel 
Demand Model.  These trip rates were validated by applying them in the Travel Demand Model 
using 2004 land use data from throughout Placer County and comparing the model’s resulting 
traffic volumes to extensive 2004 traffic count data from throughout Placer County. 
 
Table 6-10 shows that this alternative would generate about 299,000 vehicle trips on an average 
weekday. However, summing up the trips generated by the project’s uses will double-count those 
trips that remain within the Specific Plan area. The Placer County Travel Demand Model avoids 
the double counting of these trips. A significant portion of the vehicle trips shown in Table 6-10 
would remain within the Specific Plan area (such as travel between the residential development 
and the retail, office and school uses). An estimated 23% of the vehicle trip ends shown in Table 
4.7-11 would remain within the Specific Plan area (such as travel between the residential 
development and the retail, office and school uses). When the double-counting of these trips is 
eliminated, the number of trips generated by the Specific Plan is estimated at about 243,000 daily 
vehicle trips. Of these, about 56,000 daily vehicle trips would remain within the Specific Plan 
area and about 187,000 daily vehicle trips would travel to/from external destinations.  Therefore, 
the Blueprint Alternative would generate approximately 30% more external trips than the 
proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Table 6-10 
Estimated Trip Generation – Buildout of Blueprint Alternative 

Land Use Units Daily Vehicle Trip Ends 
per Unit 

Daily Vehicle 
Trip Ends 

Single-Family        12,544 DU 9.0 112,896 
Multi-Family        7,437 DU 6.5 48,341 
Age-restricted           1,389 DU 3.3 4,584 
SPA            261 DU 9.0 2,349 

Residential 

Subtotal  21,631 DU  168,170 
Retail      1,949.3 KSF 35.0 68,224 
Office           1,762.4 KSF 17.7 31,194 
Public/Quasi-
Public 

       295.2 KSF 25.0 7,379 

Churches        984.5 KSF 9.3 9,155 
K-12 Schools 14,089 Students 1.0 14,089 
Parks 259.5 Acres 2.2 571 

Non-residential 

Subtotal  130,612 
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Table 6-10 
Estimated Trip Generation – Buildout of Blueprint Alternative 

Land Use Units Daily Vehicle Trip Ends 
per Unit 

Daily Vehicle 
Trip Ends 

Total Specific Plan 298,782 
Percent of Trips Remaining Internal to Specific Plan Area  23 % 

Total Vehicle Trips Generated by Specific Plan2 242,912 
Notes:  
1 DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 
2 Total trips = total trip ends/1.23 (to eliminate the double counting of trips that remain with the Specific Plan 
area) 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Construction Impacts 
 
The on-site construction within the Specific Plan area is expected to last for approximately 20 to 
25 years, subject to economic conditions under either the Blueprint Alternative or the proposed 
Specific Plan (Impact 4.7-1).  Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level by requiring a construction traffic management plan.   
 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
 
The approach to the Existing Plus Blueprint analysis is similar to the approach used to analyze 
the proposed project, and is described on page 4.7-30. The number of roadway lanes is depicted 
in Figure 6-4. 
 
• Placer County 
 
Figure 6-5 shows the average daily traffic volumes on unincorporated Placer County roadways 
within the study area under Existing and Existing Plus Blueprint conditions (Impact 4.7-2). A 
roadway segment Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic 
volumes is presented in Table 6-11.  
 
This analysis indicates that full development of the Blueprint Alternative under existing 
conditions would cause impacts on the following Placer County roadway segment:  
 
a. Level of Service on the segment of Walerga Road from Baseline Road to PFE Road 

would remain LOS “D” but the proposed project would increase the traffic volume and 
volume-to-capacity ratio on this segment. 

 
b. Level of Service on the segment of Watt Avenue from Dyer Lane to PFE Road would 

degrade from LOS “A” to LOS “D.” 
 
In contrast, the proposed Specific Plan would have an impact on the above Walerga Road 
segments, but not those on Watt Avenue.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b would 
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result in LOS “A” under either the project or the Blueprint Alternative (with a V/C 0.44 for the 
latter).  However, feasible mitigation measures have not been found for the segment of Watt 
Avenue from Dyer Lane to PFE Road. Therefore, this impact is significant and unavoidable for 
the Blueprint Alternative only. 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would also increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 
intersections in unincorporated Placer County (Impact 4.7-3).   
 
Based on a signal warrant analysis, the Blueprint Alternative would cause signal warrants to be 
met at the same intersections as the proposed project.   
 
Figure 4.7-4 shows the key study area intersections in unincorporated Placer County. Table 6-12 
presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour 
under Existing and Existing Plus Blueprint conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at 
each intersection in Table 6-12 are shown in Appendix I.  
 
This analysis indicates that development of the Blueprint Alternative under existing conditions 
would cause impacts at the following intersections: 
 
a. Level of Service at the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road/Walerga 

Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F”. 
 
b. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and PFE Road would degrade from 

LOS “C” to LOS “D” 
 
c. Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road would degrade 

from LOS “E” to LOS “F”. 
 
In comparison, the proposed Specific Plan would have impacts at Baseline Road/Fiddyment 
Road/Walerga Road and Walerga Road/PFE Road, but not the other intersection.   
 
Mitigation Measures 4.7-3a and 4.7-3b would be required to improve intersection operations 
under the Blueprint Alternative.  In addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.7-
3c, the impact of the Blueprint Alternative would be less than significant.   
 
6.7-3c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, construct a westbound left turn lane to 

the intersection of Watt Avenue and PFE Road to improve operations from LOS “D” 
to LOS “B.” 
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Table 6-11 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Blueprint 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 
Baseline Road East of County Line 2 10,100 A 6 14,400 A 6 16,600 A 
Baseline Road East of Locust Road 2 10,100 A 6 14,500 A 6 16,800 A 
Baseline Road East of Brewer Road 2 10,100 A 6 16,200 A 6 18,800 A 
Baseline Road East of Palladay Road 2 10,100 A 6 21,500 A 6 23,600 A 
Baseline Road East of 16th Street 2 10,400 B 6 22,400 A 6 25,900 A 
Baseline Road East of 12th Street 2 10,400 B 6 26,800 A 6 29,300 A 
Baseline Road East of Watt Avenue 2 12,600 B 6 29,900 A 6 32,500 B 
Baseline Road East of Dyer Lane 2 12,600 B 6 31,600 A 6 35,200 B 
Walerga Road  South of Baseline Road 2 14,900 D 2 15,600 D 2 15,900 D 
Walerga Road  North of PFE Road 2 14,900 D 2 15,100 D 2 15,200 D 
Watt Avenue  South of Baseline Road 2 7,100 A 6 11,000 A 6 12,500 A 
Watt Avenue  South of Dyer Lane 2 7,100 A 6 38,300 C 6 43,700 D 
PFE Road  East of Watt Avenue 2 4,700 A 2 8,200 A 2 10,500 A 
PFE Road  East of Walerga Road 2 7,200 A 2 9,100 A 2 10,600 A 
Dyer Lane  South of Baseline Rd (W)       4 7,900 A 4 10,200 A 
Dyer Lane  South of Town Center Dr       4 4,300 A 4 5,600 A 
Dyer Lane  West of 16th Street       4 9,900 A 4 15,800 A 
Dyer Lane  West of Tanwood Avenue       4 4,100 A 4 6,600 A 
Dyer Lane  West of Watt Avenue       4 8,100 A 4 12,000 A 
Dyer Lane  South of Baseline Rd (E)       4 3,200 A 4 5,100 A 
Palladay Road  South of Baseline Road       2 6,700 A 2 6,700 A 
Palladay Road  North of Dyer Lane       2 1,200 A 2 1,600 A 
16th Street  South of Baseline Road       4 5,500 A 4 7,200 A 
16th Street South of Dyer Lane       4 11,500 A 4 13,900 A 
14th Street  South of Baseline Road       2 4,300 A 2 6,100 A 
12th Street  South of Baseline Road       4 6,100 A 4 4,600 A 
A Street East of Dyer Lane (W)       2 2,600 A 2 3,300 A 
A Street West of 16th Street       2 4,600 A 2 5,100 A 
A Street West of Tanwood Avenue       2 4,200 A 2 5,800 A 
A Street West of Watt Avenue       4 14,000 A 4 16,600 A 
A Street West of Dyer Lane       2 4,300 A 2 6,200 A 
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Table 6-11 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Blueprint 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 
Town Center Dr  East of Dyer Lane (W)       2 2,400 A 2 3,900 A 
Town Center Dr  West of 16th Street       2 4,600 A 2 5,500 A 
Town Center Dr  West of Tanwood Avenue       2 9,300 A 2 6,100 A 
Town Center Dr  West of Watt Avenue       2 9,800 A 2 11,000 A 
Town Center Dr  West of Dyer Lane (E)       2 1,600 A 2 3,600 A 
Town Center Dr  West of Walerga Road       2 3,700 A 2 6,600 A 
Notes: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters    
“Blank” = Roadway does not exist under this scenario. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-12 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

Signalized 
Intersection   

Signalized 
Intersection   

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level  
of 

Service (V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service (V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
1 Locust Road Baseline Road E   46.8 A 0.40  A   0.48   
2 Brewer Road  Baseline Road A   0.6 A 0.42  A     0.49   
3 Watt Avenue  Baseline Road E 0.94   B 0.61  B     0.6   
4 Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Road D (F)2 0.87 (>1)2   F 1.29  F     1.37   
5 Watt Avenue  PFE Road  C   16.3 C 0.71  D     0.87   
6 Walerga Road  PFE Road  E 0.93   F 1.16  F     1.29   
7 Cook Riolo Rd  PFE Road  B   10.2 B  12.0 A       11.4 
8 Palladay Road  Baseline Road       A 0.53  A    0.57   
9 16th Street Baseline Road       A 0.56  B    0.67   
10 14th Street Baseline Road       A 0.53  A  0.62   
11 12th Street Baseline Road      A 0.54  A     0.5   
12 11th Street Baseline Road      C 0.72  C     0.73   
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Table 6-12 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

Signalized 
Intersection   

Signalized 
Intersection   

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level  
of 

Service (V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service (V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
13 Dyer Lane Baseline Road      A 0.54  A     0.54   
14 9th Street Baseline Road      A  1.0 B      6.6  
15 Watt Avenue A Street       C 0.70  B     0.66   
16 Dyer Lane  A Street       A  5.2 A       9.7 
17 Palladay Road A Street       A  8.5 C      21 
18 16th Street A Street       A  9.5 B       11.1 
19 14tth Street A Street       A  10.0 A   6.4 
20 12th Street A Street       A  2.7 A       3.5 
21 Dyer Lane Town Center       A  4.4 B       10 
22 Watt Avenue Town Center       B 0.60  B     0.64   
23 East Dyer Lane Town Center      B  6.8 B  8.4  
24 Walerga Road Town Center       A      2.4 B      6.9  
25 Watt Ave Oak Street   B 0.61  B 0.68  
26 18th Street Dyer Lane       A  4.9 A       7.7 
27 16th Street Dyer Lane      A 0.40  A 0.59   
28 Tanwood Ave Dyer Lane      A  4.5 A  4.5  
29 Watt Avenue Dyer Lane       B 0.68  D     0.81   
Notes:  Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-4. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters    
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, 
but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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• City of Roseville 
 
Under Existing Plus Blueprint conditions, no improvements to the City of Roseville intersections 
were assumed beyond existing conditions. Figure 6-6 shows the daily traffic volumes on study 
area roadways in the City of Roseville under Existing Plus Blueprint conditions. Figure 4.7-5 
shows the key study area intersections in the City of Roseville. Table 6-13 presents the 
intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour under the 
Existing Plus Blueprint conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each intersection 
in Table 6-13 are shown in Appendix I.  This analysis indicates that development of the 
Blueprint Alternative under existing conditions would cause impacts on the following Roseville 
intersections within the study area (Impact 4.7-4): 
 

a. Level of Service at the intersection of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road 
would degrade from LOS “B” to LOS “D.”  

 
b. Level of Service at the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Baseline Road would 

degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F.” 
 

c. Level of Service at the intersection of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove 
Boulevard would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “E.” 

 
In contrast, the proposed Specific Plan would have a significant impact, although less severe, on 
the above intersections and the Foothills Boulevard/Cirby Way intersection.     
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-4a and 4.7-4b would reduce this impact to a less 
than significant level. With these measures, intersection operations would improve as follows: 
 
• Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road:  LOS “B” (V/C 0.63), 
• Foothills Boulevard and Baseline Road:   LOS “D” (V/C 0.86), and 
• Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard:  LOS “C” (V/C 0.70). 

 
 As discussed on page 4.7-43, implementation of these mitigation measures is within the 
jurisdiction the City of Roseville.  If the identified improvements are not made, the roadway 
segments would continue to operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable.   
 
• Sacramento County 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would increase daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in 
Sacramento County (Impact 4.7-5).  Figure 6-7 shows the average daily traffic volumes on 
Sacramento County roadways within the study area under Existing Plus Blueprint conditions.  A 
roadway segment Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic 
volumes is presented in Table 6-14. This analysis indicates that development of the Blueprint 
Alternative under existing conditions would cause impacts on the following Sacramento County 
roadway segments: 
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a. Level of Service on the two-lane segment of Elverta Road from 16th Street to Rio Linda 
Boulevard would degrade from LOS “A” to LOS “F.” 

 
b. Level of Service on the two- to four-lane segment of Watt Avenue from the Placer 

County line to Elverta Road would degrade from LOS “A” to LOS “F.” 
 
c. Level of Service on the segment of Watt Avenue from Elverta Road to Antelope Road 

would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F.” 
 
d. Level of Service on the segment of Watt Avenue from Antelope Road to Elkhorn 

Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-capacity 
ratio would increase by more than 0.05.  

 
e. Level of Service on the segment of Watt Avenue from Elkhorn Boulevard to Don Julio 

Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-capacity 
ratio would increase by more than 0.05.  

 
f. Level of Service on Walerga Road from the Elverta Road to Antelope Road would 

continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-capacity ratio would 
increase by more than 0.05.  

 
Implementation of the following additional mitigation measures and Mitigation Measures 4.7-5a 
and 4.7-5b would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.  The mitigated Level of 
Service of Watt Avenue between the Placer County line and Elverta Road is LOS “E” (V/C 
0.93), between Elverta Road and Antelope Road is “E” (V/C 0.92), between Antelope Road and 
Elkhorn Boulevard is “E” (V/C 0.94), and between Elkhorn Boulevard and Don Julio Boulevard. 
is “E” (V/C 0.93). As discussed on page 4.7-45, implementation of these mitigation measures is 
within the jurisdiction of the County of Sacramento.  If the identified improvements are not 
made, the roadway segments would continue to operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this 
impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
6.7-5c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, widen Elverta Road to four lanes from 

16th Street to Rio Linda Boulevard to provide LOS “A” (V/C 0.51) 
 
6.7-5d Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, widen Walerga Road to six lanes from 

Elverta Road to Antelope Road to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.79) 
 
A planning level signal warrant analysis was conducted for the conditions under Existing Plus 
Blueprint conditions to define the locations where traffic signals should be assumed.  This 
analysis indicates that the following intersections within the Sacramento County should be 
signalized: 
 
• 16th Street and Elverta Road 
 
Under Existing Plus Blueprint conditions, no improvements were assumed for Sacramento 
County intersections in the study area beyond existing conditions. Figure 4.7-8 shows the key 
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study area intersections in Sacramento County. Tables 6-15 and 6-16 present the intersection 
Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the a.m. and p.m. peak hour under Existing 
Plus Project conditions (Impact 4.7-6).  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each 
intersection in Tables 6-15 and 6-16 are shown in Appendix I.  
 
This analysis indicates that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing conditions 
would cause impacts at the following intersections: 
 
a. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road would degrade 

from LOS “C” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour. 
 
b. Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard would 

degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour. 
 
c. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Don Julio Boulevard would 

degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour. 
 
d. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive would degrade 

from LOS “B” to LOS “F” in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “E” to LOS “F” during the 
p.m. peak hour.  

 
e. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Roseville Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour. 
 
The above impacts would be similar to those of the proposed Specific Plan.   
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-6a and 4.7-6b would reduce this impact to a less 
than significant level.  The mitigated p.m. peak hour level of service of the intersection of Watt 
Avenue/Antelope Road is LOS “E” (V/C 1.00), Walerga Road/Elkhorn Boulevard is LOS “D” 
(V/C 0.85), Watt Avenue/Don Julio Boulevard is LOS “C” (V/C 0.80), Watt Avenue/Air Base 
Drive is LOS “E” (V/C 1.05), and Watt Avenue/Roseville Road is LOS “E” (V/C 0.93). As 
discussed on page 4.7-48, implementation of these mitigation measures is within the jurisdiction 
of the Sacramento County.  If the identified improvements are not made, the intersections would 
continue to operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
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Table 6-13 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – City of Roseville 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
1   Fiddyment Rd  Blue Oaks Blvd C   14.3 C   17.1 C    21.5 
2   Fiddyment Rd  Pleasant Grove B     0.62   C     0.73   C     0.76   
3   Junction Blvd 1 Baseline Rd1 A     0.48   C     0.71   C     0.75   
4   Woodcreek Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd B     0.65   B     0.64   B     0.65   
5   Woodcreek Blvd  Pleasant Grove C     0.75   D     0.88   E     1.00   
6   Woodcreek Blvd  Baseline Rd B     0.64   D     0.88   D     0.90   
7   Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd D     0.89   A     0.47   E     1.00   
8   Foothills Blvd  Pleasant Grove C     0.73   C     0.79   C     0.78   
9   Foothills Blvd  Junction Blvd F     1.03   F     1.09   F     1.16   
10 Foothills Blvd  Baseline Rd D     0.81   E     0.98   F     1.09   
11 Foothills Blvd  Cirby Way  E     0.99   F     1.04   E     0.99   
12 Riverside Ave  Cirby Way  F     1.08   F     1.09   F     1.05   
13 Washington Pleasant Grove C     0.76   C     0.8   C     0.80   
1  This intersection is also analyzed under the Placer County (see Table 6-12).  The volume-to-capacity ratio and level of service standards differ due to different 
lane capacity assumptions. 
Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-5. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters    
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-14 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Blueprint 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Elverta Road  East of Hwy 70/99 2 5,000 A 2 9,700 A 2 17,700 B 
Elverta Road  East of Rio Linda Blvd 2 8,000 A 2 14,900 D 2 18,200 F 
Elverta Road  East of 16th Street 2 10,400 A 2 16,600 E 2 16,700 E 
Elverta Road  West of Watt Avenue 2 19,000 F 2 18,800 F 2 18,900 F 
Watt Avenue  North of Elverta Road 4 19,400 A 41 47,000 F 4 50,400 F 
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Table 6-14 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Blueprint 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Watt Avenue  North of Antelope Road 4 28,900 D 4 38,200 F 4 49,600 F 
Watt Avenue  North of Elkhorn Blvd 4 37,900 F 4 48,400 F 4 50,500 F 
Watt Avenue  North of Don Julio Blvd 4 40,300 F 4 47,100 F 4 50,200 F 
Watt Avenue  North of Airbase Drive 6 46,700 D 6 49,500 E 6 52,200 E 
Walerga Road  North of Elverta Road 4 24,700 B 4 21,800 B 4 22,600 B 
Walerga Road  North of Antelope Road 4 40,300 F 4 41,100 F 4 42,600 F 
Walerga Road  North of Elkhorn Blvd 4 31,100 D 4 32,900 E 4 33,400 E 
16th Street  North of Elverta Road 2 400 A 2 12,000 B 2 14,600 D 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters    
1 Watt Avenue has 2 lanes from Placer County line to Tourmaline Way, 4 lane from Silver Fern Dr to just north of Elverta Road, and 6 lanes through the its intersection with 
Elverta Road. The capacity of this segment of Watt Avenue is primarily dictated by its capacity through the Elverta Road intersection.    
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-15 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
1  Hwy 70/99 Elverta Rd  A      8.4 D        35.9 C      33.1 
2  16th Street Elverta Rd  A   1.6 E      0.9   E      0.95   
3  Watt Ave  Elverta Rd  A      0.56   D    0.82   D    0.86   
4  Walerga Rd  Elverta Rd  D     0.86   D     0.89   E     0.97   
5  Watt Ave  Antelope Rd C      0.73   D      0.87   E      0.92   
6  Walerga Rd  Antelope Rd C    0.73   D      0.85   D      0.86   
7  Watt Ave  Elkhorn Blvd C      0.76   C      0.83   D      0.87   
8  Walerga Rd  Elkhorn Blvd B      0.68   B      0.69   B      0.7   
9  Watt Ave  Don Julio Blvd  A      0.51   B      0.65   B      0.68   
10 Watt Ave  Air Base Dr  B     0.63   F    1.01   F    1.16   
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Table 6-15 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
11 Watt Ave  Roseville Rd  D      0.88   E      0.92   E      0.96   
12 Watt Ave  I-80 WB B        16.6 B       14.7 B       14.7 
Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters    
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be 
substantial, but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-16 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
1  Hwy 70/99 Elverta Rd  A   8.3 B   17.6 C   33.1 
2  16th Street Elverta Rd  A   2.3 D 0.87   E 0.97   
3  Watt Ave  Elverta Rd  A 0.6   B 0.69   C 0.72   
4  Walerga Rd  Elverta Rd  C 0.76   D 0.86   D 0.89   
5  Watt Ave  Antelope Rd C 0.77   F 1.09   F 1.09   
6  Walerga Rd  Antelope Rd D 0.89   E 0.91   E 0.92   
7  Watt Ave  Elkhorn Blvd B 0.7   D 0.83   D 0.88   
8  Walerga Rd  Elkhorn Blvd D 0.89   F 1.02   F 1.05   
9  Watt Ave  Don Julio Blvd  C 0.74   F 1.13   F 1.03   
10 Watt Ave  Air Base Dr  E 1   F 1.30   F 1.35   
11 Watt Ave  Roseville Rd  E 0.97   F 1.04   F 1.04   
12 Watt Ave  I-80 WB B   14.1 B   13.5 B   13.8 
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Table 6-16 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 
Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.    
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be 
substantial, but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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• Sutter County 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would increase daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sutter 
County (Impact 4.7-7).  Figure 6-7 shows the average daily traffic volumes on Sutter County 
roadways within the study area under Existing Plus Blueprint conditions.  A roadway segment 
Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is presented in 
Table 6-17. This analysis indicates that development of the Blueprint Alternative under existing 
conditions would not cause impacts on any Sutter County roadway segments; nor would the 
proposed Specific Plan.   
 
The Blueprint Alternative would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections 
in Sutter County (Impact 4.7-8).  Under Existing Plus Project conditions, no improvements were 
assumed for Sutter County intersections in the study area beyond existing conditions. Figure 4.7-
8 shows the key study area intersections in Sutter County.  Table 6-18 presents the intersection 
Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour under Existing Plus Project 
conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each intersection in Table 6-18 are shown 
in Appendix I.  This analysis indicates that development of the Blueprint Alternative under 
existing conditions would cause impacts at the following intersections: 
 
a. Level of Service at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road would degrade 

from LOS “C” to LOS “F.” 
 
b. Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (North) and Riego 

Road would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “F.” 
 
c. Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (South) and Riego 

Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F.” 
 
The proposed Specific Plan would have significant impacts at the same intersections. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-8a and 4.7-8b would reduce this impact.  The 
mitigated level of service of the intersection of Riego Road/Natomas Road would be LOS “D” 
(V/C 0.87), Riego Road/Pleasant Grove Road (North) would be LOS “D” (V/C 0.87), and Riego 
Road/Pleasant Grove Road (South) would be LOS “E” (V/C 0.93). As discussed on page 4.7-50, 
implementation of these mitigation measures is within the jurisdiction of the Sutter County.  If 
the identified improvements are not made, the intersections would continue to operate at an 
unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  
 
Table 6-17 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sutter County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions 
Existing Plus Project 

Conditions 
Existing Plus Blueprint 

Conditions 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Riego Road  East of Hwy 70/99 2 9,900 A 2 14,000 C 2 16,400 D 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.    
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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Table 6-18 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level  
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
1 Hwy 70/99 Riego Road  B   10.9 D 47.8   D   37.5 
2 Natomas Riego Road  C (F)1   16.3 (>50)1 F   76.4 F   175.5 
3 Pleasant Grove Rd.  
(North) Riego Road  C (F)1   20.9 (>50)1 F   96.7 F   221.0 
4 Pleasant Grove Rd.  
(South) Riego Road D (F)1   29.8 (>50)1 F    115.2 F   219.1 
Note: Intersection number refers to Figure 4.7-8. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.    
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-86 March, 2006  
Revised Draft EIR 

• State Highways 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would increase daily traffic volumes on state highways (Impact 4.7-9).  
Figure 6-7 shows the average daily traffic volumes on state highways within the study area under 
Existing Plus Blueprint conditions.  A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for these 
roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 6-19. This analysis indicates 
that development of the Blueprint Alternative under existing conditions would cause impacts on 
the following state highway segments: 
 
a.  Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Hwy 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to 

Galleria Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase.  

 
b.  Level of Service on the eight-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Antelope Road to 

Riverside Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase.  

 
c.  Level of Service on the six-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Riverside Avenue to 

Douglas Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase.  

 
d.  Level of Service on the six-lane segment of Business 80 from Fulton Avenue to Watt 

Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume would 
increase.  

 
e.  Level of Service on the twelve-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to 

Madison Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” and the volume would increase. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-9a and 4.7-9b would reduce this impact.  The 
mitigated level of service on Hwy 65 is LOS “D”, on Interstate 80 is LOS “F”, on Business 80 is 
LOS “E”.  As discussed on page 4.7-52, implementation of this mitigation measure is within the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans.  If the identified improvements are not made, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Volumes are provided for several interchange ramps in Table 6-20.  Level of service calculations 
for ramp merge, diverge and weaving sections were not preformed. 
 
Figure 4.7-8 shows the key study area intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction. Table 6-21 
presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour 
under Existing Plus Blueprint conditions.  As shown in Table 6-33, no intersections would 
operate at unacceptable levels (LOS “E” or “F”) under Exiting Plus Blueprint conditions.  
Similarly, the proposed project would increase congestion at these intersections, but they would 
continue to operate at an acceptable level. 
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Table 6-19 
Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing No Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Project 
Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Roadway Segment Lanes1 ADT2 LOS Lanes1 ADT2 LOS Lanes1 ADT2 LOS 
Hwy 70/99 3 North of Riego Rd 4 29,000 C 4 29,000 C 4 28,900 C 
Hwy 70/99 3 South of Riego Rd 4 32,000 C 4 35,300 C 4 35,900 C 
Hwy 70/99 South of Elverta Rd 4 40,500 B 4 49,300 C 4 54,500 C 
Hwy 65 North of Pleasant Grove 4 76,000 F 4 81,300 F 4 81,800 F 
Hwy 65 South of Pleasant Grove 4 83,400 F 4 85,100 F 4 85,900 F 
I-80 West of Watt Ave 10 145,000 D 10 155,400 D 10 155,300 D 
I-80 East of Auburn Blvd 12 240,000 C 12 250,100 C 12 250,300 F 
I-80  West of Riverside Ave 8 184,200 F 8 185,500 F 8 186,300 F 
I-80  East of Riverside Ave 6 165,000 F 6 165,300 F 6 165,900 F 
Business 80 West of Watt Ave 6 133,000 F 6 133,300 F 6 134,200 F 
Note 1: Excluding carpool lanes. 
Note 2: ADT = average daily traffic, excluding HOV traffic 
Note 3: Evaluated as expressway, not as a freeway 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-20 
Interchange Ramp Segment Volumes – State Highways 
Existing Plus Blueprint  Conditions 

Existing No Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Project  
Conditions 

Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions Interchange Ramp 

ADT ADT Change % ADT Change % 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant Grove NB Off Ramp 7,400 7,900 500 7% 8,000 600 8% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant Grove NB On Ramp  1,400 1,500 100 7% 1,400 0 - 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant Grove SB Off Ramp 2,200 2,100 -100 -5% 2,000 -200 -9% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant Grove SB On Ramp  7,600 8,300 700 9% 8,400 800 11% 
I-80 – Watt Ave EB Off Ramp 700 1,100 400 57% 1,100 400 57% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB Off Ramp 200 600 400 200% 100 -100 -50% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB On Ramp from NB 300 800 500 167% 800 500 167% 
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Table 6-20 
Interchange Ramp Segment Volumes – State Highways 
Existing Plus Blueprint  Conditions 

Existing No Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Project  
Conditions 

Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions Interchange Ramp 

ADT ADT Change % ADT Change % 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB On Ramp from SB  1,300 1,300 - 0% 1,300 0 - 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB On Ramp 8,300 8,300 0  -  9,400 -500 -5% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB off Ramp from SB  5,900 5,900 0  -  8,200 -100 -1% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB off Ramp from NB  10,900 11,200 300 3% 5,900 0 - 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB On Ramp 8,800 8,500 -300 -3% 11,100 200 2% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB off Ramp from SB  1,400 1,400 0  -  8,500 -300 -3% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB off Ramp from NB 11,600 11,900 300 3% 1,400 0 - 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB On Ramp from NB 4,600 4,300 -300 -7% 4,400 -200 -4% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB On Ramp from SB  1,000 1,000 0  -  1,000 0 - 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB Off Ramp 11,600 11,600 -  -  11,300 -300 -3% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  WB On Ramp 7,900 8,000 100 1% 8,000 100 1% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave WB Off Ramp 5,000 4,800 -200 -4% 5,000 0 - 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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Table 6-21 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – State Highways 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing No Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Project 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Blueprint 
Conditions 

Intersection 

Freeway Roadway 
Level 

of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
LOS  (Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 

LOS  
(Delay) 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
LOS  (Delay) 

1 Hwy 70/99  Riego Rd B 13.6 C 34.2 D 37.5 
2 Hwy 70/99  Elverta Rd A 8.3 B 17.6 C 33.1 
3A Hwy 65 SB Pleasant Grove C 20.8 B 16.3 B 16.3 
3B Hwy 65 NB Pleasant Grove C 30.7 C 21.8 C 29.2 
4A  I-80 WB Riverside Ave C 21.7 C 22.3 C 23.3 
4B  I-80 EB Riverside Ave C 26.3 C 25.2 C 26.9 
5     I-80 WB Watt Avenue B 14.1 B 13.5 B 13.8 
Note: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 

 
• Transit 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would generate a demand for transit services and may result in unmet 
transit needs (Impact 4.7-10).   
 
The 21,631 residential units and a substantial amount of non-residential uses under the Blueprint 
Alternative would generate a significant demand for new transit services and a higher demand 
for transit services than the proposed Specific Plan, which has 14,132 residential units. The 
higher densities on portions of the Specific Plan area under the Blueprint Alternative should 
make it easier to serve the Specific Plan area with transit services and make transit more 
successful in attracting ridership.  For example, according to SACOG, the minimum residential 
density required to support light rail services is 15 dwelling units per acre.  The Blueprint 
Alternative would more than double the number of units constructed at an average density of 15 
or more units per acre (from 3,696 units, or 26% under the proposed project to 7,487 units, or 
35% under the Blueprint Alternative).  The Blueprint Alternative would also increase the 
maximum allowable density from 22 to 35 units per acre.   
 
If significant transit services are not provided to the project area, an unmet transit need would 
likely be identified prior to buildout of the Blueprint Alternative.  Such unmet transit needs are 
defined by Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) and are reviewed on a 
regular basis.   
 
Like the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative would provide dedicated bus rapid transit 
lanes on Watt Avenue, an internal transit system, ADA dial-a-ride service, commuter service to 
downtown Sacramento, park and ride lots and right-of-way for a street trolley system, and would 
participate in regional connections to light rail service. 
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The on-going operating cost for such a transit system would be substantial and the amount of 
funding that would be available for transit operations with the proposed Blueprint Alternative is 
uncertain. The higher densities under Blueprint Alternative should make it easier to serve the 
project area with transit services and make transit more successful in attracting ridership than the 
proposed Specific Plan.  
 
To meet a potential unmet transit need, Placer County would need to provide a reasonable 
amount of transit service to the project area, comparable to transit service provided in nearby 
communities in Roseville and Sacramento County. The recommended transit services that could 
mitigate potential transit needs are described under Impact 4.7-10. 
 
Such services would be relatively costly due to the trip lengths involved.  Placer County would 
receive some additional funding for transit services through its key existing funding source, 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds due to buildout of the Blueprint Alternative 
because these funds are based on population.  However, the additional TDA funds would only 
allow limited transit service to the project area.  
 
As noted above, it is likely that economies of scale could be achieved by contracting with other 
providers for transit services.  For example, Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) could be 
approached to extend either Route 19 or Route 84 1.5 miles north to the Specific Plan area.  
These routes currently provide a connection to the Watt I-80 Light Rail station. 
 
In the General Plan, the County has designated some transit corridors where high capacity transit 
service may be possible.  The designation of these transit corridors is intended to promote transit 
use through land use and design standards that enhance transit accessibility.  In the vicinity of the 
Specific Plan area, the County has designated Watt Avenue as an arterial transit corridor.  On-
going planning for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) in western Placer County envisions a BRT route 
that continues north of Baseline Road.  In Sacramento County, Watt Avenue has been designated 
as a BRT corridor in the MTP.  Due to these designations, adequate right-of-way should be 
provided along Watt Avenue through the Specific Plan area for a potential exclusive BRT 
facility.  The Blueprint Alternative provides right-of-way for exclusive 10- to 12-foot BRT lanes 
in each direction on Watt Avenue from Baseline Road to the Dyer Lane intersection just north of 
Dry Creek. 
 
The potential for inadequate funding for unmet transit needs is considered a potentially 
significant impact.  As with the proposed Specific Plan, Mitigation Measure 4.7-10a and 4.7-10b 
of would reduce the Blueprint Alternative impact on transit to a less than significant level. 
 
• Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would increase the demand for recreational and transportation related 
bicycle trips (Impact 4.7-11).  The proposed Blueprint Alternative, with its 21,631 residential 
units would generate a substantial demand for safe and convenient bicycle facilities, especially 
for recreational experiences.  Like the proposed Specific Plan, the Blueprint Alternative would 
provide a substantial amount of Class I off-street bike trails as well as Class II on-street bike 
lanes within the right-of-way of arterial and collector roadways. Like the proposed bikeway 
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system for the Specific Plan, the bikeway system for the Blueprint Alternative appears to meet 
the intent of the General Plan policies. This impact would be less than significant.  
 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 
 
Cumulative conditions were based on the best estimates of 2025 market levels of development 
throughout the region, as discussed on pages 4.7-54 through 4.7-55 of this Revised Draft EIR.  
The “cumulative without project assumptions” and method of analysis were the same as 
conducted for the proposed project.  
 
The methodological assumptions used to analyze the Blueprint Alternative were similar to those 
used for the proposed project.  For example, the percentage of individuals using transit was 
assumed to be the same in both cases.  As discussed above, the Blueprint Alternative has much 
higher residential densities than the proposed project, so it is more conducive to increased transit 
ridership.  If funding is available for the transit improvements and services discussed above, then 
the percentage of commuters using transit rather than driving would likely increase.  SACOG 
estimates that transit trips in western Placer County would increase from approximately 0.5% 
under the proposed project to approximately 1.3% under the Blueprint Alternative.  This increase 
in ridership would reduce the number of vehicle trips that would occur under the Blueprint 
Alternative.  Therefore, the impacts described below are conservative.  That is, the actual 
impacts may not be as severe as indicated here. 
 
As demonstrated in the following analysis, the Blueprint Alternative would increase congestion 
in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area, because dwelling units would increase by about 50%.  If 
these units were not constructed in the Specific Plan area, they would likely be constructed 
elsewhere in the region and would increase traffic levels elsewhere.  The exact location of these 
units under the proposed project is not known, so it cannot be subjected to traffic modeling.  
Nonetheless, it is likely that some roadway improvements would be necessary to accommodate 
the 7,000 units if they were to be constructed elsewhere in the region.  This analysis can only 
describe the improvements that would be needed in the Specific Plan area vicinity. 
 
Finally, there are a number of measurable traffic conditions that are not typically reported or 
analyzed in an EIR traffic analysis, which is focused on roadway and intersection operation and 
the need for roadway improvements to maintain and/or achieve service level standards.  SACOG 
has evaluated some of these measures, comparing a base case similar to the proposed project and 
a Blueprint Plan similar to the Blueprint Alternative.   Some of the traffic-related findings of this 
analysis include: 
 
 

 Base Case Blueprint Plan 
Transit Share 0.5% 1.3% 
Vehicle Miles per Day per Household 52.5 23.9 
% of Time in Heavy Congestion 20% 12% 
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• Placer County 
 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions would increase daily traffic volumes on study area 
roadways in unincorporated Placer County (Impact 4.7-12).  Figure 6-8 shows the roadway lanes 
on unincorporated Placer County roadways within the study area under Cumulative Plus 
Blueprint conditions.  Figure 6-9 shows the average daily traffic volumes on unincorporated 
Placer County roadways within the study area under Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions.  A 
roadway segment Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic 
volumes is presented in Table 6-22. 
 
Under the Cumulative No Project condition, the four-lane segment of Baseline Road from the 
Sutter County line to Watt Avenue would operate at LOS “E” or “F” conditions. Under 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions, this segment of Baseline Road would be widened to six 
lanes and would operate at LOS “D” to “E” conditions. While the Level of Service on Baseline 
Road under Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions does not meet the County’s General Plan 
standard, this is not considered a significant impact since the operations would be better or equal 
to the Cumulative No Project condition. 
 
This analysis indicates that full development of the Blueprint Alternative under Cumulative Plus 
Project conditions would substantially increase congestion on the following Placer County 
roadway segments: 
 
a. Level of Service on the segment of Baseline Road from East Dyer Lane to Fiddyment 

Road would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “F.” 
 
b. Level of Service on the segment of Watt Avenue from Dyer Lane to PFE Road would 

continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-capacity ratio would 
increase by more than 0.05. 

 
c. Level of Service on the new segment of Dyer Lane (East) from Baseline Road to A 

Street would operate at LOS “F.” 
 
d. Level of Service on the segment of Dyer Lane from 16th Street to Tanwood Avenue 

would degrade from LOS “A” to LOS “E.” 
 
e. Level of Service on the segment of Dyer Lane from Tanwood Avenue to Watt Avenue 

would degrade from LOS “A” to LOS “F.” 
 
The proposed Specific Plan would also substantially affect roadways a. and c. through e., but the 
impact would be more severe under the Blueprint Alternative.  The proposed Specific Plan 
would not substantially degrade operations on the segment of  roadways b. or d.. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a would reduce the above impacts by requiring the Blueprint 
Alternative to provide its fair share of costs for roadway improvements through a number of fee 
mechanisms.  As discussed on pages 4.7-34 through 4.7-36 of this Revised Draft EIR, those fees 
could fund a number of transportation improvements that, in various combinations, could help 
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reduce anticipated congestion levels on major roadways within or near the Specific Plan area. 
Some of these improvements, such as Placer Parkway, would be under another agency’s 
jurisdiction, so Placer County cannot guarantee that they would be constructed.  Therefore, this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable under either the proposed project or the Blueprint 
Alternative. 
 
A general evaluation of these improvements was conducted to determine the extent to which a 
set of identified improvements could reduce traffic congestion.  These improvements make up 
the Mitigated Transportation Network and are summarized on pages 4.7-54 through 4.7-61. 
Figure 6-10 shows the roadway lanes on the Mitigated Transportation Network under 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions.    
 
A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for Baseline Road based on these daily traffic 
volumes is presented in Table 6-23. Placer Parkway would decrease the traffic volume on 
Baseline Road between Fiddyment Road and the County line. Figure 6-11 shows the average 
daily traffic volumes on the Mitigated Transportation Network under Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
conditions.  The Level of Service on segments of Walerga Road south of Baseline Road under 
the Cumulative Plus Blueprint with Mitigated Transportation Network scenario would be LOS 
“F”, which does not meet the County’s General Plan standard. However, operations would be 
better than under Cumulative No Project conditions. 
 
As Table 6-23 shows, the Mitigated Transportation Network would substantially reduce traffic 
congestion on affected roadways, in some cases below No Project conditions. However, feasible 
mitigation measures have not been identified that would improve conditions to LOS “D” or 
better on the following segments.  
 
• Dyer Lane from Tanwood Avenue to Watt Avenue 
 
A different set of improvements would have similar effects, but increases and decreases in level 
of service conditions on specific segments would differ. 
 
The Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study 
area intersections in unincorporated Placer County (Impact 4.7-13). 
 
Based on a signal warrant analysis, the Blueprint Alternative would cause signal warrants to be 
met at the same intersections as the proposed project.   
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Table 6-22 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Baseline Rd East of County Line 4 40,600 F 6 46,900 C 6 49,500 D 
Baseline Rd East of Locust Rd 4 37,400 E 6 47,200 C 6 49,900 D 
Baseline Rd East of Brewer Rd 4 39,100 E 6 47,100 C 6 49,600 D 
Baseline Rd East of Palladay Rd 4 43,100 F 6 51,200 D 6 53,200 D 
Baseline Rd East of 16th Street 4 42,900 F 6 50,800 D 6 53,700 D 
Baseline Rd East of 12th Street 4 42,900 F 6 55,100 E 6 58,100 E 
Baseline Rd East of Watt Ave 6 52,800 E 6 50,500 E 6 53,000 E 
Baseline Rd East of Dyer Lane 6 42,700 C 6 54,000 E 6 55,800 F 
Walerga Rd  South of Baseline Rd 4 42,300 F 4 39,400 F 4 40,400 F 
Walerga Rd  North of PFE Rd 4 42,000 F 4 43,600 F 4 44,100 F 
 Watt Ave South of Baseline Rd 4 61,100 F 6 43,500 D 6 46,200 D 
 Watt Ave South of Dyer Lane 4 61,200 F 6 64,300 F 6 67,500 F 
 PFE Rd East of Watt Avenue 2 9,300 A 2 13,800 C 2 15,300 D 
 PFE Rd East of Walerga Rd 2 17,200 E 2 16,600 E 2 17,000 E 
Dyer Lane  South of Baseline (W)      4 18,900 A 4 19,400 A 
Dyer Lane  South of Town Center Dr      4 8,400 A 4 9,100 A 
Dyer Lane  West of 16th Street      4 20,200 A 4 23,600 B 
Dyer Lane  West of Tanwood Avenue      4 30,300 D 4 33,300 E 
Dyer Lane  West of Watt Ave      4 33,100 E 4 36,400 F 
Dyer Lane  South of Baseline (E) Rd      4 33,100 E 4 36,100 F 
Palladay Rd  South of Baseline Rd      2 7,700 A 2 8,600 A 
Palladay Rd  North of Dyer Lane      2 3,600 A 2 4,000 A 
16th Street South of Baseline Rd       4 5,900 A 4 7,300 A 
16th Street South of Dyer Lane       4 22,300 B 4 23,400 B 
14th Street South of Baseline Rd       2 4,700 A 2 5,500 A 
12th Street South of Baseline Rd       4 4,400 A 4 5,900 A 
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Table 6-22 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

A Street East of Dyer Lane(W)       2 3,900 A 2 4,300 A 
A Street West of 16th Street       2 5,600 A 2 6,700 A 
A Street West of Tanwood Avenue       2 4,800 A 2 9,000 A 
A Street West of Watt Ave       4 26,100 C 4 28,400 C 
A Street West of Dyer Lane       2 4,900 A 2 6,400 A 
Town Center Dr East of Dyer Lane (W)       2 4,400 A 2 5,200 A 
Town Center Dr West of 16th Street       2 4,400 A 2 5,100 A 
Town Center Dr West of Tanwood Avenue       2 11,600 B 2 8,300 A 
Town Center Dr West of Watt Ave       2 12,800 C 2 14,600 D 
Town Center Dr West of Dyer Lane (E)       2 3,000 A 2 5,000 A 
Town Center Dr West of Walerga Rd       2 10,300 A 2 12,000 B 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.    
“Blank” = Roadway does not exist under this scenario. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-23 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions With Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint with 

Mitigation Transportation Network 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Baseline Rd East of County Line 4 40,600 F 6 49,500 D 6 39,300 B 
Baseline Rd East of Locust Rd 4 37,400 E 6 49,900 D 6 36,900 B 
Baseline Rd East of Brewer Rd 4 39,100 E 6 49,600 D 6 35,400 A 
Baseline Rd East of Palladay Rd 4 43,100 F 6 53,200 D 6 43,500 C 

Baseline Rd East of 16th Street 4 42,900 F 6 53,700 D 6 47,200 C 
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Table 6-23 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions With Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint with 

Mitigation Transportation Network 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Baseline Rd East of 12th Street 4 42,900 F 6 58,100 E 6 52,100 D 
Baseline Rd East of Watt Ave 6 52,800 E 6 53,000 E 6 42,700 C 
Baseline Rd East of Dyer Lane 6 42,700 C 6 55,800 F 6 48,400 D 
Walerga Rd  South of Baseline Rd 4 42,300 F 4 40,400 F 4 36,800 F 
Walerga Rd  North of PFE Rd 4 42,000 F 4 44,100 F 4 42,500 F 
 Watt Ave South of Baseline Rd 4 61,100 F 6 46,200 D 6 49,100 E 
 Watt Ave South of Dyer Lane 4 61,200 F 6 67,500 F 6 69,800 F 
 PFE Rd East of Watt Avenue 2 9,300 A 2 15,300 D 4 17,900 A 
 PFE Rd East of Walerga Rd 2 17,200 E 2 17,000 E 2 14,500 D 
Dyer Lane  South of Baseline (W)       4 19,400 A 4 18,800 A 
Dyer Lane  South of Town Center       4 9,100 A 4 9,600 A 
Dyer Lane  West of 16th Street       4 23,600 B 4 23,100 B 
Dyer Lane  West of Tanwood Ave       4 33,300 E 4 30,200 D 
Dyer Lane  West of Watt Ave       4 36,400 F 4 34,700 E 
Dyer Lane  South of Baseline (E) Rd       4 36,100 F 4 30,400 D 
Palladay Rd  South of Baseline Rd       2 8,600 A 2 11,700 B 
Palladay Rd  North of Dyer Lane       2 4,000 A 2 5,300 A 
16th Street South of Baseline Rd       4 7,300 A 4 9,600 A 
16th Street South of Dyer Lane       4 23,400 B 4 23,100 B 
14th Street South of Baseline Rd       2 5,500 A 2 6,500 A 
12th Street South of Baseline Rd       4 5,900 A 4 6,500 A 
A Street East of Dyer Lane(W)       2 4,300 A 2 3,300 A 
A Street West of 16th Street       2 6,700 A 2 5,800 A 
A Street West of Tanwood Ave       2 9,000 A 2 7,900 A 
A Street West of Watt Ave       4 28,400 C 4 23,900 B 
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Table 6-23 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions With Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint with 

Mitigation Transportation Network 
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

A Street West of Dyer Lane       2 6,400 A 2 5,000 A 
Town Center Dr East of Dyer Lane (W)       2 5,200 A 2 4,700 A 
Town Center Dr West of 16th Street       2 5,100 A 2 4,000 A 
Town Center Dr West of Tanwood Ave       2 8,300 A 2 7,100 A 
Town Center Dr West of Watt Ave       2 14,600 D 2 12,900 C 
Town Center Dr West of Dyer Lane (E)       2 5,000 A 2 3,200 A 
Town Center Dr West of Walerga Rd       2 12,000 B 2 8,800 A 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.    
“Blank” = Roadway does not exist under this scenario. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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Figure 4.7-4 shows the key study area intersections in unincorporated Placer County.  Table 6-24 
presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour 
under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each 
intersection in Table 6-24 are shown in Appendix I. This analysis indicates that the Cumulative 
Plus Blueprint conditions would substantially increase congestion at the following intersections: 
 
a. Level of Service at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road would 

degrade from LOS “F” to LOS “F” 
 

b. Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road would degrade 
from LOS “F” to LOS “F” 

 
c. Level of Service at the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road would degrade 

from LOS “F to LOS “F”. 
 
d. Level of Service at the intersection of Dyer Lane and Baseline Road would degrade 

from LOS “D” to LOS “F” under the assumed geometry. 
 
e. Level of Service at the intersection of 9th Street and Baseline Road would degrade from 

LOS “D” to LOS “F” under the assumed geometry. 
 
f. The new intersection of Walerga Road and East Town Center Drive would operate at 

LOS “F” conditions under the assumed geometry. 
 
g. The new intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane would operate at LOS “F” 

conditions under the assumed geometry. 
 
This is considered a significant impact.  The proposed Specific Plan would also have significant 
impacts at intersections b., c., d., e., f., and g.  
 
Mitigation Measures 4.7-13a and 4.7-13b would reduce the Blueprint Alternative’s contribution 
to cumulative traffic impacts by providing funding for intersection improvements.  However, 
because some of these improvements could be outside of Placer County’s jurisdiction, the impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
As discussed above, the Mitigated Transportation Network includes construction of Placer 
Parkway, widening of some existing or planned roadways and intersections and improvements to 
transit service. As Table 6-25 shows, the Mitigated Transportation Network would reduce the 
number of intersections with significant impacts and would reduce the severity of the impacts at 
other locations. Mitigation Measure 4.7-13(b) would improve conditions at the intersections of 
Walerga Road/PFE Road to LOS “F” (V/C 1.03), Walerga Road/Town Center Drive to LOS “C” 
(V/C 0.74), and Watt Avenue/Dyer Lane to LOS “F” (V/C 1.06).  However, no mitigation has 
been identified to improve five intersections to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the 
Blueprint Alternative’s contribution to cumulative traffic conditions at Placer County 
intersections is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Table 6-24 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway East-West Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

1 Locust Road Baseline Road F 1.04  E 0.91  D 0.88  

2 Brewer Road Baseline Road F 1.02  D 0.90  E 0.92  

3 Watt Avenue Baseline Road F 1.53  F 1.12  F 1.17  

4 Fiddyment Road Baseline Road F 1.16  F 1.20  F 1.24  

5 Watt Avenue PFE Road E 0.92  C 0.74  C 0.79  

6 Walerga Road PFE Road F 1.44  F 1.68  F 1.75  

7 Cook Riolo Road PFE Road F  303.2 F  319.4 F  342.9 

8 Palladay Road  Baseline Road    C 0.77  C 0.80  

9 16th Street Baseline Road    C 0.78  D 0.85  

10 14th Street Baseline Road    D 0.86  D 0.89  

11 12th Street  Baseline Road    D 0.87  D 0.89  

12 11th Street  Baseline Road    D 0.89  D 0.86  

13 East Dyer Lane Baseline Road D 0.89  F 1.06  F 1.05  

14 9th Street Baseline Road D 0.86  F 1.07  F 1.15  

15 West Dyer Lane  A Street    A 0.47  A 0.52  

16 Palladay Road  A Street    B  11.6 B  14.3 

17 16th Street A Street    B  13 C  15.9 

18 14th Street A Street    B  14.3 B  12 

19 12th Street  A Street    B 0.61  B 0.67  

20 Watt Avenue A Street    D 0.81  D 0.87  

21 West Dyer Lane  Town Center Dr    B 0.63  B 0.66  
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Table 6-24 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway East-West Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

22 Watt Avenue Town Center Dr    B 0.66  C 0.78  

23 East Dyer Lane Town Center Dr    C 0.71  C 0.78  

24 Walerga Road Town Center Dr    F 1.09  F 1.1  

25 Watt Avenue Oak Street    B 0.68  C 0.76  

26 18th Street Dyer Lane    A 0.47  A 0.57  

27 16th Street Dyer Lane    D 0.83  D 0.87  

28 Tanwood Avenue Dyer Lane    B 0.61  B 0.64  

29 Watt Avenue Dyer Lane    F 1.06  F 1.08  

30 Watt Avenue West Side Dr F 1.17  F 1.17  F 1.18  
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.   Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-4. 
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, 
but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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Table 6-25 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint With Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint With 

Mitigated Transportation Network 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

1 Locust Road Baseline Road F 1.04  D     0.88   D     0.86   

2 Brewer Road Baseline Road F 1.02  E     0.92   C     0.72   

3 Watt Avenue Baseline Road F 1.53  F     1.17   F     1.16   

4 Fiddyment Road Baseline Road F 1.16  F     1.24   F     1.11   

5 Watt Avenue PFE Road E 0.92  C     0.79   D     0.83   

6 Walerga Road PFE Road F 1.44  F     1.75   F     1.82   

7 Cook Riolo Road PFE Road F  303.2 F       342.9 F       307.6 

8 Palladay Road  Baseline Road    C     0.80   C     0.76   

9 16th Street Baseline Road    D     0.85   C     0.76   

10 14th Street Baseline Road    D     0.89   D     0.81   

11 12th Street Baseline Road    D     0.89   D     0.83   

12 11th Street Baseline Road    D     0.86   C     0.79   

13 East Dyer Lane  Baseline Road D 0.89  F     1.05   D     0.88   

14 9th Street Baseline Road D 0.86  F     1.15   E     0.94   

15 West Dyer Lane  A  Street    A     0.52   A     0.51   

16 Palladay Road  A  Street    B       14.3 B   14.3 

17 16th Street A  Street    C      15.9 C       15.9 

18 14th Street A  Street    B   12 B   12 

19 12th Street  A  Street    B     0.67   B     0.68   

20 Watt Avenue A  Street    D     0.87   D     0.81   

21 West Dyer Lane  Town Center Dr    B     0.66   B     0.69   
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Table 6-25 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Unincorporated Placer County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint With Mitigated Transportation Network Scenario 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint With 

Mitigated Transportation Network 
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay)1 

22 Watt Avenue Town Center Dr    C     0.78   C     0.75   

23 East Dyer Lane Town Center Dr    C 0.78   A 0.57   

24 Walerga Road Town Center Dr    F     1.1   F     1.03   

25 Watt Avenue Oak Street    C 0.76 - C 0.70 - 

26 18th Street  Dyer Lane    A     0.57   A     0.46   

27 16th Street Dyer Lane    D 0.87   D 0.81   

28 Tanwood Ave Dyer Lane    B 0.64   B 0.63   

29 Watt Avenue  Dyer Lane    F     1.08   F     1.15   

29 Watt Avenue  Westside Dr  F 1.17  F 1.18   F     1.24   
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.   Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-4. 
1 Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, 
but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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• City of Roseville 
 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area 
intersections in the City of Roseville (Impact 4.7-14).   
 
The City of Roseville has requested that the analysis of the traffic impacts related to the proposed 
Placer Vineyards project on Roseville’s roadway system be based on the same assumptions used 
by the City of Roseville for their Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  The assumptions used in 
this analysis are described under Impact 4.7-14 of this Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Figure 6-12 shows the daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in the City of Roseville 
under the Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions.  Table 6-26 shows the twelve intersections that 
would degrade from an acceptable to unacceptable Level of Service or that already operate at 
LOS “D” or worse and would degrade further.  This is considered a significant impact.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4-14a and 4.7-14b would improve conditions at the 
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to LOS “D”, but no feasible measures were 
identified for the remaining twelve intersections.  Furthermore, Placer County cannot compel the 
City of Roseville to implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-14b.  For these reasons, the Blueprint 
Alternative’s contribution to cumulative traffic congestion in the City of Roseville would be a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative traffic 
congestion in the City of Roseville would also be significant and unavoidable, but only seven 
intersections would be affected. 
 
Table 6-26 
Intersections with Significant Level of Service Impacts – City of Roseville 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Intersection Cumulative 
No Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Blueprint 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Baseline Road       Junction Blvd      A 0.57 C 0.75 D 0.85 
Fiddyment Rd1       Baseline Rd1        C 0.78 E 0.99 F 1.07 
Foothills Blvd     Blue Oaks Blvd   C 0.78 C 0.79 D 0.82 
Foothills Blvd     Junction Blvd      C 0.81 D 0.87 D 0.89 
Foothills Blvd     Vineyard Rd D 0.84 D 0.88 E 0.93 
Harding Blvd  Estates Rd D 0.88 E 0.93 E 0.95 
Harding Blvd  Wills Rd  D 0.87 E 0.92 E 0.91 
Washington Blvd   Pleasant Grove D 0.89 D 0.89 E 0.92 
Stanford Ranch Five Star Blvd  C 0.80 D 0.82 D 0.82 
Grant Street  Vernon Street      E 0.96 F 1.02 F 1.04 
Lincoln Street  Vernon Street      D 0.85 D 0.89 E 0.92 
Washington Blvd   Junction Blvd      C 0.76 D 0.85 D 0.87 
1  This intersection is also analyzed under Placer County methodology (see Table 6-12).  The volume -to -capacity 
ratio and level of service standards differ due to different lane capacity assumptions. 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 
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It should be noted that the City of Roseville’s CIP assumes development of about 7,800 dwelling 
units in the proposed Placer Vineyards project.  Therefore, at some intersections, the LOS “D,” 
“E” and “F” conditions under the Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions are the same conditions 
as the City of Roseville’s CIP. 
 
Table 6-27 shows the number and percentage of intersections that would operate at LOS “C” or 
better under both Cumulative Plus Project and Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions, assuming 
no additional roadway improvements beyond the current City of Roseville CIP program.  Under 
No Project conditions, 121 of the 159 total intersections would operate at LOS “C” or better.  
This represents 75.5% of the total signalized intersections citywide.  Addition of the proposed 
project would result in 117 (or 73.6%) of the total signalized intersections operating at LOS “C” 
or better.  Addition of the Blueprint Alternative would result in 115 (or 72.3%) of the total 
signalized intersections operating at LOS “C” or better. Therefore, the City’s policy of 
maintaining an LOS “C” standard at 70% of all signalized intersections would be met even with 
full development of the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Table 6-27 
Number of Intersections Operating at LOS “C” or Better – City of Roseville 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Level of Service Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Blueprint 

LOS “A” - “C” 120 75.50% 117 73.60% 115 72.30% 
LOS “D” 20 12.60% 21 13.20% 20 12.60% 
LOS “E” 14 8.80% 15 9.40% 17 10.70% 
LOS “F” 5 3.10% 6 3.80% 7 4.40% 
Total Intersections 159 100% 159 100% 159 100% 
Source: DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
The City’s Level of Service policy allows City Council to take an action to accept degradation in 
the Level of Service of one or more of its signalized intersections from the levels identified in the 
CIP as long as 70% or more of the total signalized intersections in the City would operate at LOS 
“C” or better.  With or without the recommended intersection mitigation measure, more than 
70% of the City’s signalized intersections would operate at LOS “C” or better under Cumulative 
Plus Blueprint conditions.  However, since no feasible improvements were found to mitigate 
significant impacts on Levels of Service at twelve intersections, the proposed project would have 
a significant and unavoidable impact. 
 
• Sacramento County 
 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions would increase daily traffic volumes on study area 
roadways in Sacramento County (Impact 4.7-15).  Figure 6-13 shows the average daily traffic 
volumes on Sacramento County roadways within the study area under Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
conditions.  A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these 
daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 6-28.  
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This analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions would increase congestion by more than 5% on the following segments in Sacramento 
County: 
 
a. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Watt Avenue from the Placer County line 

to Antelope Road would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-
capacity ratio would increase by more than 0.05.  
 

b. Level of Service on the six-lane segment of Watt Avenue from the Antelope Road to 
Airbase Drive would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume-to-
capacity ratio would increase by more than 0.05.  

 
c. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Walerga Road from the Placer County line 

to Antelope Road would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and, compared to 
Cumulative No Project conditions, the volume-to-capacity ratio would increase by more 
than 0.05.  

 
d. Level of Service on the 2-lane segment of 16th Street from the Placer County line to 

Elverta Road would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F.” 
 
The proposed Specific Plan would substantially increase congestion on segments (a), (c) and (d), 
but not segment (b). 
 
Table 6-28 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project  Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint  
Roadway Segment Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 

Elverta Rd  East of Hwy 70/99 4 24,300 B 4 26,200 C 4 26,900 C 

Elverta Rd  
East of Rio Linda 
Blvd 4 34,100 E 4 32,200 D 4 32,700 E 

Elverta Rd  East of 16th Street 4 26,700 C 4 28,400 C 4 29,000 D 
Elverta Rd  West of Watt Ave 4 34,200 E 4 34,900 E 4 35,600 E 
Watt Ave  North of Elverta Rd 4 58,700 F 4 64,500 F 4 65,500 F 
Watt Ave  North of Antelope Rd 4 44,100 F 4 46,300 F 4 47,300 F 
Watt Ave  North of Elkhorn Blvd 6 67,900 F 6 70,100 F 6 70,900 F 
Watt Ave  North of Don Julio 6 62,200 F 6 64,300 F 6 65,700 F 
Watt Ave  North of Airbase Dr 6 65,200 F 6 67,000 F 6 68,300 F 

Walerga Rd  North of Elverta Rd 4 44,700 F 4 47,300 F 4 47,400 F 

Walerga Rd  North of Antelope Rd 4 44,700 F 4 46,500 F 4 47,000 F 

Walerga Rd  North of Elkhorn Blvd 4 34,800 E 4 35,300 E 4 35,400 E 

16th Street  North of Elverta Rd 2 17,100 E 2 22,400 F 2 23,300 F 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters.    
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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Implementation of the following additional mitigation measure and Mitigation Measures 4.7-15a 
and 4.7-15b would reduce the Blueprint Alternative’s contribution to cumulative traffic on 
Sacramento County roadways.  The mitigated level of service on Watt Avenue north of Elverta 
Road would be LOS “F” (V/C reduced from 1.82 to 1.21) and Watt Avenue north of Antelope 
Road would be LOS “D” (V/C 0.88).  As discussed on page 4.7-79, implementation of these 
mitigation measures is within Sacramento County.  If the identified improvements are not made, 
the roadway segments would continue to operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact 
is considered significant and unavoidable.   
 
6.7-15c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, construct Watt Avenue to eight lanes (or 

a one-way couplet) from Antelope Road to Airbase Drive, to provide LOS “E” (V/C 
0.98). 

 
Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak 
hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento County (Impact 4.7-16). 
 
Figure 4.7-8 shows the key study area intersections in Sacramento County. Tables 6-29 and 6-30 
present the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour 
under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each 
intersection in Tables 6-29 and 6-30 are shown in Appendix I. This analysis indicates that 
development of the Blueprint Alternative would substantially contribute to congestion at the 
following study area intersections in Sacramento County: 

  
a. Level of Service at the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road would degrade from 

LOS “D” to LOS “F” during the a.m. peak hour and LOS “F” (V/C 10.6) to LOS “F” 
(1.12) during the p.m. peak hour, which increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more 
than 0.05. 

 
b. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Elverta Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.15) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.24) during the a.m. peak hour and LOS 
“F” (V/C 1.12) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.32) during the p.m. peak hour, which increases the 
volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
c. Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and Elverta Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.38) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.45) during the a.m. peak hour and LOS 
“F” (V/C 1.31) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.41) during the p.m. peak hour, which increases the 
volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
d. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.11) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.24) during the a.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05, and LOS “E” to LOS “F” 
during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
e. Level of Service at the intersection of Walerga Road and Antelope Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.03) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.11) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 
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f. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard would 

degrade from LOS “F” (V/C 1.26) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.38) during the p.m. peak hour, 
which increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
g. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.41) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.47) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by 0.05. 

 
h. Level of Service at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Roseville Road would degrade 

from LOS “F” (V/C 1.32) to LOS “F” (V/C 1.58) during the p.m. peak hour, which 
increases the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.05. 

 
The proposed project would have similar (although generally less severe) impacts on all of the 
above intersections, except 16th Street/Elverta Road in the p.m. peak hour and Walerga 
Road/Elkhorn Boulevard in the a.m. peak hour. 
 
Implementation of the following additional mitigation measure and Mitigation Measures 4.7-16a 
and 4.7-16b would reduce the Blueprint Alternative’s contribution to cumulative traffic 
congestion at Sacramento County intersections.  The mitigated level of service at the intersection 
of 16th Street and Elverta Road is “D” (V/C 0.85) a.m. peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.86) p.m. 
peak hour, Watt Avenue and Elverta Road is LOS “F” (V/C 1.24) a.m. peak hour and LOS “F” 
(V/C 1.16) p.m. peak hour, Walerga Road and Elverta Road is LOS “F” (V/C 1.20) a.m. peak 
hour, and LOS “F” (V/C 1.21) p.m. peak hour, Watt Avenue and Antelope Road is LOS “C” 
(V/C 0.78) a.m. peak hour and LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) p.m. peak hour, Walerga Road and Antelope 
Road is LOS “E” (V/C 0.96) p.m. peak hour, and Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard is LOS 
“F” (V/C 1.23) p.m. peak hour, Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive is LOS “F” (V/C 1.19) p.m. 
peak hour, and Watt Avenue and Roseville Road is LOS “F” (V/C 1.28) p.m. peak hour.  As 
discussed on page 4.7-82, implementation of these mitigation measures is within the jurisdiction 
of Sacramento County.  If the identified improvements are not made, the intersections would 
continue to operate at an unacceptable level. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
6.7-16c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, construct a second left turn lane on the 

westbound approach at the Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to 
provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.92) during the p.m. peak hour. 
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Table 6-29 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project  Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint  
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
1A Hwy 70/99 SB Elverta Rd  C        20.9 C       22.4 C       22.9 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Elverta Rd  A       1.5 B        17.6 B        16.7 
2 16th Street Elverta Rd  D     0.89   F      1.11   F      1.12   

3 Watt Ave 1 Elverta Rd  F      1.15   F      1.22   F      1.24   

4 Walerga Rd  Elverta Rd  F      1.38   F      1.42   F      1.45   

5 Watt Ave  Antelope Rd F      1.11   F      1.22   F      1.24   

6 Walerga Rd  Antelope Rd D     0.89   E      0.93   E      0.95   

7 Watt Ave  Elkhorn  F      1.08   F      1.12   F      1.11   

8 Walerga Rd  Elkhorn  D     0.83   D      0.88   D      0.86   

9 Watt Ave  Don Julio Blvd  B      0.62   B      0.64   B      0.66   

10 Watt Ave  Air Base Dr  C      0.79   C      0.80   D      0.82   

11 Watt Ave  Roseville Rd  F      1.26   F      1.22   F      1.23   

12 Watt Ave  I-80 WB B        14.8 B        18.8 B       14.9 
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. 
            Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. 
1 Watt Avenue widens to six lanes at the Elverta Road intersection. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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Table 6-30 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sacramento County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint  
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
1A Hwy 70/99 SB Elverta Rd  A        22.8 C       26.2 C        26.3 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Elverta Rd  A        11.2 C       28.7 C        27.7 
2 16th Street Elverta Rd  F      1.06   F     1.05   F      1.12   

3 Watt Ave 1 Elverta Rd  F      1.12   F     1.3   F      1.32   

4 Walerga Rd  Elverta Rd  F      1.31   F     1.36   F      1.41   

5 Watt Ave  Antelope Rd E      0.98   F     1.03   F      1.04   

6 Walerga Rd  Antelope Rd F      1.03   F     1.09   F      1.11   

7 Watt Ave  Elkhorn  F      1.26   F     1.34   F      1.38   

8 Walerga Rd  Elkhorn  E      0.96   E     0.98   F      1.00   

9 Watt Ave  Don Julio Blvd  D      0.8   D     0.83   D      0.84   

10 Watt Ave  Air Base Dr  F      1.41   F     1.47   F      1.47   

11 Watt Ave  Roseville Rd  F      1.32   F     1.52   F      1.58   

12 Watt Ave  I-80 WB B        15.3 C       23.8 B       19.5 
Notes:  “Blank” = Intersection does not exist under this scenario. 
            Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. 
Note 1:  Watt Avenue widens to six lanes at the Elverta Road intersection. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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• Sutter County 
 
Buildout of the Blueprint Alternative would contribute to cumulative increases in peak hour 
traffic volumes on study area roadways and intersections in Sutter County (Impacts 4.7-17 and 
4.7-18). 
 
Figure 4.7-22 shows the average daily traffic volumes on Sutter County roadways within the 
study area under Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions.  A roadway segment Level of Service 
analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 6-31.  
 
Table 6-31 
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sutter County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Blueprint  

Roadway Segment 

Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS Lanes ADT LOS 
Riego Road  East of Hwy 70/99 6 36,500 B 6 44,800 D 6 47,200 D 
Note: ADT = average daily traffic 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Figure 4.7-8 shows the key study area intersections in Sutter County. Table 6-32 presents the 
intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m. peak hour under 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions.  The traffic volumes and lane geometry at each 
intersection in Table 6-32 are shown in Appendix I.  
 
The Blueprint Alternative would substantially increase traffic congestion at the following 
intersections.   
 
a.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road 

would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F” during the p.m. peak hour. 
 
b.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and Riego Road 

would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F”. 
 
The proposed Specific Plan would have a similar but less severe effect on Sutter County 
intersections. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-18a and 4.7-18b would reduce the Blueprint 
Alternative’s contribution to this impact.   The mitigated level of service of the intersection of 
Riego Road/Pleasant Grove Road (North) is LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) and Riego Road/Pleasant 
Grove Road (South) is LOS “D” (V/C 0.87)  As discussed on page 4.7-85, implementation of 
these mitigation measures is within the jurisdiction of Sutter County.  If the identified 
improvements are not made, the intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable level. 
Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Table 6-32 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project  Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Blueprint  
Intersection LOS Criteria LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway 
East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 
1A Hwy 70/99 SB Riego Rd  A       2.1 A       2.3 A       2.7 

1B Hwy 70/99 NB Riego Rd  A       2.0 A       2.5 A       1.8 

3 Pleasant Grove Rd (North) Riego Rd  E     0.94   F     1.12   F     1.15   

4 Pleasant Grove Rd (South) Riego Rd E     0.92   F     1.01   F     1.04   
Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 
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• State Highways 
 
Figure 4.7-22 shows the average daily traffic volumes on Caltrans freeways and ramps within the 
study area under Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions (Impacts 4.7-19 and 4.7-20).  A roadway 
segment Level of Service analysis for these roadways based on these daily traffic volumes is 
presented in Table 6-33. This analysis indicates that full development of the Blueprint 
Alternative would contribute considerably to traffic congestion on the following state highway 
segments: 
 
a. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Hwy 70/99 from Sankey Road to Elkhorn 

Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume would 
increase.  

 
b. Level of Service on the four-lane segment of Hwy 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to 

Galleria Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase.  

 
c. Level of Service on the ten-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Longview Drive to Watt 

Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume would 
increase.  

 
d. Level of Service on the eight-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Antelope Road to 

Douglas Boulevard would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase. 

 
e. Level of Service on the twelve-lane segment of Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to 

Madison Avenue would continue to operate at LOS “F” conditions and the volume 
would increase. 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-19a and 4.7-19b would reduce the Blueprint 
Alternative’s contribution to traffic congestion on state highways to a less than significant level.  
The mitigated level of service on Hwy 70/99 north of Cook Riolo Road would be LOS “C”, Hwy 
70/99 north of Elverta is LOS “D”, Hwy 70/99 north of Elkhorn would be LOS “E”, Hwy 65 
would be LOS “F”, Interstate 80 west of Watt Avenue would be LOS “D”, Interstate 80 east of 
Antelope Road would be LOS “F”.  As discussed on page 4.7-87, implementation of these 
mitigation measures is within the jurisdiction of Caltrans.  If the identified improvements are not 
made, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Volumes are provided for several interchange ramps in Table 6-34.  Level of service calculations 
for ramp merge, diverge and weaving sections were not preformed. 
 
Table 6-35 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at the key study area intersections 
under Caltrans jurisdiction for the p.m. peak hour under Cumulative Plus Blueprint conditions.   
 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 6-113 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

Table 6-33 
Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Condition 

Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions 

Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Conditions 

Roadway Segment Lanes1 ADT2 LOS Lanes1 ADT2 LOS Lanes1 ADT2 LOS 
Hwy 70/99 North of Riego Rd 4 67,500  F  4 68,000  F  4 68,900 F 
Hwy 70/99 South of Riego Rd 4 95,600  F  4 98,500  F  4 99,700 F 
Hwy 70/99 South of Elverta Rd 4 98,400  F  4 100,500  F  4 100,900 F 
Hwy 65 North of Pleasant Grove 4 128,500  F  4 129,000  F  4 129,400 F 
Hwy 65 South of Pleasant Grove 4 127,400  F  4 128,600  F  4 129,100 F 
I-80 West of Watt Ave 10 196,400  F  10 198,300  F  10 197,500 F 
I-80 East of Auburn Blvd 12 311,200  F  12 208,000  E  12 208,300 E 
I-80  West of Riverside Ave 8 244,500  F  8 248,300  F  8 249,200 F 
I-80  East of Riverside Ave 8 249,800  F  8 252,500  F  8 253,500 F 
Bus 80 West of Watt Ave 6 156,600  F  6 156,000  F  6 156,500 F 
Note 1: Excluding carpool lanes. 
Note 2: ADT = average daily traffic 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 6-34 
Interchange Ramp Segment Volumes – State Highways 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No 
Project Condition 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Conditions 

Interchange Ramp 

ADT ADT Change % ADT Change % 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego NB Off Ramp 13,900 14,800 900 6% 15,000 1,100 8% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego NB On Ramp from WB 600 200 -400 -67% 200 -400 -67% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego NB On Ramp from EB  100 100 0 0% 100 0 0% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego SB Off Ramp 300 700 400 133% 700 400 133% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego SB On Ramp from WB  15,300 17,100 1,800 12% 17,100 1,800 12% 
 Hwy 70/99 - Riego SB On Ramp from EB  2,100 1,900 -200 -10% 1,900 -200 -10% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta NB Off Ramp 8,800 8,900 100 1% 14,300 100 1% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta NB On Ramp 7,500 8,300 800 11% 10,200 100 1% 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta SB Off Ramp 6,000 7,500 1,500 25% 9,700 100 1% 
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Table 6-34 
Interchange Ramp Segment Volumes – State Highways 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No 
Project Condition 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Cumulative Plus Blueprint 
Conditions 

Interchange Ramp 

ADT ADT Change % ADT Change % 
Hwy 70/99 - Elverta SB On Ramp 4,600 6,000 1,400 30% 14,300 200 1% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant NB Off Ramp 10,800 10,800 0 0% 10,700 -100 -1% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant NB On Ramp from EB  4,700 4,500 -200 -4% 4,400 -300 -6% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant NB On Ramp from WB 2,000 1,700 -300 -15% 1,800 -200 -10% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant SB Off Ramp 10,400 10,900 500 5% 10,900 500 5% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant SB On Ramp from EB  8,000 8,700 700 9% 8,900 900 11% 
Hwy 65 - Pleasant SB On Ramp from WB  6,100 6,200 100 2% 6,000 -100 -2% 
I-80 – Watt Ave EB Off Ramp 3,200 3,200 0 0% 3,100 -100 -3% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB Off Ramp 2,700 2600 -100 -4% 2,900 200 7% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB On Ramp from NB 1,000 800 -200 -20% 700 -300 -30% 
I-80 – Watt Ave WB On Ramp from SB  2,200 2,000 -200 -9% 2,200 0 0% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB On Ramp 18,900 17,200 -1,700 -9% 11,400 -300 -3% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB off Ramp from SB  22,300 21,000 -1,300 -6% 400 -100 -20% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave EB off Ramp from NB  15,600 16,100 500 3% 14,100 100 1% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB On Ramp 12,600 12,500 -100 -1% 11,700 -400 -3% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB off Ramp from SB  7,400 7,800 400 5% 7,500 -300 -4% 
I-80 – Riverside Ave WB off Ramp from NB 16,200 16,500 300 2% 8,200 -600 -7% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB On Ramp from NB 11,700 11,700 0 0% 7,900 400 5% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB On Ramp from SB  500 400 -100 -20% 8,300 2,300 38% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  EB Off Ramp 14,000 14,300 300 2% 6,300 1,700 37% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  WB On Ramp 12,100 11,600 -500 -4% 4,900 1,300 36% 
Bus-80 – Watt Ave  WB Off Ramp 7,800 8,100 300 4% 9,800 -400 -4% 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005. 
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Table 4.7-35 
P.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – State Highways 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project 
Condition 

Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions 

Cumulative Plus 
Blueprint Conditions 

Intersection 

Freeway Roadway 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
LOS  (Delay) 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
LOS  (Delay) 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
LOS  (Delay) 

1A Hwy 70/99 SB Riego Rd A 2.1 A 2.3 A 2.7 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Riego Rd A 2 A 2.5 A 1.8 
2A Hwy 70/99 SB Elverta Rd C 22.8 C 26.2 C 26.3 
2B Hwy 70/99 NB Elverta Rd B 11.2 C 28.7 C 27.7 
3A Hwy 65 SB Pleasant Grove C 25.3 C 24.8 C 23.7 
3B Hwy 65 NB Pleasant Grove C 33 C 32.8 D 46.2 
4A I-80 WB Riverside Ave B 16.7 C 20.6 B 15.7 
4B I-80 EB Riverside Ave F 275 F 259.6 F 273 
5    I-80 WB Watt Avenue B 18.8 C 23.8 B 19.5 
Note: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2005 

 
Compared to Cumulative Plus Project conditions, this analysis indicates that development of the 
Blueprint Alternative under Cumulative conditions would not cause any additional impacts at a 
study area intersection.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, the contribution to traffic 
congestion at intersections with state highway ramps would be less than significant. 
 
Impacts of Traffic Mitigation 
 
As discussed in Impact 4.7-21, the mitigation measures needed to reduce traffic impacts could 
have adverse impacts on the environment.  Most of the traffic mitigation measures involve 
roadway widening, construction of new roads, and/or intersection improvements.  These 
activities could result in the degradation and/or loss of agricultural, biological and cultural 
resources, as well as changes in visual character, increased potential for flooding, temporary 
generation of air emissions and noise, and exposure of construction workers to hazardous 
materials.  New and expanded roadways could also increase traffic congestion in certain areas of 
other jurisdictions, depending on the actual improvements that are constructed.  These impacts 
would be more severe under the Blueprint Alternative, because it requires more mitigation than 
the proposed project.  However, as discussed previously, the Blueprint Alternative could avoid 
impacts other areas in the region. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-21 would reduce the impacts of traffic mitigation, but 
not to a less than significant level because implementation would occur outside of Placer 
County’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, these impacts would be significant and unavoidable under 
either the Blueprint Alternative or proposed project. 
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AIR QUALITY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.8.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
The environmental setting for the Blueprint Alternative is the same as for the proposed project, 
because the project site is the same.  As discussed in Section 4.8.2, the project site is in the 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin, which includes a portion of western Placer County.  Placer County 
is considered a non-attainment area for the State PM10 standard, and is unclassified/attainment 
with respect to the less stringent federal PM10 standard.  Placer County also regularly exceeds 
standards for ozone.). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.8.3). 
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
The Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan contains the same polices addressing air quality as the 
proposed project (see Section 4.8.3).  Like the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative would 
provide a network of transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities to reduce reliance on motor 
vehicles.  Because the densities would be increased by almost 50%, the Blueprint Alternative 
may be more conducive to transit use. 
  
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The methods described in Section 4.8.4 were used to evaluate the impacts of the Blueprint 
Alternative on air quality.  Area emissions from mobile and stationary sources were estimated 
using URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7 for Windows for different phases of the Blueprint Alternative 
for both construction and operations.  A screening form of CALINE-4 computer simulation 
model was applied to intersections within and near the Specific Plan area to predict worst-case 
concentrations of CO at different phases of the Blueprint Alternative.   For a detailed discussion 
of these models and assumptions, please see Section 4.8.4.  Estimated emissions for the 
Blueprint Alternative are shown in Table 6-40. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, exhaust and fugitive dust emissions will be generated by 
construction activities in the Specific Plan area such as excavation and grading, construction 
vehicle traffic, and wind blowing over exposed earth (Impact 4.8-1).  Table 6-36 presents 
estimated emissions for maximum construction activity level under the Blueprint Alternative. 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, construction related impacts would be greater than those 
identified under Impact 4.8-1.  Mitigation Measures 4.8-1a-e would reduce construction 
emissions, but not below Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) thresholds.  
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Therefore, the direct air quality impacts of construction would be significant and unavoidable 
under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Because the same infrastructure and footprint would be required for the Blueprint Alternative, 
construction impacts and infrastructure mitigation measures associated with off-site 
infrastructure would also remain the same as under the proposed project (see Impact 4.8-2).  The 
direct air quality impacts of construction of off-site infrastructure would be significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Table 6-36 
Blueprint Alternative Emissions at Full Buildout (2025) 
(Emissions in Pounds per Day) 
Construction Emissions (Maximum Day) 

 ROG NOx CO PM10 

TOTAL Construction 4,513 2,765 2,905 641 
PCAPCD Standards 82 82 550 82 

Construction Signifiant? Y Y Y Y 
Operational Emissions 
Area Sources ROG NOx CO PM10 

Natural Gas 22.0 287.6 144.6 0.5 
Landscaping 82.6 2.9 --- --- 
Consumer Products 1058.3 –- –- –- 
Wood Burning --- --- 22,451.9 3346.6 

TOTAL Area Source 1162.9 290.5 22,596.5 3,347.1 
Vehicular ROG NOx CO PM10 

Residential 517.5 470.7 5510.2 2103.5 
Educational 101.6 29.7 352.0 127.3 
Retail/Commercial 134.5 118.5 1432.4 488.2 
Office 80.9 78.5 912.7 346.6 
     
Other 39.5 30.7 369.0 127.9 

TOTAL Vehicular 874.0 728.1 8576.3 3193.5 
TOTAL Operational Emissions 2036.9 1018.6 21695.7 6540.6 

PCAPCD Standards 82 82 550 82 
Operationally Significant? Y Y Y Y 

Source:  Don Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist,  
 
The Blueprint Alternative would result in the generation of both mobile and stationary source air 
pollutants, increasing total air pollution emissions (Impact 4.8-3).  Table 6-36 shows emissions 
associated with Blueprint Alternative land uses at buildout. Motor vehicles would be a primary 
source of emissions, along with residential gas heaters, residential fireplaces, residential 
landscaping equipment, and commercial landscape maintenance equipment. Other area source 
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emissions would include those from residential barbecues and consumer product use; however, 
emissions from these sources would be small.   As shown in Table 6-40, these emissions would 
exceed PCAPCD standards.  Total Blueprint Alternative emissions for ROG, NOx and PM10 
would be approximately 16%, 27% and 36% higher, respectively, than the proposed Specific 
Plan, based on current modeling practices, and assumption that the Specific Plan area would be 
the only development consistent with SACOG’s Blueprint Plan.   These emissions exceed the 
PCAPCD thresholds of significance and would be significant.  Mitigation measures for 
operational impacts identified for Impact 4.8-3 would also apply to the Blueprint Alternative, but 
would not reduce emissions below the PCAPCD thresholds.  Therefore, operational impacts of 
the Blueprint Alternative would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would result in increased levels of carbon monoxide along roads 
within and near the project site.  The microscale impacts that could result from the Blueprint 
Alternative were calculated using the air quality model CALINE-4 (Caltrans, 1989). Table 6-37 
shows predicted worst-case carbon monoxide for five intersections chosen as worst-case 
locations based on total traffic and congestion levels under buildout of the Blueprint Alternative. 
The results show that the Blueprint Alternative would have a negligible effect on CO 
concentrations in the project area. This impact is therefore considered less than significant. 
 
Odor and air quality concerns related to expanded wastewater treatment plant operations (Impact 
4.8-6) would be similar for the Blueprint Alternative; however, because there would be 
additional volume of wastewater, an incremental increase in a potentially significant and 
unavoidable impact could occur.  Mitigation Measures 4.8-5a-c will substantially reduce this 
impact, but it will remain potentially significant and unavoidable.   
 
Table 6-37 
Modeled Worst-Case CO Concentration Impacts (ppm) – Blueprint Alternative Buildout 2025 

No Project Project Intersection 
1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 

Fiddyment Rd and Baseline Rd 5.3 3.3 5.6 3.4 
Walerga Road and PFE Road  4.9 2.9 5.2 3.1 
Watt Avenue and Roseville 
Road 

5.0 3.0 5.5 3.3 

Watt Avenue. and Elkhorn Blvd 5.3 3.2 5.5 3.3 
Watt Avenue. and Baseline 
Road 

5.1 3.1 5.3 3.2 

Most Stringent Standard 20.0 9.0 20.0 9.0 
Source:  Don Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist 

 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Implementation of the Blueprint Alternative would allow for substantially greater development 
in the Specific Plan area than currently exists within the Specific Plan area.  The amount of 
mobile and stationary emissions would be substantially greater than what would be generated 
under existing conditions. Consequently, the Blueprint Alternative would have a significant 
adverse incremental effect on the region’s ability to attain air quality standards (Impact 4.8-7), 
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and would be considered cumulatively considerable. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.8-1a-e, 4.8-3a-k, and 4.8-6a-b would reduce cumulative impacts but they would remain 
cumulatively considerable and therefore significant. 
 
The Specific Plan was found to have a negligible effect on cumulative CO concentrations 
(Impact 4.8-7).  In fact, predicted concentrations in 2025 are below current concentrations, and 
Existing Plus Project predicted concentrations.  This is due to the overall reduction in vehicle 
emissions in future years.  Although the Blueprint Alternative is expected to add incrementally to 
this impact, the addition would remain less than cumulatively considerable and therefore less 
than significant on a cumulative basis. 
 
It should be noted that implementation of the Blueprint Alternative would help the region reduce 
overall air emissions given the same regional population growth because it is designed to 
decrease the length of vehicle trips and increase use of public transit.  Although the proposed 
project will also increase transit use compared to more traditional development patterns, the 
Blueprint Alternative would result in higher transit use because it provides for higher densities in 
proximity to the Transit Center and other potential transit hubs, such as the Town Center.  
According to SACOG, the minimum residential density needed to support infrequent bus service 
is seven dwelling units per acre.  Almost one-third of the housing in the Blueprint Alternative 
would be at or near this density, compared to less than 5% under the proposed project.  
Therefore, bus service and ridership would likely be increased under the Blueprint Alternative. 
   
NOISE 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.9.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
The environmental setting for the Blueprint Alternative is the same as for the proposed project, 
because the project site is the same.  As discussed in Section 4.9.2, the primary existing sources 
of noise are traffic on nearby roads and agricultural activities. 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.9.3). 
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
The Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan contains the same policies addressing noise as the 
proposed project (see Section 4.9.3). 
 
The Blueprint Alternative has several policies intended to reduce exposure to traffic and other 
noise, including the use of edge treatments, building orientation and barriers to achieve noise 
standards (Policy 4.39), and measures to protect residents from noise occurring in nearby 
commercial areas and schools (Policy 4.40).   
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The methods described in Section 4.9.4 were used to estimate noise levels within and outside of 
the Specific Plan area.   
 
The Specific Plan area is outside of the McClellan Park 60 dB DNL noise contours for noise 
exposure for 2009 and 2022 (Impact 4.9-1).  Therefore, aircraft noise levels within the Plan area 
will be acceptable for all uses, and impacts due to possible future McClellan Park activities will 
be less than significant. 
 
Like the proposed Specific Plan, the Blueprint Alternative would place residential and other 
sensitive uses in proximity to commercial and industrial uses, which could contain sources of 
noise, such as air conditioning units, trash compactors, fans, compressors, and truck deliveries 
(Impact 4.9-2).   The Blueprint Alternative would increase the number of residents who could be 
exposed to such noise sources, although the number of sources would be similar to the proposed 
Specific Plan, because the amount of commercial and industrial development would be similar.  
Mitigation Measure 4.9-2 would ensure that these noise sources do not exceed noise standards by 
requiring noise studies, as needed, to determine the most effective and practical means of 
achieving adopted noise standards.   With mitigation, this impact would be less than significant 
under the Blueprint Alternative.  
 
Sensitive receptors in the Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan area could also be subjected to 
construction noise and in off-site infrastructure areas during development of the Blueprint 
Alternative (Impact 4.9-3).  The number of sensitive receptors and the amount of construction 
would increase under the Blueprint Alternative.  However, the impact would remain less than 
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-3, which requires hours of 
construction to comply with Placer County’s “Standard Construction Noise Conditions of 
Approval,” and requires effective mufflers to reduce noise produced by construction equipment. 
 
Table 6-38 shows that traffic noise levels within the Specific Plan area that would exceed 60 dB 
DNL under the Blueprint Alternative along study segments at 75 feet from the centerline (Impact 
4.9-4).  Table 6-36 also shows the distance to the 60 and 70 dB DNL noise contours from road 
centers.  Under the Blueprint Alternative, most of these roadway segments would be fronted by 
non-residential uses, which would be subject to noise levels in excess of the Specific Plan 
standard for such uses (70 dB DNL).  Residential uses would be located along the easternmost 
segment of Baseline Road, and along Walerga Road and Watt Avenue, similar to the proposed 
Specific Plan.  Commercial/Mixed-Use designations, which could include a residential 
component, would also be located along Baseline Road.  Noise levels in these areas would 
exceed the County standard by 2 to 12 dB DNL under the Blueprint Alternative, and would be 
the same or 1 dB DNL greater than noise on the same segments under the proposed Specific 
Plan.  The Blueprint Alternative requires noise studies in areas that could be exposed to noise 
levels above County or Specific Plan standards, and appropriate design and construction 
techniques to achieve the interior noise standards for residential uses.  These measures, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 would reduce this impact to a less than significant 
level.   
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The Blueprint Alternative would also increase noise levels outside of the Specific Plan area by 
increasing traffic volumes on roadways in the region (Impact 4.9-5).  Table 6-39 shows predicted 
Existing and Existing Plus Blueprint Alternative noise levels.  As shown in the table, the 
Blueprint Alternative would result in traffic noise increases of 0 to 16 dB DNL.  In comparison, 
the proposed Specific Plan would increase noise levels by 0 to 15 dB DNL.  As discussed under 
Impact 4.9-5 feasible mitigation measures are not available in some of the areas that would be 
affected by the increase in traffic noise.  Therefore, off-site noise impacts along this road 
segment would be significant and unavoidable under the Blueprint Alternative.   
 
Table 6-39 
Existing Plus Project (Blueprint) Noise Levels Outside Specific Area 

DNL @ 75’  
Road 

 
Segment Existing 

No Project 
Existing Plus 

Blueprint 

 
Change 

Baseline Road East of County Line Road 66 69 3 
Fiddyment Road North of Baseline Road 62 64 2 
PFE Road East of Walerga Road 63 65 2 
Elverta Road East of Hwy 70/99 63 67 4 
Elverta Road East of Rio Linda Boulevard 65 69 4 
Elverta Road East of 16th Street 67 69 2 
Watt Avenue North of Elverta Road 67 71 4 
Watt Avenue North of Antelope Road 64 65 1 
Watt Avenue North of Elkhorn Boulevard 65 66 1 
Walerga Road North of Elverta Road 63 63 0 
Walerga Road North of Antelope Road 65 66 1 
Walerga Road North of Elkhorn Boulevard 69 70 1 
16th Street North of Elverta Road 49 65 16 
Walerga Road North of PFE Road 65 65 0 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, 2005 

 

Table 6-38 
Existing Plus Project (Blueprint) Within Specific Plan Area 

DNL @ 75 Road Segment 
Specific 

Plan 
Blueprint 

Alternative 
Dist. To 
60 dB 

DNL,Ft. 

Dist. To 
70 dB 

DNL,Ft. 

Significant 
Impact 

Baseline Road East of Locust Road 68 69 283 61 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Brewer Road 68 69 305 66 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Palladay Road 70 70 355 77 Yes 
Baseline Road East of 16th Street 70 71 378 81 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Tanwood Ave 71 71 433 93 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Watt Avenue 71 72 440 95 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Dyer Lane 71 72 464 100 Yes 
Walerga Road South of Baseline Road 62 62 235 51 Yes 
Watt Avenue South of Baseline Road 65 65 171 37 Yes 
Watt Avenue South of Dyer Lane 70 71 394 85 Yes 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, 2005 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would contribute to cumulative noise increases in the Specific Plan 
area due to the increase in traffic (Impact 4.9-6).  Table 6-40 shows traffic noise levels for the 
year 2025 Plus Project conditions within the Specific Plan area and the distances to the 60 and 70 
dB DNL contours from road centers.  With one exception, noise levels are projected to exceed 70 
dB DNL along the study segments.  Consequently, residential and non-residential development 
along these roadways could be exposed to unacceptable noise levels.  Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level by ensuring that development would 
achieve the applicable noise standards. 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would also contribute to increases in traffic noise outside of the 
Specific Plan area (Impact 4.9-7).  A comparison of Tables 4.9-6 and 6-41 shows that even 
without the Blueprint Alternative or the proposed Specific Plan, noise levels on study roadways 
would increase by 1 to 15 dB DNL.  The Blueprint Alternative would increase noise levels by an 
additional 1 to 3 dB DNL along some roadways, including 16th Street, which is projected to 
experience an increase from 49 dB DNL under existing conditions to 67 dB DNL under 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Alternative conditions.  Because feasible mitigation is not available, 
as discussed above, this cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant 
and unavoidable) under the Blueprint Alternative.  A comparison of Table 4.9-8 in Section 4.9 
and Table 6-43 shows that the impact would be very similar under either the proposed Specific 
Plan or the Blueprint Alternative. 
  
Table 6-40 
Year 2025 Plus Project (Blueprint) Within Specific Plan Area 

Road Segment DNL @ 
75’ 

Dist. To 60 
dB DNL, Ft. 

Dist. To 70 
dB DNL, Ft. 

Significant Impact 

Baseline Road East of Locust Road 74 611 132 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Brewer Road 74 598 129 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Palladay Road 74 618 133 Yes 
Baseline Road East of 16th Street 74 611 132 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Tanwood Avenue 74 652 140 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Watt Avenue 73 586 126 Yes 
Baseline Road East of Dyer Lane 74 642 138 Yes 
Walerga Road South of Baseline Road 66 425 92 Yes 
Watt Avenue South of Baseline Road 71 392 84 Yes 
Watt Avenue South of Dyer Lane 73 523 113 Yes 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, 2005 

 
Table 6-41 
2025 Plus Project (Blueprint) Noise Level Outside Specific Plan Area 

DNL @ 75’  
Road 

 
Segment 2025 

No Project 
2025 
Plus 

Blueprint 

 
Change Significant 

Impact 

Baseline Road East of County Line Road 72 74 2 No 
Fiddyment Road North of Baseline Road 67 67 0 No 
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Table 6-41 
2025 Plus Project (Blueprint) Noise Level Outside Specific Plan Area 

DNL @ 75’  
Road 

 
Segment 2025 

No Project 
2025 
Plus 

Blueprint 

 
Change Significant 

Impact 

PFE Road East of Walerga Road 67 67 0 No 
Elverta Road East of Hwy 70/99 70 71 1 No 
Elverta Road East of Rio Linda Boulevard 72 71 -1 No 
Elverta Road East of 16th Street 70 70 0 No 
Watt Avenue North of Elverta Road 72 73 1 No 
Watt Avenue North of Antelope Road 67 67 1 No 
Watt Avenue North of Elkhorn Boulevard 68 68 0 No 
Walerga Road North of Elverta Road 66 66 0 No 
Walerga Road North of Antelope Road 66 66 0 No 
Walerga Road North of Elkhorn Boulevard 70 70 0 No 
16th Street North of Elverta Road 64 67 3 Yes 
Walerga Road North of PFE Road 70 70 0 No 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, 2005 

 
POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.10.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
The setting information is the same as in section 4.10.2 and 4.10.3, with the exception of the 
“Proposed Population-Related Specific Plan Text,” which contains a projected population 
increase in the Specific Plan area based on the proposed construction of 14,132 residential units.  
The population increase under the Blueprint Alternative is discussed under Impact 4.10-1 under 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 
Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
Not applicable for Population.  This information is the same for Employment and Housing (see 
Section 4.10.3), with the following exceptions: 
 

• Policy 3.5 - an increase in the limit on residential units from 14,132 to 21,631 
• Policy 3.11 - an increase in the number of neighborhood parks from eight to 

ten 
• Policy 3.13 - the following modifications (language to be added is shown with 

underlines; language to be removed is shown with strikeout): 
 

Designated religious sites are overlay zones with underlying residential and 
non-residential land uses, selected to be compatible with surrounding land 
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uses. Underlying land uses are indicated in parenthesis following the 
Religious Site (REL) site designation in the Land Use Diagram (Figure 3.1). 
All religious sites when developed with houses of worship, as defined by the 
Placer County Zoning Ordinance, All religious sites when developed with 
houses of worship, as defined by the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, shall 
be granted residential density bonus units that may be transferred elsewhere 
within the residential areas of their property may develop the units reserved 
for the religious use elsewhere within the residential areas of their property..  
 
The number of units allowed for transfer is proportional to the area of the 
religious site, calculated at a Low Density Residential (LDR) Medium-density 
Residential (MDR) density.  The calculated density and maximum total 
number of bonus units reserve for transfer of religious sites for each property 
of record is indicated in Table 3.3. The same standards apply to religious sites 
with a non-residential land use, such as Business Park (BP) or C/MU. These 
sites shall also be allowed to transfer the reserved religious site area, 
calculated at a LDRMDR- density, within the residential land use areas of 
their property, when the religious site develops. (See Section 9.2.7, “Transfer 
of Density,” in Chapter IX, “Implementation,” for more detail on the density 
transfer program for Placer Vineyards.)  

 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.10.2). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Development of the proposed Specific Plan area would increase the population of western Placer 
County (Impact 4.10-1).  Under the Blueprint Alternative, 21,631 residential units would be 
constructed in the Specific Plan area. As noted in Table 6-42 the projected increase in population 
in the Specific Plan area based on the Specific Plan projections is 49,416.  This increase is not 
consistent with the Placer County General Plan.  The Placer County General Plan EIR assumed 
a population of approximately 35,000 for the Specific Plan area, and a population forecast for the 
total unincorporated area of 142,235 by 2010, which would be an increase of 37,546 above the 
County’s 2005 population.  The buildout of the Specific Plan is likely to occur some time beyond 
2025 under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Table 6-42 
Blueprint Alternative Population, Housing and Employment for the Specific Plan Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Type of Unit 
 Dwelling 

Units 
Persons per 
Household 

Population 
Employment within 

Placer Vineyards 
Low-Density 1,759 2.5 4,398   
Low-Density (Active Adult) 1,275 1.8 2,295  
Medium-Density 10,666 2.5 26,665   
Medium-Density (Active Adult) 46 1.8 83  
High-Density 5,742 2.0 11,484   

Specific Plan 
Area - Buildout 
  
  
  
  Commercial Mixed-Use 1,732 2.0 3,464  
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Table 6-42 
Blueprint Alternative Population, Housing and Employment for the Specific Plan Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Type of Unit 
 Dwelling 

Units 
Persons per 
Household 

Population 
Employment within 

Placer Vineyards 
Special Planning Area 411 2.5 1,028    
Total 21,631  49,416 8,163 

1. The proposed Specific Plan (January 2006) and Blueprint Alternative description provided by the project proponents 
were used as a basis for this table. 
 
The 1994 Placer County General Plan EIR acknowledged that an increase in population would 
not, by itself, directly result in adverse environmental impacts. The General Plan EIR pointed to 
policies and standards in the General Plan that would help to minimize potential population-
related impacts by providing a comprehensive framework for the preparation of individual 
specific plans, as considered here.  
 
CEQA does not identify a population increase as a significant environmental impact in and of 
itself. The additional number of residents in the Specific Plan area resulting from the 
development of the Specific Plan could, however, contribute to other environmental effects such 
as increased traffic, air quality degradation, and additional demands for public services and 
infrastructure.   Impacts indirectly attributable to population growth, including air quality, traffic, 
public services and other issues are addressed in individual sections of this Blueprint Alternative 
impacts analysis. 
 
As noted above, the increase in population that would result from full buildout of the Blueprint 
Alternative is not consistent with the Placer County General Plan and is contrary to existing 
locally adopted policy.  The population increases that would result from development pursuant to 
the Blueprint Alternative would, however, promote the preferred land use scenario for the region 
as currently preferred by SACOG and several of its member organizations.  By concentrating 
population closer to the core of the region, a number of environmental and lifestyle benefits 
would accrue, including shorter commutes, greater potential use of transit, cleaner air and less 
open space lost to suburban sprawl.  However, the proposed projected population is inconsistent 
with the current General Plan.  This is a significant and unavoidable impact.  However, the 
applicants have applied for an amendment to the Placer County General Plan that would delete 
the reference to a maximum of 14,132 dwelling units in Exhibit 1 to the Dry Creek/West Placer 
Community Plan and substitute the figure of 21,631 units instead in the event the Blueprint 
Alternative is adopted. If the Board of Supervisors adopts the proposed General Plan amendment 
raising the number of dwelling units that would be allowed, the above conclusion would no 
longer apply.  
 
Buildout of the proposed Blueprint Alternative could promote an imbalance of jobs and housing 
in both the regional and project-level context (Impact 4.10-3).  At full buildout of the Blueprint 
Alternative, the ratio of jobs to housing will be approximately 0.38 jobs per dwelling unit 
(21,631 dwellings; 8,163 jobs).  At the regional level, SACOG has suggested during its Blueprint 
Plan planning process that the Specific Plan area be planned so as to supply housing for those 
employed beyond the Specific Plan boundaries.  The SACOG recommended jobs/housing ratio 
is 0.49 for the Specific Plan area.  
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Because the data indicate that dwellings usually house more than one worker, there would be a 
substantially higher number of dwellings built than will be needed to respond to the housing 
demand created by new employment.  The jobs/housing balance inquiry is useful in assessing the 
need for housing in a community, the source of the housing demand, and the possible impact of 
creation of new jobs on the housing market. The analysis is affected by many complex economic 
factors, including the economic characteristics of surrounding communities, the health of the 
local and national economies, and the changing desires and attitudes of individuals in the 
marketplace. According to U.S. Census 2004 estimates, there are approximately 1.24 wage 
earners per household in Placer County.  This would indicate that the number of jobs to be 
generated on-site will be insufficient to maintain a healthy jobs/housing balance.  However, 
given the nature of the inquiry and the context (a project adjacent to significant existing and 
proposed employment centers in three counties), the long-term impact of the proposed Specific 
Plan on the jobs/housing balance is not so substantial that it would clearly affect the physical 
environment by generating new and substantial demand for jobs that are not otherwise planned.  
In addition, SACOG recognizes that the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area can play a 
significant role in meeting regional housing needs that are generated by significant job growth 
beyond the boundaries of the Specific Plan area.  The long-term impact would, therefore, be less 
than significant.   
 
Development of the Blueprint Alternative area will create a demand for affordable housing 
(Impact 4.10-4)  For the purposes of this impact analysis, it is assumed that the Blueprint 
Alternative would include 2,120 units of affordable housing, which is necessary to fulfill the 
requirement set forth in Policy 2.A.11 of the Placer County General Plan.  As with the proposed 
project, the Board of Supervisors would determine whether the Specific Plan provisions satisfy 
the goals and policies of the current General Plan as they relate to the minimum provision for 
affordable housing in the Specific Plan, including the number and affordability of such units, as 
well as the location and general design of the units. All new residential development in Placer 
County will be required to comply with Placer County Housing Element policies.  This impact is 
therefore considered less than significant. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, existing housing units may be lost due to Specific Plan 
development (Impact 4.10-5).  No housing units within the Riego area would be lost due to 
implementation of the Blueprint Alternative; however, there are some scattered farmsteads/rural 
residences in the balance of the project area that may ultimately be removed as the project builds 
out, including those affected by widening of roads.  It is estimated that fewer than ten residences 
would require removal.  The Blueprint Alternative would add more than 21,000 housing units, a 
portion of which will be constructed in compliance with Placer County affordable housing goals.  
This is a less than significant impact.   
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative would contribute to cumulative impacts of 
increased population in Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento counties (Impact 4.10-2).  According to 
SACOG projections, 535,020 additional persons are projected to reside in the Placer, Sutter, and 
Sacramento region by 2025, of which approximately 34,762 (6.5% of the projected regional 
growth) would reside in the Specific Plan area.  The population increase under the Blueprint 
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Alternative would be 49,416, which would represent approximately 9.2% of the 535,020 
additional persons projected to reside in the Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento region by 2025.  
 
CEQA does not identify a population increase as a significant environmental impact in and of 
itself. The population increase is within the planned regional population projection and would 
have beneficial impacts at the regional level due to the ability to concentrate population near jobs 
and services.  Impacts directly attributable to population growth, including air quality, traffic, 
public services and other issues are addressed in individual sections of this Chapter.  Therefore, 
the cumulative impact of population increases resulting from this and other developments are 
considered less than significant. 
 
The Blueprint Alternative could promote a cumulative imbalance of jobs and housing in the 
regional context (Impact 4.10-6).  Based on 25 jobs per commercial acre, 40 jobs per office acre, 
and 15 jobs per industrial acre, additional jobs as reported under Impact 4.10-6, could total 
approximately 117,931.  Total jobs in the same area, including the Placer Vineyards project 
developed under the Blueprint Alternative, would be approximately 118,499. 
 
When considering the total number of dwelling units projected for the above-described projects 
and the Blueprint Alternative, the approximate number of jobs per household ratio is 1.23 
(118,499 jobs/96,526 total dwelling units). This ratio would imply that there will be a similar 
number of jobs per household in the region as exists today.  However, this is an incomplete and 
artificial picture that does not provide for all potential future housing within the region.  Based 
on the current information, the cumulative impact of the long-term ratio of jobs to housing under 
the Blueprint Alternative is less than significant. 
 
Although the Blueprint Alternative would have a relatively low jobs/housing ratio (.37 jobs per 
dwelling unit), it would be in proximity to external jobs, and consistent with SACOG 
expectations.  As described above, a distinct advantage of increasing densities in the Specific 
Plan area is its proximity to several major current and emerging employment centers, including 
Roseville, Rocklin, the former McClellan Air Force Base, the International Airport/Metro Air 
Park, and development proposed in south Sutter County.  By providing residences in proximity 
to these areas, the Blueprint Alternative is expected to result in shorter average commute 
distances than would occur if housing were spread throughout the region.  Therefore, on a 
regional level, the jobs/housing ratio may be more balanced under the Blueprint Alternative than 
it would be under the proposed project. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Higher densities, as proposed by the Blueprint Alternative, will permit the use of resources in the 
form of public infrastructure in a more efficient manner.  Fewer lengths of sewer, water, recycled 
water, and storm drain pipeline will be required on a per capita basis, and other permanent 
facilities such as police and fire stations will not require duplication elsewhere.  Off-site 
infrastructure will serve a greater number of people with no additional disruption, while reducing 
the need for such disruptions elsewhere.  Parks, schools, and other similar services would be 
established in a more compact, consolidated and efficient fashion, permitting economies in scale 
and cost.     
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same for the Blueprint Alternative as for the proposed project (see 
Section 4.11.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, the regional and local environmental settings are the same as for 
the proposed project (see Sections 4.11.2 through 4.11.13).  Differences between the Blueprint 
Alternative and the proposed project in terms of development intensity are described in the 
introduction to Section 6.3.2. 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
The regulatory setting remains the same for both the Blueprint Alternative and the proposed 
project (see Sections 4.11.2 through 4.11.13). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Fire 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would consist of 21,631 residential units and 49,416 residents which 
represent a 53% and 50% increase over the proposed project, respectively.  This significant 
increase in residential units and population would create a greater need for new fire department 
staffing (Impact 4.11.2-1).  Based on the level of service standards provided by Placer County 
(Table 4.11-1), the Blueprint Alternative would require between 45.2 and 57.7 additional 
firefighters and between 4.2 and 10.4 additional support/planning personnel.  This impact is 
potentially significant; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.2-1 would reduce 
the impact to a level that is less than significant.   
 
Similar to the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative would require additional fire protection 
facilities and equipment to service the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.11.2-2), and Mitigation 
Measures 4.11.2-2a-c would apply.  Since the population will increase by approximately 50%, 
increasing traffic congestion at some intersections, it is possible that a three-minute response 
time cannot be met with just the two proposed fire stations.  This impact is potentially 
significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11.2-2d will reduce this impact to a level 
that is less than significant. 
 
6.11.2-2d As a condition of Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan approval, the applicants shall 

demonstrate to the County that a three-minute fire service response-time can be met 
for the project area.  If this cannot be demonstrated, additional circulation or other 
infrastructure improvements shall be provided, including potential construction of a 
third fire station.  The appropriate mix of improvements needed to meet the three-
minute response time shall be determined by Placer County.   
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The Blueprint Alternative would have the same potential to create additional fire hazards by 
limiting access for suppression activities and by locating large open space areas near urban 
development (Impact 4.11.2-3).  This impact is potentially significant; however, implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.11.2-3a-c would reduce the impact to a level that is less than 
significant. 
 
Potential environmental impacts related to the construction of new fire protection facilities are 
analyzed in each topical area contained in this Revised Draft EIR (Impact 4.11.2-4).  No 
additional impacts related to facility construction have been identified.  This impact would 
remain less than significant.   
 
Impacts on fire protection related to the construction of off-site infrastructure (Impact 4.11.2-5) 
would be same as for the project.  None of the improvements will pose a fire hazard or 
permanently block access.  The impact remains less than significant. 
 
Implementation of General Plan fire safety policies and identified level of service standards 
would ensure that cumulative impacts to fire protection services (Impact 4.11.2-6) under the 
Blueprint Alternative would remain less than significant. 
 
Police 
 
As discussed above, the Blueprint Alternative would consist of a 53% increase in residential 
units and a 50% increase in residents and would therefore require additional police staffing to 
service the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.11.3-1).  Based on level of service standards provided by 
Placer County (Table 4.11-2), this alternative would require a total of between 57.2 and 73.8 
sworn officers, 3.3 non-sworn officers, and 2.9 to 4.3 support staff.  This impact is potentially 
significant; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.3-1 at ratios consistent with 
Blueprint Alternative characteristics would reduce this impact to a level that is less than 
significant.   
 
Similar to the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative would require the construction of a 
new Sheriff’s substation and the purchase of new vehicles and equipment (Impact 4.11.3-2).  
However, because additional officers would be needed under this alternative, additional vehicles 
and equipment would also be needed.  A larger substation may also be required in order to 
adequately service the greater population.  This impact is potentially significant; however, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11.3-2a and 4.11.3-2b consistent with Blueprint 
Alternative characteristics would reduce this impact to a level that is less than significant.   
 
The impact to public safety related to adequate project design (Impact 4.11.3-3) would be 
identical to the project and remain less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.11.3-3.   
 
Potential environmental impacts related to the construction of a new Sheriff’s substation are 
analyzed in each topical area contained in this Revised Draft EIR (Impact 4.11.3-4).  Although a 
larger facility may be constructed under the Blueprint Alternative, no additional impacts related 
to facility construction have been identified.  This impact would remain less than significant.   
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Impacts on police protection related to the construction in off-site infrastructure areas (Impact 
4.11.3-5) would be identical to the project and would remain less than significant. 
 
Consistency with the County’s General Plan and identified level of service standards would 
ensure that cumulative impacts to police protection services (Impact 4.11.3-6) under the 
Blueprint Alternative would remain less than significant.   
 
Public Schools 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would substantially increase the Specific Plan area’s current public 
school student population beyond local school capacities and beyond that of the proposed project 
(Impact 4.11.4-1).  Table 6-43 below details the projected student population of this alternative 
based on student generation rates of the Center Unified School District. 
 
Table 6-43 
Blueprint Alternative School Enrollment Summary 

Unit Type Dwelling 
Units 
(du) 

ES (K-6) 
Student 

Generation 
Rate 

ES 
Population 

MS (7-8) 
Student 

Generation 
Rate 

MS 
Population 

HS (9-12) 
Student 

Generation 
Rate 

HS 
Population 

Low-Density1 1,761 0.383 674 0.126 222 0.228 402 
Medium-Density1,2 10,666 0.383 4,085 0.126 1,344 0.228 2,432 
High-Density 5,742 0.151 867 0.058 333 0.127 729 
Commercial Mixed-
Use 

1,732 0.151 262 0.058 100 0.127 220 

Special Planning Area 411 0.383 157 0.126 52 0.228 94 
Total 20,343  6,045  2,051  3,876 
Total School Population 11,971  
Notes: 
1 Excludes age restricted units 
2 Include density bonus units from religious sites 
Source: EDAW, 2006 
 

The Blueprint Alternative would result in the addition of approximately 11,971 public school 
students in the Specific Plan area representing a 43% increase over the proposed project.  The 
project description for this alternative includes the development of one additional elementary 
school, one additional middle school, and one additional high school to service these added 
students.  Payment of school impact fees would reduce impacts to the local school districts to a 
level of insignificance.  Since Proposition 1A was passed by the voters and SB 50 was passed by 
the Legislature, school fees generated by new development are currently deemed sufficient 
mitigation of any impacts based on generation of students on school facilities,  Because of the 
passage of Proposition 1A and SB 50, County General Plan Policy 4.J.13, described above, may 
be unenforceable.  The impact is considered less than significant, provided school impact fees 
are collected pursuant to State law.  
  
Impacts related to the proposed changes to school district boundaries (Impact 4.11.4-2) would be 
identical to the project and remain less than significant. 
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Impacts related to the construction of school facilities (Impact 4.11.4-3) would be greater than 
the project because of the greater number of schools needed to meet population projections but 
remain less than significant, for the same reasons set forth under Impact 4.11.-3. 
  
Impacts to public schools related to the construction in off-site infrastructure areas (Impact 
4.11.4-4) would be identical to the project and would remain less than significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, development of the proposed Specific Plan area, in conjunction 
with other planned residential development in the vicinity, would increase the demand for school 
services and facilities in the Center Unified School District, the Grant Joint Union High School 
District and the Elverta Joint Elementary School District (Impact 4.11.4-5).  New residential 
development within these districts would be required to pay school impact fees to the appropriate 
school district(s) to offset the capital costs of constructing new schools.  Based on the discussion 
in Impact 4.11.4-1, this impact is less than cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than 
significant). 
 
Solid Waste 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative would consist of 21,631 residential units and 
approximately 3,696,611 square feet of commercial space.  These homes and commercial 
facilities will significantly increase the solid waste stream transported to the MRF and disposed 
of at the Western Regional Landfill (Impact 4.11.5-1).  Table 6-44 details the solid waste 
projected to be generated within the Specific Plan area at full buildout. 
 
Table 6-44 
Solid Waste Generation – Blueprint Alternative 

Type of 
Development 

Square 
Feet/Dwelling 

Units 

Factor Solid Waste 
Generated 
(tons/yr) 

Solid Waste 
Generated  

(cubic yards/yr) 
Commercial 3,696,611 1.0 lbs/day/100 sf 6,746 13,492 
Residential 21,631 7.1 lbs/day/DU 28,028 56,056 
Total   34,808 69,548 
1.  Waste generation rates provided by Placer County Solid Waste management Division 

 
As shown in Table 6-44, the Blueprint Alternative would result in the generation of 
approximately 34,808 tons of solid waste annually.  Of that amount, 11.9% (4,142 tons) will go 
directly to the landfill, while the remaining 88.1% (30,666 tons) will go to the MRF for 
processing.  The diversion rate at the MRF is approximately 63.1%; therefore, of the 30,666 tons 
per year that would be brought to the MRF for processing, 19,350 tons will be disposed of at the 
landfill.  Similar to the proposed project, this increase in solid waste stream represents a 
significant impact and could reduce the life of the landfill by two or more years.  Mitigation 
Measures 4.11.5-1a-c would reduce this impact; however, it would remain a significant impact. 
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Impacts to solid waste services related to the construction of off-site infrastructure (Impact 
4.11.5-2) are identical to the project and would remain less than significant.   
 
At buildout, the Blueprint Alternative may generate as many as 30 trips a day to transport solid 
waste (Impact 4.11.5-3).  It is anticipated that trucks would use Baseline Road, Fiddyment Road, 
Blue Oaks Boulevard, Industrial Avenue, and Athens Avenue when traveling to and from the 
landfill.  Roadways within the City of Roseville are designated as truck routes which means they 
have been designed to accommodate the anticipated truck traffic.  The County does not identify 
specific truck routes, but the subject roadways contain signage indicating that they are to be used 
for landfill access and contain no weight-restricted bridges.  Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks 
Boulevard are “California Legal Routes,” while Baseline Road is an “STAA Federal Route”  
 
Although the addition of 10 trips per day under the Blueprint Alternative compared to the 
proposed project would generate additional noise and roadway maintenance effects, these effects 
would have been anticipated when the routes were designated to be truck routes, and subsequent 
planning would have taken this designation into consideration when roadways were constructed, 
sound walls erected, and building orientation and setbacks established.  This impact would 
remain a less than significant impact.   
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would contribute to cumulative increases in the waste stream that 
would be delivered to the MRF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill (Impact 4.11.5-
4).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-4 would reduce cumulative impacts to solid 
waste services, but not to a level of insignificance.  This impact would therefore remain 
potentially significant and cumulatively considerable. 
 
Wastewater 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would result in a significant increase in the wastewater production of 
the Specific Plan area.  The applicants have prepared a separate Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
Blueprint Alternative Sewer Master Plan (Blueprint Sewer Master Plan) to document flow 
projections.   
 
As discussed in previous sections, the DCWWTP facility is presently being analyzed by the 
South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) to determine current and possible future capacity 
(RMC Technical Memoranda, Appendix R of this Revised Draft EIR)  RMC assumes that the 
Specific Plan would build out in a manner similar to the Blueprint Alternative, with 
approximately 21,000 dwelling units. 
   
Wastewater flows were determined using the same empirical data and calculation process that is 
used in Section 4.11.6.  The resulting average dry weather flow (ADWF) would be 3..91 MGD 
as shown in Table 6-45 and Table 6-46 (This is almost identical to the 3.89 MGD in flows 
predicted by RMC [Appendix R] for the Blueprint Alternative).  This would be a 28% increase 
in average daily wastewater production over the proposed Specific Plan project wastewater 
production of 2.79 MGD.  The greater volume of wastewater will require larger conveyance 
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facilities and related infrastructure and an intensive project management and programming plan 
with regard to the use of the SRCSD treatment facility and/or the DCWWTP. 
 
Table 6-45 
Wastewater Flow Summary – Blueprint Alternative 
Land Use Area 

Size 
(Acres) 

Units Average 
Transmission 
Flow (MGD) 

Average 
Treatment Plant 

Flow (MGD) 
LDR – Low-Density Residential 351.5 1759 0.70 0.33 
LDR – Low-Density Residential (Age 
Restricted) 

250.0 1275 0.51 0.24 

MDR – Medium-Density Residential 1277.0 9860 3.94 1.87 
HDR – High-Density Residential 319.5 5742 1.72 .75 
CMU – Commercial Mixed-use (Residential) 78.8 1732 0.52 0.18 
CMU – Commercial Mixed-use (Commercial) 33.3  0.05 0.08 
COM – Commercial Retail 66.0  0.11 0.06 
O – Office 30.5  0.05 0.03 
BP/PC – Business Park Power Center 150.5  0.24 0.13 
PUB – Public Facilities and Services 54.0  0.09 0.04 
REL – Religious Facilities 133.5 852 0.34 0.09 
ES – Elementary Schools 80.0  0.13 0.01 
MS – Middle Schools 60.0  0.10 0.01 
HS – High School 80.0  0.13 0.01 
SPA – Special Planning Area 979.0 411 0.16 0.08 
TOTAL 3,943.6 21,631 8.45 3.90 
Notes:  
(1)  For transmission flow, reference Standard Drawing No. 2 in the Placer County Land Development Manual 
 
Table 6-46 
Wastewater Flow Summary – Sheds A and B (Blueprint Alternative) 
Land Use Area 

Size 
(Acres) 

Units Average 
Transmission 
Flow (MGD) 

Average 
Treatment Plant 

Flow (MGD) 
Shed A 
LDR – Low-Density Residential 280.5 1404 0.56 0.27 
LDR – Low-Density Residential (Age 
Restricted)         
MDR – Medium-Density Residential 1128.5 8721 3.49 1.66 
HDR – High-Density Residential 271.0 4872 1.46 0.63 
CMU – Commercial Mixed-use (Residential) 62.7 1378 0.41 0.14 
CMU – Commercial Mixed-use (Commercial) 26.8   0.04 0.06 
COM – Commercial Retail 41.0   0.07 0.04 
O – Office 30.5   0.05 0.03 
BP/PC – Business Park/Power Center 150.5   0.24 0.13 
PUB – Public Facilities and Services 56.0   0.09 0.04 
REL – Religious Facilities 80.5 621 0.25 0.05 
ES – Elementary Schools 70.0   0.11 0.01 
MS – Middle Schools 40.0   0.06 0.01 
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Table 6-46 
Wastewater Flow Summary – Sheds A and B (Blueprint Alternative) 
Land Use Area 

Size 
(Acres) 

Units Average 
Transmission 
Flow (MGD) 

Average 
Treatment Plant 

Flow (MGD) 
HS – High School 80.0   0.13 0.01 
SPA – Special Planning Area 979.0 411 0.16 0.08 
TOTAL          

3,297.0 
        

17,407 7.13 3.16 
Shed B 
LDR – Low-Density Residential 71.0 355 0.14 0.07 
LDR – Low-Density Residential (Age 
Restricted) 250.0 1275 0.51 0.24 
MDR – Medium-Density Residential 148.5 1139 0.46 0.22 
HDR – High-Density Residential 48.5 870 0.26 0.11 
CMU – Commercial Mixed-use (Residential) 16.1 354 0.11 0.04 
CMU – Commercial Mixed-use (Commercial) 6.9   0.01 0.02 
COM – Commercial Retail 25.0   0.04 0.02 
O – Office         
BP/PC – Power Center/Business Park         
PUB – Public Facilities and Services         
REL – Religious Facilities 30.0 231 0.09 0.02 
ES – Elementary Schools 10.0   0.02 0.002 
MS – Middle Schools 20.0   0.03 0.003 
HS – High School         
SPA – Special Planning Area         
TOTAL          

626.0  
        

4,224  1.66 0.75 
1.  For transmission flow, reference Standard Drawing No. 2 in the Placer County Land Development Manual  
 
It appears that the Blueprint Alternative could direct all of its wastewater to the DCWWTP. The 
conveyance to deliver wastewater to the DCWWTP would include construction of a gravity 
system delivering wastewater to the western end of the Specific Plan area, a lift station, and a 
force main to pump wastewater easterly to the DCWWTP.  This concept is illustrated on Figure 
3-7 and Figure 3-17A in Chapter Three of this RDEIR.   
 
As with the proposed project, the Blueprint Alternative would require timely, new and reliable 
wastewater collection facilities including an on-site collection system and an off-site conveyance 
system (Impact 4.11.6-1). This impact would be considered potentially significant.  The 
implementation of the Mitigation Measures 4.11.6-1a-g would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level 
 
The development of the Specific Plan under the Blueprint Alternative would require expanded 
wastewater treatment facilities (Impact 4.11.6-2).  Table 6-44 shows flows broken down by shed.  
The eastern 890± acres (Shed B) of the Specific Plan area are proposed to be treated at the 
DCWWTP. This portion of the Specific Plan area is within the service area of the DCWWTP.  
However, the Roseville Regional Wastewater System Master Plan (1996) indicates that current 
flows planned in the DCWWTP are based on the Dry Creek/West Placer Sewer Master Plan, 
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which planned for a flow of 0.307 MGD for the 890+-acre area.  According to the Placer 
Vineyards Sewer Master Plan, the projected total flow at buildout under the Blueprint 
Alternative for Shed B is 0.75 MGD (RMC predicts a flow of 0.85).   
 
The additional flow and conflict with the adopted Dry Creek/West Placer Sewer Master Plan is 
considered a potentially significant impact.  However, the current DCWWTP may have the 
capacity to serve additional areas because actual flows have been less than projected due 
primarily to a 27% reduction in flow factors for the residential units and a 20% overall reduction 
in development densities (as compared to the 1996 Master Plan).  These reductions are outlined 
in the Technical Memoranda prepared by RMC (Appendix R).  In addition, the treatment plant is 
currently constructed to treat 18 MGD, but can be expanded to treat 24 MGD under the current 
Master Plan.   
 
Although the western 4,340 acres (Shed A) is not in the present service area, the applicants’ 
preferred plan would be to direct all wastewater flows from the Specific Plan area to the 
DCWWTP.  RMC has determined that the “Ultimate SPWA Service Area” (Figure 4.11-3), 
which includes all of the Blueprint Alternative area, will generate cumulative dry weather flows 
of 42.7 MGD (this assumes the Blueprint Alternative for the Specific Plan).  Of that amount, 
19.3 MGD would flow to the DCWWTP.  This exceeds the current constructed capacity of 18 
MGD, but is well within the Master Plan capacity of 24 MGD.  At buildout, the Specific Plan 
would contribute approximately 3.91 MGD flow to the DCWWTP for treatment and discharge.  
This is almost the same as that predicted by RMC, and is well within the Master Plan capacity 
(24 MGD) of the DCWWTP.  
 
The DCWWTP would need to be expanded to accommodate the additional flows, and the current 
NPDES waste discharge requirements would need to be amended.  This is a potentially 
significant impact.   
 
As described above, the westerly portion of the Blueprint Alternative area is not within the 
service area of any wastewater treatment district.  Flows from the Specific Plan area have been 
referenced by SRCSD in planning documents, but reference has been to the 14,132 units 
contemplated in the Specific Plan.  If Blueprint Alternative flows were eventually accepted and 
treated by the SRCSD facility, the additional 3.16 MGD (see Table 4.11-7, Shed A) in flows 
would contribute to the need to expand the capacity of the plant. The Blueprint Alternative area 
has not been included in formal planning and projections for the future of the SRCSD plant, and 
the magnitude of the impact is difficult to determine, but it is clear the impact will be substantial 
in terms of planning effort, design, construction and maintenance.  
 
In the event the Specific Plan proponents are not successful in implementing the proposed 
wastewater treatment proposals, the Specific Plan area would be without a means of treating 
wastewater generated by Specific Plan development.  
 
Mitigation measures will ensure that an adequate system to treat wastewater flows generated by 
the proposed Blueprint Alternative will be identified and constructed.  There are substantial 
agreements that must be reached, and planning, engineering and financing requirements that 
must be completed successfully in order to implement the proposal, and there is no assurance 
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these will occur.  However, General Plan Policy 4.D.2 requires proponents of new development 
to provide written certification from a service provider that either existing services are available 
or needed improvements will be made prior to project occupancy.  Although potentially 
significant because the County has adopted policy ensuring that service be provided, impacts 
associated with expansion of treatment capacity, even in the absence of such agreements are less 
than significant with inclusion of Mitigation Measures 4.11.6-2a-c . 
 
The Blueprint Alternative would also require the conveyance infrastructure to cross the Dry 
Creek channel and jack and bore construction technique is proposed by the developers to avoid 
any direct impact to the creek area.   This crossing could result in an accidental discharge into the 
Dry Creek drainage shed or other drainage sheds within or downstream of the Specific Plan area 
and adversely affect adjacent ecosystems including plant and animal species and their habitat 
(Impact 4.11.6-3).  The impact is potentially significant and the only difference between the 
Blueprint Alternative and the proposed project is the likelihood that the pipe would be conveying 
a larger quantity of wastewater flow.  However, Mitigation Measures 4.11.6-3a and 4.11.6-3b 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Off-site infrastructure impacts (Impact 4.11.6-4) would be the same for the Blueprint Alternative 
as for the project.  All of these potential effects are considered under other sections of this 
Revised Draft EIR.  The discussions under Impacts 4.11.6-1 and 4.11.6-3, and Mitigation 
Measures  4.11.6-3a and 4.11.6-3b also apply to off-site infrastructure.  The construction and 
maintenance of utilities in off-site infrastructure areas would not result in additional generation 
of wastewater.  This is a  less than significant impact. 
 
The cumulative context for wastewater services includes service areas of the SPWA, and more 
particularly the DCWWTP, and the service area of the SRCSD (Impact 4.11.6-5).   
 
On behalf of the SPWA, RMC has prepared a Technical Memorandum ((Dry Weather Flow 
Projection for the Ultimate SPWA Service Area [Including Urban Growth Areas]) (EIR 
Appendix R), which establishes the cumulative wastewater condition for western Placer County.  
The “Ultimate SPWA Service Area” is shown on Figure 4.11-3.  Assuming all wastewater is 
treated in Placer County and none is conveyed to SRCSD, at buildout western Placer County will 
generate cumulative dry weather flows of 42.7 MGD.  Of that amount, 19.3 MGD would flow to 
the DCWWTP.  At buildout, the Specific Plan area would contribute approximately 3.91 MGD 
of the 19.3 MGD flowing to the DCWWTP for treatment and discharge.  Table 6-47 shows the 
contributions to the SPWA system from development within the current (2005) service 
boundary.  Table 6-48 shows projected buildout contributions to the “Ultimate SPWA Service 
Area,” including contributions from the 2005 service area.  Flows are separated by the two 
SPWA treatment plants (PGWWTP and DCWWTP).     
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Table 6-47 
Buildout Dry Weather Flow Projections Within Proposed 2005 Service Area 

PG WWTP3 DC WWTP4 2005 Service Area Land Use Unit 
Flow 

Factor 
Buildout 

Units 
(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 

Buildout 
Units 

(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 

Buildout 
Units 

(ac or du) 

Buildout 
DWF 

(MGD) 
Commercial  850 

GPD/ac 
1,728 1.47 2,890 2.46 4,618 3.93 

Heavy Industrial1 850 
GPD/ac 

1,680 1.43 263 0.22 1,934 1.65 

Light Industrial1 850 
GPD/ac 

1,2201 1.04 637 0.54 1,858 1.58 

Mixed-use 2,300 
GPD/ac 

0 
 

0.00 7 0.02 7 0.02 

Public/Quasi-
Public 

660 
GPD/ac 

282 0.19 851 0.56 1,133 0.75 

Schools 170 
GPD/ac 

258 0.04 540 0.09 798 0.14 

Residential 1 DU 190 
GPD/ac 

26,893 5.11 42,934 8.16 69,827 13.27 

Residential 2 DU 190 
GPD/ac 

2 0.0004 2,122 0.40 2,124 0.40 

Residential 3 DU 190 
GPD/ac 

12 0.002 720 0.14 732 0.14 

Residential 
Multiple DU 

2,040 
GPD/ac 

594 1.21 606 1.24 1,200 2.45 

Open Space 0 
GPD/ac 

6,034 0.00 3,304 0.00 9,338 0.00 

Parks >10 Acres 10 
GPD/ac 

270 0.003 360 0.004 630 0.01 

Point Sources Varies 
GPD/ac 

1,043 2.56 91 0.14 1,134 2.70 

Placer Ranch2 Varies 
GPD/ac 

1,027 0.90 0 0.00 1,027 0.90 

West Roseville2 Varies 
GPD/ac 

3,162 1.70 0 0.00 3,162 1.70 

Placer Vineyard2 Varies 
GPD/ac 

0 0.00 1,079 0.85 1,079 0.85 

Total (MGD)   15.7  14.8  30.5 
1 Land use category does not include area of parcels associated with point sources identified in Table 3. 
2 Includes portion of development located within the Proposed 2005 Service Area. 
3 Pleasant Grove WWTP Service Area 
4 Dry Creek WWTP Service Area 
Source: Dry Weather Flow Projection for the Ultimate SPWA Service Area (Including Urban Growth Areas) – (TM 
No.2b)  See Appendix R. 
 
Table 6-48 
Buildout Dry Weather Flow Projections Within Ultimate SPWA Service Area 

Buildout DWF (MGD) Description of Area 
PG WWTP3 DC WWTP4 

Total Buildout DWF 
(MGD) 

Proposed 2005 Service Area 15.71 14.82 30.5 
Curry Creek UGA 2.72 -- 2.72 
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Table 6-48 
Buildout Dry Weather Flow Projections Within Ultimate SPWA Service Area 

Buildout DWF (MGD) Description of Area 
PG WWTP3 DC WWTP4 

Total Buildout DWF 
(MGD) 

Regional University UGA 1.16 -- 1.16 
Inviro Tech UGA 0.04 -- 0.04 
Placer UGA -- 0.01 0.01 
Orchard Creek 0.02 -- 0.02 
Placer Ranch 1.29 -- 1.29 
Placer Vineyards -- 3.04 3.04 
SMD-3 -- 0.29 0.29 
SPMUD UGA -- 1.09 1.09 
Creekview UGA 0.47 -- 0.47 
Sierra Vista UGA 2.04 -- 2.04 
Total DWF (MGD) 23.4 19.3 42.7 
1 Includes Portion of Placer Ranch UGA within the proposed 2005 service area. 
2 Includes portion of Placer Vineyard UGA within the proposed 2005 service area. 
3 Pleasant Grove WWTP Service Area 
4 Dry Creek WWTP Service Area 
Source: Dry Weather Flow Projection for the Ultimate SPWA Service Area (Including Urban Growth Areas) – (TM 
No.2b)  See Appendix R. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The DCWWTP was designed to serve proposed development that would occur in a geographic 
area that includes the eastern 890± acres of the Specific Plan area (Shed B).  Service to this area 
was planned, and the wastewater facilities designed and constructed in anticipation of such 
service.  However, the Roseville Regional Wastewater System Master Plan indicates flows 
planned in the DCWWTP are based on the Dry Creek/West Placer Sewer Master Plan, which 
planned for a flow of 0.307 MGD for the 890+-acre area.  The projected average day flow, 
however, to the DCWWTP at buildout is 0.75. While, as previously discussed, plant capacity 
currently exists to accommodate these flows, the increase represents a potentially significant 
unavoidable cumulative impact as the service area builds out.  Further, there is uncertainty as to 
whether planned conveyance facilities (Lift Station #2 and the existing 16-inch forcemain) will 
have sufficient capacity to handle Shed B flows at buildout.    
 
The western portion of the Specific Plan area was not included in the 1996 Wastewater Master 
Plan or 2005 service area of the DCWWTP.  Extending wastewater treatment service at the 
DCWWTP to the western portion of the Specific Plan area would require additional capacity to 
be constructed to meet the cumulative condition in western Placer County.  However, this area is 
included in the cumulative buildout condition (at Blueprint Alternative densities) described by 
RMC.  This is considered a potentially significant unavoidable cumulative impact. 
 
The project applicants have also identified long-term wastewater conveyance and treatment 
method identified in the Project Description is utilization of the SRCSD interceptor system, with 
treatment of project wastewater at the SRCSD SRWTP as an alternative to SPWA service for the 
western 4,330 acres of the project site (Shed A). While SRCSD has identified the Specific Plan 
area as a potential service area, the capacity at the SRCSD facility has not previously included 
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consideration of the Blueprint Alternative.  Treatment at the SRCSD facility would accelerate the 
need for eventual expansion of treatment facilities, and construction of interceptor infrastructure, 
as described above.  This is considered a potentially significant unavoidable cumulative impact. 
 
Analysis prepared by RMC has shown that wastewater infrastructure operated by the SPWA can 
feasibly be expanded to accommodate projected urban growth areas.  Mechanisms are in place 
for accomplishing the expansion of the SPWA service area, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.11.6-1a-g, and 4.11.6-2a-c would ensure that the Specific Plan area’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts would be less than considerable (i.e., less than significant.) 
 
Development of the Specific Plan area, whether according to the proposed project or the 
Blueprint Alternative, will contribute to increased discharge of treated effluent to Dry Creek 
and/or the Sacramento River (Impact 4.11.6-6), depending on which wastewater treatment plant 
or plants ultimately accepts flows from the Specific Plan area.  The 28% increase in wastewater 
flow resulting from the Blueprint Alternative is significant when compared to the estimated 
wastewater production under the proposed project, but not necessarily significant when 
compared to anticipated capacity of 24 MGD under the Master Plan.  However, despite 
increasingly stringent waste discharge requirements for discharge of treated effluent into surface 
waters, this represents a potentially significant, unavoidable cumulative impact.  Based on the 
work of Merritt Smith, impacts to Dry Creek would appear to be capable of being reduced to a 
less than significant level under the Blueprint Alternative with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.3.4-9a-c.    
 
Should expansion of the SRCSD treatment plant be pursued to serve the Specific Plan area, a 
Master Plan Update will be needed and additional analysis of water quality impacts on the 
Sacramento River will be required in a cumulative context.  This analysis will need to be 
performed in a manner similar to and at the same level of detail as the analysis contained in the 
EIR for the current Master Plan.  Because the results of that analysis are not currently known, this 
is a potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.  Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-6 
will potentially reduce impacts related to water quality and the Sacramento River at the SRWTP, 
but not to a less than significant level.  This impact would remain a potentially significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impact. 
 
Water Supply 
 
The increase in population density under the Blueprint Alternative would result in an increase in 
water demand to approximately 12.98 MGD or 14,453 AFA as shown in Table 6-49.  This water 
demand quantity is a 20% increase compared to the proposed project water demand of 11,500 
AFA.  The resulting water demand will require additional water supply, water conveyance and 
infrastructure facilities as analyzed in Section 4.11.7. 
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Table 6-49 
Potable Water Demand - Blueprint Alternative 

 
 

Land Use 

 
 

Acres 

 
Dwelling 

Units 

(GPD) 
Water 
Duty 

(MGD) 
Avg Day 
Demand 

(MGD) 
Max Day 
Demand 

Low-Density Residential          (5 du/ac) 601.5 3,034 713 2.16 4.33 
Medium-Density Residential    (8 du/ac) 1,277.0 9,860 539 5.32 10.63 
High-Density Residential       (18 du/ac) 319.5 5,742 371 2.13 4.26 
CMU Residential                   (22 du/ac) 78.75 1,732 230 0.40 0.80 
CMU Commercial 16.43 — 2,759 0.05 0.09 
CMU Office 16.88 — 3,219 0.05 0.11 
Commercial 34.0 — 2,759 0.09 0.19 
Office 30.50 — 3,219 0.10 0.20 
BP – Commercial 9.05 — 2,759 0.02 0.05 
BP – Office 81.45 — 3,219 0.26 0.52 
BP – Power Center (Commercial) 60.0 — 2,759 0.17 0.33 
TC – Town Center (Commercial, 
office) 

32 — 2,851 0.09 0.18 

Public Facilities and Services 54.0 — 3,219 0.17 0.35 
Religious Facilities** 113.5 852 3,219 0.37 0.73 
Schools 220.0 — 3,379 0.74 1.49 
Parks (Neighborhood, Community, 
mini) 

271 — 896* 0.24 0.49 

Open Space 714.0 — 0* 0.00 0.00 
Major Roads 322.0 — 0* 0.00 0.00 
Special Planning Area 979.0 411 998 0.41 0.82 
Unaccounted-for-water — — — 0.21 0.42 

Total 5,230.0 21,631 — 12.98 25.96 
*Recycled water will be used to irrigate these uses 
**Acreage total includes religious sites once 
Source:  MacKay & Somps  

 
The Blueprint Alternative could potentially exceed the water supply available for the Specific 
Plan area, similar to the proposed project (Impact 4.11.7-1), and would be considered a 
potentially significant impact.  In addition, as discussed under Impact 4.3.3-11, the water demand 
under the Blueprint Alternative has been estimated to be 14,453 AFA.  This exceeds the long-
term water allocation of 11,500 AFA assumed for the Specific Plan by 2,953 AFA.  The long-
term water supply is to be provided by PCWA from CVP contract water diverted from the 
Sacramento River.  Under the Blueprint Alternative, unless the project’s share of the total 35,000 
AFA that PCWA is expected to be able to contract from the CVP is increased to 14,453 AFA, or 
consumption is reduced to 11,500 AFA, this impact would be potentially significant because the 
water supply would be inadequate to serve the project at buildout.  However, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11.7-1a-c, this impact (Impact 4.11.7-1) would less 
than significant  under the Blueprint Alternative. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The 20% increase in potable water demand would result in a significant increase in the 
contribution to the cumulative demand for potable water (Impact 4.11.7-3).  However, Section 
4.3 of this Revised Draft EIR identifies cumulative impacts related to the water supply, including 
the Sacramento diversion. These individual impacts are also listed under Impact 4.11.7-2.  
Because the full 35,000 AFA diversion was modeled and analyzed in this Revised Draft EIR, 
this impact would still be considered less than significant.  
 
Recycled Water 
 
Recycled water demand for the Blueprint Alternative is anticipated to be similar to demand 
under the project (averaging 1.39 MGD). Park acreage would increase from 217 acres to 260.5 
acres; however, the County and City of Roseville could decide to use other sources than recycled 
water for the increased demand.  Water use calculations for the project and the Blueprint 
Alternative do not assume use of recycled water and are conservative in that respect.  RMC 
(Market Assessment for Recycled Water Distribution System, November 2005) assumed that 
Specific Plan area under the Blueprint Alternative would generate 3.89 MGD of wastewater flow 
(the Sewer Master Plan for the project predicts that wastewater production will be approximately 
3.91 MGD).  Given this, RMC has concluded that there is adequate recycled water to serve the 
project.  However, as described in Impact 4.11.8-2, unless all wastewater is directed to the 
DCWWTP, an inadequate amount of recycled water could result.  This remains a potentially 
significant and unavoidable impact under the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Impacts related to inconsistencies with recycled water treatment requirements, goals, policies 
and regulations (Impact 4.11.8-1) would remain the same and are less than significant.  Impacts 
related to construction and operation of the recycled water supply system would remain the same 
(Impact 4.11.8-3).  The same system would be constructed.  This impact is less than significant 
with adoption of Mitigation Measures 4.11.8-3a-c related to recycled water storage facilities.  
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Cumulative impacts were examined by RMC and reported under Impact 4.11.8-4.  Because 
RMC assumed the Blueprint Alternative in its calculations, the conclusions remain the same.  
This is a less than considerable cumulative impact.        
 
Drainage 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11.9-1a-e would ensure that adequate drainage reports 
are submitted at subsequent steps in the process, consistent with the approved Master Project 
Drainage Study.  A separate Master Project Drainage Study has been prepared for the Blueprint 
Alternative and is available for review at the location shown in Section 2.9 of this Revised Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, this impact (Impact 4.11.9-1) would remain less than significant.   
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With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.9-2, adequate funding would be provided for 
the maintenance of drainage facilities and this impact (Impact 4.11.9-2) would remain less than 
significant.   
 
Environmental impacts related to the construction of drainage systems within the Specific Plan 
area are analyzed in each topical area contained in this Revised Draft EIR (Impact 4.11.9-3).  
Under this Blueprint Alternative this impact would remain less than significant.   
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Cumulative impacts related to drainage are analyzed under the Hydrology, Water Resources and 
Water Quality section of the Blueprint Alternative. 
 
Electrical and Natural Gas Service 
 
The Blueprint Alternative contains 53% more residential units and approximately 100,000 square 
feet more of commercial development than the proposed project.  Consequently, this alternative 
would create a greater demand for electricity and natural gas (Impact 4.11.10-1).  Electric and 
natural gas demands are shown in Table 6-50 below. 
 
Table 6-50 
Electricity/Natural Gas Consumption – Blueprint Alternative 
Dwelling 

Unit 
(DU) 

DU 
Electrical 
(MW/yr) 
Factor .0038 
MW/DU/yr 

DU Gas 
(therms/yr) 

Factor 1,440 
therms/DU/yr 

School 
Acres 

School 
Electrical 
(MW/yr) 
Factor .0080 
MW/acre/yr 

Commercial 
Acres 

Commercial 
Electrical 
(MW/yr)  
Factor .450 
MW/acre/yr 

Commercial 
Gas 

(therms/yr) 
Factor 63,600 
therms/acre/yr 

Total 
Electrical 
(MW/yr) 

Total Gas 
(therms/yr) 

21,631 82.2 31,148,640 220 1.76 281 126.5 17,871,600 210.5 49,020,240 
1.  Dwelling units and square footage projections provided by EDAW and Quad Knopf, Inc., 2005 
2.  Natural gas and electricity consumption factors are taken from the North Roseville Specific Plan EIR, 1997. 
 
Although more energy will be required, PG&E and SMUD have indicated that they have 
sufficient supplies to service the Specific Plan area; therefore, this impact would remain less 
than significant.  With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11.10-1a and 4.11.10-1b, 
impacts related to timing of installation of utilities would also remain less than significant.   
 
Development within the Specific Plan area may impede access to PG&E and SMUD facilities 
(Impact 4.11.10-2); however, the identical condition will exist under the Blueprint Alternative 
with regard to utility corridors and access as with the project.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.11.10-2a and 4.11.10-2b would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.   
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
An increment of demand will be added to the cumulative demand for electrical and natural gas 
service (Impact 4.11.10-3).  However PG&E, SMUD and Roseville Electric build and/or contract 
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for additional capacity on a continuing basis as development planning occurs in an area.  This 
would remain a less than significant impact. 
 
Telecommunications/Cable Television 
 
No additional impacts have been identified.  The impact of increased demand for both telephone 
and cable television service (Impact 4.11.11-1) would remain less than significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No additional cumulative impacts to telecommunications/cable television (Impact 4.11.11-2) 
have been identified and the impact would remain less than significant.   
 
Library Services 
 
Implementation of the Blueprint Alternative could result in inadequate library facilities.  
According to Placer County level of service standards for libraries, this development would 
require 20,784 square feet of library facilities, 114,312 volumes, 52 computer stations, 156 
reader seats, and 104 meeting room seats.  With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11.12-
1a-c this impact would remain less than significant.   
 
No additional construction-related impacts (Impact 4.11.12-2) have been identified.  This impact 
remains less than significant. 
  
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Cumulative impacts to library services (Impact 4.11.12-3) would remain less than significant 
with the mitigation measures proposed under Impact 4.11.12-1. 
 
Parks and Recreation 
 
The Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan contains the same Parks and Open Space policies as the 
proposed Specific Plan, with the exception of a change under Policy 7.6, in which the 
specification for total acres of neighborhood parks is increased from 108 acres to 125 acres, and 
the acreage for joint-use parks has increased from 48 acres to 61.5 acres. 
 
Implementation of the Blueprint Alternative could result in inadequate parkland (Impact 4.11.13-
1).  Table 6-51 below shows the amount of each type of parkland required in the Specific Plan 
area under this alternative based on standards contained in the Placer County General Plan.  
This impact is potentially significant. 
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Table 6-51 
Required Park Dedication – Blueprint Alternative 

Population 

Tot Lot 

Playground 

Tennis Court 

Basketball Court 

Hardball Diam
ond 

Softball/Little 
League Diam

ond 

1 M
ile Recreation 

Trail 

Youth Soccer Field 

Adult Soccer Field 

Golf Course 

5 acres Im
proved 

Park 

5 acres Passive Park 

Sw
im

m
ing Pool 

Factors 1/2,000 1/3,000 1/6,000 1/6,000 1/3,000 1/3,000 1/1,000 1/2,000 1/2,000 1/50,000 1/1,000 1/1,000 1/40,00
0 

51,960 26.0 17.3 8.7 8.7 17.3 17.3 52.0 26.0 26.0 1.0 52.0 52.0 1.3 
1.  Population projections provided by EDAW and Quad Knopf, Inc. 
2.  Level of service standards provided by the Placer County General Plan and Placer County Executive Office 

 
Mitigation Measure 
 
The following Mitigation Measure would be required to reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level.  Note that this Mitigation Measure replaces and is identical to Mitigation 
Measure 4.11.13-1 for the proposed Specific Plan with the exception of specific numbers and 
acreages. 
 
6.11.13-1 Project developers in the Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan area shall comply 

with the requirements of the General Plan by dedication and improvement of a 
minimum of 260 acres of active parkland and 260 acres of passive parkland.  
Project developers shall be responsible for dedicating and fully developing parks 
and or portions thereof, concurrent with demand and in accordance with County 
levels of service.  The County may require oversizing of neighborhood and larger 
type recreation parks, trails and facilities on a subdivision basis when it is 
deemed necessary and practical to serve the needs of future residents.  In such 
cases, the County will enter into reimbursement agreements whereby future 
development swill pay initial developers for oversizing.  Regardless of providing 
such recreation amenities concurrent with demand, project applicants will be 
required to adhere to the following process: 

 
• Prior to County approval of the final subdivision map creating the 500th 

residential lot, a community park (10± acres) shall be constructed and 
accepted as complete, and the park site shall be granted to the managing 
agency. 

 
• Concurrent with the construction of the community parks, project developers 

shall construct a park maintenance building and yard and provide 
maintenance equipment.  The design and building materials, location and 
quantity of equipment shall be subject to the approval of the Department of 
Facility Services.   
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• Prior to County approval of the final subdivision map creating the 5,000th 
residential lot, a second community park (18± acres) shall be constructed and 
accepted as complete, and the park site shall be granted to the managing 
agency. 

 
• All plans and specifications shall be approved by the Department of Facility 

Services and/or the managing agency prior to the recordation of the final 
subdivision map.  A procedure or agreement to govern the acquisition of 
parklands and completed park improvements acceptable to the County and/or 
managing agency, and in compliance with applicable General Plan standards 
and policies, shall be in place prior to recordation of the first final subdivision 
map. 

 
• The specific park plans shall be submitted to the County for approval prior to 

the final decision as to the number and location of facilities. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11.13-1 shown above would ensure that the Specific 
Plan area has adequate parkland to service its population.  Therefore, impacts to park facilities 
and services in neighboring jurisdictions (Impact 4.11.13-2) would remain less than significant.   
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.13-3 would ensure that adequate funding is provided 
for the maintenance of parks within the Specific Plan area (Impact 4.11.13-3).  Therefore, this 
impact would remain less than significant.   
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11.13-4 would ensure that adequate community 
recreation facilities are provided within the Specific Plan area when needed (Impact 4.11.13-4).  
Therefore, this impact would remain less than significant.  Mitigation Measure 6.11.14-3 
replaces project Mitigation Measure 4.11.13-4 and is identical, with the exception of the 
reference to “Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan.”  
 
6.11.13-4 As a condition of the Blueprint Alternative Specific Plan approval, proponents 

shall submit a phased schedule for providing community recreation facilities for 
approval by the County Parks Division.  This phasing plan shall comply with 
County levels of service for parks and recreation facilities.  Funding for 
construction, operation and maintenance of these improvements shall be provided 
in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.11.13-1. 

 
The initial surface water supply for the Specific Plan area is identical under the proposed project 
and this alternative.  Therefore, all impacts to recreation on regional water bodies related to this 
initial surface water supply (Impacts 4.11.13-5 through 4.11.13-17) would remain less than 
significant. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Long-term surface water supply for the Specific Plan area, under both the proposed project and 
this Blueprint Alternative, would be provided by the PCWA’s CVP allocation of 35,000 AFA.  
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At buildout under this alternative, the total water demand is projected to be 14,453 AFA, which 
represents a 20% increase over the proposed project (11,500 AFA).  Although long-term water 
demand would increase, it would not exceed the 35,000 AFA diversion evaluated in this Revised 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to recreation related to long-term surface water supply 
(Impacts 4.11.13-18 through 4.11.13-22) would remain less than significant.      
 
General County Facilities and Services 
 
Similar to the proposed project, public and capital facilities required under the Blueprint 
Alternative would be funded via the County’s Capital Facilities Fee program.  This impact 
(Impact 4.11.14-1) would remain less than significant.   
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.14-2 would ensure that total revenues generated by 
development under the Blueprint Alternative would be adequate to fund all required new public 
services (Impact 4.11.14-2).  This impact would remain less than significant. 
 
Development under the Blueprint Alternative would generate demand for new public facilities.  
Once these specific public facilities are identified by Placer County for the Blueprint Alternative, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11.14-3 would reduce this impact to less than 
significant.   Mitigation Measure 6.11.14-3 replaces project Mitigation Measure 4.11.14-3.  
 
6.11.14-3 Upon identification of required facilities by Placer County, the Specific Plan 

proponents shall submit a phased schedule for providing the facilities for 
approval by the County Executive Office.  Funding for construction, operation 
and maintenance of these improvements shall be provided in accordance with 
Mitigation Measure 4.11.14-2. 

 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Development of the Blueprint Alternative would have a direct impact on General Fund and 
proprietary funds (i.e. Public Safety, Library and Road Funds) revenues and the costs incurred by 
the County in providing additional services. While other pending and proposed development in 
the region would also have an impact on the revenues and costs of Placer County, the assessment 
of revenue neutrality would require evaluation not only of the project components, but their 
timing and market conditions in the future. Due to such factors, the assessment of the exact 
nature of the impact would require speculation, and is not possible at this time. 
 
HAZARDS 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see section 4.12.1). 
 
SETTING 
 
The site location, project footprint, physical conditions, and reporting of hazardous materials 
investigations are the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.12.2). 
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Specific Plan Goals and Policies 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.12.2). 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
This information remains the same as for the proposed project (see Section 4.12.3). 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Because the Blueprint Alternative would occupy the same site as the proposed project, impacts 
related to site clean-up would remain the same (see Impact numbers 4.12-1, 4.12-2, 4.12-3, 4.12-
4, 4.12-5, 4.12-6, 4.12-7, 4.12-8, 4.12-9, 4.12-10, 4.12-11, 4.12-12, 4.12-13, 4.12-14, 4.12-15, 
4.12-16, 4.12-17).  These impacts would remain less than significant after implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, 4.12-2, 4.12-3, 4-12-4, 4.12-5, 4.12-6a, 4.12-6b, 4.12-7a, 4.12-7b, 
4.12-8, 4.12-9, 4.12-10, 4.12-11a-c, 4.12-12a, 4.12-12b, 4.12-13, 4.12-14a, 4.12-14b, 4.12-15, 
4.12-16, and 4.12-17.  
 
Because the Blueprint Alternative would have the same types of land uses as the proposed 
project, impacts associated with use of potentially hazardous materials (Impact 4.12-18) would 
remain less than significant.  Schools and dwellings would remain at identical distances from 
utility lines and the substation as with the Specific Plan.  Because the location of the substation 
would not change and the location of the utility line corridors would not change, Impact 4.12-19 
would remain less than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12-19a-g. 
 
Hazards related to the existence of hazardous materials at sites in the Specific Plan area would 
not change and would remain less than significant.  Other impacts associated with off-site 
infrastructure (Impacts 4.12-21 and 4.12-22) would also not change and would remain less than 
significant after implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12-21a-f.  Operational hazards due to 
expansion of wastewater treatment facilities at the DCWWTP and SRWTP and use of recycled 
water within the Specific Plan area would not change and would remain less than significant 
under the Blueprint Alternative (Impact 4.12-22). 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Hazards identified within the Blueprint Alternative area are local in nature and have no potential 
to contribute to cumulative hazardous conditions.  By its very nature, the project will correct the 
current hazards conditions by cleaning up identified hazardous materials prior to construction, as 
required by regulation and the above mitigation measures.  Future development and land uses 
will be subject to contemporary safety and hazardous materials controls, as set forth in the 
numerous regulations that control the use of potentially hazardous materials.  No cumulative 
impacts or mitigation measures are identified under this alternative. 
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6.3.5 UTILITY ALTERNATIVES 
 
In addition to the land use alternatives analyzed above, two alternatives related to utilities are 
addressed in this Revised Draft EIR.   
 
ALTERNATIVE OFF-SITE UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
This alternative consists of an alternative water line to connect to the alternative long-term 
surface water supply.  This alternative consists of three PCWA Zone 1 transmission mains: one 
to connect the Penryn Water Storage Reservoir to the Sunset Water Treatment Plant; one to 
connect the Sunset Water Treatment Plant to the Roseville intertie; and one to connect the 
Roseville intertie to Baseline Road.  This alternative is illustrated in Figure 6-14.   
 
Loss of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of 
Local Importance has the potential to occur.  However, because construction would occur within 
the utility easement, and the area of surface disturbance or loss of agricultural use of the surface 
soil due to construction in utility infrastructure areas would be temporary in nature, potential 
impacts associated with utility line construction are considered less than significant. 
 
Because water lines will be placed underground, visual impacts will be related to the period of 
construction and revegetation, with the potential exception of utility line access points and areas 
where some portion of the utility facilities may be visible above ground.  Although impacts 
during construction are considered less than significant, impacts related to revegetation and 
permanent above ground structures are potentially significant.  Mitigation measures included in 
this Revised Draft EIR can reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Light and glare impacts related to construction would be temporary in nature, and nighttime 
construction activity would be restricted by mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft 
EIR.  Potential impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
Installation of utilities in off-site infrastructure areas will not result in additional impervious 
surface area or an increase in runoff.  Design and installation of pipelines in off-site 
infrastructure areas is anticipated to remove and replace existing conditions with similar or in-
kind materials.  Specific areas at intersections, crossings, or an unforeseen encountered condition 
may require impervious cover and result in slightly higher impervious surface areas; however, 
these areas are considered minimal.  These impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
Installation of utilities in off-site infrastructure areas could result in water quality degradation 
over the duration of construction.  Grading operations result in a loss of vegetation, exposing the 
soils to erosion, particularly in steep areas.  The exposed soils could be carried by storm runoff 
during the rainy season to downstream waters, resulting in sediment transport.  These increased 
sediment loads could substantially degrade water quality in downstream drains, especially over 
the construction duration and buildout of off-site infrastructure areas.  In addition, the operation 
and maintenance of construction vehicles and equipment, the loading and unloading of 
construction materials, and construction waste could release contaminants to the site that would 
be washed off by stormwater discharges.  This increase in sediment loads and turbidity in local 
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drains would be considered a significant short-term water quality impact.  Mitigation measures 
included in this Revised Draft EIR can reduce those impacts although, not to a less than 
significant level, due to the involvement of other jurisdictions.  Dry season water degradation is 
anticipated to be less than significant.   
 
Potential biological resources constraints within the off-site infrastructure areas were evaluated 
by Foothill Associates biologists primarily in-office, using interpretation of aerial photography 
along with a literature review.  Field visits were conducted at select locations to ensure that the 
aerial photos were interpreted accurately.  Potentially significant impacts related to construction 
in off-site infrastructure areas include potential removal of habitat for special-status plant 
species, potential removal of habitat for listed vernal pool invertebrates, potential removal of 
habitat for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle, potential removal of habitat for western pond 
turtle, potential removal of burrows that are considered suitable burrowing owl nesting habitat, 
potential removal of nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird, potential removal of nesting trees 
that provide suitable raptor nesting habitat, potential removal of individual oak trees, and 
potential fill of wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  Under this alternative, off-
site utility corridors potentially cross several drainages and listed fish species could occur in 
these features.  Riparian habitat may be affected by utility installation.  Other special-status 
wildlife species that could occur, and therefore, an impact on a listed species may occur.  
Mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR for off-site infrastructure (the Open 
Space and Biological Resources Mitigation and Management Plan) would reduce these impacts, 
although not to a less than significant level.     
 
Impacts related to geology and soils that could result from trench/pipeline construction within 
the alternative off-site utility corridor are similar to those for proposed utility improvements 
within the Specific Plan area.  Those impacts include earthwork/grading or topographic 
alteration and erosion control impacts.  These impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant 
level by mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.      
 
As reported by Ric Windmiller, Consulting Archaeologist, (November, 2000), 35% of the 9.45 
square-mile alternative water line corridor has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.  
Forty-two archaeological sites were recorded within this previously surveyed area.  Of these 42 
sites, 12 sites are on or adjacent to the centerline of the corridor.  No field inspection was 
conducted of this corridor for this Revised Draft EIR.  The corridor was the subject of a records 
search by the appropriate information center of the California Historical Resources Information 
System.  A one-quarter mile area on each side of the route was included in the records search; 
however, only those cultural resources located on the centerline of the corridor are described. 
 
Three of the twelve identified sites are prehistoric Native American sites (two lithic scatters and 
a bedrock mortars site), and the remaining nine sites are historic resources. 
 
P-31-1: Prehistoric Lithic Scatter.  This site consists of a thin cluster of fire cracked rocks and 
battered stone and ground stone artifacts found near a vernal pool.  The site was originally 
recorded in 1978 and at the time of recordation the archaeologists noted that the site was badly 
damaged by the construction of Scow Road, the railroad and Industrial Way (Old Highway 65).  
Based on the 1978 description of the site, it may be eligible for the California Register under 
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Criterion 4 (information potential).  The archaeologists who recorded the site stated that the 
potential for data collected from the site might be low but will contribute to a previously 
unknown use of vernal pools (Roop 1978:3). 
 
CA-PLA-147: Prehistoric Lithic Scatter.  This site consists of a possible housepit, fire fractured 
rock, a bowl mortar, manos, obsidian waste flakes and various other debitage.  It was originally 
considered “significant.”  Based on this description, the site may be eligible for the California 
Register under Criterion 4 (information potential). 
 
CA-PLA-607: Bedrock Mortars.  This site consists of ten bedrock mortar cups on three separate 
boulders situated along Pleasant Grove Creek on the former Placer Ranch.  It was originally 
recorded in 1986.  While bedrock sites are ubiquitous in the foothills of western Placer County 
and, by themselves, usually not eligible for the California Register, it is possible that the site may 
have a previously undetected cultural deposit.  For this reason, the site is potentially eligible for 
the California Register under Criterion 4 (information potential). 
 
CA-PLA-730-H: School Foundation.  This site consists of the possible foundation stones for the old 
Pleasant Grove School with a possible privy pit located seven feet south.  When it was originally 
recorded in 1989, the archaeologists commented that the site had “little of significant research 
value.”  Based on this comment, the site does not appear important under the CEQA Guidelines 
current at the time.  However, the site may be eligible for the California Register under current 
CEQA statutes and guidelines. 
 
CA-PLA-638-H: Historic Artifact Scatter.  This site was originally recorded in 1975 and revisited in 
1982.  When it was revisited, the archaeologist described the site as “an historic debris scatter 
with corrugated metal, boards, glass, nails, pottery and tin cans present.”  There were also two 
open refuse pits on the site.  At the time the site was originally recorded, the archaeologist noted 
that it was an early Chinese settlement where Chinese laborers for the Whitney Ranch resided.  
Based on this statement, the site could be eligible for the California Register under Criterion 3 
because the artifacts in the refuse pile could add insight into the living conditions of Chinese 
ranch laborers in the 1860s. 
 
CA-PLA-604-H: Historic Ranch Site.  This site was recorded in 1986 when the archaeologists 
described it as a sheep ranch complex including a foundation for a square barn structure, adjacent 
concrete pad, and “sheep dip” trough made of concrete.  A light scatter of wire nails, sheet metal, 
fired brick rubble and a two-inch iron water pipe surrounded the concrete features.  Criterion 4 
(information potential) would be the most applicable criterion for California Register eligibility.  
However, it appears that a case for eligibility under Criterion 4 would be weak. 
 
CA-PLA-639-H:  Historic Homestead Site.  This site was originally recorded in 1978 and was 
revisited in 1982.  When it was revisited in 1982, the archaeologist described the site as “an 
extensive homestead or settlement location with foundations present.”  The foundations include 
granite and concrete ruins of stone retaining walls and a concrete cistern.  The most applicable 
criterion for eligibility for this site would be Criterion 4 (information potential).  However, it 
appears that a case for eligibility under Criterion 4 would be weak. 
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CA-PLA-844-H: Antelope Canal.  The Antelope Canal draws water from the Lower Fiddler Green 
Canal in the Dutch Ravine drainage.  The Antelope “ditch” was illustrated on J.G. Whitney’s 
map of the Citrus Colony (Gittings 1996:136).  A history of the Placer County canal system 
compiled by PG&E indicates that the Antelope Ditch was purchased in 1859 by the Bear River 
and Auburn Water and Mining Company (PG&E n.d.:6-7).  In time, the Antelope Ditch became 
one of many peripheral ditches owned by the Bear River and Auburn Water and Mining 
Company, which was bought by George W. Reamer in 1986.  Reamer extended the ditch system 
during his seven-year ownership.  In 1875, Reamer sold the system to Birdsall who focused on 
building an irrigation business in the fruit growing region from Clipper Gap to Penryn.  Fifteen 
years later, in 1890, Birdsall sold the water system to the South Yuba Water Company (Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company n.d.:7-8). 
 
A segment of the canal was evaluated for the National Register of Historic Places in 1998.  In 
this evaluation, the archaeologist stated, “While the Antelope Canal has ties to Placer County 
mining and agriculture, it was not one of the principal canals nor one of the best known laterals 
in the Bear River system” (Windmiller and others 1998:21).  The Bear River and Gold Hill 
Canal was the first canal of importance in the region.  Completed in 1853, the Bear River and 
Gold Hill Canal promoted mining in the Gold Hill, Virginia and neighboring localities (Steel and 
others 1861:49).  The Boardman Canal, also part of the Bear River canal system, was built in 
1893, and carried water from Lake Theodore to the vicinity of Roseville (Coleman 1952:98).  
There were many laterals along its route.  The major branches were: the Auburn, Freeman, 
Shirland, Newcastle, Greeley, Rock Springs, Red Ravine, Perry and Baughman ditches (Cooper 
1913:268). 
 
According to the evaluation, the most applicable criterion of eligibility for the National Register 
would be Criterion C (Criterion 3 for the California Register).  “However, the Antelope Canal 
does not illustrate, in the opinion of the consultants, a particularly important example or 
significant change in farming or mining technologies.  The canal illustrates neither significant 
design nor engineering innovation.  Therefore, it is the consultants’ opinion that the canal is not 
eligible for the National Register” (Windmiller and others 1998:21). 
 
While some sections of a canal system are ineligible, it is possible for other parts of a linear 
feature such as a canal to be eligible if those eligible sections are examples of local unique or 
significant engineering design or innovation.  Since the segment described here has not been 
evaluated for California Register eligibility, it is potentially eligible for the Register. 
 
CA-PLA-690-H: California Central Railroad.  The proposed water line route crosses an unrecorded 
section of the California Central Railroad, recorded in other parts of Placer County as CA-PLA-
690-H.  Service along the ill-fated California Central Railroad began in 1861.  The route from 
Roseville to Lincoln was sold in foreclosure in 1868 to one of the “Big Four,” C.P. Huntington.  
That same year, Huntington sold the California Central Railroad to the California and Oregon 
Railroad, which had just been incorporated by Leland Stanford, Charles Crocker, Mark Hopkins 
and C.P. Huntington.  The Central Pacific Railroad absorbed the Roseville-to-Lincoln route in 
1870 (Windmiller 1994b:7). 
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One segment of the original route was evaluated in 1994, prior to the new 1998 regulations.  At 
that time it was determined that, “While the line is associated with important events and 
personages in California history, the segment (of concern) is overlain with the modern Southern 
Pacific rail line.  Therefore that portion of the original California Central Line…lacks integrity” 
(Windmiller 1993b:8). 
 
Like the Antelope Canal, the California Central Railroad line is a linear feature.  It is possible for 
segments of linear features to be eligible while other segments are not.  It is possible that the 
segment of the line that the water corridor crosses is eligible if it is an example of a local unique 
or significant engineering design or innovation.  Therefore, the segment of railroad route 
described here may be eligible for the California Register. 
 
Penryn Canal.  The proposed water line route crosses a segment of the Penryn Canal.  Four 
segments of the Penryn Canal were recorded in 1999, but a trinomial has not been assigned by 
the information center.  The Penryn Canal is a segment of the Antelope Canal and is still in use 
by PCWA.  It is possible that segments of the Penryn Canal are eligible for the California 
Register under Criterion 3, as an example of a local unique or significant engineering design or 
innovation.  Therefore, the canal may be eligible for the California Register. 
 
PCWA-A: Citrus Colony Historic Landscape.  This site was recorded in 1999 as an alignment of fan 
palms planted in the nineteenth century under the direction of J.P. Whitney.  The palm trees 
mark Whitney’s attempted development of the Placer County Citrus Colony.  The alignment is 
potentially eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1 because of its association with 
the rise to dominance of western Placer County agriculture, particularly fruit production. 
 
PCWA-C: Historic Culvert.  This site, consisting of the remnant of a culvert that allows Antelope 
Creek to flow under English Colony Way was recorded in 1999.  According to the site record, 
most of the culvert has been replaced by modern corrugated metal pipe that is held in place by 
broken rock fill.  The culvert’s head wall is engraved “WPA 1940.”  The culvert can only be 
judged on Criterion 1 for eligibility for the California Register.  The “WPA 1940” marking 
indicates that the culvert is associated with the Works Project Administration (WPA).  The 
Works Project Administration was a product of the Great Depression, and made significant 
contributions to the broad patterns of local, regional and national history.  Despite its association 
with the WPA and the Great Depression, the culvert played too minor a role in WPA operations 
to provide an important link with the social programs administered by the federal government.  
Its insignificance becomes especially clear when it is compared to the larger federal projects such 
as the construction of Hoover Dam.  The culvert fails to meet the other eligibility criteria because 
it is not directly associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national 
history.  It does not have any distinct characteristics of type, period or region, nor does it 
represent the work of a master.  The culvert also has not yielded nor does it have the potential to 
yield information important to the history of the local area, California or the nation.  The culvert 
does not appear eligible for the California Register. 
 
Bridge 19C0046: Washington Avenue at Pleasant Grove Creek.  The Caltrans Local Bridge Survey 
lists the bridge as not appearing to meet the criteria for the National Register of Historic Places.  
It is unlikely that the bridge would meet California Register criteria of eligibility, as well. 
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The only traffic-related impacts are those associated with construction.  Construction-related 
impacts would be temporary in nature and are addressed under the discussion of Public 
Services/Infrastructure. 
 
Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions would be generated by construction activities in the off-site 
utility corridor, such as excavation and grading, construction vehicle traffic, and wind blowing 
over exposed earth.  The degree of activity is unknown at this time, so average daily construction 
emissions have not been estimated for off-site infrastructure areas.  During maximum 
construction activity, the primary emissions would be dust from earthmoving activities and NOx 
from construction vehicle exhaust.  The direct air quality impacts of construction in the 
alternative off-site utility corridor is considered significant and unavoidable.  No operational air 
quality impacts have been identified related to installation and maintenance of utilities in off-site 
infrastructure areas. 
 
The only noise impact associated with the alternative off-site utility corridor is construction-
related noise, which may affect adjacent noise-sensitive uses.  Construction activities would be 
temporary in nature and would most likely occur only during the daytime hours.  Construction 
noise impacts could result in annoyance or sleep disruption for nearby residents if nighttime 
operations were to occur, or if equipment is not properly muffled or maintained.  These impacts 
are considered potentially significant, but mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft 
EIR would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Construction activity related to installation of pipelines in the alternative off-site utility corridor 
could present an obstacle to movement which affects emergency response times for police and 
fire protection, access to schools, and interference with solid waste collection.  However, this 
impact is considered less than significant because it would be temporary and subject to control 
through standard traffic control and access procedures.   
 
The off-site utility corridor was not surveyed or assessed for hazards.   
 
ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM SURFACE WATER SUPPLY 
 
This alternative consists of a long-term surface water supply provided by PCWA from their CVP 
American River water through a Folsom Reservoir diversion and would be an alternative to the 
11,500 AFA described in the Project Description that would be furnished by PCWA from the 
Sacramento River.  The American River Basin Cumulative Report (Cumulative Report) was 
prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) in August 2001 as part of the PCWA 
Pump Station Project EIS/EIR.  In part, it is intended to serve as an integral component of 
NEPA, CEQA, and ESA compliance documentation for Reclamation’s CVP American River 
Division actions identified as reasonably foreseeable.  The evaluation includes an assessment of 
the diversion-related and service area impacts of past and future water diversions, CVP facility 
operations affecting those diversions, and land-based resources of the American River 
watershed.  The Cumulative Report is incorporated by reference in its entirety (PCWA and 
Reclamation, 2002), although a summary is provided in this Revised Draft EIR.  The alternative 
water supply analysis for this Revised Draft EIR relies on the analyses and conclusions of the 
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Cumulative Report, recognizing its collaboratively-based acceptance and recent updates to 
include all known Reclamation American River Division actions, including the proposed 
Specific Plan. 
 
The following consists of two parts: (1) an analysis to determine the effect of the proposed 
Specific Plan surface water supply project in combination with all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects (cumulative analysis) (this is the same as the American River Basin 
Cumulative Report analysis that was prepared by Reclamation in September 2002 as part of the 
PCWA Pump Station Project EIS/EIR); and (2) if a significant cumulative impact was found, an 
analysis to determine the incremental contribution of the long-term surface water supply to the 
cumulative impact. 
  
Lower American River Recreation Impacts 
 
For recreation flow ranges, the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would result in 
18 fewer months in which lower American River flows at Nimbus Dam would be in the 
minimum to maximum flow range (1,750 CFS to 6,000 CFS), relative to 255 months within this 
range under the existing condition, and 24 fewer months within the optimum flow range (3,000 
CFS to 6,000 CFS), relative to 165 months within this range under the existing condition 
(Template Output F-44).  Such flow reductions under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would be considered a significant impact to lower American River recreation 
opportunities.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion, 
however, would not contribute significantly to any reductions in the frequency in which flows 
are within either the minimum to maximum or optimum recreational flow ranges (Template 
Output J-44).  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would contribute 6 months to the 243 months in 
which lower American River flows at Nimbus Dam would be within the minimum to maximum 
flow range, and would contribute 5 months to the 146 months in which flows at Nimbus Dam 
would be within the optimum flow range.  Therefore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not 
contribute to significant reductions in lower American River flows, and hence would have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant lower American River recreational 
impacts that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
Folsom Reservoir Boating.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, Folsom 
Reservoir elevation levels during the March through September recreational use period would be 
above the elevation required for use of all boat ramps (420 feet MSL) in 42 fewer months, 
relative to 330 months available under the existing condition.  Reservoir elevations would fall 
below 412 feet MSL, the elevation required for the use of marina wet slips, in 44 additional 
months, relative to 368 months available under the existing condition (Template Output F-47).  
Such reductions in reservoir elevation would be considered to significantly reduce Folsom 
Reservoir boating opportunities under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, 
relative to the existing condition.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute 5 months to the 42 fewer months and 7 months to the 44 additional months of 
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the reductions in usability of either boat ramps or marina wet slips in any month of the March 
through September period (Template Output J-47).  Consequently, the Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would result in a significant cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant 
Folsom Reservoir boating impacts that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition. 
 
Folsom Reservoir Swimming.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, 
Folsom Reservoir water levels would be within the usable swimming range (420 to 455 feet 
MSL) during the peak May through September swimming season in 28 fewer months, relative to 
144 usable months under the existing condition.  For the optimum use elevation range (435 to 
455 feet MSL), there would be 16 fewer usable months under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, relative to 73 usable months within the range under the existing condition 
(Template Output F-47).  Such changes in reservoir water levels under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition would significantly limit swimming opportunities at Folsom 
Reservoir, relating to the existing condition, and would therefore be considered a significant 
impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute 2 months to the 28 fewer months for usable beaches and 1 month to the 16 
fewer months for optimal elevation ranges for swimming at Folsom Reservoir in any month of 
the May through September period (Template Output J-47).  Accordingly, the Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts to Folsom Reservoir 
swimming under the future cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
Water Supply Impacts 
 
The cumulative modeling results indicated that there were no reductions in delivery allocations 
to CVP settlement and exchange contractors, relative to the existing condition, and thus, no 
impact to CVP settlement and exchange contractors (Technical Appendix E-573 and E-577).  
Implementation of the future actions evaluated in the Cumulative Report, however, would result 
in potentially significant or significant cumulative impacts to SWP Delta service area customers 
and CVP water service contractors.  These impacts are summarized below. 
 
Deliveries to SWP Customers.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, 
delivery reductions to SWP customers would range from 5% to 45%, relative to the existing 
condition, in 42 of the 70 years modeled (Technical Appendix E-579).  Such reductions under 
the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would occur with sufficient frequency and 
magnitude to significantly impact deliveries to SWP customers.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion, 
however, would not contribute in either frequency or magnitude to any anticipated future SWP 
customer delivery reductions (Technical Appendix I-579).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to future significant impacts to deliveries 
to SWP customers that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
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Deliveries to CVP Customers.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, CVP 
water service contractors would experience significant reductions in deliveries, relative to the 
existing condition.  CVP M&I contractors both north and south of the Delta would experience 
delivery reductions of 5% to 20%, relative to the existing condition, in 24 of the 70 years 
modeled.  CVP agricultural contractors north of the Delta would experience reductions of 5% to 
25%, relative to the existing condition, in 42 of the 70 years modeled, and agricultural 
contractors south of the Delta would experience reductions of 5% to 20% in 35 of the 70 years 
modeled (Technical Appendix E-571 to E-572 and E-575 to E-576).  Reductions to CVP 
customers both north and south of the Delta would occur with sufficient frequency and 
magnitude to be considered cumulatively significant impacts.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute a 5% reduction in delivery to CVP agricultural contractors north  of the Delta 
in 1 of the 70 years modeled.  However, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not contribute in 
either frequency or magnitude to additional reductions in delivery to any CVP contractor, either 
north or south of the Delta (Technical Appendix I-571 to I-572 and I-575 to I-576).  Therefore, 
the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
significant impacts to deliveries to CVP customers that would occur under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
Water Quality Impacts 
 
Increased Diversions and Changes in CVP Operations that Could Result in Reduced River Flows and 
Reservoir Elevations.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, substantially 
reduced storage levels in Folsom, Shasta, and Trinity reservoirs, and substantially reduced flows 
in the lower American and Sacramento rivers, relative to existing conditions are expected.  For 
Folsom Reservoir storage, the 70-year mean monthly flows would be generally lower (up to 12% 
less), for Shasta Reservoir storage, the 70-year mean monthly flows would also be lower (up to 
7% less), and for Trinity Reservoir storage, the 70-year mean monthly flows would be lower as 
well (up to 5% less), relative to the existing condition.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, the 70-year mean monthly flows for the lower American River at Nimbus 
Dam would be reduced by up to 17%, relative to the existing condition.  Similarly, the 70-year 
mean monthly flows for upper Sacramento River would be reduced by up to 9% and the lower 
Sacramento River 70-year mean monthly flows would be reduced by up to 9%, relative to the 
existing condition (Template Output F-105 to F-111).  The greatest reductions in storage and 
flows would be from September through November, when existing flows are already low.  Such 
reductions in storage and flow rates would be expected to significantly increase the concentration 
of contaminants that are of concern.  Increases in constituent concentrations that may occur 
under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition could be sufficiently large to cause 
State or federal water quality criteria or standards to be exceeded, while such standards are not 
exceeded under the existing condition.  Therefore, impacts to water quality under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would be potentially significant. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute up to 19% (or 3 months of the 16 months) of the cumulative reductions in 
Folsom Reservoir storage for any given month (Template Output J-105).  The Folsom Reservoir 
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diversion would contribute up to 13% (or 1 month of the 8 months) of the cumulative reductions 
at Trinity Reservoir and up to 2% (or 3 months of the 160 months) at Shasta Reservoir for any 
given month (Template Output J-106 and J-107).  Therefore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant water quality impacts to CVP 
reservoirs that could occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
The Folsom Reservoir diversion would contribute up to 41% (or 35 months of the 85 months) of 
the cumulative reductions in lower American River flows (Template Output J-108 and J-109).  
For the upper Sacramento River, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would contribute up to 2% (or 2 
months of the 82 months) of the cumulative reductions and up to 5% (or 33 months of the 708 
months) of the cumulative reductions for the lower Sacramento River (Template Output J-110 to 
J-111).  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to flow reductions in the upper or lower Sacramento rivers that could impact water 
quality impacts.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would, however, have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative water quality impacts to the lower American 
River. 
 
Delta Water Quality.  Similar to the Cumulative Report, reductions in long-term average Delta 
outflow of up to approximately 8% would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, relative to the existing condition (Template Output F-413).  Monthly 
reductions of 5% or more (up to 42%), relative to the existing condition, would occur in 234 of 
the 840 months analyzed throughout the 70-year period of hydrologic record.  Such reductions 
would occur with significant frequency and magnitude to result in potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to water quality.   
 
Similar to the Cumulative Report, the long-term average position of X2 would move upstream 
less than one kilometer under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, relative to 
the existing condition.  However, there would be 146 occurrences, of the 840 months included in 
the analysis, in which the position of X2 would shift upstream by one km or more, relative to the 
existing condition (Technical Appendix E-13 to E-24).  Such shifts would be of significant 
magnitude to result in potentially significant impacts to water quality parameters that are 
dependent upon the position of X2.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute 3 months to the 234 months of outflow reductions.  The Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would not contribute to shifts in the position of X2 of more than one km (Technical 
Appendix I-13 to I-24).  Therefore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the potentially significant cumulative reductions in Delta outflow or 
shifts in the position of X2 that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition. 
 
Flood Control Impacts 
 
Similar to the Cumulative Report, increased diversions from the CVP system that would occur 
under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would result in no change or 
increased reservoir storage capacity (up to 1,307 CFS release from Keswick), and hence would 
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provide positive benefits to flood control relative to the existing condition (Template Output F-
97).   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  Accordingly, there would be no 
significant impact to flood control under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, 
relative to the existing condition.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would contribute 64 CFS to 
the total cumulative increase in the release from Keswick (Template Output J-97).  Therefore, 
the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
cumulative positive benefits to flood control.   
 
Hydropower Impacts 
 
CVP Gross Hydropower Generation and Gross Dependable Capacity.  Changes in the future 
operations of CVP facilities would result in an estimated annual reduction in gross annual CVP 
hydropower generation of 365 GWh, or 7%, relative to the existing condition (Template Output 
F-10).  For nearly every month of the 840 months modeled under the 70-year period of 
hydrologic record, the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would result in 
reductions in gross CVP hydropower generation, relative to the existing condition, with 
maximum reductions of up to 316 GWh in individual months.  While such increases would not 
be expected to result in significant direct environmental impacts, they would be expected to 
result in significant economic impacts that would be passed on to CVP customers.   
 
There would be significant reductions in gross CVP dependable capacity under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, relative to the existing condition.  Gross CVP dependable 
capacity would be reduced in nearly every month of the 840 months included in the analysis, 
with average monthly reductions ranging from 1.3% to 10.5% of existing dependable capacity, 
and maximum reductions of up to 570 MW (October), relative to the existing condition 
(Technical Appendix E-493 to E-504). 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute substantially to monthly reductions in hydropower generation, with the greatest 
monthly reduction of 63 GWh (Technical Appendix I-505 to I-517).  The Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would, in individual months, result in significant cost impacts to CVP customers.  The 
Folsom Reservoir diversion would, in individual months, result in a minor contribution to the 
economic impacts that would occur under the future cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition.  This alternative would result in average decreases in dependable capacity of up to six 
MW in any given month, and benefits or no impact to monthly long-term average dependable 
capacity (Technical Appendix I-493 to I-504).  Thus, while this is a minor contribution to 
significant increases in dependable capacity that would occur under the cumulative condition, the 
Folsom Reservoir diversion would still result in direct cost impacts that would be passed on to 
CVP customers. 
 
Folsom and EID Pumping Requirements.  The energy requirement under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition would be more than doubled at the Folsom Pumping Plant and six 
times greater at the EID Pumping Plant (more than 11,000 MWh and 18,000 MWh annual 
increases, respectively), relative to the existing condition (Template Output F-12 to F-13).  This 
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significant cumulative economic impact would be passed on to water users who rely on pumping 
at Folsom Reservoir, but would not result in direct environmental impacts.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute significantly to the total increase in pumping requirements that would occur 
under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  For the Folsom Pumping Plant, the 
greatest increase in long-term average pumping requirements contributed by this alternative 
would be 540 MWh, and the greatest contribution to monthly increases at the EID Pumping Plant 
would be 6 MWh (Template Output J-12 to J-13).  While these are minor contributions, relative 
to the overall increase in pumping requirements under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, the economic impacts would be passed on directly to water users. 
 
Terrestrial Resources Impacts 
 
Lower American River Riparian Vegetation and Special-Status Species Dependent upon Riparian and 
Open Water Habitats.  Changes in lower American River flows under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition would result in more frequent reductions of flows above the 
indices for cottonwood growth and terrace inundation, relative to the existing condition.  Under 
the existing condition, flows below Nimbus Dam would be above the index for maintenance of 
radial growth (i.e., greater than or equal to 1,765 CFS) in 61% to 86% of the 560 months 
simulated for the March through October period (Technical Appendix F-88).  Under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, flows would be above the index for 
maintenance of radial growth in 50% to 89% of the months simulated for the March through 
October period.  Therefore, the absolute difference between the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition and the existing condition would range from increases of 3% and reductions 
of 3% to 14%.  
 
Flows below Nimbus Dam would be above the index for maintenance of some growth (i.e., 
greater than or equal to 2,000 CFS) in 57% to 86% of the months simulated for the March 
through October period under the existing condition (Technical Appendix F-88).  Under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, flows would be above the index for 
maintenance of some growth in 43% to 86% of the months simulated for the March through 
October period.  Therefore, the absolute difference between the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition and the existing condition would range from reductions of 3% to 14%.  
 
Under the existing condition, flows below Nimbus Dam would be above the index for 
maintenance of maximum growth (i.e., greater than or equal to 3,000 CFS) in 4% to 69% of the 
months simulated for the March through October period (Technical Appendix F-88).  Under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, flows would be above the index for 
maintenance of maximum growth in 23% to 71% of the months simulated for the March through 
October period.  Therefore, the absolute difference between the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition and the existing condition would range from increases of 3% and reductions 
of 1% to 20%. 
 
Reduced flows under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would result in seven 
and nine additional occurrences of two or more consecutive months above the index for 
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maintenance of radial growth at Nimbus Dam and the H Street Bridge, respectively (Technical 
Appendix F-496 and F-499).  Reduced flows under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would result in six and four additional occurrences of two or more consecutive months 
above the some growth index at Nimbus Dam and the H Street Bridge, respectively (Technical 
Appendix F-497 and F-500).  Reduced flows under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would result in five and two additional occurrences of two or more consecutive months 
above the maximum growth index at the Nimbus Dam and the H Street Bridge, respectively 
(Technical Appendix F-498 and F-501).  However, none of the consecutive flow reductions 
would occur during the critical growing period of April through July.  Overall, such flow 
reductions are not considered to be of sufficient magnitude and/or frequency to have long-term 
effects on the population and growth of cottonwoods/riparian vegetation, relative to the existing 
condition.  Furthermore, given that flow reductions would not result in long-term adverse effects 
on cottonwoods or riparian vegetation, future impacts to special-status species that depend on 
lower American River riparian vegetation would also be less than significant, relative to the 
existing condition. 
 
Lower American River Backwater Ponds and Special-Status Species Dependent on Backwater 
Pond/Marsh Habitats (Including Elderberry Shrubs and VELB).  Modeling results indicate that 
recharge of lower American River backwater ponds would not be significantly altered under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, relative to the existing condition.  Under the 
existing condition, monthly mean flows below Nimbus Dam would be above 2,700 CFS, the 
minimum flow required for recharge of ponds closest to the river, in 4% to 73% of the 560 
months simulated (Technical Appendix F-94).  Flows under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, would be above 2,700 CFS in 3% to 73% of the months simulated.  
Therefore, the absolute difference between the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition 
and the existing condition would range from reductions of 1% to 19%.  
 
Under the existing condition, monthly mean flows below Nimbus Dam would be above 4,000 
CFS, the flow value required for recharge of off-river ponds, in 7% to 43% of the months 
simulated (Technical Appendix F-94).  Flows under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, would be above 4,000 CFS in 4% to 39% of the months simulated.  Therefore, the 
absolute difference between the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition and the 
existing condition would range from reductions of 1% to 21%.  
 
Given that adequate recharge of both adjacent and off-river ponds would occur with sufficient 
frequency under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, such reductions were 
considered less than significant, relative to the existing condition.  Furthermore, special-status 
species dependent upon recharge of backwater pond/marsh habitats, including elderberry shrubs 
and VELB, would not be adversely affected by future reductions in flow that would occur under 
the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, and consequently, impacts to these 
special-status species would be less than significant.   
 
Folsom, Trinity, and Shasta Reservoir Vegetation.  Long-term average end-of-month water surface 
elevations for Folsom, Trinity, and Shasta reservoirs would be reduced, relative to the existing 
condition, with reductions ranging from 3 to 11 feet during growing season months of March 
through September (Template Output F-485, F-487 and F-489).  Weedy vegetation, rather than 
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vegetation that would provide quality wildlife habitat, establishes in the drawdown zone under 
existing conditions due to constant changes in reservoir elevation that result from reservoir 
drawdown patterns.  Consequently, reductions in reservoir elevations that would occur under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would not affect areas of high and consistent 
habitat value that are available for species associated with the Reservoir under the existing 
condition. 
 
Upper Sacramento River Riparian Vegetation.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, upper Sacramento River long-term average flows at Keswick Dam during the March 
through October growing season would be reduced, relative to the existing condition (Template 
Output F-141).  Such decreases would range from approximately 82 to 836 CFS, relative to the 
existing condition.  However, such decreases would be small, considering the monthly mean 
flow range under the existing condition of over 5,000 CFS to over 13,000 CFS.  Thus, 
anticipated flow reductions that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would not be of sufficient magnitude and/or frequency to significantly alter upper 
Sacramento River riparian vegetation and related species, relative to the existing condition. 
 
Lower Sacramento River Riparian Vegetation.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, reductions in long-term average flows on the lower Sacramento River at Freeport 
would range from approximately 385 CFS to 835 CFS during most months, with increases 
ranging from 41CFS to 451 CFS in early spring and mid-summer months, relative to the existing 
condition.  However, the greatest reduction in long-term average flow under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would be less than 6% of existing flows for any month of 
the growing season, relative to the existing condition (Template Output F-147).  Furthermore, the 
frequency and magnitude of flow reductions that would occur under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition would be small, considering the existing monthly mean flow range 
of over 11,000 CFS to over 33,000 CFS during the growing season months.  Therefore, adverse 
effects to riparian habitats of the lower Sacramento River would not be expected under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, relative to the existing condition. 
 
Delta Riparian Vegetation and Special-Status Species.  Long-term average reductions in lower 
Sacramento River flow would not be expected to alter the riparian habitat of the Delta.  Potential 
shifts in the long-term average position of X2 of up to 0.7 km would occur under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, relative to the existing condition (Template Output F-
429).  Such shifts, however, would be considered minor and would not adversely affect Delta 
vegetation (which is adapted to changes in salinity) or special-status species dependent upon 
Delta habitats. 
 
In summary, there would be no potentially significant impact to terrestrial resources and 
vegetation associated with the implementation of future actions under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition, relative to the existing condition.  Therefore, as no significant 
impacts are anticipated to terrestrial resources under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no cumulatively considerable contribution 
to future impacts to riparian resources. 
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Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Impacts 
 
The cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition was evaluated for the potential to cause 
future impacts to fisheries and aquatic habitat associated with the lower American River, 
Sacramento River, and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, as well as the fisheries resources of 
Folsom, Shasta and Trinity reservoirs.  The results of this analysis indicated there would be no 
significant adverse cumulative effects to the following resources: 
 
• Folsom Reservoir Coldwater Fisheries 
• Nimbus Fish Hatchery Operations and Fish Production 
• Lower American River American Shad 
• Lower American River Striped Bass Fishery 
• Lower American River Splittail (temperature-related) 
• Shasta Reservoir Coldwater Fisheries 
• Trinity Reservoir Coldwater Fisheries 
• Trinity Reservoir Warmwater Fisheries 
• Upper Sacramento River Fisheries (flow-related) 
• Lower Sacramento River Fisheries (flow-related) 
 
The potentially significant cumulative impacts identified in the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition are summarized below.  Each discussion is followed by an evaluation of the 
potential for the proposed Folsom Reservoir diversion to result in a considerable contribution to 
the identified cumulative impact. 
 
Folsom Reservoir Warmwater Fisheries.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, long-term average end-of-month water surface elevations would be reduced in Folsom 
Reservoir by up to 9 feet MSL, relative to the existing condition, during the March through 
September period, when warmwater fish spawning and initial rearing occur.  On a monthly basis, 
reservoir elevations would be reduced by 5 to 36 feet MSL in 199 months of the 490 months 
included throughout the March through September period (Technical Appendix E-198 to E-204.)  
Future changes in water surface elevation would result in reductions in the long-term average 
amount of available littoral habitat from 6% to 34% (119 to 306 acres), with reductions in 
individual months of up to 1,998 acres, relative to the existing condition (Technical Appendix E-
294 to E-300).  Such reductions in habitat availability could, in turn, lead to increased predation 
on young of the year warmwater fish, thereby reducing the long-term initial year-class strength 
of the population.  Unless willows and other near-shore vegetation, in response to seasonal 
reductions in water levels, become established at lower reservoir elevations in the future, long-
term year-class production of warmwater fisheries could be reduced.  Consequently, seasonal 
reductions in littoral habitat availability represent a potentially significant cumulative impact to 
Folsom Reservoir warmwater fisheries.  Potential nest-dewatering events in Folsom Reservoir 
could occur more frequently under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, relative 
to the existing condition.  Modeling results indicate that the greatest increase would occur during 
June, with 27 nest-dewatering events (out of 70 years), relative to 17 events under the existing 
condition.  The frequency with which potential nest-dewatering events could occur in Folsom 
Reservoir would also increase in the remaining months of the March through July warmwater 
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fish-spawning period, and consequently impacts to warmwater fish nesting success, may be 
cumulatively significant. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute substantially to reductions under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition.  This diversion would contribute 90 months to the total cumulative reservoir elevation 
reductions, although these reductions would range from 1 foot to 3 feet MSL (Technical 
Appendix I-198 to I-204).  In individual months, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would result in 
both increases and decreases in the amount of littoral habitat, with reductions up to 222 acres 
(Technical Appendix I-294 to I-300).  Such reductions in magnitude would constitute a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant reductions in littoral habitat availability that 
would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  The Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would not contribute to increases in the frequency of potential nest-dewatering events 
in any month of the 490 months included in the analysis (Template Output J-486).  Therefore, 
the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
frequency of nest dewatering events that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition. 
 
Flow-Related Impacts to Lower American River Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Spawning and Incubation 
(October through February).  The long-term average flow below Nimbus Dam under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would be up to approximately 15% less (329 
CFS, October) than the flow under the existing condition during all months of the October 
through February fall-run Chinook salmon spawning and incubation period.  Similarly, changes 
in long-term average flows at Watt Avenue would be up to 16% less (338 CFS, October) during 
the October through February period.  Differences in flows in the lower flow ranges are of 
particular concern.  In October, November and December, when the existing condition flow 
would be 2,500 CFS or less, the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would result 
in flow reductions of up to 750 CFS nearly 50% of the time (Technical Appendix E-313 to E-
317). 
 
Such reductions in flows would reduce the amount of available Chinook spawning habitat, which 
could result in increased redd superimposition during years when adult returns are high enough 
for spawning habitat to be limiting.  These reductions in flow are of sufficient magnitude and 
occur with enough frequency to represent a potentially significant impact to long-term initial 
year-class strength of lower American River fall-run Chinook salmon. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion. The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute significantly to future cumulative lower American River flow reductions at 
either Nimbus Dam or Watt Avenue.  The maximum reduction in long-term average flow would 
be 46 CFS (November) at both locations, or 1.7% of the total cumulative reduction in flows 
(Template Output J-117 and J-123).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not provide a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to reductions in lower American River flows that would 
occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
Flow-Related Impacts to Lower American River Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Juvenile 
Rearing (March Through June).  Relatively small differences in long-term average flows would 
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occur between the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition and the existing condition 
during the March through June juvenile fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead rearing period, 
with the largest reduction at Watt Avenue of 6.9%, relative to the existing condition (272 CFS, 
May) (Template Output F-123).  However, flows in individual months would be reduced, by up 
to 71%, relative to the existing condition, in 178 of the 280 months included in the analyses 
throughout the March through June rearing period.  These differences in flow may adversely 
affect long-term juvenile fall-run Chinook salmon or steelhead rearing habitat availability, and 
therefore represent a potentially significant cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would contribute to substantial lower American River flow reductions that would occur during 
the March through June rearing period.  The diversion alternative would contribute up to 55CFS 
(June), or 35%, to reductions in the long-term average flow at Watt Avenue (Template Output J-
123).  Furthermore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would contribute 69 months to the total 
cumulative reduction in flows (Technical Appendix I-330 to I-333).  Consequently, the Folsom 
Reservoir diversion would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to future potentially 
significant flow-related impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead rearing on the lower 
American River. 
 
Temperature-Related Impacts to Lower American River Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead 
Juvenile Rearing (March through June).  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, there would be four additional occurrences during the March through June period in 
which water temperatures at Watt Avenue would be above 65°F, relative to the existing 
condition.  However, long-term average water temperature at Watt Avenue would not change by 
more than 0.3°F during any month of the March through June period, compared to the existing 
condition.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, water temperature 
increases of greater than 0.3°F, relative to the existing condition, would occur during the March 
through June period in 59 months of the 276 months modeled (Technical Appendix E-426 to E-
429).  Such frequent increases in water temperature represent a potentially significant cumulative 
impact to fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead juvenile rearing. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute to potentially significant impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead 
juvenile rearing.  This alternative diversion would not contribute to the 59 occurrences of 
temperature increases of 0.3°F or more that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition (Technical Appendix I-426 to I-429).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to increases in lower American River 
water temperatures at Watt Avenue under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, 
and consequently would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to potentially 
significant impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead juvenile rearing. 
 
Flow-Related Impacts to Lower American River Steelhead Rearing (July through September).  Under 
the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, the long-term average flow below Nimbus 
Dam would decrease by approximately 9% to 17% (up to 418 CFS) throughout the July through 
September period, relative to the existing condition.  At Watt Avenue, the long-term average 
flow would decrease by approximately ten to 18% (up to 430 CFS), relative to the existing 
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condition (Template Output F-117 and F-123).  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, flows below Nimbus Dam would be reduced by 1% to 69% in 151 months 
of the 210 months included in the analysis.  Such reductions would be up to 2,695 CFS in 
magnitude, relative to flows under the existing condition.  Watt Avenue flows under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would be reduced by 1% to 76% in 157 
months of the 210 months included in the analysis, over the 70-year period of hydrologic record.  
Such flow reductions would be up to 2,695 CFS in magnitude relative to the existing condition 
(Technical Appendix E-322 to E-324 and E-334 to E-336).  The flow reductions that would 
occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition are of sufficient magnitude 
and occur with enough frequency to reduce juvenile steelhead summer rearing habitat, relative to 
the amount available under the existing condition.  Consequently, reductions in flow associated 
with the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition may adversely affect long-term 
rearing success of juvenile steelhead, and therefore represent a potentially significant cumulative 
impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute to the substantial flow reductions that would occur under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  For flows below Nimbus Dam, the Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would contribute 14 months, or 9% of the total reductions under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  Such reductions would range from 6 CFS to 556 CFS 
(Technical Appendix I-322 to I-324).  However, these decreases would be small considering the 
monthly mean flows under the existing condition range from 383 CFS to 6,187 CFS.  Similarly, 
the Folsom Reservoir diversion would contribute 20 months of flow reductions at Watt Avenue, 
or 12% of the total reductions under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, with 
reductions ranging from one CFS to 549 CFS (Technical Appendix I-334 to I-336).  However, 
these decreases would be small considering the monthly mean flows under the existing condition 
range from 292 CFS to 6,075 CFS.  Such flow reductions would not occur with sufficient 
magnitude or frequency to result in changes to long-term average flows at either Nimbus Dam or 
Watt Avenue.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no cumulatively considerable 
contribution to potential significant impacts to steelhead rearing that would occur under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
Temperature-Related Impacts to Lower American River Steelhead Rearing (July through 
September).  During the July through September steelhead rearing period, water temperatures 
under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would be higher than those under the 
existing condition when temperatures would already be relatively warm.  In 42 months of the 
207 months included in the analysis, water temperatures at Watt Avenue would increase by more 
than 0.3°F, relative to the existing condition, with increases up to 5°F when temperatures under 
the existing condition are at 70°F or greater (Technical Appendix E-430 to E-432).  Such water 
temperature increases represent a potentially significant cumulative impact to juvenile steelhead 
summer rearing. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not significantly contribute to the substantial changes in water temperature that would 
occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  This diversion alternative 
would not result in increases in the frequency with which water temperatures at Watt Avenue 
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would be above 65°F in any month of the July through September period (Template Output J-
289).  Furthermore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not contribute to the long-term 
average water temperature increases that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, and would only contribute nine months, or 5%, to the number of months in 
which temperatures under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition would increase 
by greater than 0.3°F, relative to the existing condition (Template Output J-286 and Technical 
Appendix I-430 to I-432).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to increases in lower American River temperatures at Watt Avenue 
during July through September. 
 
Lower American River Splittail.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, the 
long-term average flow at Watt Avenue during February through May would decrease by 
approximately 2.5% to 7%, relative to the existing condition (Template Output F-123).  These 
flow reductions correspond to reductions in usable habitat of up to 3.9 acres, or 100% of the 
habitat available in individual years under the existing condition.  While in many years riparian 
vegetation would not be inundated throughout this period under either the cumulative or existing 
condition, reductions in inundated riparian habitat would occur virtually every month during the 
February through May period in those years when habitat would be inundated under the existing 
condition.  However, relatively little splittail habitat is available under either the cumulative or 
existing condition.  Given the uncertainty regarding the magnitude and extent of splittail 
spawning habitat in the lower American River, and the actual amount of potential spawning 
habitat available at specific flow rates throughout the river, the effects of flow reductions during 
the February through May period are also uncertain, and therefore represent a potentially 
significant cumulative impact to this federally threatened species. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute measurably to potentially significant cumulative impacts to lower 
American River splittail.  This diversion would not result in changes in the long-term average 
amount of habitat available (Technical Appendix I-558 to I-561).  Specifically, the Folsom 
Reservoir diversion would result in changes (one increase of 0.2 acres, one decrease of 0.5 acres) 
in the amount of habitat in 2 months of the 280 months included in the analysis throughout the 
February through May period.  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not contribute to 
significant reductions in splittail habitat under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, and therefore would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to future 
potential impacts to lower American River splittail. 
 
Shasta Reservoir Warmwater Fisheries.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition, long-term average end-of-month water surface elevation at Shasta Reservoir would 
decline during the March through September period, when warmwater fish spawning and initial 
rearing may be expected.  In 276 months of the 490 months included in the analysis, the water 
surface elevation of Shasta Reservoir during the spawning and rearing period would be reduced 
by 2 to 54 feet MSL, relative to the existing condition (Technical Appendix E-186 to E-192).  
Long-term average elevation levels would be reduced up to 11 feet MSL, relative to the existing 
condition.  In addition, the long-term average amount of littoral habitat potentially available to 
warmwater fish for spawning and/or rearing under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would decrease by 6% to 23% over the March through September period, relative to 
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the existing condition (Template Output I-494).  Overall, potential impacts to Shasta Reservoir 
warmwater fisheries due to reductions in reservoir elevation and decreases in littoral habitat 
under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition represent a potentially significant 
cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute substantially to future impacts to Shasta Reservoir warmwater fisheries.  
This diversion would not contribute to reductions in long-term average reservoir elevation, and 
would only contribute to elevation decreases in 6 months of the 490 months included in the 
analysis (Template Output J-487 and Technical Appendix I-186 to I-192).  Furthermore, the 
Folsom Reservoir diversion would not result in future increases in the frequency of potential 
nest-dewatering events, and would not result in any additional reductions in littoral habitat 
(Template Output I-488 and I-494).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant reductions in reservoir elevation or 
available littoral habitat, or increases in potential nest-dewatering events under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.   
 
Upper Sacramento River Fisheries (temperature-related).  The cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition would result in changes in the long-term average water temperatures (both 
increases and decreases) at Keswick Dam and Bend Bridge, relative to the existing condition.  
There would be several additional months in the simulation in which temperatures would exceed 
56°F or 60°F at either Keswick Dam or Bend Bridge.  For example, there would be 22 additional 
occurrences where the 56°F index would be exceeded, and eight more occurrences where the 
60°F index would be exceeded at Keswick Dam, relative to the existing condition.  At Bend 
Bridge, there would be 29 additional occurrences where the 56°F index would be exceeded, and 
seven more occurrences where the 60°F index would be exceeded, relative to the existing 
condition (Template Output F-303 and F-310).  Thus, the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would result in a significant increase in the frequency of exceedance of temperature 
criteria identified in the NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion for winter-run Chinook salmon. 
 
Absolute long-term average early lifestage survival of fall-run Chinook salmon would decrease 
by more than 10% in 10 of the 70 years modeled under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, relative to the existing condition.  For winter-run Chinook salmon, absolute 
long-term average early lifestage survival would decrease by more than 10% in 4 of the 70 years 
modeled, relative to the existing condition.  No decreases of more than 10% are expected for 
late-fall-run Chinook salmon, and actual increases in survival are expected for spring-run 
Chinook salmon, relative to the existing condition (Technical Appendix E-566 to E-570).  
However, based on the increase in the frequency of exceedance of the temperature criteria 
identified in the NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion for winter-run Chinook salmon, and the 
decreases in absolute long-term early lifestage survival of fall-run Chinook salmon and winter-
run Chinook salmon, temperature-related impacts to upper Sacramento River fisheries represent 
a significant cumulative impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute to significant upper Sacramento River temperature-related fisheries impacts 
that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  For water 
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temperatures below Keswick Dam and Bend Bridge, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not 
contribute to increases in long-term average water temperatures under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition (Template Output J-300 and J-307).  Similarly, there would be no 
contribution to the increase in the frequency of exceedance of the 56°F and 60°F temperature 
criteria at either Keswick Dam or Bend Bridge (Template J-303 and J-310).  Furthermore, the 
Folsom Reservoir diversion would not contribute to future decreases in survival for any salmon 
run on the Sacramento River (Template Output J-469).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to the potentially significant temperature-
related impacts to fisheries of the upper Sacramento River that would occur under the cumulative 
Folsom Reservoir diversion condition. 
 
Lower Sacramento River Fisheries (temperature-related).  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir 
diversion condition, the long-term average water temperature at Freeport on the lower 
Sacramento River would not change more than 0.3°F during any month of the year, relative to 
the existing condition.  However, the number of years that temperatures at this location would 
exceed 56°F, 60°F, and 70°F would be greater (i.e., 2 more occurrences for the 56°F index, 11 
more occurrences for the 60°F index, and 9 more occurrences for the 70°F index), relative to the 
existing condition, during the March through November period (Template Output F-321 and F-
324).  In addition, water temperature at Freeport would increase by 0.3°F or more, relative to the 
existing condition, in 117 months out of the 621 months included in the analysis (Technical 
Appendix E-481 to E-492).  Based on these findings, potential water temperature-related impacts 
to fish species within the lower Sacramento River represent a potentially significant cumulative 
impact. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute substantially to the frequent temperature increases that would occur under 
the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  This diversion alternative would not 
contribute to increases in long-term average water temperatures at Freeport on the lower 
Sacramento River, and would not contribute to increases in the frequency of temperature criteria 
exceedance that would occur under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition 
(Template Output J-321 and J-324).  Furthermore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not 
contribute to increases in water temperature of 0.3°F or more in any month of the 828 months 
included the analysis (Technical Appendix I-481 to I-492).  Thus, the Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would not contribute to future significant water temperature increases on the lower 
Sacramento River, and consequently, would have no cumulatively considerable contribution to 
impacts to lower Sacramento River fisheries under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition. 
 
Delta Fish Populations.  Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, there would 
be a potentially significant impact to Delta outflow, relative to the existing condition.  In 44 of 
the 350 months modeled throughout the February through June period, Delta outflow would 
decrease by 10% or more, relative to the existing condition, with the greatest long-term reduction 
in long-term average Delta outflow at 4.5% (June) (Technical Appendix E-5 to E-9 and 
Template Output F-413). 
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Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, the long-term average position of 
X2 would move upstream less than one km, relative to the existing condition, in any given month 
of the year.  However, during the February through June period considered important for 
providing appropriate spawning and rearing conditions and downstream transport flows for 
various fish species, the upstream shift in the position of X2 under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition would exceed one km 11% of the time (throughout the 350 months 
included in the analysis), relative to the existing condition (Technical Appendix E-17 to E-21). 
 
The model simulations conducted for the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition 
included conformance with X2 requirements set forth in the SWRCB Interim Water Quality 
Control Plan.  Furthermore, Delta export-to-inflow ratios under the cumulative Folsom 
Reservoir diversion condition would not exceed the maximum export ratio as set by the SWRCB 
Interim Water Quality Control Plan.  Although the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion 
condition would not cause X2 or Delta outflow standards to be violated, there would be a 
decrease in long-term average outflow and an upstream shift in the position of X2, relative to the 
existing condition.  Such changes to the Delta system would be considered to result in potentially 
significant cumulative impacts to Delta fisheries. 
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not result in a future significant contribution to Delta fisheries impacts under the 
cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would not 
contribute to increases of Delta outflow of 10% or more; in fact, the greatest single reduction, at 
435 CFS (February 1925), would be considered small considering modeled flows of 57,424 CFS 
for that month and year (Technical Appendix I-5 to I-9).  Furthermore, the Folsom Reservoir 
diversion would contribute to future shifts in the long-term average position of X2 (Template 
Output J-429).  Based on 350 months modeled throughout the February through June period, the 
Folsom Reservoir diversion would result in shifts in the position of X2 of up to 0.2 km in 35 
months (Technical Appendix I-17 through I-21).  The Folsom Reservoir diversion would have no 
cumulatively considerable contribution to future reductions in Delta outflow.  It could, however, 
have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative shift in X2. 
 
Cultural Resources Impacts 
 
Under the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition, there would not be significant 
increases in maximum monthly reservoir elevation, relative to the existing condition, throughout 
the 70-year period of simulation for Folsom, Shasta, and Trinity reservoirs.  However, with 
regard to maximum drawdown, a comparison of the minimum end-of-month elevations between 
the cumulative and existing conditions at Shasta Reservoir indicates that the minimum water 
surface elevation for each month would be from 7 to 46 feet MSL lower, relative to the existing 
condition (Template Output F-66).  This would result in increased exposure of cultural resources 
and represents a potentially significant cumulative impact to cultural resources at Shasta 
Reservoir.   
 
Incremental Contribution of the Folsom Reservoir Diversion.  The Folsom Reservoir diversion 
would not contribute to the reductions in minimum reservoir elevation that would occur under 
the cumulative Folsom Reservoir diversion condition in any month of the year (Template Output 
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J-66).  Therefore, the Folsom Reservoir diversion would not contribute to increases in the 
exposure of cultural resources at Shasta Reservoir, and hence would have no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to future significant impacts to Shasta Reservoir cultural resources. 
 
6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of 
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated.  Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines 
requires that an environmentally superior alternative be designated, and states that “if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”  Table 6-52 compares the 
four alternatives to the proposed project in terms of the 12 impact areas that were analyzed in 
this Revised Draft EIR.  The conclusions contained in the table are subjective and required that 
judgments be made on emphasis in some areas of analysis.  
 
Table 6-52 
Significance of Environmental Effects Under Alternatives Compared to Proposed Project 
Impact Topic No Project 

Alternative 
50% Reduced 

Density 
Alternative 

Rural Density 
Alternative 

SACOG 
Blueprint 

Alternative 
Land Use and Planning Policies Lesser Lesser Greater Greater 
Visual Quality and Aesthetics Lesser Lesser Lesser Greater 
Hydrology, Water Resources, and 
Water Quality 

Lesser Lesser Greater Greater 

Biological Resources Lesser Lesser Lesser Unchanged 
Geology, Soils and Hazards Lesser Lesser Lesser Unchanged 
Archaeological/Paleontological 
Resources 

Lesser Lesser Lesser Greater 

Transportation and Circulation Lesser Lesser Lesser Greater 
Air Quality Lesser Lesser Lesser Greater 
Noise Lesser Lesser Lesser Greater 
Population, Employment and 
Housing 

Lesser Unchanged Greater Unchanged 

Public Services/Infrastructure Lesser Lesser Lesser Greater 
Hazards Lesser Lesser Lesser Unchanged 
Number of Impact Topics 
Reduced 

12 11 9 0 

Number of Impact Topics 
Increased 

0 0 3 8 

Number of Impact Topics 
Unchanged 

0 1 0 4 

Source:  Quad Knopf, Inc. 
 
Based on a review of the alternatives evaluated in this chapter, the No Project Alternative would 
result in the fewest impacts on the environment.  The No Project Alternative, which consists of 
maintaining existing conditions, would not result in impacts related to land use or land use 
conflicts, loss of agricultural land, aesthetic or visual quality impacts, new sources of light and 
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glare, impacts on hydrology, need for a new surface water supply, impacts on water quality, 
impacts on biological resources, impacts on soils and geology, impacts on archaeological or 
paleontological resources, impacts on transportation and circulation, air quality impacts, noise 
impacts, impacts on population, impacts on housing and employment, impacts on public services 
and infrastructure, or creation of new hazards.  However, the No Project Alternative would not 
address or remediate existing hazards (e.g., soil contamination, potentially hazardous property 
conditions).  While it would result in fewer impacts on the environment, the No Project 
Alternative is not consistent with the policies and provisions of the 1994 Placer County General 
Plan and Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, which have designated the 
project site for urban development and established guidelines for that development.  This 
alternative also would not meet the applicant’s project objectives, as identified in Chapter Three 
Revised Draft EIR. 
 
The 50% Density Reduction Alternative and the Rural Density Alternative are similar in terms of 
their level of impact compared to the proposed project.  Both alternatives would lead to fewer 
land use conflicts in the Specific Plan area.  Because these alternatives would reduce the density 
of development, they also would reduce impacts in the other impact areas, with the exception of 
Population, Employment, and Housing.  The 50% Density Alternative would neither increase nor 
reduce impacts in this impact area.  The Rural Density Alternative would increase impacts in 
Population, Employment, and Housing since the lack of new jobs created would worsen the 
jobs/housing balance compared to the proposed project.   
 
Because it increases the density of development and therefore the number of structures and 
residents in the Specific Plan area, the Blueprint Alternative would increase impacts in Visual 
Quality and Aesthetics; Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality; 
Archaeological/Paleontological Resources; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; Noise; 
and Public Services/Infrastructure.  Because overall population would increase, a new significant 
and unavoidable impact arises:  Development under the Blueprint Alternative would exceed the 
current long-term water allocation of 11,500 AFA assumed for the Specific Plan area.  Impacts 
in Biological Resources; Geology, Soils and Hazards; Population, Employment and Housing; 
and Hazards would remain unchanged.  Net impacts in Land Use and Planning Policies would be 
greater because the Blueprint Alternative is not consistent with the current County General Plan.   
Although the conflict with the principles of SACOG’s Blueprint Plan would be eliminated, the 
increased population of this alternative could lead to physical impacts on the environment. 
 
Apart from the No Project Alternative, the 50% Density Reduction Alternative would be the 
Environmentally Superior alternative.  It would reduce impacts in all of the areas analyzed in this 
Revised Draft EIR, with the exception of Population, Employment, and Housing, where it would 
be similar to the proposed project in terms of impacts to the environment. 
 
Although viewing impacts in a CEQA-related context leads to the conclusion that the Blueprint 
Alternative is the least desirable from an environmental perspective, as described elsewhere in 
this Revised Draft EIR, the Alternative could have superior long-term regional environmental 
benefits.  Those, however, will likely only occur to their fullest possible extent if a similar 
regional approach to growth is pursued by all affected jurisdictions.  However, even in the 
absence of similar planning commitments by other jurisdictions, approval by Placer County of 
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the Blueprint Alternative could, by reducing per capita consumption of various resources, as well 
as by reducing per capita air pollution and vehicle miles traveled, have the effect of reducing the 
extent to which population growth and development, with their attendant environmental impacts, 
would occur elsewhere in the region.    
 



CHAPTER SEVEN 
MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
DRAFT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM 
 
 
Placer County has adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program procedure (Chapter 
18, Environmental Review, Article 18.28 of the Placer County Code).  The County’s program 
has two components, the standard mitigation monitoring program (Section 18.28.030) and the 
mitigation reporting plan (18.28.050).  The standard mitigation monitoring program (Section 7.1 
below) is utilized when the County’s existing permitting process will serve as monitoring.  The 
project specific reporting plan (Section 7.2) requires that each mitigation measure be listed, 
along with an identification of individuals or agencies responsible for monitoring and verifying 
compliance, identification of when the mitigation measure will be implemented, the frequency of 
monitoring, performance criteria, and identification of the cost, if appropriate.  The standard 
mitigation monitoring program is provided in text format, while the project specific reporting 
plan is in a table format.   
 
7.1 STANDARD MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
This program requires that mitigation measures adopted for discretionary projects, such as the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, be included in the conditions of approval for that project.  
Compliance with conditions of approval is monitored by the County through a variety 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 
verification from County staff that certain conditions of approval/mitigation measures have been 
met, serve as the required monitoring for those conditions of approval/mitigation measures.  
Mitigation measures that involve on-going monitoring require the preparation of a specific 
Mitigation Reporting Plan.  The following sections include those mitigation measures for the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project that will be monitored through County staff verification 
of required approvals. 
 
4.1 LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES  
 
None 
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4.2 VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS 
 
4.2-3  Water storage tanks shall be subject to review and approval pursuant to the 

County’s Design Review process.  In concert with Design Review, a landscaping 
plan that softens the visual appearance of the tanks from open space areas shall 
be submitted, and shall conform to the standards contained in the Placer County 
Landscape Design Guidelines Manual. 

 
4.3 HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
  
4.3.2-1a New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project 

drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 
Study.  The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer 
County Public Works Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review 
Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development.  The 
drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 
conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and 
Placer County Code.  The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 
stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements.  The project drainage 
report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, 
potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 
improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from 
the site.  The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 
measures included in this Revised Draft EIR. 

 
4.3.2-1d The location, size and ownership of any canals in the Specific Plan area shall be 

described in the project drainage report and shown on improvement plans.  The 
Department of Public Works shall be provided with a letter from the agency 
controlling the canal describing any restrictions, requirements, easements, etc. 
relative to project construction.  Said letter shall be provided to the Department of 
Public Works prior to the approval of improvement plans. 

 
4.3.2-1e New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek watershed shall 

be subject to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and flood control 
fees pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement 
Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County 
Code).  The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment 
occurs. 

 
4.3.2-1f New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek Watershed shall 

be subject to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood control fees 
pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance 
(Ref. Article 15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code).  
The applicant shall cause the subject property to become a participant in the 
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existing Dry Creek Watershed County Service Area for purposes of collecting 
these annual special assessments.  

 
4.3.2-1h Prior to any improvement plan approval (including plans for backbone 

infrastructure), the Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the 
Placer County Department of Public Works for review and approval.  The Master 
Project Drainage Study shall be in conformance with the requirements of Section 
5 of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County Storm Water 
Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal.  The report shall 
be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall include all drainage 
elements outlined in this Revised Draft EIR.  The drainage facilities shall be 
designed for future, fully-developed, unmitigated flows from upstream 
development.  Regional detention and retention basins, regional water quality 
basins, as well as regional drainage channel improvements shall be incorporated 
with appropriate design information along with appropriate phasing information. 

   
4.3.2-1i New development in the Specific Plan area within the Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) 

tributary shall be subject to payment of fair share stormwater volume mitigation 
fees to the County of Sacramento.  The current fees range from $325.00 to 
$629.00 per acre. (Fee Schedule for Zone 11C) and are adjusted annually.  The 
actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs.  Prior 
to improvement plan approval, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Placer 
County Department of Public Works that the fees have been paid to Sacramento 
County. 

 
4.3.2-2a New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project 

drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 
Study.  The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer 
County Public Works Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review 
Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development.  The 
drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 
conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and 
Placer County Code.  The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 
stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements.  The project drainage 
report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, 
potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 
improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from 
the site.  The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 
measures included in this Revised Draft EIR and adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
4.3.2-3a No grading or other disturbance shall occur within the post-project 100-year 

floodplain limit as identified in the  Master Project Drainage Study except, as 
necessary to construct and maintain drainage improvements.  The post-project 
100-year floodplain shall be designated as a development setback line on 
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improvement plans and final subdivision maps unless greater setbacks are 
required by other mitigation measures or conditions of approval. 

 
4.3.2-3b New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project 

drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 
Study.  The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer 
County Public Works Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review 
Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development.  The 
drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 
conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and 
Placer County Code.  The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 
stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements.  The project drainage 
report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, 
potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 
improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from 
the site.  The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 
measures included in this Revised Draft EIR. 

 
4.3.2-3c New development applications within the Specific Plan area shall identify the 

limits of existing and proposed floodplains in the site-specific project drainage 
report.  Channel/swale construction and/or improvements with new development 
shall be designed in accordance with the Placer County Storm Water 
Management Manual and provide sufficient freeboard for the 100-year event and 
shall be identified with floodplain delineations. 

 
4.3.2-3d The developer shall construct flood warning devices (e.g., rain gauges, stream 

gauges with radio transmitters) within floodplains as indicated in the Placer 
County Storm Water Management Manual and Placer County Code.  The flood 
warning devices shall be shown on the improvement plans. 

 
4.3.2-11a Prior to any development pursuant to the Specific Plan within the Dry Creek 

Drainage Shed, the developer shall submit to the Placer County Department of 
Public Works project-specific drainage reports, calculations and plans 
addressing up-gradient and project flows within the Dry Creek drainage shed for 
review and approval.  Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and the 
Placer County Code require developments to not cause adverse impacts to 
upstream or downstream properties.  

 
4.3.2-11b The Master Project Drainage Study and project-specific drainage reports shall 

design for conveyance of future, fully-developed, unmitigated flows from upstream 
development outside of the Specific Plan area. 

  
4.3.3-8c To address potential scenarios in which, despite best efforts to avoid well failure, 

any of the existing wells in the area fails as a result of the pumping for 
development under the Specific Plan, the owners of failed wells, upon submission 



 

 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 7-5 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

of proof of such failure, shall be compensated through a well insurance program 
funded through development within the Specific Plan area.  No small lot tentative 
map shall be approved until the developer, working with PCWA, puts in place a 
legal and financial mechanism for funding a Placer Vineyards Well Insurance 
Program, to be administered by PCWA, to insure against failure for up to an 
estimated replacement cost to be determined.  Said Well Insurance Program shall 
include payment of a fee at the issuance of a building permit.  Such fee shall be 
determined based on the number of private wells eligible for the program 
(existing wells within a two-mile radius of each municipal well to be constructed) 
multiplied by the cost of a typical residential well construction (to be determined) 
and divided by the total number of equivalent dwelling units (edu) in the Specific 
Plan area.  Additional components of the Well Insurance Program will be 
developed prior to approval of the first small lot tentative subdivision map.      

 
4.3.4-1a Prior to submission of applications for new development within the Specific Plan 

area, the precise location and preliminary design of the regional water quality 
detention/sedimentation basins, as described in the Master Project Drainage 
Study shall be submitted to Placer County for review and approval.  This plan 
shall also include the method or methods for funding the long-term maintenance 
of regional water quality maintenance measures.  Finally, the plan shall also 
include sanctions available to enforce the implementation and maintenance of 
measures, should measures fail or not be maintained over time. 

 
4.3.4-1b Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include construction of 

regional basins in sequence and location determined by the Master Project 
Drainage Study required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a. 

 
4.3.4-1c Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include SWPP plans 

prepared in conformance with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b. 
 
4.3.4-1d Prior to improvement plan approval for new development other than that for 

backbone improvements, each applicant shall include site specific plans for 
accomplishment of long-term reductions in water quality impacts.  The applicant 
shall also propose a method of financing the long-term maintenance of such 
facilities, such as a County Service Area or the expansion of CSA #28, in 
conformance with Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a.  Such plans shall conform to all 
mitigation measures set forth in this Revised Draft EIR and adopted by the Board 
of Supervisors. 

  
4.3.4-1e  New development shall submit a site-specific BMP plan showing the on-site 

locations and effectiveness of the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water 
quality impact reduction during the Subsequent Conformity Review process and 
prior to improvement plan approval.  Storm drain inlet cleaning shall occur semi-
annually (at a minimum) and parking lots shall include the installation of 
oil/sand/grit separators or as otherwise approved by the Placer County 
Department of Public Works.  The plan shall include a method for financing the 
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long-term maintenance of the proposed facilities and BMPs.  The plan shall 
conform to the Master Project Drainage Study required by Mitigation Measure 
4.3.4-1a and the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook for Construction and New 
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the 
Department of Public Works).  BMPs shall reflect improvements in techniques 
and opportunities made available over time and shall also reflect site-specific 
limitations.  The County shall make the final determination as to the appropriate 
BMPS for each project. 

 
4.3.4-1f Storm drainage from all new development impervious surfaces (including 

roadways) shall be collected and routed through specially designed catch basins, 
vaults, filters, etc. for entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases as 
approved by the Placer County Department of Public Works.  Maintenance of 
these facilities shall be provided by the project owners/permittees unless and until 
a County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the County 
for maintenance.  Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot sweeping and 
vacuuming and catch basin cleaning program shall be provided to the Placer 
County Department of Public Works upon request.  Prior to improvement plan or 
final subdivision map approval, easements shall be created and offered for 
dedication to the County for maintenance and access to these facilities in 
anticipation of possible County maintenance. 

. 
4.3.4-1g New development (including roadways) within the Specific Plan area shall design 

water quality treatment facilities (BMPs) such that the treatment of runoff occurs, 
at a minimum, before discharge into any receiving waters, or as otherwise 
determined by the Placer County Department of Public Works. 

 
4.3.4-2a Projects with ground disturbance exceeding one acre that are subject to 

construction stormwater quality permits of the NPDES program shall obtain such 
permits from the SRWQCB and shall provide the Placer County Department of 
Public Works evidence of a State-issued Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) 
number of filing of a Notice of Intent and fees prior to start of construction. 

 
4.3.4-2b During the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement 

plan approval, new development projects shall submit to the Placer County 
Department of Public Works, for review and approval, an erosion control plan 
consistent with the County’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance 
(reference pages 4-3-9 through 4-3-12).  The erosion control plan shall indicate 
that proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants will be 
implemented per NPDES permit requirements and County ordinance standards.  
The plan shall address storm drainage during construction and proposed BMPs 
to reduce erosion and water quality degradation.  All on-site drainage facilities 
shall be constructed to County specifications.  BMPs shall be implemented 
throughout the construction process.   
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4.3.4-3a New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project 
drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 
Study.  The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer 
County Department of Public Works during the Subsequent Conformity Review 
Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development.  The 
drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 
conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and 
Placer County Code.  The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 
stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements.  The project drainage 
report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, 
potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 
improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from 
the site.  The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 
measures included in this Revised Draft EIR. 

 
4.3.4-3B New development shall submit a revegetation plan for disturbed swale and 

channel areas and banks to the Placer County Department of Public Works for 
review and approval.  The revegetation plan shall be designed to minimize 
erosion potential while emphasizing use of native or endemic species.  The plan 
shall include provision for regular watering between April 1 and October 1 to 
ensure continuous coverage of 95% of disturbed areas and survival of species 
during the first year. 

 
4.3.4-7a   Prior to approval of improvement plans for improvement projects of one acre or 

greater, the developer/project proponent shall submit a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), obtain from the SWRCB a General Construction 
Activity Stormwater Permit under the NPDES and comply with all requirements 
of the permit to minimize pollution of stormwater discharges during construction 
activities. 

 
4.3.4-7b Prior to construction of any off-site infrastructure within Placer County, the 

project developer/project proponent shall submit to the Placer County 
Department of Public Works, for review and approval, an erosion control plan 
consistent with the County’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance 
(reference pages 4-3-9 through 4-3-12).  The erosion control plan shall indicate 
that proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants will be 
implemented per NPDES permit requirements and County ordinance standards.  
The plan shall address storm drainage during construction and proposed BMPs 
to reduce erosion and water quality degradation.  All on-site drainage facilities 
shall be constructed to Placer County specifications.  BMPs shall be implemented 
throughout the construction process.  The developer shall comply with all similar 
requirements within other affected jurisdictions. 

 
4.3.4-7c BMPs for construction shall be developed in accordance with the California 

Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice 
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Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or other 
similar source approved by the County Department of Public Works.   

 
4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
4.4-1a The following criteria shall be applied in accordance with the Mitigation Strategy 

to the conversion of open space, including cultivated agricultural land, to urban 
uses within the Specific Plan area.  This measure shall not apply to the Special 
Planning Area (SPA) where no urban development is proposed:  

 
 Open Space/Agricultural Land Mitigation:  One acre of open space will be 

preserved within Placer County for each acre of open space impacted within the 
Specific Plan area. This is to be accomplished through the approval and 
implementation of a series of Open Space Mitigation and Management Plans that 
address the management of a specific property to be preserved for mitigation of 
lost open space, agricultural land, and habitat (each, a “mitigation property” or 
“preserve site” and collectively, “mitigation lands” or “preserve lands”).  Open 
Space Mitigation and Management Plans for individual preserve sites shall 
accompany each proposed development project, or group of projects, within the 
Specific Plan area.  For the purposes of assessing impacts associated with a 
specific development project, “open space” impacts shall include all land 
proposed to be developed for urban uses.  For purposes of mitigation for the 
specific development project, the term “open space” shall include any and all 
undeveloped land proposed to be preserved or otherwise required by any 
governmental agency to be preserved for any reason, specifically including all 
lands preserved for habitat or agricultural mitigation as set forth below and lands 
in agricultural use.  No additional agricultural mitigation is required beyond the 
1:1 open space requirement noted above, as long as a substantial portion, as 
determined by  the Planning Director, in consultation with the County 
Agricultural Commissioner, of the mitigation lands acquired are: (1) in 
agricultural production, or have the potential to support agriculture, (2) are 
undeveloped and have an NRCS soils classification of the same or greater value 
than lands being affected within the Specific Plan property at issue, , or (3) are 
undeveloped and have the same or higher value CDC categorization than lands 
being affected within the Specific Plan property at issue.  In-kind mitigation is not 
required for agricultural land developed within the Specific Plan area.   

 
 Initial Core Preserve Area: To address the fragmentation of open space in the 

Specific Plan area, the applicant shall establish a core preserve area of 
approximately one thousand acres, or minimum 200-acre areas will be added to 
an existing preserve that is at least one thousand acres.  This initial core preserve 
area shall be established with approval of the first final map (excluding large-lot 
final maps that do not result in any disturbance of existing natural conditions), 
and shall include acreage to mitigate loss due to backbone infrastructure 
installation.  The establishment of a core preserve area will partially mitigate for 
fragmentation of the Specific Plan area and loss of agricultural land and 
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biological function and value associated with the installation of infrastructure and 
site development.  To the extent feasible and appropriate, the core preserve shall 
be surrounded by lands designated as Agriculture within the Placer County 
General Plan. Preserve lands shall be suitable for mitigation of project impacts 
and shall be evaluated for this purpose by Placer County.  Each proposal for a 
preserve project pursuant to the Specific Plan shall provide sufficient detail to 
allow for adequate County review of site characteristics, potential values and the 
long-term integrity of each proposed mitigation site.  The County shall also 
consider the terms of any existing or proposed conservation easements on 
properties within the proposed preserve areas.  Proposals for preserve lands to be 
encumbered with easements or purchased in fee shall include adaptive 
management strategies allowing for appropriate management modifications and 
access for monitoring.   

 
 Subsequent Projects:  Subsequent Specific Plan projects (not including backbone 

infrastructure) shall mitigate through the establishment of preserve areas that, to 
the extent feasible and appropriate, are located adjacent to the core preserve or 
are associated with other existing preserve sites currently under easement or fee 
title for purposes of wildlife conservation and are surrounded by lands designated 
as Agriculture within the Placer County General Plan or are in areas deemed 
acceptable by the County Board of Supervisors.  Future preserve sites, if not 
contiguous to an existing designated open space area or a preserve 200 acres or 
greater in size, shall be a minimum of 200 acres or greater in size.  After the 
establishment of the core preserve area, such land dedication need not include 
more land than is necessary to mitigate for open space and habitat impacts 
associated with entitlements being sought at that time.  In determining whether it 
is feasible and appropriate to require that mitigation lands for subsequent 
Specific Plan projects be consistent with the criteria stated above, the County 
shall take into consideration both the overall objectives of the proposed PCCP 
and the realities of the agricultural real estate market in south Placer County.  
Habitat and open space areas available in the real estate market for purchase, 
either in fee or through conservation easements, do not necessarily occur in 
contiguous pieces.  Existing high quality habitat and open space areas themselves 
are not always contiguous with each other, as they have often been separated and 
disrupted by long-standing agricultural practices or roads and other structures or 
landscape features.     

 
4.4-1b Habitat Mitigation:  Applicants for projects developed under the Specific Plan 

shall obtain applicable permits from the state and federal resource agencies, as 
needed.  Land preserved to meet the habitat mitigation requirements of this 
Mitigation Measure and/or any additional habitat mitigation that is required by 
any governmental agency for any development project undertaken pursuant to the 
Specific Plan shall be counted towards the required “open space” mitigation set 
forth in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, provided that the mitigation land is within 
Placer County.  Preservation of mitigation land may occur through a permanent 
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conservation easement, fee title, or purchase of mitigation credits satisfactory to 
Placer County. 

 
 Applicants for projects developed under the Specific Plan are required to satisfy 

the Placer County General Plan “no net loss of wetlands” standard in connection 
with proposed development that impacts aquatic resources. To satisfy the “no net 
loss of wetlands” standard, the applicants shall include a preservation component 
and a variety of wetland enhancement, restoration and creation activities that are 
to be conducted on lands preserved.  The measures that follow describe ratios to 
be achieved to provide for preservation, restoration, creation, and enhancement 
to offset impacts to wetland (non-vernal pool) impacts, vernal pool impacts, and 
riparian impacts as shown in Table 4.4-12.   

 
 Wetland (Non-Vernal Pool) Impacts:  Impacts to “waters of the United States” 

(not including vernal pools) and other non-jurisdictional wetlands identified in 
the Placer County General Plan will be mitigated to provide “no net loss” 
through avoidance, minimization and/or compensatory mitigation techniques. 
Buffers of such off-site mitigation lands will be consistent with requirements of the 
PCCP as ultimately adopted by the County to the extent that the PCCP is adopted 
prior to the acquisition of preserve sites and to the extent feasible.  Both the 
wetland and upland components of all wetland mitigation lands shall be credited 
towards open space mitigation requirements and uplands shall count as wetland 
buffers when appropriate.  To minimize indirect effects to the preserve site, the 
County may impose measures such as controlling and redirecting runoff from 
adjoining properties or the construction or removal of fences. 

 
 Vernal Pool Habitat Impacts:  Impacts to vernal pool (fairy shrimp and tadpole 

shrimp) habitat will be mitigated through preservation or restoration of acreage 
based on each acre directly impacted (see Table 4.4-12 for mitigation ratios).  In 
this context, restoration is intended to be construction of vernal pools at densities 
within the range of historical levels as identified on 1937 aerial photos, or other 
valid historical evidence, for the proposed preserve site to be restored.  Required 
ratios are set forth in Table 4.4-12. Buffers of such off-site mitigation lands will 
be consistent with requirements of the PCCP as ultimately adopted by the County 
to the extent that the PCCP is adopted prior to the acquisition of preserve sites, 
and to the extent feasible.  Both the wetland and upland components of all 
wetland mitigation lands shall be credited towards open space mitigation 
requirements and uplands shall count as wetland buffers when appropriate.  To 
minimize indirect effects to the preserve site, the County may impose measures 
such as controlling and redirecting runoff from adjoining properties or the 
construction or removal of fences. 

 
 The re-creation/restoration of pools must include adequate upland areas to 

maintain the value of the vernal pools.  Additional acreage may be required to 
address impacts to non-vernal pool type wetlands that function as habitat for 
federally-listed species, and indirect impacts to similar avoided habitat.  The total 
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required acreage shall be determined by the County, except for determinations 
regarding purely federal obligations, which shall be made by federal agencies 
working with project applicants.   As an alternative, once the Placer County 
Conservation Plan (PCCP) is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 
PCCP, which is intended to provide for adequate mitigation of vernal pool 
habitat.  

 
 Riparian Impacts:  For each riparian tree removed, one 15-gallon tree, one 

deepot-40 seedling for each inch, and three 1-gallon shrubs will be planted within 
existing riparian or improved drainage corridors in the Specific Plan area.   

 
 Oak Tree Impacts:  For each oak tree greater than six inches DBH that is 

removed, one 15-gallon planting, one deepot-40 seedling for each inch removed 
and three 1-gallon shrubs will be planted.  De minimus impacts to areas 
containing oak trees, not including actual tree removal, associated with passive 
trail use shall not be considered an impact requiring mitigation.   

 
 Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Impacts:  Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be 

mitigated according to California Department of Fish and Game Guidelines: one 
acre for each acre lost within one mile of a nest, 0.75 acre for each acre lost 
within one to five miles of a nest, and 0.5 acre lost within five to ten miles of a 
nest, unless otherwise addressed through the PCCP.  Additionally, the applicant 
shall be required to obtain a CESA take permit for any nest tree that may be 
removed as part of any proposed construction under the Specific Plan.  Additional 
mitigation measures for the loss of active nest trees shall include planting of 
suitable nest trees at a 15:1 ratio on suitable foraging habitat areas within west 
Placer County. 

 
4.4-1c Out-of-County Habitat Mitigation:  Out-of-County habitat mitigation shall only 

be used when, as determined by the County, such lands are of equal or of higher 
value than those in the Specific Plan area. 

 
4.4-1d “Out-of-Kind” Habitat Mitigation:  “Out-of-kind” habitat mitigation shall only 

be used as mitigation for loss of a particular habitat type after approval by the 
County.  “Out-of-kind” mitigation may be appropriate where the mitigation lands 
include areas with a mosaic of riparian habitat, creek corridors, flood plains and 
upland areas, where an assemblage of vernal pool complexes in fallow or grazed 
lands is in close proximity to such riparian habitat, or where the County deems 
that the “out-of-kind” mitigation lands contain other unique or desirable 
characteristics that provide a comparable level of open space and habitat 
mitigation.  Any “out-of-kind” mitigation that is allowed by the County shall be 
described in an approved Open Space Mitigation and Management Plan.   

 
4.4-1e Funding for Mitigation Land Acquisition (or Easement Establishment) and 

Monitoring and Maintenance: Funding for mitigation land acquisition (or 
easement establishment) and monitoring and maintenance may be financed, if 
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acceptable to the County, through a Mello-Roos CFD or other funding 
mechanism similar to the funding mechanism used to fund Specific Plan 
infrastructure construction.  The specific funding plan, including a method for 
preserve acquisitions and for long-term preserve management, shall be described 
in an approved Open Space Mitigation and Management Plan.   

 
4.4-1f Excess Open Space and/or Habitat:  Excess open space and/or habitat (after 

taking into account habitat mitigation requirements stated above) within 
mitigation lands acquired for the mitigation of impacts associated with an 
approved development project within the Specific Plan area may be used to 
mitigate for subsequent development projects within the Specific Plan area.  
Transfer of excess open space and habitat shall be accomplished through a 
private cost sharing agreement. 

 
4.4-1g Phasing of Mitigation:  Implementation of Open Space Mitigation and 

Management Plans shall occur commensurate with each development project or 
set of projects developed under the Specific Plan.  In order to ensure that Open 
Space Mitigation and Management Plans are fully implemented, the applicant 
shall demonstrate compliance to the County prior to improvement plan approval, 
recordation of a final subdivision map, (not including a large-lot final map that 
results in no disturbance of any existing natural condition), or as a condition of 
issuance of a project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land uses 
that do not require a tentative subdivision map, as well as prior to development of 
any off-site infrastructure project associated with the Specific Plan.  Each Open 
Space Mitigation and Management Plan shall identify the specific mitigation 
lands that will be necessary to fully mitigate impacts to habitat and special status 
species, and shall demonstrate control of said property by option, fee title, 
permanent conservation easement or mitigation credits to the satisfaction of the 
County and state and federal agencies to the extent required by applicable state 
or federal permits.  The Plan shall also identify the necessary funding mechanism 
for the long-term maintenance and management of the mitigation lands or 
acquisition of required habitat credits shall be identified in the Open Space 
Mitigation and Management Plans, and a specific maintenance and management 
plan shall be included for perpetual conservation of the mitigation lands, along 
with provisions for adaptive management. 

 
4.4-1h Dedication of Mitigation Lands for Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Projects:  The 

mitigation lands necessary to mitigate for the impacts of developing a project 
within the Specific Plan area, as well as developing an off-site infrastructure 
project associated with the Specific Plan, shall be dedicated to the County (or 
other County approved entity) prior to approval of improvement plans, 
recordation of the first final map (excluding large-lot final subdivision maps that 
do not result in any disturbance of existing natural condition), or as a condition of  
issuance of a project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land uses 
that do not require a tentative subdivision map.  The administering entity shall 
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hold, as grantee, all conservation easements acquired for the mitigation lands or 
fee title for those lands acquired in fee.   

  
4.4-1i Placer County Conservation Plan:  As previously described, at the time of the 

release of this Revised Draft EIR, Placer County was preparing a Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, a Habitat Conservation Plan Programmatic 
Section 404/401 Compliance and a Master Streambed Alteration Agreement to 
comply with the state and federal Endangered Species Acts.  Collectively, this 
planning effort is known as the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP).  Once 
the approved PCCP is in place, open space and biological resource mitigation 
measures shall be implemented in such a manner as to be consistent with the 
PCCP.   

 
4.4-1j   Preserves for Agricultural or Open Space Mitigation Only:  As an alternative to 

the establishment of preserves that mitigate for one or more biological resources 
in addition to mitigating for lost open space and agricultural lands, applicants for 
individual projects within the Specific Plan area may instead establish preserves 
intended only to mitigate for loss of open space or agricultural lands without a 
complementary wetland, Swainson’s hawk or other significant biological 
mitigation purpose. In such cases, the preserve may occur in any portion of 
western Placer County so long as the preserve is within an area designated for 
agricultural or open space use on the Placer County General Plan. Such 
preserves are only required to meet the minimum 80 acre parcel size requirement 
for parcels in the Agricultural/Open Space land use category of the General Plan. 

 
 In lieu of the above described measures, the Specific Plan or subsequent phases of 

the Specific Plan may fulfill mitigation requirements by compliance with the terms 
of the adopted PCCP.  Such compliance, as determined by Placer County, shall 
constitute sufficient mitigation that will obviate the need to comply with this 
mitigation measure, to the extent that an affected agricultural and/or biological 
resource is addressed in the PCCP.   

 
4.4-2 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to vernal pools.  Additional 

steps shall be taken as may be required through the state and federal permitting 
process for properties requiring more detailed resource identification prior to 
development, including: wetlands delineated and submitted to the USACE, habitat 
types mapped, and special-status species determined to be or potentially be within 
the Specific Plan area with  protocol surveys conducted if required. 

 
4.4-3 Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans for any property within the 

Specific Plan area, a focused survey for elderberry shrubs shall be conducted to 
determine the presence/absence of the shrubs.  The survey shall be completed by a 
qualified biologist anytime throughout the year.  If elderberry shrubs are found, 
locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.  If these resources can be 
avoided, no further studies are required.  However, if projects within the Plan 
area will likely adversely affect these shrubs, then a detailed 
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mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net 
loss of VELB habitat shall be developed. 

 
 The replacement of elderberry shrubs required by this measure could be partially 

or entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the 
mitigation area includes areas appropriate for elderberry shrubs and VELB. 

 
4.4-4 Construction shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat for western 

pond turtle, if feasible.  If construction is required in areas of potential habitat, 
then a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior to approval of 
engineering plans.  The survey is required to determine the presence or absence 
of this species on the properties surveyed.  If pond turtles are found on the 
properties surveyed, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.   

 
 A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of 

individuals of the species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the 
presence of this species on the properties surveyed.  If this species is not found on 
the properties surveyed, no further studies are necessary. 

 
 The replacement of western pond turtle habitat required by this measure could be 

partially or entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that 
the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for western pond turtle. 

 
4.4-6 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to Swainson’s hawk foraging 

habitat and nesting trees. 
 
4.4-10a    Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to oak trees. 
 
4.4-11b    Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to non-vernal pool wetlands.  

For every acre of non-vernal pool wetland (jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional) 
lost directly to development, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 requires replacement, re-
creation, or restoration of the appropriate amount of acreage necessary to meet 
the no net loss standard. Assuming that the project will result in the direct loss of 
29.7 acres of non-vernal pool complex habitat-type wetlands, Mitigation Measure 
4.4-1 would require the preservation and/or replacement, re-creation or 
restoration of similar wetlands. Mitigation acreage amounts are reflected in 
Table 4.4-12 based on typical mitigation bank ratios. The total required acreage 
shall be determined by the County. 

 
  Additional steps shall be taken for properties that require more detailed resource 

identification prior to development, including: wetlands delineated and submitted 
to the USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species determined to be 
or potentially be within the Specific Plan area with protocol surveys conducted if 
required to the extent that development is proposed on these properties that may 
be subject to 404 permit and FESA requirements. 
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4.4-12a   Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall 
be obtained from CDFG, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish 
and Game Code, for each stream crossing and any other activities affecting the 
bed, bank, or associated riparian vegetation of the stream.  If required, the 
project applicant shall coordinate with CDFG in developing appropriate 
mitigation, and shall abide by the conditions of any executed agreements.  All 
stream crossings shall be performed using a “jack and bore” construction 
technique, unless otherwise specified by CDFG.   Streambed Alteration 
Agreement measures to protect the channel bank of a stream from erosion and 
related effects of construction shall be included in all related construction 
contracts. 

 
4.4-12b  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to riparian habitat.  Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-1 requires replacement of all riparian trees removed to 
accommodate development.  New trees and shrubs must be planted within existing 
riparian areas or improved drainage corridors.  The replacement ratios exceed 
1:1 in order to ensure that over the long-term the value of new riparian habitat 
equals or exceeds the value of the habitat that was lost.  As an alternative, once 
the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may 
participate in the PCCP, to the extent that it provided adequate mitigation for 
impacts on riparian areas. 

 
 Additional steps shall be taken for properties that require more detailed resource 

identification prior to development, including: wetlands delineated and submitted 
to the USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species determined to be 
or potentially be within the Plan area with  protocol surveys conducted if 
required. 

 
4.4-15  Installation of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas shall be designed 

to avoid impacts to potential special-status plant species habitat, if feasible.  If 
special-status plant habitat cannot be avoided, then a mitigation/conservation 
plan shall be prepared and implemented.  The plan shall include measures to 
ensure “no net loss” of special-status plant species habitat. 

 
 If installation of infrastructure is required in areas of potential habitat, then a 

focused rare plant survey for these species shall be conducted prior to approval of 
grading/engineering plans.  The survey is required to determine the presence or 
absence of these species in these areas.  The survey shall be completed by a 
qualified botanist during the appropriate peak blooming period for these species.  
If special-status plants are found, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.  
A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies for the 
conservation of the species shall be developed upon confirming the presence of 
these species.  The plan shall provide for preservation and restoration at ratios 
that would ensure “no net loss” of the affected plant habitat.  If these species are 
not found, no further studies will be necessary. 
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 The mitigation acreage required by this measure could be partially or entirely 
included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area 
includes vernal pools that provide equal or greater habitat value for the affected 
special-status species plants. 

 
 Avoidance and/or loss of habitat for special-status plants outside of Placer 

County would be regulated by the USACE, CDFG, Sutter County, Sacramento 
County, and/or the City of Roseville, depending on the location of such plants and 
whether they are federal or state listed species.  These jurisdictions can and 
should implement similar measures to ensure “no net loss” of special-status plant 
habitat. 

 
4.4-17  Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans, a focused survey for elderberry 

shrubs shall be conducted to determine the presence/absence of the shrubs.  The 
survey shall be completed by a qualified biologist anytime throughout the year.  If 
elderberry shrubs are found, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.  If 
these resources can be avoided, no further studies are required.  However, if 
projects within the off-site infrastructure areas will likely adversely affect these 
shrubs, then a detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term 
strategies to ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat shall be developed. 

 
 The replacement of elderberry shrubs required by this measure could be partially 

or entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the 
mitigation area includes areas appropriate for elderberry shrubs and VELB. 

 
 This measure would ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat within Placer County.  

If elderberry shrubs are present in off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter County, 
Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, these jurisdictions could also 
require measures to ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat. 

 
4.4-26 Infrastructure installations shall be redesigned to avoid impacts to wetlands, and 

other waters of the U.S., if feasible.  If wetlands cannot be feasibly avoided, 
implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, which requires delineation of all wetlands 
that could not be avoided.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 and 4.4-11 require 
preservation, re-creation, replacement and/or restoration of vernal pools and 
other wetlands that would be filled due to construction of off-site infrastructure 
areas.  Successful restoration of vernal pools and other wetlands under Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-2 and 4.4-11 would result in more wetland acreage than would be 
lost to development. Sutter County, Sacramento County and/or the City of 
Roseville could require similar measures to ensure “no net loss” of wetlands. 

 
 The mitigation acreage required by these measures could be partially or entirely 

included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area 
includes vernal pools similar in type and equal or greater in habitat value to those 
pools lost to the off-site infrastructure areas. 
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4.4-30a Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-12a and 4.4-12b. 
 
4.4-59 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as well as Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, 4.4-4, 

4.4-6, 4.4-10a, 4.4-11b, 4.4-11c, 4.4-12b, 4.4-14, 4.4-15, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-19, 
4.4-21, 4.4-22, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 4.4-25, 4.4-26, 4.4-29, and 4.4-30. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would reduce the magnitude of the Specific Plan 

contribution to the cumulative loss of biological habitat by requiring the off-site 
preservation of 3,520 acres of open space, most of which is likely to provide a 
mosaic of habitats similar to the Specific Plan area.  The other measures 
identified above would further protect special-status plant and wildlife from harm 
by requiring appropriate habitat and/or nesting surveys, avoidance of habitat 
and/or nests, and compensation for loss of habitat.  While individual members of 
special-status species would be protected from harm, and required off-site open 
space would not be developed, there would still be a net loss in land available for 
plant and wildlife habitat as a result of the Specific Plan.  Therefore, this 
mitigation would reduce, but would not fully offset, the project’s incremental 
contribution to the significant cumulative loss of biological habitat. 

 
4.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
4.5-1a New development within the Specific Plan area shall submit a geotechnical report 

prepared by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer to the 
Department of Public Works for review prior to improvement plans approval.  
The report shall meet all relevant requirements of the most recently adopted 
version of the Uniform Building Code and make recommendations on the 
following: 

 
• Road, pavement, and parking area design, 
• Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable), 
• Grading practices, 
• Erosion/winterization, 
• Special problems discovered on-site (i.e., groundwater, corrosiveness, 

expansive/unstable soils), and  
• Slope stability. 

 
 If the geotechnical report indicates the presence of critically expansive or other 

soils problems which, if not corrected, would lead to structural defects, a 
certification of completion of the requirements of the report will be required for 
subdivisions and other entitlements, prior to issuance of building permits.  The 
certification may be completed on a lot-by-lot basis, tract basis, or other defined 
project basis.  This shall also be noted in the covenants, conditions and 
restrictions and on the information sheet filed with the final subdivision map(s).  It 
shall be the responsibility of the developer to provide for engineering inspection 
and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with 
recommendations contained in the report. 
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4.5-1b For non-pad graded lots, prior to approval of improvement plans, a soil 

investigation of each lot in the subdivision produced by a California Registered 
Civil or Geotechnical Engineer shall be submitted to the Department of Public 
Works for review and approval (Sections 17953-17955 of the California 
Government Code).  For pad-graded lots, prior to final acceptance of project 
improvements or consideration of early building permits, and after completion of 
pad grading for all lots, a soil investigation of each lot produced by a California 
Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer shall be submitted to the Department  
of Public Works for review and approval (Sections 17953-17955 of the 
Government Code). 

 
 The soil investigations shall include recommended corrective action to prevent 

structural damage to each proposed dwelling.  In addition, any soil problems 
encountered on each specific lot, as well as the recommended corrective actions, 
shall be included in a Development Notebook.  

 
4.5-4c    The applicant shall prepare and submit improvement plans, specifications and 

cost estimates (per the requirements of Section II of the Land Development 
Manual [LDM] that are in effect at the time of submittal) to the Department of 
Public Works for review and approval for each new development phase within the 
Specific Plan.  The plans shall show all conditions for each phase, as well as 
pertinent topographical features both on- and off-site.  All existing and proposed 
utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent to the project, that could be affected 
by planned construction, shall be shown in the plans.  All landscaping and 
irrigation facilities within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included 
in the improvement plans.  The applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees.  
The cost of the above-noted landscape and irrigation facilities shall be included in 
the estimates used to determine these fees.  It shall be the applicant’s 
responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to secure 
department approvals.  If the Design/Site Review process and/or Design Review 
Committee review is required as a condition of approval for the project, said 
review process shall be completed prior to submittal of improvement plans.  
Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil 
Engineer at the applicant’s expense and shall be submitted to the Department of 
Public Works prior to acceptance by the County of site improvements. 

 
4.5-4d   All proposed grading, drainage improvements, and vegetation and tree removal 

shall be shown on the improvement plans and all work shall conform to 
provisions of the Placer County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, formerly 
Chapter 29, Placer County Code) that are in effect at the time of submittal.  No 
grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the improvement plans are 
approved and all temporary construction fencing has been installed and inspected 
by a member of the Design Review Committee.  All cut/fill slopes shall be at 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the 
Department of Public Works concurs with said recommendation. 
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  The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas.  Revegetation undertaken from 

April 1 to October 1 shall include regular watering to ensure adequate growth.  A 
winterization plan shall be provided with project improvement plans.  It is the 
applicant’s responsibility to assure proper installation and maintenance of 
erosion control/winterization during project construction.  Where soil stockpiling 
or borrow areas are to remain for more than one construction season, proper 
erosion control measures shall be applied as specified in the improvement 
plans/grading plans.  Erosion control shall be provided where roadside drainage 
is off of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. 

 
  A letter of credit or cash deposit shall be submitted to the Department of Public 

Works in the amount of 110% of an approved engineer’s estimate for 
winterization and permanent erosion control work prior to improvement plan 
approval to guarantee protection against erosion and improper grading practices.  
Upon the County’s acceptance of improvements, and satisfactory completion of a 
one-year maintenance period, unused portions of said deposit shall be refunded to 
the project applicant or authorized agent. 

 
  If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a 

significant deviation from the proposed grading shown on the improvement plans, 
specifically with regard to slope heights, slope ratios, erosion control, 
winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the 
plans shall be reviewed by the Design Review Committee/Department of Public 
Works for a determination of substantial conformance to the project approvals 
prior to any further work proceeding.  Failure of the Design Review 
Committee/Department of Public Works to make a determination of substantial 
conformance may serve as grounds for appropriate punitive action by the 
appropriate hearing body, including the revocation of a site-specific project 
approval in extreme circumstances.  In determining what constitutes appropriate 
punitive action in this context, the hearing body shall be guided by the penalty 
options set forth in Article 15.48 and Article 17.62 of the Placer County Code. 

 
4.5-4e Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified prior to any 

discretionary entitlement and shown on improvement plans and located as far as 
practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area. 

 
4.5-4f  New development with ground disturbance exceeding one acre that is subject to 

construction stormwater quality permit requirements of the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program shall obtain such permit from 
the State Regional Water Quality Control Board (SRWQCB) and shall provide to 
the Department of Public Works evidence of a state-issued Waste Discharge 
Identification (WDID) number or filing of a Notice of Intent and fees prior to start 
of construction. 
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4.6 ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
4.6-2c Prior to the issuance of any permits for construction, including demolition 

permits, for properties that have not been previously inspected by an 
archaeologist or previously inspected by an architectural historian, a qualified 
archaeologist and/or architectural historian, as appropriate, shall be retained to 
identify and evaluate any cultural resources, and determine if further mitigation, 
may be necessary, and recommend any such potential mitigation to the County for 
its consideration. The County will assess the feasibility of any proposed mitigation 
(e.g., avoidance of the historical resource) and impose the mitigation where 
feasible in light of Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions. The necessity 
of inspection by an architectural historian includes any buildings potentially 
eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources, but for which the 
identification and evaluation process (the filling out of Primary, Building and 
Location record forms distributed by the California Office of Historic 
Preservation) has not been completed. 

 
4.6-3b In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting 

paleontologist, County Planning Department Staff shall determine whether 
avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the 
find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions, and 
other considerations.  If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate 
measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted.  Work may proceed on other 
parts of the project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is carried 
out. 

 
4.7 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
4.7.2a Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall be 

responsible for the project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements 
necessary and available to reduce the severity of the project’s significant 
transportation-related impacts, as identified in this traffic analysis, consistent 
with the policies and exceptions set forth in the Transportation and Circulation 
Element of the 1994 Placer County General Plan as amended.  The project’s 
contribution toward such improvements, which the County recognizes will not be 
sufficient to mitigate all transportation-related impacts to less than significant 
levels, may take any, or some combination, of the following forms:  

 
1. Construction of roads and related facilities within and adjacent to the 

boundaries of the Specific Plan area, which may be subject to fee credits 
and/or reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying 
development projects with respect to roads or other facilities that would also 
serve fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards; 

 
2. Construction of roads and/or road improvements or other transportation 

facilities outside the boundaries of the Specific Plan area but within 
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unincorporated Placer County, subject in some instances to future 
reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying 
development projects where the roads or improvements at issue would also 
serve fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards; 

 
3. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the 

Specific Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation 
facilities to be built or improved within unincorporated Placer County, 
consistent with the County’s CIP;  

 
4. The payment of impact fees to the South Placer Regional Transportation 

Authority (SPRTA) in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share 
contribution to the construction of transportation facilities funded through fees 
collected by the SPRTA for Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 projects;   

 
5. The payment of other adopted regional impact fees that would provide 

improvements to roadways, intersections and/or interchanges that are affected 
by multiple jurisdictions (e.g., Walerga/Fiddyment/Baseline); 

 
6. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the 

Specific Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation 
facilities and/or improvements within the city of Roseville, Sacramento County 
and/or Sutter County  needed in whole or in part because of the Specific Plan, 
to be made available to the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, and/or 
Sutter County,  if and when those jurisdictions  and Placer County enter into 
an enforceable agreement consistent with Placer County General Plan Policy 
3.A.15(c).  At the time of issuance of building permits for individual 
development projects within the Specific Plan area, the County shall collect 
fair share fee payments for improvements or facilities addressed by its CIP as 
it exists at that time;  

 
7. Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area  shall 

pay impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific 
Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities 
and/or improvements on federal or state highways or freeways needed in part 
because of the Specific Plan, to be made available to Caltrans if and when 
Caltrans and Placer County enter into an enforceable agreement consistent 
with State law and Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.15; and 

 
8. In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of 

Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County, and Caltrans, Placer County 
shall negotiate in good faith with these other jurisdictions to enter into fair 
and reasonable arrangements with the intention of achieving, within a 
reasonable time period after approval of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, 
commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation payments 
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from the Specific Plan for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts 
on federal and state freeways and highways. 

 
4.7.2b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the widening of Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline 
Road to PFE Road to provide LOS “A” (V/C 0.43). 

 
4.7.3a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7.3b  Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements: 
 

i. Construct a second through lane on the southbound approach, a right turn 
lane to the eastbound approach and construct a second left turn lane on both 
the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection of 
Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80). 

 
  ii. Construct a second through lane on both the northbound and southbound 

approaches, to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to 
LOS “D” (V/C 0.80). 

 
4.7-4a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-4b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

fees toward the following improvements, which are part of the City of Roseville’s 
2020 CIP: 

 
•        A second through lane on the eastbound approach, to improve the 

intersection of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road to LOS “A” 
(V/C 0.57). 

 
•        A second left turn lane on both the northbound, southbound and westbound 

approaches, a third through lane to the northbound approach and fourth 
through lane to the southbound approach to improve the intersection of 
Foothills Boulevard and Baseline Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.71). 

 
•        A second left turn lane on all of the approaches, a second through lane on 

both the northbound and southbound approaches, and a third through lane on 
the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection of 
Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard to LOS “A” (V/C 
0.50). 

 
•        A second left turn lane on the westbound approach, a third left turn lane on 

the southbound approach, and second through lane on both the northbound 
and southbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Foothills 
Boulevard and Cirby Way to LOS “B” (V/C 0.70). 
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•        Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-3(b)(ii), which would result in LOS “C” (V/C 

0.78) at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road using the 
Roseville methodology. 

 
4.7-5a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-5b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County: 
 

1. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road 
to provide LOS “D” (0.87). 

 
2. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elverta Road to Antelope Road to 

provide LOS “C” (0.71). 
 
3. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Boulevard to 

provide LOS “D” (0.90). 
 
4. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elkhorn Boulevard to Don Julio 

Boulevard to provide LOS “D” (0.87). 
 
4.7-6a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-6b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following intersection improvements in Sacramento 
County: 

 
1.      Construct a second exclusive left turn lane on the southbound approach to 

improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road to LOS “E” (V/C 
0.93). 
 

2.      Construct a second exclusive right turn lane on the westbound approach to 
improve the intersection of Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard to LOS 
“D” (V/C 0.87). 

3.      Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt 
Avenue and Don Julio Boulevard to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87). 
 

4.      Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt 
Avenue and Air Base Drive to LOS “D” (V/C 0.86). 
 

5.      Construct a second westbound left turn lane to improve the intersection of 
Watt Avenue and Roseville Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.92). 

 
4.7-8a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
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4.7-8b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County: 

 
1. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road to 

provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.62). 
 
2. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road 

(North) to provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.64). 
 

3. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road 
(South) to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.74). 

 
4.7-9a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-9b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements: 
 

1.      Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard. 
 

2.      Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Riverside Avenue. 
 
3.      Widen Interstate 80 to eight lanes from Riverside Avenue to Douglas 

Boulevard. 
 
4.      Widen Business 80 to eight lanes from Fulton Avenue to Watt Avenue. 
 
5.     Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn 

Boulevard to Madison Avenue, or other improvements. 
 
4.7-12 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  
 
4.7-13a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-13b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements: 
 

i.        A third northbound and southbound through lane, a second eastbound and 
westbound through lane, a second northbound, an eastbound and westbound 
left turn lane and a free eastbound right turn lane to improve the intersection 
of Walerga Road and PFE Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.97).  

 
ii.      A third northbound and southbound through lane to improve the intersection 

of Walerga Road and Town Center Drive to LOS “F” (V/C 1.29).  
 
iii.   Make the eastbound right turn lane a free right turn to improve the 

intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane to LOS “F” (V/C 1.05). 
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4.7-14a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  
 
4.7-14b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward construction of a  third southbound and northbound through 
lanes to the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to improve 
operations from LOS “E” to LOS “D.” 

 
4.7-14c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2, participate in the City of Roseville 

ITS/TDM program on a fair share basis as determined by the County in 
consultation with the City of Roseville. 

 
4.7-15a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-15b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County: 
 

1.      Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Antelope 
Road, to reduce the V/C from 1.79 to 1.19 (LOS “F”). 

 
2.      Widen 16th Street to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, 

to provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.62). 
 
4.7-16a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.   
 
4.7-16b  Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:   
 

1. Construct a second through lane on the northbound and southbound 
approaches, and a right turn lane on the eastbound and westbound 
approaches to improve the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road to LOS 
“D” conditions (V/C 0.85) during the a.m. peak hour and to LOS “D” 
conditions (V/C 0.81) during the p.m. peak hour.  

 
2. Construct a third through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches 

at the Watt Avenue and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” 
conditions (V/C 1.14) during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
3. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches 

at the Walerga Road and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” 
conditions (V/C 1.07) during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
4. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound 

approaches, and second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt 
Avenue and Antelope Road intersection to provide LOS “C” conditions during 
the p.m. peak hour. 
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5. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches 

at the Walerga Road and Antelope Road intersection to provide LOS “E” 
conditions during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
6. Construct a fourth through lane on the northbound and southbound 

approaches at the Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide 
LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.19) during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
7. Construct a third through lane on the northbound approach and a second 

westbound right turn lane at the Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive intersection 
to provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.96) during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
8. Construct a second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt 

Avenue and Roseville Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 
1.22) during the p.m. peak hour. 

 
4.7-18a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
 
4.7-18b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County:   
 

i. Construct a second left turn lane on the southbound approach, to improve the 
intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road to LOS “D” 
conditions (V/C 0.87).  

 
ii. Construct a second left turn lane on the northbound and westbound 

approaches, to improve the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and 
Riego Road to LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87).  

 
4.7-19a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  
 
4.7-19b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute 

its fair share toward the following improvements on state highway.   
 

1. Widen Hwy 70/99 to six lanes from Sankey Road to Elkhorn Boulevard. 
 

2. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard. 
 

3. Widen Interstate 80 to twelve lanes from Longview Drive to Watt Avenue. 
 

4. Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Douglas Boulevard. 
 
5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn 

Boulevard to Madison Avenue, or other improvements. 
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4.8 AIR QUALITY 
   
None 
 
4.9 NOISE 
 
None 
 
4.10 POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
 
None 
 
4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
4.11.2-1 The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-1 shall be maintained for the Specific 

Plan area during all phases of development concurrent with demand.  The 
applicants shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or 
other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing maintenance 
and operation of fire protection and related services, with funding responsibilities 
imposed on residential and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, 
including the costs for services required to satisfy Placer County Fire Department 
staffing requirements set forth above.  The funding mechanism shall be subject to 
the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the 
affected landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.  It 
shall be maintained until such time as the County determines that property tax 
revenues are adequate to maintain the required staffing. 

 
4.11.2-2a A minimum of two fire stations shall be provided to serve the Specific Plan area at 

buildout, which shall be fully funded and equipped (i.e., desks, computers, 
telephones, radio systems, beds, refrigerators and all other needs). 

 
4.11.2-2b The western fire station shall be constructed and equipped, at a location approved 

by the Placer County Fire Department, prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the first dwelling unit located west of Watt Avenue.  This first 
station may initially be located in a temporary building or location; however, a 
permanent station shall be available for occupancy within 18 months of issuance 
of the certificate of occupancy for the first dwelling unit located west of Watt 
Avenue.  The eastern fire station shall be constructed and equipped, at a location 
approved by the Placer County Fire Department, prior to issuance of a building 
permit for the5,000th dwelling unit. 

 
4.11.2-2c Formation of a County Services Area (CSA), a Community Facilities District 

(CFD), or expansion of CSA #28, including a landowner-approved special tax of 
an adequate amount or other financing mechanism acceptable to the County, 
shall be required prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map to ensure 
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that a funding mechanism for fire protection infrastructure and equipment is in 
place to provide adequate fire safety services in the Specific Plan area during all 
stages of development. Required fire stations shall be completed and fully staffed 
and equipped prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy.  Fire stations 
shall be located on sites readily accessible to service areas and final fire station 
locations shall be subject to approval by the Placer County Fire Department.  

 
4.11.2-3a Development and subdivision design shall include adequate setbacks, as 

determined by the Placer County Fire Department, between open space/corridor 
areas and structures.  Fire pre-suppression and suppression access easements to 
utility corridors and open space areas shall be required as part of the subdivision 
map process.  Building envelopes or another method shall ensure separation of 
structures, and shall ensure access, as deemed appropriate by the Placer County 
Fire Department prior to approval of any tentative subdivision map.  

 
4.11.2-3b A County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or Zone of 

Benefit under CSA #28, or other entity for sustainable park maintenance shall be 
formed for the Specific Plan area prior to recordation of the first final subdivision 
map.  Funds for a fuels reduction program for open spaces and corridors shall be 
included in the financing arrangement by a vote of the landowners prior to 
recordation of the first final subdivision map.  The maintenance entity shall 
establish and identify ongoing funding for a continuous maintenance program for 
vegetation (both wildland and landscaped) in any and all open space, vacant 
areas, and landscape trail, easement and corridor areas within the Specific Plan 
area prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. 

 
4.11.2-3c  The developers shall fund a fire-safe plan for the subdivisions adjacent to 

wildland (natural, landscape, and corridor) areas.  The fire-safe plan shall 
include a fuels management plan, and recommend building separations and 
distances from wildland areas, evacuation and access routes, fire safety zones and 
maintenance schedule prior to approval of tentative subdivision maps.   

 
4.11.3-1 The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-2 shall be maintained for the Specific 

Plan area.  The applicants shall be required to establish a special benefit 
assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for 
the ongoing maintenance and operation of law enforcement services, with funding 
responsibilities imposed on residential and commercial properties within the 
Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy the staffing 
standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence or as later 
amended.  The funding mechanism shall be subject to the prior review and 
approval of Placer County. 

 
4.11.3-2a The project developer(s) shall comply with Placer County Policy 4.H.4, which 

requires that all future development either fund or develop law enforcement 
facilities.  The project developer(s) shall dedicate land for development of a 
19,000-square foot substation prior to recordation of the first final subdivision 
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map.  Said development shall be consistent with the requirements of the County, 
the needs of the County Sheriff’s Department and the County Facilities Services 
Department.  Compliance with Policy 4.H.4 shall include formation of a County 
Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or expansion of CSA 
#28 for the construction of an equipped Sheriff’s substation prior to recordation 
of the first final subdivision map.  

 
4.11.3-2b  The project developer(s) shall enter into a Development Agreement with Placer 

County prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map for facilities, 
staffing, and the purchase and scheduled replacement of the number of equipped 
vehicles needed as determined by the Sheriff in the same frequency and manner 
currently used by the County in its patrol vehicle replacement program.  All 
patrol vehicles shall include the necessary equipment to accomplish the mission of 
the Placer County Sheriff’s Department or as otherwise required by the Sheriff.    

 
4.11.3-3  Law enforcement personnel shall have access to and visibility of schools, parks 

and open spaces, pedestrian areas shall be well lighted and designed in such a 
manner as to maximize the safety of pedestrians, and buildings shall be designed 
and sited to provide a safe environment.  Improvement plans submitted for review 
and approval by the Placer County Planning Department shall be accompanied 
by a written explanation regarding the manner in which the design of the 
improvements achieves compliance with these requirements.  

 
4.11.6-1a  Prior to recordation of any large-lot final subdivision map, all required steps 

shall be taken to initiate formation of a new County Service Area (CSA, or 
expansion of CSA #28.  Major core backbone infrastructure as shown on Figure 
3-17A or Figure 3-17B in Chapter Three of this Revised Draft EIR shall be in 
place prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map.  Other on-
site collection and conveyance facilities shall be constructed as necessary to serve 
actual development (except as required in Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-1g).  

 
4.11.6-1b  All new commercial, industrial, institutional, and residential subdivisions in the 

Specific Plan area shall install collection systems and connect to a public 
wastewater system.   

 
4.11.6-1c All new development in the Specific Plan area shall comply with General Plan 

Policy 4.D.2, which requires written certification from the service provider that 
either existing services are available or needed improvements will be made prior 
to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the Specific Plan. 

 
4.11.6-1d Approval of the Specific Plan shall be premised on concurrent County approval of 

a financing plan that will provide for funding the necessary wastewater collection 
facilities needed to serve the Specific Plan area, and implemented through 
approval for formation of a County Service Area (CSA) or expansion of CSA #28 
and a corresponding funding mechanism.   
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4.11.6-1e The Specific Plan proponents shall construct or participate financially in the 
construction of off-site wastewater conveyance capacity, including lift stations, to 
accommodate projected wastewater flows that would be generated by 
development of the Specific Plan.   

 
4.11.6-1f Adequately sized on-site collection facilities, including lift stations, shall be 

installed for each subdivision in the Specific Plan area concurrent with road 
construction for individual subdivisions.  A “backbone” conveyance system 
sufficient to serve each subdivision shall be installed prior to issuance of building 
permits for that subdivision. 

 
4.11.6-1g The Sewer Master Plan shall be revised prior to submission of any wastewater-

related improvement plans to include a detailed description of necessary lift 
station components on-site as well as off-site.  The Master Plan shall include a 
plan for dealing with power and pump failure, and pump maintenance.  The plan 
shall identify how necessary pumping capacity will be replicated in the event of 
pump failure or pump maintenance, and shall provide for on-site back-up power 
sufficient to run pumps and any odor scrubbers, in the event of power failure.  
Each lift station shall include a wastewater storage component in the form of an 
enclosed reservoir or tank sufficient to deal with temporary emergency conditions 
while backup systems are brought on line, in accordance with sizing standards 
utilized by the County Department of Facility Services.   

 
4.11.6-2a Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider to receive anticipated flows 

from the Specific Plan area at the DCWWTP and/or the SRWTP shall be secured 
by Placer County prior to County approval of improvement plans for wastewater 
collection and transmission infrastructure.  The County shall comply with 
General Plan Policy 4.D.2, which requires written certification from the service 
provider that either existing services are available or needed improvements will 
be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the Specific Plan 
area.   

 
4.11.6-2b Specific Plan proponents shall participate financially through connection fees and 

other financial mechanisms in the construction of additional wastewater 
treatment capacity sufficient to accommodate projected flows and treatment at the 
DCWWTP and/or the SRWTP.  In addition, Specific Plan proponents shall 
prepare, or shall provide a fair share contribution toward the preparation of any 
additional CEQA analysis that may be required for plant modifications and/or 
expansions. 

 
4.11.6-2c For each increment of new development within the Specific Plan area, the County 

shall confirm that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for either the 
DCWWTP or the SRWTP to discharge additional treated effluent in the amounts 
associated with the new development.  This shall include a determination that 
development timing will not impede other development for which entitlements 
have been issued.  The requirement for such a showing shall be made a condition 
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of any small lot tentative map approval associated with the new development and 
shall be verified by the County prior to recordation any final map associated with 
the new development.  Where no small lot tentative map and final map are 
required prior to non-residential development having the potential to increase 
wastewater flows, the requirement for such verification, to be demonstrated no 
later than the time of issuance of building permits, shall be made a condition of 
approval of project-level discretionary approvals analogous to issuance of small-
lot tentative maps. 

 
4.11.6-6 Should expansion of the SRWTP treatment plant be pursued to serve the Specific 

Plan area, a Treatment Plant Master Plan Update will be needed and additional 
analysis of water quality impacts on the Sacramento River will be required in a 
cumulative context.  This analysis shall be performed in a manner similar to and 
at the same level of detail as the analysis contained in the EIR for the current 
Master Plan, and shall be consistent with standards established by RWQCB and 
SRCSD.  All recommendations of the analysis shall be implemented utilizing a fair 
share funding arrangement with Placer Vineyards project proponents.    

 
4.11.7-1a Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed 

residential project of more than five hundred dwelling units, the County shall 
comply with Government Code Section 66473.7.  Prior to approval of any small 
lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed residential project of 500 or fewer 
units, the County need not comply with Section 66473.7, or formally consult with 
PCWA or other public water system, but shall nevertheless make a factual 
showing or impose conditions similar to those required by Section 66473.7 in 
order to ensure an adequate water supply for development authorized by the map.  
Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map, or prior to County 
approval of any similar project-specific discretionary approval or entitlement 
required for nonresidential uses, the applicant shall demonstrate the availability 
of a long-term, reliable water supply from a public water system for the amount of 
development that would be authorized by the final subdivision map or project-
specific discretionary non-residential approval or entitlement.  Such a 
demonstration shall consist of a written certification from the water service 
provider that either existing sources are available or that needed improvements 
will be in place prior to occupancy. 

 
4.11.7-1b The Specific Plan proponents shall, comply with PCWA water conservation 

strategies as described in PCWA’s Urban Water Management Plan.  
 
4.11.7-1c Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map or similar project 

level discretionary approval for land uses that do not require a tentative 
subdivision map, the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) shall perform an 
analysis of the remaining wheeling capacity in the City of Roseville's system. This 
analysis shall consider all of the previously committed demand to Morgan Creek, 
Placer Vineyards, Regional University or other projects within southwest Placer 
County that rely on water conveyed through City of Roseville facilities and/or 
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pursuant to the wheeling agreement between the City of Roseville and PCWA, as 
amended from time to time. The analysis shall be submitted to both the County 
and the City of Roseville.  The County shall confirm with PCWA that uncommitted 
capacity remains to wheel the required amount of PCWA-supplied water to the 
Specific Plan area prior to approval of discretionary actions.  In the event 
sufficient uncommitted capacity does not exist, the County shall not grant the 
proposed tentative subdivision map or other project level discretionary approval 
until the County determines that a water supply not dependent on water from 
PCWA that is wheeled thru the Roseville system becomes available for the area at 
issue.  

 
4.11.8-3a Plans for site-specific recycled water storage facilities shall include provisions for 

emergency storage, including redundant in-ground storage ponds or enclosed 
tanks capable of holding one day peak demand for the area served.  All recycled 
water storage ponds shall be bermed to prevent inflow from surface sources and 
shall not be located where a direct discharge to a drainage course or natural 
waterway could occur if the pond should experience a containment failure. All 
storage ponds for recycled water shall be fenced to restrict access and posted 
with warning signs to reduce the potential for direct human contact with recycled 
water. 

 
4.11.8-3b The project applicants shall be responsible for completing the Engineering Report 

that is required to be submitted to the State for the production, distribution and 
use of recycled water.  Recycled water shall not be used until the Engineering 
Report is approved by the State. 

 
4.11.8-3c Adequate storage and pumping facilities must be provided prior to connection to 

the recycled water system. 
 
4.11.9-1a The Master Project Drainage Study shall be incorporated as part of Specific Plan 

approval by reference or other similar means. 
 
4.11.9-1b Individual project drainage reports consistent with the County’s Stormwater 

Management Manual and Grading Ordinance shall be submitted for each 
development project, including installation of backbone infrastructure.   Drainage 
reports shall identify the proposed detention/retention basins that will serve the 
new development area or submit an interim detention basin design with 
supporting calculations subject to approval by County staff. 

 
4.11.9-1c Drainage reports for development projects within the Specific Plan area shall 

comply with the current permit requirements of the NPDES Phase II (Attachment 
4). 

 
4.11.9-1d The Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the Placer County 

Department of Public Works and reviewed and approved by the Department of 
Public Works prior to the recordation of the first large lot tentative map. 
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4.11.9-1e Individual project drainage reports shall be consistent with the approved Master 

Project Drainage Study. 
 
4.11.9-2 Prior to recordation of the first small lot final subdivision map in the Specific 

Plan area, a drainage service area under a new County Service Area (CSA), 
existing CSA #28, or a Community Facilities District (CFD) shall be established 
for the Specific Plan area in compliance with law.  The CSA or CFD shall identify 
and establish ongoing funding for a continuous drainage facility maintenance 
program.  

 
4.11.10-1a The Specific Plan applicants and subsequent developers shall work closely with 

PG&E and SMUD to ensure that development of electrical and natural gas 
infrastructure with the capacity to service the entire Specific Plan area is located 
and provided concurrently with roadway construction and in accordance with 
PUC regulations. The applicant(s) shall grant all necessary easements for 
installation of electrical and natural gas facilities, including utility easements 
along existing and future on-site major arterial roads for the development of 
area-wide utility corridors.  Coordination with SMUD and/or PG&E shall occur, 
and any required agreements shall be established prior to recordation of the first 
final subdivision map. 

 
4.11.10-1b Implement Mitigation Measures 4.8-3a through 4.8-3g as set forth in Section 4.8 

of this Revised Draft EIR. 
 
4.11.10-2a All locations and continuous maintenance access points for natural gas and 

electrical infrastructure are to be clearly marked or noted on tentative subdivision 
maps.  Dedicated easements for utility maintenance equipment shall be recorded 
prior to or concurrent with acceptance and recordation of final maps. 

 
4.11.10-2b Clear, unrestricted access shall be maintained beneath existing transmission lines 

that traverse the Specific Plan area. This may include provision for unobstructed 
access to gates in proposed fences that may surround such uses as the County 
corporation yard.  Any realignment of transmission line paths shall be negotiated 
with PG&E.  Structures shall only be allowed in those areas that do not restrict 
access and meet the requirements of PG&E. 

 
4.11.12-1a Formation of a County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), 

or expansion of CSA #28, or other financing mechanism acceptable to the County 
shall be required prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map 
to ensure that immediate funding for adequate library infrastructure consistent 
with County standards is in place.  The Specific Plan developers shall enter into a 
Development Agreement to ensure a fair share contribution to adequate library 
facilities, and that such facilities are available prior to demonstrated need.  
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4.11.12-1b Completion of one or more branch libraries to provide a minimum of 0.4 square 
feet per capita, dedication of land, and stocking with books and other materials 
necessary for a functioning library with a minimum of 2.2 volumes per capita and 
otherwise meeting the standards of the Auburn-Placer County Library Long-
Range Plan, including any subsequent amendments, shall occur concurrent with 
demand. 

 
4.11.12-1c Project developers shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment 

district or other funding mechanism to ensure adequate funding of the Specific 
Plan’s fair share for the ongoing operation and maintenance of library facilities. 
Such funding mechanism shall be established prior to recordation of the first final 
subdivision map to ensure that immediate funding for adequate library operations 
and maintenance is in place. 

 
4.11.13-1 Project developers in the Specific Plan area shall comply with the requirements of 

the General Plan by dedication and improvement of a minimum of 174 acres of 
active parkland and 174 acres of passive parkland.  Project developers shall be 
responsible for dedicating and fully developing parks and or portions thereof, 
concurrent with demand in accordance with County levels of service.  The County 
may require oversizing of neighborhood and larger type recreation parks, trails 
and facilities on a subdivision basis when it is deemed necessary and practical to 
serve the needs of future residents.  In such cases, the County will enter into 
reimbursement agreements whereby future developments will pay initial 
developers for oversizing.   

 
 Concurrent with the construction of the community parks, project developers shall 

construct a park maintenance building and yard and provide maintenance 
equipment.  The design and building materials, location and quantity of 
equipment shall be subject to the approval of the Department of Facility Services. 

 
 All plans and specifications shall be approved by the Department of Facility 

Services and/or the managing agency prior to the recordation of each final small 
lot subdivision map.  A procedure or agreement to govern the acquisition of 
parklands and completed park improvements acceptable to the County and/or 
managing agency, and in compliance with applicable General Plan standards and 
policies, shall be in place prior to recordation of the first final small lot 
subdivision map.  

 
 The specific park plans shall be submitted to the County for approval prior to the 

final decision as to the number and location of facilities. 
 
4.11.13-3 Project developers shall cause a new County Service Area (CSA) or Community 

Facilities District (CFD) to be formed, or expand CSA #28 for sustainable park 
maintenance and recreation programs for the Specific Plan area prior to 
recordation of the first final small-lot subdivision map.  A procedure or 
agreement to govern park maintenance and local recreation programs shall also 
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be finalized prior to recordation of the first final small-lot subdivision map within 
the Specific Plan area.  This entity would thus have the ability to participate in 
design, inspection and acceptance of facilities, and determination of appropriate 
funding levels necessary to maintain these facilities and operate recreational 
programs.  A park maintenance special tax or special assessment with a provision 
for increases indexed to the CPI shall be approved by the landowners (voters) of 
the Specific Plan area, to be developed prior to recordation of the first final 
subdivision map in the Specific Plan area.  An indexing formula for maintenance 
and operation of recreational facilities and programs shall be in place prior to 
recordation of the first final subdivision map. 

 
4.11.13-4 As a condition of Specific Plan approval, proponents shall submit a phased 

schedule for providing community recreation facilities for approval by the County 
Parks Division.  This phasing plan shall comply with County levels of service for 
parks and recreational facilities.  Funding for construction, operation and 
maintenance of these improvements shall be provided in accordance with 
Mitigation Measures 4.11.13-1 and 4.11.13-3. 

 
4.11.14-2 Project developers shall establish a special benefit assessment district or other 

funding mechanism to ensure fair share funding for the ongoing operation and 
maintenance of general County services serving the Specific Plan area. This 
funding mechanism shall be established prior to recordation of the first final 
small lot subdivision map in the Specific Plan area to ensure that immediate 
funding for adequate general County services is in place. 

 
4.12 HAZARDS 
 
4.12-1 The two USTs shall be removed and soil samples shall be collected and analyzed.  

In the event soil or water contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-up 
thresholds, remediation shall be performed consistent with State and County 
regulations.  All required remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of 
any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 (now Properties #4 and #7).  

 
4.12-2 If sampling during removal of the UST for the Hilltop site should confirm 

concentrations of potential motor oil and/or TPH diesel contamination at or 
above the level of concern, the site shall be remediated as described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-1.  

 
4.12-3 Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 (now 

Property #4), the open well shall be abandoned/destroyed according to California 
Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 
Section 23, and Placer County Environmental Health Services requirements.  

 
4.12-4  Additional sampling shall be performed at the Dyer Lane and Tanwood Avenue 

area of illegal dumping.  If test results show that the level of concern is exceeded, 
remediation shall be required to meet State and County regulations.  All 
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remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot 
subdivision map on Property # 9.  

 
4.12-5  Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #9, 

unused wells on-site shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, 
California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and 
according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health Services 
requirements.  

 
4.12-6a  Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #10-1 and #10-2.  If test results 

show that regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be 
required to meet State and County regulations.  All remediation shall be 
completed prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property 
#10.  

 
4.12-6b  Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #10, unused wells on-site shall 

be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of 
Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County 
Division of Environmental Health Services requirements.  

 
4.12-7a  Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #11-1 and #11-2.  If test results 

show that levels of concern are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet 
State and County regulations.  All remediation shall be completed prior to 
recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #11.  

 
4.12-7b  Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #11, unused wells on-site shall 

be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of 
Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County 
Division of Environmental Health Services requirements.  

 
4.12-8  Disposal of refrigerators, tires, batteries and similar materials by licensed waste 

haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to 
recordation of any final maps on Property #15A (now Property # 22). 

 
4.12-9  Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #15-1, #15-2, #15-3, #15-4, #15-

5, #15-6, #15-7, #15-8, #15-9, #15-10, #15-11, #15-12, and #15-13.  If test results 
show that levels of concern, or regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, 
remediation shall be required to meet State and County regulations.  All 
remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot 
subdivision map on Property #15A (now Property # 22).  

 
4.12-10  Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed 

waste haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to 
recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #19. 
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4.12-11a  Soil in the storage area and below the concrete slab in the workshop shall be 
inspected by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II for indications of 
impacts to soil at the time of the demolition of the site buildings and concrete slab.  
Recommendations for soil sampling and analysis shall be determined at that time.  
If sampling results show that regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, 
remediation shall be required to meet State and County regulations.  All 
demolition and remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final 
small lot subdivision map on Property #20 (now Property #21).  

 
4.12-11b  Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed 

waste haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to 
recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #20 (now Property 
#21). 

 
4.12-12b  The Placer Mosquito Abatement District shall be granted access to perform 

vector control in all common areas including drainage, open space corridor and 
park areas in perpetuity.  Such access shall be a condition of approval of all 
tentative maps approved within the Specific Plan area.   

 
4.12-13 Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II 

shall be conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area to identify 
surface indications and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to demolition 
of existing residences. Identified septic tanks shall be destroyed according to 
Placer County Division of Environmental Health criteria prior to recordation of 
final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.  

 
  Surface conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental 

Assessor II when the dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the 
structures, regarding the possibility of previous site uses which may have included 
hazardous materials that could have been disposed of in on-site wastewater 
disposal systems. 

 
 Tank or cesspool destruction shall be monitored by a California Registered 

Environmental Assessor II regarding the likelihood of hazardous materials 
disposal in the systems.  Any required remediation work shall be completed in 
accordance with State and County regulations prior to recordation of final small 
lot subdivision map for the affected property. 

 
4.12-14a Surveys of structures that are planned for demolition (that were not surveyed in 

the Phase II ESA) during Specific Plan development shall be conducted by a 
Certified Asbestos Consultant licensed with the California Department of 
Occupational Safety and Health to determine if friable Regulated Asbestos 
Containing Materials or non-friable asbestos containing materials are present 
within the structure demolition areas.  Any regulated asbestos materials found in 
the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed of by a California licensed 
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asbestos abatement contractor.  All removal of asbestos material shall be 
completed prior to recordation of final subdivision maps for the affected property.  

 
4.12-15  Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for 

industrial/commercial development, properties not previously evaluated with a 
current Phase I Environmental Site Assessment may be required to complete a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as determined by Environmental Health 
Services.  A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted by a 
qualified professional.  If past commercial agricultural uses are disclosed that 
could have resulted in persistent contamination, such as orchards or vineyards, 
then soil sampling shall be conducted within former commercial agriculture 
areas. In these instances, prior to setting conditions for subdivision or 
industrial/commercial development soil investigation shall be conducted 
according to guidelines developed by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and contained in the DTSC August 2002 “Interim 
Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields for School Sites”, or equivalent 
protocol.  Sampling and site investigation shall be conducted by a California 
registered environmental professional, performed with oversight from Placer 
County Environmental Health Services, and with applicable permits.  

 
 As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may 

be identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, 
remediation will be required to meet State and County regulations and be 
completed prior to recordation of the final small lot subdivision map or equivalent 
final Placer County approval for commercial/industrial projects.  

 
 As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual 

concentrations of agricultural chemicals may be identified at levels where they 
individually or in combination meet or exceed US EPA, CalEPA Preliminary 
Remediation Goals, or equivalent screening levels, thereby indicating the need for 
risk assessment. Any indicated risk assessment shall be completed prior to 
improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk assessments shall include a 
DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further action determination, 
or equivalent.  

 
 Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and 

certified prior to recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or 
equivalent final Placer County approval for commercial/industrial projects. 
Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial Action Workplan, or equivalent, and 
can include a range of activities, including restrictions on use, soil excavation and 
disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from sensitive 
receptors in the Specific Plan area.   

 
4.12-17 Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for 

industrial/commercial development, properties not previously evaluated with a 
current Phase I Environmental Site Assessment may be required to complete a 
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Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as determined by Environmental Health 
Services. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted by a 
qualified professional. If past commercial uses are disclosed that could have 
resulted in persistent contamination then soil sampling shall be conducted within 
former commercial areas. In these instances, prior to setting conditions for 
subdivision or industrial/commercial development soil sampling shall be 
conducted according to guidelines developed by the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Phase II Environmental Site Assessment and/or 
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment with DTSC, or equivalent protocol. 
Sampling and site investigation shall be conducted by a California registered 
environmental professional, performed with oversight from Placer County 
Environmental Health Services, and with applicable permits.  

 
 As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may 

be identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, 
remediation will be required to meet State and County regulations and be 
completed prior to recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or 
equivalent final Placer County approval for commercial/industrial projects.  

 
 As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual 

concentrations of chemicals or other contaminants maybe identified at levels 
where they individually or in combination meet or exceed US EPA, CalEPA 
Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent screening levels, thereby indicating 
the need for risk assessment. Any indicated Risk Assessment shall be completed 
prior to improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk assessments shall 
include a DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further action 
determination, or equivalent.  

 
 Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and 

certified prior to recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or 
equivalent final Placer County approval for commercial/industrial projects. 
Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial Action Workplan, or equivalent, and 
can include a range of activities, including restrictions on use, soil excavation and 
disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from sensitive 
receptors in the Specific Plan area.   

 
7.2 PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION REPORTING PLAN 
 
A mitigation reporting plan is required when the standard mitigation monitoring plan (Section 
7.1 above) does not address the required mitigation monitoring.  This occurs when on-going 
monitoring of required mitigation measures extend beyond the County’s permitting process.  The 
following table contains the required components of the specific reporting plan and describes 
those mitigation measures that will require ongoing monitoring to insure implementation. 



 

 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 7-40 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page is intentionally left blank. 
 
 



 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan  7-41 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

Table 7-1 
Mitigation Measures Requiring Ongoing Monitoring 
Mitigation 

No. 
Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

4.1 LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES 
4.1-3 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a as it 

pertains to open space. In determining whether 
lands to be preserved under Mitigation Measure 
4.4-1a adequately compensate for the loss of 
agricultural land due to development of the 
Specific Plan, the Planning Director shall consult 
with the Agricultural Commissioner prior to 
approval of any Open Space Mitigation and 
Management Plan prepared pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a.  For purposes of 
calculating the amount of agricultural land to be 
preserved off-site, no credit shall be given for on-
site open space that is to be preserved under the 
Specific Plan.  However, in reviewing Open 
Space Mitigation and Management Plans 
pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a, and 
specifically in determining whether “substantial 
portion[s]” of the mitigation lands are in 
agricultural production or have the potential for 
agricultural production, the County may 
determine that Open Space and Mitigation 
Management Plans with very substantial 
percentages of agricultural acreage can also 
provide compensation for on-site open space 
acres that are not suitable for agriculture. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Proper ratio of 
open space 
preserved 

Applicant 

4.1.6 A minimum 100-foot setback shall be maintained 
between structures intended for permanent 
residential habitation and the 115kV utility lines 
(as measured from the nearest utility line).  
Similarly, a setback of 150 feet shall be 

Applicant County Building 
Department 

Prior to 
issuance of 

building 
permits 

Once during 
construction 

Standard met Applicant 
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Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

maintained for the substation and 230kV utility 
lines. 

4.1.13a Comply with all applicable mitigation measures 
set forth in the Environmental Impact Report, 
City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and 
Reclamation Facility, certified by the City of 
Lincoln City Council on March 9, 1999 during 
construction and operation of the recycled water 
facility. 

City of Lincoln City of Lincoln Start of 
construction 

Ongoing during 
construction and 

operation 

Absence of 
water quality 

and other 
environmental 

issues 

Applicant 

4.1.13b Prior to construction of any facilities not within 
the area assessed by the Environmental Impact 
Report, City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment 
and Reclamation Facility, such as potential future 
downstream diversion structures, perform an 
initial study in accordance with CEQA to 
determine subsequent environmental assessment 
needs.  This should include consideration of site-
specific biological, wetland and cultural resource 
assessments. 

City of Lincoln City of Lincoln Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

All potential 
impacts and 
mitigation 
measures 
identified 

Applicant 

4.1.13c Compliance with mitigation measures set forth in 
this Revised Draft EIR or similar measures 
proposed by the City of Lincoln designed to 
reduce impacts to visual quality, water quality, 
biological resources, soils, cultural resources, air 
quality, and the noise environment, including 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-6a, 4.2-6b, 4.3.4-1c, 
4.3.4-2a, 4.3.4-2b, 4.3.4-2c, 4.3.4-3a, 4.3.4-3b, 
4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, 4.4-1c,  4.4-1d, 4.4-1e, 4.4-1f, 4.4-
1g, 4.4-1h, 4.4-1i, 4.4-14, 4.4-15, 4.4-16, 4.4-17, 
4.4-18, 4.4-20, 4.4-21, 4.4-22, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 
4.4-26, 4.4-27, 4.4-29, 4.4-30, 4.5-1a, 4.5-2, 4.5-
4a, 4.4-5b, 4.6-2a, 4.6-2b, 4.6-2c, 4.6-2d, 4.6-2e, 
4.6-2f, 4.6-2g, 4-6-2h, 4.6-3a, 4.6-3b, 4.8-1a, 4.8-
1b, 4.8-1c, 4.8-1d, 4.8-1e, 4.9-2, and 4.9-3.    

City of Lincoln City of Lincoln During review 
of 

improvement 
plans 

Ongoing during 
construction and 

operation 

Mitigation of  
environmental 

effects 

Applicant 
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Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

4.1.14 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a as it 
pertains to open space. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Proper ratio of 
open space 
preserved 

Applicant 

4.2 VISUAL QUALITY AND AESTHETICS 
4.2-6a All areas containing natural vegetation or 

landscape material that are disturbed during 
utility line and roadway construction shall be 
revegetated upon completion of work utilizing 
plant materials similar to those disturbed. 
Revegetated areas shall be actively maintained 
until fully established, in accordance with the 
standards and provisions contained in the 
County’s Landscape Design Guidelines. 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Upon 
installation of 

utilities 

Once monthly for 
one full year 

Revegetation 
occurs 

Applicant 

4.2-6b All permanent utility line-related structures 
extending above ground shall be screened where 
feasible using a combination of berms, mounds, 
landscape material, decorative fencing/ walls, or 
other screening feature approved by the Placer 
County Development Review Committee, 
consistent with the Placer County Design 
Guidelines and the Placer County Landscape 
Design Guidelines.  In addition, any proposed 
roadway and utility pump station lighting shall be 
directed downward using cut-off fixtures to 
minimize lighting effects on adjacent areas and 
the night sky.  

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plans review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Compliance 
with approved 

plans 

Applicant 

4.3 HYDROLOGY, WATER RESOURCES, AND WATER QUALITY 
4.3.2-1b New development within the Specific Plan area 

shall reduce post-development stormwater runoff 
peak flows and volumes to pre-development 
levels for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storm 
events through the construction of regional 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Compliance 
with approved 

plans 

Applicant 
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Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

retention and detention facilities for the Curry 
Creek and Steelhead Creek watersheds.  
Retention/detention facilities in the Steelhead 
Creek watershed shall incorporate gates, as 
described in the Master Project Drainage Study, 
to control flows during a Sankey Gap spill.  A 
protocol shall be established by Placer County in 
cooperation with the Sacramento Area Flood 
Control District for monitoring of the Sankey 
Gap spill and for operation of the gates. 
Responsibility for the operation and maintenance 
of the gates shall be assumed by the County 
Service Area that will serve the Specific Plan 
area.  Construction of regional retention and 
detention facilities shall be prior to or concurrent 
with the initial development of the Specific Plan 
area.  Runoff from development within the Dry 
Creek watershed shall not be detained or retained.  
Retention and detention facilities shall be 
designed in accordance with the requirements of 
the Placer County Storm Water Management 
Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, 
and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Public Works.  Retention and detention facilities 
shall be designed to be consistent with the Master 
Project Drainage Study for the Specific Plan.   

4.3.2-2b New development within the Specific Plan area 
shall upsize any existing undersized culverts 
within the Specific Plan area conveying increased 
flows from the proposed development.  All 
existing culverts conveying development flow 
shall be identified with pre- and post-
development flow quantities and capacities.  All 
culvert analysis (existing and upsized) shall be 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Compliance 
with approved 

plans 

Applicant 
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Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

designed in conformance with the Placer County 
Storm Water Management Manual to 
accommodate the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year 
storms.  Flow consideration for debris clogging 
and sediment transport shall be provided.  In 
addition to the 100-year event, 200-year events 
shall be evaluated for potential impacts to 
collector roadways, detention pond failure and 
other life-safety impacts. 

4.3.2-1c Drainage facilities, for purposes of collecting 
runoff on individual lots, shall be designed in 
accordance with the requirements of the Placer 
County Storm Water Management Manual that 
are in effect at the time of submittal, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  
These facilities shall be constructed with 
subdivision improvements, and easements 
provided as required by the Department of Public 
Works.  Maintenance of these facilities shall be 
provided by a new County Service Area (CSA), 
an expanded CSA #28, or other responsible 
entity. 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Compliance 
with approved 

plans 

Applicant 

4.3.2-1g New development shall not alter the post-
development mitigated drainage shed boundaries 
identified in the Master Project Drainage Study in 
a way that would increase the peak flow runoff or 
runoff volume. 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 
and once post-
construction 

Compliance 
with approved 

plans 

Applicant 

4.3.2-3e The Master Project Drainage Study shall 
demonstrate that the proposed development will 
not increase the 100-year floodplain water 
surface elevation. 
 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Demonstration 
that standard is 

met 

Applicant 

4.3.2-3f The low dam, intake structure, pump and pipeline 
withdrawing water from Dry Creek shall be 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Prior to 
approval of 

Once prior to and 
once following 

Demonstration 
that no adverse 

Applicant 
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Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

removed in its entirety, and the streambed 
returned to a natural condition, at the time 
irrigation of existing pasture land located within 
Property Group #5 of the Specific Plan area 
ceases. Upon removal of  the dam, an effective 
combination of erosion and sediment control shall 
be implemented which may include measures 
such as covering exposed areas with mulch, 
temporary seeding, soil stabilizers, binders, fiber 
rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation or 
permanent seeding. In addition, best management 
practices (BMPs) shall be implemented during 
construction to reduce or eliminate sedimentation 
and reduce erosion in result of dam removal 
activities. BMPs may include sediment control 
practices such as filtration devices and barriers 
(e.g. fiber rolls, straw bale barriers and gravel inlet 
filters) and/or settling devices (e.g. sediment traps 
or basins). BMPs shall be developed in 
accordance with applicable federal, State and local 
agencies. Additionally, the dam removal shall be 
done in accord with all applicable federal, State 
and local requirements and/or permit conditions 
existing at the time of removal.  Prior to removal 
of the structure, a drainage report shall be 
prepared demonstrating that the removal of the 
structure will not adversely increase flows 
downstream.  

Department improvement 
plans for 

development 
of Property 
Group #5 

dam removal environmental 
impacts occur

4.3.3-8a Municipal wells constructed for purposes of a 
backup groundwater supply for development 
under the Specific Plan shall not be constructed 
within 800 feet of any existing private well. 

PCWA, 
Applicant 

PCWA Prior to well 
construction 

Once prior to 
commencement  

of well 
construction  

Distance 
standard met 

Applicant 

4.3.3-8b Prior to operation of any municipal wells 
constructed for purposes of a backup 

Applicant PCWA Prior to well 
construction 

Once following 
installation of 

Monitoring 
wells 

Applicant 



 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan  7-47 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

groundwater supply for development under the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, the 
developer/applicant shall construct groundwater 
monitoring wells to monitor the impacts of the 
operation of the municipal wells on local 
groundwater elevations and any groundwater 
contaminant movement.  The number, location 
and design of said monitoring wells shall be 
subject to the approval of PCWA. 

monitoring wells constructed to 
satisfaction of 

PCWA  

4.3.3-9 Prior to installation of any municipal wells for 
purposes of a backup groundwater supply for 
development under the Specific Plan, the County, 
in consultation with PCWA and CDFG, shall 
determine the appropriate separation distances 
between wells and nearby surface water bodies.  
In no case shall these municipal wells be 
constructed within 800 feet of the Dry Creek 
riparian corridor, or any other on-site area where 
established riparian vegetation is observed. 
 
 

County County Prior to well 
construction 

Once prior to well 
construction 

Absence of 
effect on 

surface water 
and riparian 
vegetation 

Applicant 

4.3.3-10 Pumps required for any municipal wells for 
purposes of a backup groundwater supply for 
development under the Specific Plan shall be 
located within sound-attenuating acoustical 
shelters to reduce generated noise levels below 
noise thresholds established by the Placer County 
General Plan Noise Element for the affected 
sensitive receptors.            

Applicant PCWA During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once following 
construction 

Compliance 
with standard 

Applicant 

4.3.4-2c All BMPs for water quality protection, source 
control, and treatment control shall be developed 
in accordance with the California Stormwater 
Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook for 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
improvement 
plan review 

Once during 
review of 

improvement plans 

Compliance 
with 

Handbook 
standards 

Applicant 
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Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

Construction and New 
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar 
source approved by the Department of Public 
Works) for the applicable type of development 
and/or improvement.  Provisions shall be 
included for long-term maintenance of BMPs. 

4.3.4-4 All existing groundwater wells within the 
Specific Plan area shall be abandoned and sealed 
in accordance with Placer County Environmental 
Health Division standards upon abandonment of 
use, prior to any project-related construction 
activity within one hundred feet of any affected 
well.  Wells that will remain within the SPA or 
other adjoining areas that are within 100 feet of 
active development within the Specific Plan area 
shall, where landowner permission is granted, be 
inspected and, if found to be improperly sealed, 
properly sealed, or destroyed and replaced, in 
accordance with Placer County Environmental 
Health Division Standards.  Seals, inspections, 
and well destruction and construction shall be at 
the expense of the Specific Plan area developer. 

Applicant County 
Environmental 
Health Division 

Prior to 
issuance of 

building 
permits where 
the described 
circumstance 

exists  

Once prior to 
issuance of 

building permits 
where the 
described 

circumstance 
exists 

Wells properly 
destroyed, 
sealed or 
replaced 

Applicant 

4.3.4-9A Install advanced treatment facilities (DCWWTP 
Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 7-2). 

City of Roseville City of Roseville  During 
treatment plant 

expansion 

Once during 
construction 

Advanced 
treatment 
facilities 
installed 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.3.4-9B Institute metals source controls/pre-treatment 
(DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 
7-3). 

City of Roseville City of Roseville During 
operation 

Ongoing Metals source 
control/ 

pretreatment 
in place 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.3.4-9C Install cooling towers if necessary (DCWWTP 
Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 7-4). 

City of Roseville City of Roseville During 
treatment plant 

expansion 

Once during 
construction 

Cooling 
towers 

installed, if 
necessary 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
4.4-5 When construction is proposed during the 

burrowing owl breeding season (April-
September), a focused survey for burrows shall 
be conducted within 30 days prior to the 
beginning of construction activities by a qualified 
biologist in order to identify any active burrows.  
If active nests are found, no construction 
activities shall take place within five hundred feet 
of the nest until the young have fledged.  
Burrows that must be removed as a result of 
Specific Plan implementation shall be removed 
during the non-breeding season (October to 
March).  If no active nests are found during the 
focused survey, no further mitigation will be 
required. 
 
If burrows are removed as a result of 
implementation and there is suitable habitat on-
site, on-site passive relocation shall be required. 
Owls will be encouraged to move from occupied  
burrows to alternate natural or artificial  burrows 
that are beyond 50 meters from the impact zone 
and that are within or contiguous to a minimum 
of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each pair of 
relocated owls. Relocation of owls should only be 
implemented during the non-breeding season. 
On-site habitat shall be preserved in a 
conservation easement and managed to promote 
burrowing owl use of the site. 
 
If there is not suitable habitat on-site, off-site 
passive relocation shall be required. Off-site 
habitat must provide suitable burrowing owl 

Applicant County Public 
Works and 
Planning 

Departments 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans or 

issuance of 
building 
permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
burrowing owl

Applicant 
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habitat. Land shall be purchased and/or placed in 
a conservation easement in perpetuity and 
managed to maintain suitable habitat. Off-site 
mitigation shall use one of the following ratios: 
1. Replacement of occupied habitat with 

occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.6 (9.75) acres 
per pair or single bird. 

 
2. Replacement of occupied habitat with 

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

 
3. Replacement of occupied habitat with 

suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 
(19.5) acres per pair or single bird. 

 
The replacement of burrowing owl habitat 
required by this measure could be partially or 
entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-
1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes 
areas appropriate for burrowing owl. 

4.4-7 If construction activities are proposed during the 
tricolored blackbird breeding season (May to 
August), a focused survey for nesting colonies 
shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the 
beginning of construction activities by a qualified 
biologist in order to identify active nests within 
the construction area.  If active nests are found, 
no construction activities shall take place within 
five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the 
young have fledged.  Vegetation that must be 
removed as a result of construction shall be 
removed during the non-breeding season 

Applicant County Public 
Works and 
Planning 

Departments 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans or 

issuance of 
building 
permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
tricolored 
blackbird 

Applicant  
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(September to April).  If no active nests are found 
during the focused survey, no further mitigation 
will be required. 
 
This measure would ensure that tricolored 
blackbird nests are avoided when active, so that 
eggs and young would be protected.  Once the 
blackbirds have fledged their nests, the nests can 
be removed without harm to the birds.   

4.4-8 When construction is proposed during the raptor 
breeding season (March to early September), a 
focused survey for raptor nests shall be 
conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning 
of construction activities by a qualified biologist 
in order to identify active nests on-site.  If active 
nests are found, no construction activities shall 
take place within five hundred feet of the nest 
until the young have fledged.  Trees containing 
nests shall be removed during the non-breeding 
season (late September to March).  If no active 
nests are found during the focused survey, no 
further mitigation will be required.  This measure 
will ensure that active nests are not moved or 
substantially disturbed during the breeding 
season, so that raptor eggs and young are not 
destroyed or abandoned as a result of 
construction. 

Applicant County Public 
Works and 
Planning 

Departments 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans or 

issuance of 
building 
permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
breeding 
raptors 

Applicant 

4.4-9 Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall 
survey any affected structures for evidence of bat 
roosts (e.g., bat guano).  If roosts are found, they 
shall be removed in April, September or October 
in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity 
seasons.  Appropriate exclusion methods will be 
used, as needed, during habitat removal. 

Applicant County Public 
Works and 
Planning 

Departments 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans or 

issuance of 
building 
permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
protected bats

Applicant 
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The initial assessment will involve looking for 
bats or bat signs such as guano, urine staining, 
and culled food parts, and will identify those 
specific locations that represent potential habitat 
(i.e., which specific buildings, trees, bridges 
could support roosting bats).  If no potential 
habitat is identified or no potential habitat will be 
affected (i.e., removed), no further measures are 
required. 
 
Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact 
to the resident bat population if it is done outside 
of the hibernation season (November through 
March) and outside of the maternity season (May 
through August).  During the removal period, a 
roost exit survey shall be conducted prior to 
habitat removal.  If bats are detected, standard 
humane exclusion methods shall be implemented 
(e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas 
such that bats can exit the roost but not return).  
Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior 
to habitat removal and habitat removal shall 
occur immediately following implementation of 
these exclusion measures.  If there is a delay, 
then the exclusion measures shall be repeated.  
During the maternity season (May through 
August), habitat removal may occur following a 
roost exit survey that confirms no bats are 
present; however, if bats are detected they may 
not be excluded until the end of the maternity 
season.  During the hibernation season 
(November through March), bats do not exit the 
roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess 
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presence and removal shall be delayed to the end 
of this time period. 
 
If bats must be excluded, the project proponent 
shall work with a qualified biologist to determine 
if any additional steps (such as installation of 
alternative roost habitat in the form of bat boxes) 
are appropriate for the particular habitat.  
Determination of these additional measures will 
depend on the species present and their specific 
ecological preferences/requirements.  Other steps 
could include improvement of other avoided bat 
habitat or design of new project elements such as 
bridges to be “bat-friendly.” 
 

4.4-10b Trees that are not planned for removal shall be 
preserved and protected.  These oak trees shall be 
preserved and avoided by implementation of the 
following measures: 
 
• Trees that are not proposed for removal and 

that are within two hundred feet of grading 
activities shall be protectively fenced five 
feet beyond the dripline and root zone of 
each oak tree (as determined by a certified 
arborist).  This fence, which is meant to 
prevent activities that result in soil 
compaction beneath the canopies or over 
the root zone, shall be maintained until all 
construction activities are completed.  No 
vehicles, construction equipment, mobile 
offices, or materials shall be placed within 
this fenced area. 

 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction and 

ongoing 

Compliance 
with tree 

protection 
requirements. 

Applicant 
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• Grade changes shall be minimized to the 
extent feasible within or adjacent to the drip 
line of existing trees.  No soil surface 
removal greater than one foot in depth shall 
occur within the drip lines of oak trees to be 
preserved.  No cuts shall occur within five 
feet of their trunks.  No earthen fill greater 
than one foot deep shall be placed within 
the drip lines of preserved oak trees, or 
within five feet of their trunks. 

 
• Paving shall not be placed in the drip lines 

of oak trees to be preserved. 
 

• Underground utility line trenching shall not 
be placed within the drip lines of oak trees 
to be preserved.  If it is absolutely 
necessary to install underground utilities 
within the drip lines of oak trees, the trench 
shall either be bored or drilled, but not 
within five feet of the trunk. 

 
• For trees that will be removed, the project 

applicant shall submit a tree survey map of 
oaks to be removed or disturbed during 
project construction.  Within these impact 
areas, an inventory of the location, number 
and health of oaks shall be prepared by a 
certified arborist.  A certified arborist shall 
also prepare a monitoring and management 
plan for each project disturbing or 
removing oak trees.  The plan shall address 
planting techniques, proposed mitigation 
sites, monitoring requirements, 
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management recommendations, and 
minimization and avoidance measures. 

 
• Annual monitoring shall be included to 

ensure that an 80% survival rate is achieved 
over a five-year period.  During monitoring, 
the following information shall be 
evaluated: average tree height, percent 
canopy cover, and percent survival.  An oak 
tree mitigation and monitoring plan shall be 
submitted that includes a description of 
irrigation methods that will be used to 
ensure that saplings survive the first several 
years of growth.  During the revegetation 
process, tree survival shall be maximized 
by using gopher cages, deer screens, regular 
maintenance, and replanting as needed.  
Monitoring reports shall be submitted to 
Placer County on an annual basis. 

4.4-11a Since all potential jurisdictional waters of the 
U.S. will not be avoided in the Specific Plan 
design, the wetland delineation shall be finalized 
and the results shall be mapped and submitted to 
the Corps for verification through the section 404 
permit process.  Completion of the delineation 
will ensure precise acreage of various wetland 
types occurring in within properties surveyed. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Compliance 
with the 404 

process  

Applicant 

4.4-13 If construction activities are proposed during the 
Loggerhead shrike breeding season (March to 
July), a focused survey for nesting pairs shall be 
conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning 
of construction activities by a qualified biologist 
in order to identify active nests within the 
construction area.  If active nests are found, no 

Applicant County Public 
Works and 
Planning 

Departments 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
Loggerhead 

Shrike 

Applicant 
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construction activities shall take place within five 
hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young 
have fledged.  Vegetation that must be removed 
as a result of construction shall be removed 
during the non-breeding season (March to July).  
If no active nests are found during the focused 
survey, no further mitigation will be required. 
 
This measure would ensure that Loggerhead 
shrike nests are avoided when active, so that eggs 
and young would be protected.  Once the birds 
have fledged, their nests can be removed without 
harm to the birds. 

4.4-16 Installation of off-site infrastructure shall be 
designed to avoid vernal pools, if feasible.  If 
pools will be filled or degraded by off-site 
infrastructure areas, implement Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2. 
 
Under this mitigation, vernal pools in Placer 
County will need to be delineated if they fall 
within the off-site infrastructure areas and cannot 
be avoided.  Consideration shall also be given to 
degradation of vernal pools that would be 
avoided, but that could be degraded due to 
construction and other activities (due to, for 
example, contaminants in runoff if a road is 
placed over the utility line).  For vernal pools that 
would be filled or adversely affected, 
preservation, re-creation, replacement and/or 
restoration would be required at ratios that would 
ensure there would be “no net loss” of vernal 
pool habitat.  See Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 for a 
more detailed discussion of the specific ratios. 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

Compliance 
with “no net 

loss” 
requirement  

Applicant 
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The mitigation acreage required by this measure 
could be partially or entirely included within 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the 
mitigation area includes vernal pools similar in 
type and equal or greater in habitat value to those 
pools lost to the off-site infrastructure areas. 
 
Avoidance and/or fill of vernal pools outside of 
Placer County will be regulated by the USACE, 
Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the 
City of Roseville, depending on the location and 
type of vernal pools that would be affected.  Both 
federal policy (for jurisdictional wetlands), 
Sacramento County policy and Sutter County 
policy all call for “no net loss” of wetlands.  
These jurisdictions can and should implement 
measures similar to those provided in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1 to ensure “no net loss” of vernal 
pools. 

4.4-18 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, which 
requires that construction be designed to avoid 
impacts to potential habitat for western pond 
turtle, if feasible.  If installation is required in 
areas of potential habitat, then a focused survey 
for this species shall be conducted prior to 
approval of engineering plans.  The survey is 
required to determine the presence or absence of 
this species in the off-site infrastructure areas.  If 
pond turtles are found in the off-site 
infrastructure areas, locations of these 
occurrences shall be mapped.   
 
A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that 
provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits  

Once prior to 
construction 

“No net loss” 
of pond turtle 

Applicant 
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species or its habitat shall be developed upon 
confirming the presence of this species in the off-
site infrastructure areas.  If this species is not 
found in the off-site infrastructure areas, no 
further studies are necessary. 
 
The replacement of western pond turtle habitat, if 
necessary, could be partially or entirely included 
within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent 
that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate 
for western pond turtle.   If western pond turtle is 
present in off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter 
County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of 
Roseville, these jurisdictions could also require 
measures to ensure “no net loss” of its habitat. 

4.4-19 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, which 
requires nesting surveys prior to construction, so 
if burrowing owls establish nests in the off-site 
infrastructure areas, they would be detected.  This 
measure also prohibits construction activities 
within five hundred feet of a nest, so that nesting 
owls would not be disturbed.  Once the young 
have fledged, the nests can be removed, because 
the owls would then establish nests in a new area.  
Therefore, with implementation of this measure, 
the impact on nesting burrowing owls would be 
less than significant.  Similar measures could be 
implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento 
County, and/or the City of Roseville, if needed, 
to  nesting burrowing owls. 

Applicant  County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans and/or 
issuance of 

encroachment 
permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
burrowing owl

Applicant 

4.4-21 If installation of infrastructure is proposed during 
the tricolored blackbird breeding season (May to 
August), a focused survey for nesting colonies 
shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans or 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
tricolored 
blackbird 

Applicant 
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beginning of construction activities by a qualified 
biologist in order to identify active nests within 
the construction area.  If active nests are found, 
no construction activities shall take place within 
five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the 
young have fledged.  Vegetation that must be 
removed as a result of installation shall be 
removed during the non-breeding season 
(September to April).  If no active nests are found 
during the focused survey, no further mitigation 
will be required. 
 
This measure would ensure that tricolored 
blackbird nests are avoided when active, so that 
eggs and young would be protected.  Once the 
blackbirds have left their nests, the nests can be 
removed without harm to the birds.  Similar 
measures could be implemented by Sutter 
County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of 
Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting tricolored 
blackbirds. 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits 

4.4-22  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-8, which 
requires nesting surveys prior to construction, so 
if raptor nests are present in the off-site 
infrastructure areas, they will be detected.  This 
measure also prohibits construction activities 
within five hundred feet of a nest, so that nesting 
raptors will not be disturbed.  Once the young 
have fledged, the nests can be removed, because 
the raptors would then establish nests in a new 
area.  Therefore, with implementation of this 
measure, the impact on nesting raptors would be 
less than significant.  Similar measures could be 
implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
nesting raptors

Applicant 
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County and/or the City of Roseville, if needed, to 
protect nesting raptors. 

4.4-23 Installation of off-site infrastructure shall be 
designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat for 
California horned lizard, if feasible.  If 
installation is required in areas of potential 
habitat, a focused survey for this species shall be 
conducted prior to approval of engineering plans.  
The survey is required to determine the presence 
or absence of this species in the off-site 
infrastructure areas.  If horned lizards are found 
in the off-site infrastructure areas, locations of 
these occurrences shall be mapped.   
 
A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that 
provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the 
species or its habitat shall be developed upon 
confirming the presence of this species in the off-
site infrastructure areas. If this species is not 
found in the off-site infrastructure areas, no 
further studies are necessary. 
 
This measure would protect the California horned 
lizard, if present, from harm.  Surveys of 
proposed impact areas shall be conducted during 
the active season for the lizard (generally April to 
October).  During the spring, lizards are typically 
active during mid-day. During summer, activity 
transitions to morning and late afternoon.  
 
The replacement of habitat, if necessary, could be 
partially or entirely included within Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation 
area includes areas appropriate for the affected 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

Lack of harm 
to California 
horned lizard 

Applicant 
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habitat.  If California horned lizard is present in 
off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter County, 
Sacramento County and/or the City of Roseville, 
these jurisdictions could also require measures to 
ensure “no net loss” of its habitat. 
 

4.4-24 Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall 
survey any affected structures for evidence of bat 
roosts (e.g., bat guano).  If roosts are found, they 
shall be removed in April, September or October 
in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity 
seasons.  Appropriate exclusion methods will be 
used, as needed, during habitat removal. 
 
The initial assessment will involve looking for 
bats or bat sign such as guano, urine staining, and 
culled food parts and will identify those specific 
locations that represent potential habitat (e.g., 
which specific buildings, trees, bridges could 
support roosting bats).  If no potential habitat is 
identified or no potential habitat will be impacted 
(i.e., removed), no further measures are required. 
 
Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact 
to the resident bat population if it is done outside 
of the hibernation season (November through 
March) and outside of the maternity season (May 
through August).  During the removal period, a 
roost exit survey shall be conducted prior to 
habitat removal.  If bats are detected, standard 
humane exclusion methods shall be implemented 
(e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas 
such that bats can exit the roost but not return).  
Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits 

Once prior to 
construction 

Lack of harm 
to protected 

bats 

Applicant 
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to habitat removal and habitat removal shall 
occur immediately following implementation of 
these exclusion measures.  If there is a delay, 
then the exclusion measures shall be repeated.  
During the maternity season (May through 
August), habitat removal may occur following a 
roost exit survey that confirms no bats are 
present; however, if bats are detected they may 
not be excluded until the end of the maternity 
season.  During the hibernation season 
(November through March), bats do not exit the 
roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess 
presence and removal shall be delayed to the end 
of this time period. 
 
If bats must be excluded, the project proponent 
shall work with a qualified biologist to determine 
if any additional steps (such as installation of 
alternative roost habitat in the form of bat boxes) 
are appropriate for the particular habitat.  
Determination of these additional measures will 
depend on the species present and their specific 
ecological preferences/requirements.  Other steps 
could include improvement of other avoided bat 
habitat or design of new project elements such as 
bridges to be “bat-friendly.” Similar measures to 
those described in this mitigation measure could 
be used by Sutter County, Sacramento County, 
and/or the City of Roseville. 

4.4-25 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-10a and 4.4-
10b.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-10a requires 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it 
pertains to oak woodland communities and 
individual oak trees.  The applicant is to provide 

Applicant County Planning 
Department, 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 

Once prior to 
construction and 
ongoing during 

construction 

Compliance 
with tree 

protection 
requirements 

Applicant 
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a tree survey map of all trees that would be 
removed or disturbed during construction of the 
off-site infrastructure areas.  These trees shall be 
replaced as specified in Mitigation Measure 4.4-
1.  Replacement trees shall be monitored annually 
to ensure that the new oaks and oak woodland are 
successful.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-10b specifies 
measures to be taken to protect remaining trees 
from damage during construction.  Similar 
measures could be implemented by Sutter 
County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of 
Roseville, if needed to protect oak woodland and 
individual trees. 
 

Sutter County, 
Sacramento 

County, City of 
Roseville 

encroachment 
permits 

4.4-27 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-12, which 
requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement from 
CDFG whenever a road (bridge) or utility line 
would be constructed across a stream.  The 
Agreement would include measures to protect the 
channel and bank of a stream from erosion and 
related effects of construction.  The measure also 
requires that Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 be 
implemented as it pertains to riparian habitat.  
New trees and shrubs would be planted to replace 
those removed for development.  The 
replacement ratios would exceed 1:1 in order to 
ensure that over the long-term the value of new 
riparian habitat equals or exceeds the value of the 
habitat that was lost.  Any stream crossings 
proposed in Sutter County, Sacramento County, 
and/or the City of Roseville would also likely be 
required to obtain a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 
 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville  

Prior to 
improvement 

plans approval 
and/or 

issuance of 
encroachment 

permits 

Once prior to 
construction and 
ongoing during 

construction 

Compliance 
with 

Streambed 
Alteration 
agreement 

requirements; 
compliance 

with 
Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-1, 
as it pertains 
to riparian 

habitat 

Applicant 
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4.4-28 All construction activity involving disturbance of 
habitat, shall be restricted to the period between 
May 1 and September 30. This is the active 
period for Giant Garter snake and direct mortality 
is lessened, because snakes are expected to 
actively move and avoid danger. 
 
24-hours prior to construction activities, the 
project area shall be surveyed for Giant Garter 
snake. Survey of the project area shall be 
repeated if a lapse in construction activity of two 
weeks or greater has occurred. If a snake is 
encountered during construction, activities shall 
cease until appropriate corrective measures have 
been completed or it has been determined that the 
snake will not be harmed. Any incidental take 
and any sightings shall be reported to the USFWS 
immediately. 
 
Movement of heavy equipment shall be confined 
to existing roadways to minimize habitat 
disturbance. 
 
Construction personnel shall (to the extent 
practical) receive USFWS-approved worker 
environmental awareness training. This training 
instructs workers to recognize Giant Garter 
snakes and their habitat(s), and what to do if a 
Giant Garter snake is encountered during 
construction activities. 
 
No plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar erosion 
control matting that could entangle snakes will be 
placed on a project site when working within 200 

Applicant Sacramento 
County, Sutter 

County 

Immediately 
prior to 

construction 

Once prior to 
construction and 

ongoing 

No harm to 
Giant Garter 

Snake 

Applicant 
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feet of snake aquatic or rice habitat. Substitutions 
include coconut coir matting, tactified 
hydroseeding compounds, or other material 
approved by the Wildlife Agencies. 
 
Between April 15 and September 30, all 
irrigation ditches, canals, or other aquatic habitat 
shall be completely dewatered, with no puddle 
water remaining, for at least 15 consecutive days 
prior to the excavation or filling in of the 
dewatered habitat. Make sure dewatered habitat 
does not continue to support Giant Garter snake 
prey, which could detain or attract snakes into the 
area. If a site cannot be completely dewatered, 
netting and salvage of prey items may be 
necessary.  
 
Confine clearing to the minimal area necessary to 
facilitate construction activities. Flag and 
designate avoided Giant Garter snake habitat 
within or adjacent to the project as 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas. This area shall 
be avoided by all construction personnel. 
 
If a live Giant Garter snake is found during 
construction activities, immediately notify the 
USFWS and the project’s manager. The manager 
shall do the following: 
 
Stop construction in the vicinity of the snake. 
Monitor the snake and allow the snake to leave 
on its own. A monitor shall remain in the area for 
the remainder of the work day to make sure the 
snake is not harmed or if it leaves the site, does 
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not return. Escape routes for Giant Garter snake 
should be determined in advance of construction 
and snakes should always be allowed to leave on 
their own. If a Giant Garter snake does not leave 
on its own within one working day, further 
consultation with USFWS is required. 
  
Fill or construction debris may be used by Giant 
Garter snake as an over-wintering site. Therefore, 
upon completion of construction activities, 
remove any temporary fill and construction 
debris. If this material is situated near 
undisturbed Giant Garter snake habitat and it is to 
be removed between October 1 and April 30, it 
shall be inspected by a qualified biologist to 
assure that Giant Garter snake are not using it as 
hibernaculae. Wherever feasible, restore 
disturbed areas to pre-project conditions. 
Restoration work may include such activities as 
replanting species removed.  
 

4.4-29 If installation of infrastructure is proposed during 
the Loggerhead shrike breeding season (March to 
July), a focused survey for nesting pairs shall be 
conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning 
of construction activities by a qualified biologist 
in order to identify active nests within the 
construction area.  If active nests are found, no 
construction activities shall take place within five 
hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young 
have fledged.  Vegetation that must be removed 
as a result of installation shall be removed during 
the non-breeding season (March to July).  If no 
active nests are found during the focused survey, 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County, 

Sacramento 
County, City of 

Roseville 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

No harm to 
Loggerhead 

Shrike 

Applicant 
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no further mitigation will be required. 
 
This measure would ensure that Loggerhead 
shrike nests are avoided when active, so that eggs 
and young would be protected.  Once the birds 
have left their nests, the nests can be removed 
without harm to the birds.  Similar measures 
could be implemented by Sutter County, 
Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, 
if needed, to protect nesting tricolored blackbirds. 
 

4.4-30b A qualified fish biologist shall be present on-site 
during any dewatering activities at construction 
sites to minimize impacts to special-status species 
(i.e., prevent stranding of special-status species).  
Individual fish collected during dewatering shall 
be identified and released in an uninterrupted 
waterway adjacent to the area of disturbance. 
 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

During 
construction 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Minimize 
impacts to 

special-status 
species 

Applicant 

4.4-30c Chinook salmon and steelhead resources shall be 
protected from potential construction-related 
activities by adherence to a construction window, 
whereby construction activities would be 
precluded from October 15 through June 15.   
This window corresponds to the time when both 
adult and juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead 
are expected to migrate through the area.  Further 
measures to protect salmon resources include use 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
minimize and localize siltation and other water 
quality impacts and to provide for riparian 
restoration activities. Such BMPs may include 
the use of cofferdams and other structures during 
dewatering and construction activities.  Water 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction and 
ongoing during 

construction 

No harm to 
Chinook 

salmon or 
steelhead 

Applicant 
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quality monitoring shall also be performed to 
ensure that state and federal water quality 
standards are met. 
 

4.4-59 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as well as 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, 4.4-4, 4.4-6, 4.4-10a, 
4.4-11b, 4.4-11c, 4.4-12b, 4.4-14, 4.4-15, 4.4-17, 
4.4-18, 4.4-19, 4.4-21, 4.4-22, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 
4.4-25, 4.4-26, 4.4-29, and 4.4-30. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would reduce the 
magnitude of the Specific Plan contribution to the 
cumulative loss of biological habitat by requiring 
the off-site preservation of 3,520 acres of open 
space, most of which is likely to provide a mosaic 
of habitats similar to the Specific Plan area.  The 
other measures identified above would further 
protect special-status plant and wildlife from 
harm by requiring appropriate habitat and/or 
nesting surveys, avoidance of habitat and/or 
nests, and compensation for loss of habitat.  
While individual members of special-status 
species would be protected from harm, and 
required off-site open space would not be 
developed, there would still be a net loss in land 
available for plant and wildlife habitat as a result 
of the Specific Plan.  Therefore, this mitigation 
would reduce, but would not fully offset, the 
project’s incremental contribution to the 
significant cumulative loss of biological habitat. 
 
 
 
 
 

Applicant County Planning 
Department, 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 
Sutter County 
Sacramento 

County, City of 
Roseville 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction and 
ongoing during 

construction 

No harm to 
protected 

resources and 
“no net loss” 

of resources to 
be protected 

under 
Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-1. 
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4.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
4.5-4a New development within the Specific Plan area 

shall prepare and submit to the Department of 
Public Works a preliminary grading and erosion 
control (winterization)/ground instability plan 
prepared by a California Registered Civil 
Engineer.  Erosion and ground instability 
mitigation measures shall include conformance to 
the Uniform Building Code and Placer County 
grading ordinances.  The preliminary grading 
plan shall include methods to control soil erosion 
and ground instability.   
 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
improvement 
plan approval 

Once prior to 
improvement plant 

approval 

Soil erosion 
and ground 
instability 
avoided 

Applicant 

4.5-4b A Notice of Intent (NOI) and supporting 
documents shall be submitted to the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  A Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall 
be prepared for inclusion with the construction 
plans and for regulation of construction activities.  
The SWPPP shall include Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) which address source reduction 
and sediment capture and retention.  BMPs shall 
be developed in accordance with the California 
Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practices Handbook for 
Construction and New 
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar 
source). 
 
Uncemented silty soils are prone to erosion.  
According to requirements, as set forth in Section 
402 (p) of the Clean Water Act as amended in 
1987, and as administered by the SWRCB, 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
improvement 
plan approval 

Once prior to 
improvement plant 

approval 

Approved 
SWPPP 

Applicant 
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erosion control measures (appropriate Best 
Management Practices) shall be implemented 
during construction which conform to the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System, Storm Drain Standards, and local 
standards, consistent with Best Management 
Practices contained in the California Stormwater 
Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practices Handbook for 
Construction and New 
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar 
source). 
 

4.5-5a Restore ground surface and topography. City of Roseville City of Roseville During 
construction 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Soil erosion 
and ground 
instability 
avoided 

 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.5-5b Require soil stockpiling and disposal standards. City of Roseville City of Roseville Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Water 
quality/air 

quality effects 
avoided  

 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.5-5c Require erosion and sedimentation control plan. City of Roseville City of Roseville Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Water quality 
effects 

avoided 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

 
4.5-5d Implement recommendations of geotechnical 

report.  
City of Roseville City of Roseville During 

construction 
Ongoing during 

construction 
Geotechnical 
related effects 

avoided 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

 
4.5-5e For the SRWTP, consult Division of Oil and Gas 

records prior to excavation, for excavation depths 
greater than five feet below the surface. 

SRCSD SRCSD Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Hazards from 
abandoned 
gas wells 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 
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 avoided 
4.6 ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.6-1 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity within 
five hundred feet of historical resources and 
unique archaeological resources,, archaeological 
surface inspections shall be completed to 
determine if each respective site still exists and, if 
so, archaeological test excavations shall be 
conducted to the extent necessary to determine if 
further mitigation is necessary. If determined to 
be necessary, a data recovery plan, which makes 
provision for adequately recovering the 
scientifically consequential information from and 
about the archaeological resources, shall be 
prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist 
and adopted by the County prior to any 
excavation.  The data recovery plan shall be 
deposited with the California Historical 
Resources Regional Information Center. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
improvement 
plan and/or 

building permit 
approval 

Once upon 
completion of 

studies 

Cultural and 
historic 

resources 
protected/and 
or recorded  

Applicant 

4.6-2a In the event of the accidental discovery or 
recognition of any human remains, there shall be 
no further excavation or disturbance of the site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent human remains, until compliance with 
the provisions of Section 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2) 
of the CEQA Guidelines has occurred. 
 
 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

During 
construction 

On going Compliance 
with Section 

15064.5 (e)(1) 
and (2) of the 

CEQA 
Guidelines 

Applicant 

4.6-2b If any artifacts or other indications of cultural 
resources 45 years old or older are found once 
ground-disturbing activities are underway, the 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

During 
construction 

On going Protected 
resources and 
identified and 

Applicant 
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find shall be immediately evaluated by a 
qualified archaeologist.  If the find is determined 
to be an historical or unique archaeological 
resource, contingency funding and a time 
allotment to allow for implementation of 
avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation 
shall be made available, as provided in Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Work may 
continue on other parts of the project site while 
historical or unique archaeological resource 
mitigation takes place. 
 

preserved 

4.6-2d Orange construction fencing shall be placed 
around the California Register-eligible sites 
located in open space, if construction, including 
trail and fire break building, is conducted within 
one hundred feet of the archaeological resource. 
Placement of the fencing must be done in 
consultation with an archaeologist who meets the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric 
archaeology. 
 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

During 
Construction 

On going Known sites 
are protected 

Applicant 

4.6-2e An archaeologist shall participate in the 
preconstruction meeting(s) to inform the 
participants of the sensitivity and location of any 
California Register-eligible sites in the vicinity of 
grading or construction. 
 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to start 
of construction 

Each time a new 
increment of 
development 

activity begins 

Informed 
personnel on-

site 

Applicant 

4.6-2f Any California Register-eligible site located in 
the open space that will be within one hundred 
feet or closer to public access (e.g., road, trail or 
firebreak), public facility or private residence 
shall be enclosed with permanent fencing 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
approval of 

any plans for 
construction 
within 100 

Once prior to and 
once following 

construction 

Fencing 
properly 
installed 

Applicant 



 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan  7-73 March, 2006 
Revised Draft EIR 

Mitigation 
No. 

Mitigation Measure (Page #) 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 

designed to help prevent trespass. Each enclosure 
shall be constructed with a locked gate. A sign at 
each enclosure shall explain site values, interpret 
site history (or prehistory), identify prohibited 
uses and warn of 82 penalties for violations. 

feet of a 
protected site 

4.6-2g To help insure the long-term preservation of 
those California Register-eligible archaeological 
resources located in the open space, the CC&Rs 
shall include a clause that prohibits the collecting, 
digging or removal of any stone, artifact or other 
prehistoric or historic object from the open space. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

CC&R 
approval by 

County 

Once at CC&R 
approval  

Clause 
included in 

CC&Rs 

Applicant 

4.6-2h If human remains are discovered, all work shall 
stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and the 
County Coroner must be notified, according to 
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code. If the remains are Native American, 
the Coroner will notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission, which in turn will inform 
a most likely descendant. The descendant will 
then recommend to the landowner appropriate 
disposition of the remains and any grave goods. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

During 
Construction 

Ongoing Compliance 
with Health 
and Safety 

Code Section 
7050.5 

Applicant 

4.6-3a Should paleontological resources be identified at 
a particular site, the project manager shall cease 
operation until a qualified professional can 
provide an evaluation.  Mitigation shall be 
conducted as follows: 
 
1.  Identify and evaluate paleontologic resource 

by intense field survey where impacts are 
considered high; 

 
2.  Assess effects on identified sites; 
 
3.  Consult with the institutional/academic 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

During 
Construction 

Ongoing Evaluation 
completed 

and 
recommend-

dations 
followed 

Applicant 
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paleontologists conducting research 
investigations within the geological 
formations that are slated to be impacted; 

 
4.  Obtain comments from the researchers; 
 
5.  Comply with researchers’ recommendations to 

address any significant adverse effects where 
determined by the County to be feasible 
pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b. 

4.6-5 Prior to any ground disturbing or demolition 
work for intersection improvements, road 
widenings and utilities construction, an on-the-
ground inspection shall be conducted of the areas 
outside existing public rights-of-way by a 
qualified archaeologist and/or architectural 
historian, as appropriate. Such inspections will at 
a minimum include a field inspection, the 
recording on forms distributed by the California 
Office of Historic Preservation of any cultural 
resources 45 years old or older, an assessment of 
eligibility for the California Register of Historical 
Resources and qualification as a “unique 
archaeological resource,” and a technical report 
that follows California Office of Historic 
Preservation guidelines for contents and format. 
The report shall contain any feasible mitigation 
measures to be implemented by the applicant. In 
some cases, an updated records search by the 
appropriate information center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System may be 
necessary if the proposed routes change or if 
there is more than a year delay between the 
present study (2005) and said field inspection(s). 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to start 
of construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Protection  
and/or 

recordation of 
cultural 
and/or 
historic  

resources 

Applicant 
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4.6-6 Placer County shall coordinate with Roseville 

Public Cemetery District to facilitate the 
reinterrment of any burials affected by the Watt 
Avenue road widening prior to any physical 
disturbance of Cemetery frontage.  Project 
applicants shall fully compensate the Cemetery 
and County for any costs incurred during the 
grave site testing and reinterrment process.  
 

County County Prior to 
construction 

Ongoing Successful 
testing and 

reinterrment 

Applicant 

4.6-10 If the Off-Site Gravity Sewer Alternative “A” is 
selected, then disturbance of the California 
Register-eligible segment of CA-PLA-946-H, the 
Sacramento Northern Railroad grade, shall be 
avoided by using jack and bore construction 
techniques under the railroad grade for placement 
of the sewer line. 

Applicant County Facility 
Services 

During 
construction 

Ongoing Avoidance of 
impacts to 
resource 

Applicant 

4.6-13a Halt work if cultural resources are discovered.  If 
concentrations of prehistoric or historic period 
cultural materials are encountered, all work in the 
vicinity of the find(s) should halt until a qualified 
archaeologist is retained, evaluates the material, 
and makes recommendations for further action. 

Applicant City of Roseville  During 
construction 

Ongoing Protection  
and/or 

recordation of 
cultural 
and/or 
historic  

resources 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.6-13b Halt work if human remains are encountered.  If 
human remains are encountered, all work should 
stop in the vicinity of the bone and the County 
Coroner should be notified immediately.  The 
procedures outlined in the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(e) should be followed, if human 
burials are judged to be Native American origin. 
        

Applicant City of Roseville  During 
construction 

Ongoing Compliance 
with Section 

15064.5 (e)(1) 
and (2) of the 

CEQA 
Guidelines 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.6-13c Should any cultural resources, such as structural 
features, unusual amounts of bone, shell, 

Applicant SRCSD and 
DERA 

During 
construction 

Ongoing Compliance 
with Health 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
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artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains 
be encountered during any development 
activities, work shall be suspended and the 
Department of Environmental Review and 
Assessment (DERA) shall be immediately 
notified.  At that time, DERA shall coordinate 
any necessary investigation of the find with 
appropriate specialists as needed. The SRCSD 
shall be required to implement any mitigation 
deemed necessary by DERA for the protection of 
cultural resources. In the event of discovery of 
human remains, all work is to stop and the 
County Coroner shall be immediately notified 
pursuant to Section 5097.97 of the California 
Public Resources Code and Section 70950.5 of 
the California Health and Safety Code. If the 
remains are determined to be Native American, 
guidelines of the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment 
and disposition of the remains. 

and Safety 
Code Section 

7050.5 

for service 

4.6-14 Prior to any ground disturbing or demolition 
work for intersection improvements, road 
widenings and utilities construction, an updated 
records search through the California Historical 
Resources Information System shall be 
performed and on-the-ground inspection will be 
conducted by a qualified archaeologist and/or 
architectural historian, as appropriate. Such 
inspections will at a minimum include a field 
inspection, the recording on forms distributed by 
the California Office of Historic Preservation of 
any cultural resources 45 years old or older, an 
assessment of eligibility for the California 
Register of Historical Resources and qualification 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

and/or 
recordation of 

cultural 
and/or 
historic  

resources 

Applicant 
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as a “unique archaeological resource,” and a 
technical report that follows California Office of 
Historic Preservation guidelines for contents and 
format. The report shall contain any feasible 
mitigation measures to be implemented by the 
applicant. 

4.7 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
4.7-1 Prepare and implement construction traffic 

management plans for on-site and off-site 
construction activities for all development 
projects, including coordination with appropriate 
agencies, and implement a community relations 
program during construction period. The purpose 
of the construction traffic management plan is to 
minimize adverse Level of Service or 
neighborhood traffic impacts during the various 
phases of construction. 
 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
Construction 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

and ongoing 

Completed 
plans and 

minimization 
of adverse 

traffic 
impacts. 

Applicant 

4.7-10a A Community Service Area (CSA) shall be 
established to fund the cost of transit services 
listed in this section, and any related capital costs 
for buses, passenger amenities, and facilities. 
 

Applicant and 
County 

County Prior to 
establishment 

of transit 
service 

Once following 
establishment of 

CSA  

CSA in place Applicant 

4.7-10b Bus shelters shall be placed along major 
roadways at one-half-mile intervals serving 
Medium-Density, High-Density, Commercial and 
Office land use designations. 

Applicant  County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
establishment 

of transit 
service  

Once Following 
installation  

Shelters in 
place 

Applicant 

4.7-22 Placer County shall coordinate with the City of 
Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County and 
Caltrans to ensure that roadway improvements 
implemented in whole or in part as mitigation for 
the proposed project are designed to minimize 
impacts on existing and future roadways and 

County Public 
Works 

Department 

County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
issuance of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Maximization 
of future 
roadway 

intersection 
impacts 

Applicant/ 
Fees 
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intersections. 
 

4.7-23 Implement the following or similar Mitigation 
Measures: 
  
• 4.3.2-2a and b, which require site-specific 

drainage studies and measures to ensure that 
project flows can be accommodated by 
storm drainage infrastructure; 

 
• 4.3.2-3e, which requires that new 

development demonstrate that there will be 
no increase in the water surface elevation of 
the 100-year flood plain; 

 
• 4.4-15, -16, -17, -18, -20, -21, -22, -23, -24, 

-25, and -26, which require surveys for 
special status species and their habitat, 
habitat avoidance and compensation where 
needed, and protection of nesting raptors; 

 
• 4.6-2a-h, requiring archaeological surveys 

and appropriate treatment of cultural 
resources encountered during construction; 

 
• 4.9-3, which limits the hours during which 

noisy equipment can be used and requires 
effective mufflers; 

 
• 4.9-4, which requires site-specific acoustical 

analyses during roadway design and noise 
attenuation features as needed; and 

 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

Prior to 
roadway 

improvements 

Once for each 
project 

Satisfactory 
mitigation of 
all potential 

impacts 

Applicant/ 
Fees 
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• 4.12-21a-f, which require Phase 1 Site 
Assessments to identify potential 
contamination, and specify how to handle 
potential hazards to minimize the risk of 
exposure. 

 
4.8 AIR QUALITY 

4.8-1a Construction contractors shall be required to 
submit a construction emission/dust control plan 
for approval by the PCAPCD prior to any ground 
disturbance.  At a minimum, this plan shall 
include the following measures:  
 
• Water exposed earth surfaces as necessary to 

eliminate visible dust emissions (at least one 
water truck will be available for every three 
pieces of earthmoving equipment); 

• Suspend grading operations when wind is 
sufficient to generate visible dust clouds; 

• Pave, use gravel cover or spray a dust control 
agent on all haul roads;  

• Wash down all earthmoving construction 
equipment daily, and wash down all haul 
trucks leaving the site;  

• Cover all trucks delivering or exporting soil, 
sand, and other loose materials to ensure that 
all trucks hauling such materials maintain at 
least two feet of freeboard;  

Applicant County Planning 
Department 
PCAPCD 

Prior to any 
construction  

Once prior to 
construction 

Compliance 
with plan 

and reduction 
in air 

emissions 

Applicant 
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• Institute measures to reduce wind erosion 
when site preparation is completed; 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control 
measures to prevent silt runoff onto public 
roadways; 

  

• Provide graveled, paved or grass-covered 
areas for construction employee vehicle 
parking; and 

• The site contractor shall retain a CARB 
certified individual to routinely perform 
Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE) to 
ensure compliance with Rule 228, Fugitive 
Dust.  Fugitive dust shall not exceed 40% 
opacity and shall not go beyond property 
boundaries at any time.  The designee’s 
duties shall include holiday and weekend 
periods when work may not be in progress. 

Immediately following any mass grading phase, 
the following dust control measures shall be 
implemented:  

• Apply 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 
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program should at a minimum provide for 
weekly monitoring of inactive sites to assess 
the effectiveness of wind erosion controls. 

4.8-1b Contractors shall be required to reduce NOx and 
ROG emissions by complying with the 
construction vehicle air pollutant control 
strategies developed by the PCAPCD. 
Contractors shall include in the construction 
contracts the following requirements or measures 
shown to be equally effective: 
 
• Construction equipment operators shall shut 

off equipment when not in use to avoid 
unnecessary idling. Generally, vehicle idling 
should be kept below 10 minutes. 

 
• Contractor’s construction equipment shall 

be properly maintained and in good working 
condition. 

 
• The site contractor shall retain a CARB 

certified individual to routinely evaluate 
project related off-road and heavy duty on-
road equipment emissions for compliance 
with Rule 202, Visible Emissions.  

 
• The prime contractor shall ensure that 

emissions from all off-road diesel powered 
equipment used in the Specific Plan area do 
not exceed 40% opacity for more than three 
minutes in any one hour. Any equipment 
found to exceed the 40% opacity shall be 
repaired immediately, and the County of 
Placer and the PCAPCD shall be notified 

Applicant County Planning 
Department and 

PCAPCD 

During 
construction 

Ongoing Reduction in 
NOx and 

ROG 
emissions 

Applicant 
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within 48 hours of identification of non-
compliant equipment. A visual survey of all 
in-operation equipment shall be made at 
least weekly, and a monthly summary of the 
visual results shall be submitted to the 
County of Placer and the PCAPCD 
throughout the duration of construction in 
the Specific Plan area, except that a monthly 
summary shall not be required for any 30-
day period in which no construction activity 
occurs. The monthly summary shall include 
the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as 
well as the dates of each survey. The 
PCAPCD and/or other officials may conduct 
periodic site inspections to determine 
compliance. Nothing in this section shall 
supersede other PCAPCD or state rules or 
regulations. 

 
• The prime contractor shall submit to the 

PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory (i.e. 
make, model, year, emission rating) of all 
heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 
horsepower or greater) that will be used an 
aggregate of 40 hours or more for the 
construction project. PCAPCD personnel, 
with assistance from the California Air 
Resources Board, will conduct initial 
Visible Emissions Evaluations of all heavy-
duty equipment on the inventory list. 

4.8-1c The project shall provide a plan, for approval by 
the Placer County Air Pollution Control District, 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 
horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used for any 

Applicant County Planning 
Department and 

PCAPCD 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

A project-
wide fleet-

averaged 20% 
NOx 

Applicant 
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construction projects undertaken within the 
Specific Plan area over its planning lifetime, 
including owned, leased and subcontractor 
vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-
averaged 20% NOx reduction and 45% 
particulate reduction compared to the most recent 
annual CARB off-road construction fleet average 
for western Placer County.  Acceptable options 
for reducing emissions may include use of late 
model engines, low-emission diesel products, 
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-
treatment products, and/or other options as they 
become available.  Contractors can access the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District’s web site to determine if 
their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed 
in this measure. (See http://www.airquality.org/ceqa

reduction and 
45% 

particulate 
reduction 

compared to 
the most 

recent annual 
CARB off-

road 
construction 
fleet average 
for western 

Placer County  

4.8-1d Construction contractors shall be required to use 
low-VOC architectural coatings and asphalt in 
compliance with District Rules and Regulations. 
Contractors shall also be required to fuel 
stationary construction equipment with low-
sulfur fuels, and use existing power sources (e.g., 
power poles) or clean fuel generators in place of 
temporary diesel power generators whenever 
feasible. 
 

Applicant PCAPCD During 
construction 

Ongoing Compliance 
with 

PCAPCD 
Rules and 

Regulations 

Applicant 

4.8-1e Construction contractors shall be required to 
provide management of construction traffic. 
Contractors shall include in the construction 
contracts the following requirements: 
 
• Contractors shall provide temporary traffic 

control during all phases of construction 

Applicant PCAPCD During 
construction 

At time of issuance 
of construction 

contracts 

Compliance 
with contract 

language  

Applicant 
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activities to improve traffic flow (i.e. flag 
person); 

 
• Contractors shall configure construction 

parking to minimize traffic interference; 
 
• Contractors shall endeavor to schedule 

construction activities that affect traffic flow 
to off-peak hours (e.g. between 7:00 p.m. 
and 6:00 a.m. and between 10:00 a.m. and 
3:00 p.m.); 

 
• Contractors shall reroute construction traffic 

off congested streets; and 
 
 
• Contractors shall provide dedicated turn 

lanes for movement of construction 
equipment on- and off-site. 

 
4.8-3a The following guidelines shall be used by the 

County during review of future project-specific 
submittals for non-residential development 
within the Specific Plan area in order to reduce 
generation of air pollutants with intent that 
specified measures be required where feasible 
and appropriate: 
 
• Include in all new parking lots tree plantings 

designed to result in 50% shading of parking 
lot surface areas within 15 years.  
Incorporated by reference in this measure 
are the City of Sacramento Parking Lot Tree 

Applicant  County Planning 
Department and 

PCAPCD 

Prior to 
approval of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Measurable 
reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 
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Shading Design and Maintenance 
Guidelines dated June 17, 2003 (see EIR 
Appendix U).  Also, see Specific Plan 
Policy 6.25;   

 
• Equip HVAC units with a PremAir or 

similar catalyst system, if reasonably 
available and economically feasible at the 
time building permits are issued.  Catalyst 
systems are considered feasible if the 
additional cost is less than 10% of the base 
HVAC unit cost; 

 
• Install two 110/208 volt power outlets for 

every two loading docks; 
 
• Promote passive solar building design and 

landscaping conducive to passive solar 
energy use (i.e., building orientation in a 
south to southwest direction where feasible, 
encouraging planting of deciduous trees on 
western sides of structures, landscaping with 
drought-resistant species, and including 
groundcovers rather than pavement to 
reduce heat reflection).  Landscaping plans 
shall prohibit the use of liquidambar and 
eucalyptus trees that produce smog-forming 
compounds (high emission factors for 
isoprenes); and 

 
• Implement the following, or equivalent 

measures, as determined by the County in 
consultation with the APCD: 
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 Establish building guidelines that 
encourage the use of low-absorptive 
coatings on all building surfaces and 
Energy Star roofing products on all 
roofs, if reasonably available and 
economically feasible, at the time 
building permits are issued;  

  
 Establish paving guidelines that require 

businesses, if feasible, to pave all 
privately-owned parking areas with a 
substance with reflective attributes 
(albedo = 0.30 or better) similar to 
cement concrete.  The use of a paving 
substance with reflective attributes 
similar to concrete is considered 
feasible under this measure if the 
additional cost is less than 10% of the 
cost of applying a standard asphalt 
product; and 

 
 Power all off-road equipment used at 

office, industrial, and commercial uses 
by the lowest-emission technology 
reasonably available at the time 
building permits are issued. 

4.8-3b The following measures shall be used singularly 
or in combination to accomplish an overall 
reduction of 10 to 20% in residential energy 
consumption relative to the requirements of 
State of California Title 24:   
 
• Use of air conditioning systems that that are 

more efficient than Title 24 requirements; 

Applicant County Planning 
Department and 

APCD 

Prior to 
approval of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Measurable 
reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 
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• Use of high-efficiency heating and other 

appliances, such as water heaters, cooking 
equipment, refrigerators, and furnaces; 

 
• Installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy 

systems; and  
 

Establishment of tree-planting guidelines 
that require residents to plant trees to shade 
buildings primarily on the west and south 
sides of the buildings.  Use of deciduous 
trees (to allow solar gain during the winter) 
and direct shading of air conditioning 
systems shall be included in the guidelines. 

4.8-3c Promote a reduction in residential emissions 
through implementation of the following 
measure: 
 
• Prohibit any wood-burning fireplaces, 

woodstoves, or similar wood-burning 
devices.  Homes may be fitted with UL rated 
natural gas burning appliances if desired.  
This prohibition shall be included in any 
CC&Rs that are established. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department and 

APCD 

Prior to 
approval of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Measurable 
reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 

4.8-3d For all projects, use the lowest-emitting 
architectural coatings during construction.  When 
zero-VOC coatings are commercially available, 
they should be used.  When only low-VOC 
coatings are available, they shall be used in lieu 
of higher-emitting formulations.  Design review 
submittals shall include information concerning 
the coating products proposed for use in the 
project.  

Applicant County Planning 
and APCD 

Prior to 
approval of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Measurable 
reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 
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4.8-3e Bicycle usage shall be promoted by requiring the 
following: 

 
• All non-residential projects shall provide 

bicycle lockers and/or racks;  
 
• All apartment complexes or condominiums 

without garages shall provide at least two 
Class I bicycle storage spaces per unit; 

 
• Require residential neighborhoods to be 

interconnected, with easy access to 
commercial and recreational land uses.  All 
neighborhoods shall have access to the Class 
I bicycle trails without having to travel on 
an arterial street.  All schools and public 
parks (except neighborhood tot lots) shall be 
connected with a Class I bicycle trail 
through the open space and greenbelts;  

 
• A pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) Master Plan 

shall be developed for the entire Specific 
Plan area.  This master plan shall be 
consistent with the guidelines established in 
the Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan 
and in the Specific Plan; and 

 
As each residential phase is constructed, 
each subdivision shall install its share of the 
overall P/B network, and ensure that the 
layout of each residential phase does not 
interfere with completion of the overall P/B 
network.  Residential areas adjacent to open 
space corridors shall provide reasonable 

Applicant County Planning 
and APCD 

Prior to 
approval of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Measurable 
reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 
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access to the Class I P/B trails located in the 
corridors.  These Class I corridors shall 
provide linkages with the comprehensive 
network of other trails throughout the 
Specific Plan area.  The P/B Master Plan 
shall provide linkages from all residential 
neighborhoods to all commercial areas.  
Non-vehicular access shall consist of a 
network of convenient linkages of Class I, II 
and III trails. 
 

4.8-3f Transit usage and ride sharing shall be promoted 
by requiring participation in the development of a 
regional transit system at such time as a system is 
established and set-asides of land for park-and 
ride facilities.  Fair share participation may 
consist of dedication of right-of-way, easements, 
capital improvements, and/or other methods of 
participation deemed appropriate.  In addition, 
future project design shall ensure that an 
adequate number of developers in the Specific 
Plan area provide reservations for future 
installations of bus turnouts and passenger 
benches and shelters, to be installed at such time 
as transit service is established and as demand 
and service routes warrant. The two transit 
centers shall be connected with the Class I 
bicycle trail. The Specific Plan shall provide for 
set-asides of land for two separate park-and-ride 
facilities.  Construction of the park-and-ride 
facilities shall be phased over the buildout period 
of the project, with the first 50 spaces in place 
prior to issuance of the 3,000th residential 
building permit.  Prior to issuance of the 6,000th 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department 

When regional 
transit system 
is established  

Ongoing Greater use of 
transit in 
region 

Applicant 
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residential building permit another 50 spaces 
shall be provided, followed by 50 more prior to 
the 9,000th residential building permit.  Forty-
three more spaces shall be provided prior to 
issuance of the 12,000 residential building permit 
for a total of 193 spaces to be constructed (equal 
to 0.1% of the anticipated daily trip generation of 
the project).  A public transit development fee 
shall be required for all development projects.  
The amount of this fee shall be based upon the 
traffic generation potential of each project.  A 
dial-a-ride transportation system shall be 
established to reduce individual vehicle trips and 
establish data for the eventual formation of a 
transit system within the Specific Plan area. 
 
An Air Quality and Transportation System 
Management (TSM) Plan shall be prepared for 
the Specific Plan to implement all feasible means 
of reducing Specific Plan area emissions.  This 
plan shall provide for eventual public transit and 
implementation of trip reduction strategies that 
coordinate with surrounding areas.  A 
Transportation Management Association (TMA) 
shall be established that shall be funded by the 
developer and all businesses located within the 
Specific Plan area.  The TSM plan shall be 
updated annually by TMA staff to demonstrate 
compliance with all air quality requirements, and 
to incorporate the latest state-of-the-art 
techniques and strategies to reduce emissions.  
Initially, the TMA shall provide each home and 
business with an information packet that will 
contain, at a minimum, the following 
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information: 
 
• Commute options:  to inform Specific Plan 

area occupants of the alternative travel 
amenities provided, including ridesharing 
and public transit availability/schedules; 

 
• Maps showing Specific Plan area pedestrian, 

bicycle, and equestrian paths to community 
centers, shopping areas, employment areas, 
schools, parks, and recreation areas; 

 
• Instructions on how to use TMA services 

that will facilitate trip reduction 
opportunities; and 

 
Information regarding PCAPCD programs 
to reduce county-wide emissions. 

4.8-3g All projects requiring issuance of residential and 
non-residential building permits shall participate 
in an off-site mitigation program coordinated 
through the PCAPCD to offset NOx and ROG 
emissions not mitigated through on-site 
measures.   

 
The PCAPCD, on behalf of Placer County, will 
determine air quality mitigation fees using 
calculation methodology established in practice 
and routinely applied to other, similar, 
contemporaneous land use development projects. 
The off-site mitigation program, coordinated 
through the PCAPCD, is designed to offset the 
project’s long-term ozone precursor emissions.  
Monetary incentives shall be provided to sources 

Applicant PCAPCD At time of 
issuance of 

building 
permits 

Ongoing Successful 
off-site 

mitigation 
program 

Applicant 
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of air pollutant emissions within the project’s 
general vicinity that are not required by law to 
reduce their emissions.  Therefore, the 
reductions are real, quantifiable and implement 
provisions of the 1994 State Implementation 
Plan.  The off-site mitigation program reduces 
emissions within the region that would not 
otherwise be eliminated and thereby “offsets” 
the project’s increase to regional emissions.   

4.8-3h School districts shall be encouraged to 
incorporate the following measures into the 
design, construction, and operation of 
elementary, middle and high school buildings 
and facilities: 

 
• Install bicycle lockers and racks at all 

appropriate locations; 
 
• Post signage prohibiting the idling of diesel 

vehicles for longer than five minutes; 
 

• Construct at least one bus stop at a 
convenient location to be used for either 
fixed route service within the Specific Plan 
area or commuter service; 

• Provide a community notice board and 
information kiosk with information about 
community events, ride-sharing, and 
commute alternatives; 

 
• Provide preferential parking for carpools 

and hybrid vehicles (vehicles with self-
charging electric engines); and 

School Districts School Districts 
and APCD 

At time of 
school design 
construction 

and operation 

Ongoing Measurable 
reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 
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Duration of 
Monitoring 
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Proposed 
Funding 

 
Incorporate solar water heating systems and 
HVAC PremAir or similar catalyst systems 
in building design. 
 

4.8-3i The following measures shall be incorporated 
into the design, construction, and operation of 
public park areas: 

 
• The pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) master plan 

shall provide at least one Class I linkage to 
all school sites; 

 
• Additional Class I and II linkages shall be 

provided so as to provide convenient access 
to/from the park sites; 

 
• Install bicycle lockers and racks at all 

appropriate locations; 
 

Provide a community notice board and 
information kiosk with information about 
community events, ride-sharing, and commute 
alternatives. 

Applicant County Facility 
Services 

Prior to 
improvement 
plan approval  

Once prior to 
improvement plan 

approval  

Facilities 
constructed 

and 
information 

board 
provided 

Applicant 

4.8-3j Prohibit open burning throughout the Specific 
Plan area.  Include this prohibition in any project 
CC&Rs that are established. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
County 

approval of 
CC&Rs 

Once prior to 
CC&R approval 

Inclusion of 
language in 

CC&Rs 

Applicant 

4.8-3k The County may substitute different air pollution 
control measures for individual projects, that are 
equally effective or superior to those proposed 
herein, as new technology and/or other feasible 
measures become available in the course of 
buildout of the Specific Plan area. 

County County Prior to 
building 
permit 

approval 

Ongoing Comparable 
or greater 

reduction in 
air pollutants 

Applicant 
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4.8-5 Notice shall be provided in the recorded 
Covenants, Codes and Restrictions of all lots 
created within 500 feet of the proposed lift 
station that there is the potential for odors to 
result from lift station operations and 
maintenance. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
County 

approval of 
CC&Rs 

Once prior to 
CC&R approval 

Inclusion of 
language in 

CC&Rs 

Applicant 

4.8-6a The operators shall obtain an Authority to 
Construct/NSR permit and a Permit to Operate 
from the air district with jurisdiction prior to 
addition and operation of new facilities. 

City of Roseville 
and SRCSD 

City of Roseville 
and SRCSD 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Compliance 
with APCD 

rules and 
regulations 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.8-6b Potential odor effects shall be mitigated by 
installing or maintaining existing odor control 
systems, including odor scrubbers or chemical 
addition, for all screening facilities and 
grit/primary sedimentation facilities. 
 

City of Roseville 
and SRCSD 

City of Roseville 
and SRCSD 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Compliance 
with APCD 

rules and 
regulations 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.8-6c The County shall ensure that notice is provided in 
the recorded Covenants, Codes and Restrictions 
of all lots created within 500 feet of the proposed 
lift stations that there is the potential for odors to 
result from lift station operations and 
maintenance.          

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
County 

approval of 
CC&Rs 

Once prior to 
CC&R approval 

Inclusion of 
language in 

CC&Rs 

Applicant 

4.9 NOISE 
4.9-2 When specific uses are proposed, they shall be 

reviewed for their potential to produce significant 
noise impacts and, as required, noise studies shall 
be conducted to determine the most effective and 
practical mitigation measures.  Mitigation 
measures shall be applied to assure that new 
stationary sources do not exceed adopted noise 
standards.  Mitigation measures shall be 
consistent with the Noise Element of the Placer 
County General Plan, including use of setbacks, 
barriers, and other standard noise mitigation 

Applicant Environmental 
Health Division 

Prior to 
issuance of 

building 
permits 

Once prior to 
issuance of 

building permits 

Compliance 
with adopted 

noise 
standards 

Applicant 
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measures. 
4.9-3 The hours of operation of noise-producing 

equipment shall comply with Placer County’s 
“Standard Construction Noise Condition of 
Approval.”   Effective mufflers shall be fitted to 
gas- and diesel-powered equipment to reduce 
noise levels as much as possible. 

Applicant Environmental 
Health Division 

During 
construction 

Ongoing Compliance 
with adopted 

noise 
standards 

Applicant 

4.9-4 Site-specific acoustical analyses shall be 
conducted when actual roadway design and 
tentative subdivision map design are proposed 
and grading is established to determine setbacks 
and any other measures (e.g. berms, site design, 
location of structures, noise walls/barriers) 
required to reduce traffic noise to levels that meet 
County and Specific Plan noise standards, and 
Specific Plan design standards. 
 

Applicant Environmental 
Health Division 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans or 
tentative 

subdivisions 
maps 

Once prior to 
approval of plans 

Compliance 
with adopted 

noise 
standards 

Applicant 

4.10 POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING 
None        

4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 
4.11.5-1a Contractors shall be required to provide on-site 

separation of construction debris to assure a 
minimum 50% diversion of this material from the 
landfill. 
 

Applicant Western Placer 
Waste 

Management 
Authority 

Start of 
construction 

Monthly Adequate 
number of on-
site bins for 
this purpose 

Applicant 

4.11.5-1b Projects in the Specific Plan area shall contribute 
a fair share amount toward expansion of the MRF 
(including accommodation of a greenwaste 
program for Placer Vineyards) and landfill to the 
Western Placer Waste Management Authority.  A 
mechanism for ensuring that this is implemented 
shall be described in the Development Agreement 
for the Specific Plan. 

Applicant County Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
execution of 
Development 
Agreement 

Once prior to 
execution of 
Development 

Agreement and 
ongoing during 
Development 
Agreement 

implementation 

Fair share fees 
paid 

Applicant 
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4.11.5-1c A source-separated greenwaste program shall be 

implemented within the Specific Plan area, 
subject to review and approval by the Western 
Placer Waste Management Authority. 
 

Applicant Western Placer 
Waste 

Management 
Authority 

Prior to 
County 

issuance of 
any 

certificates of 
occupancy 

Once prior to 
County issuance of 

certificates of 
occupancy 

Program in 
place  

Applicant 

4.11.5-1d The Specific Plan proponents shall present a plan 
for County approval that meets the requirements 
of Placer County Code Section 8.16.080.  The 
plan shall ensure the development and continuous 
operation and maintenance of recycling centers 
within the Specific Plan area.  Recycling centers 
shall accept all types of recyclable waste, shall be 
fenced and screened from view, and shall be 
located in commercial or industrial areas 
dispersed throughout the Specific Plan area.  The 
first recycling center shall be established upon 
issuance of the 1500th residential building 
permit.   
 

Applicant County Planning 
Department, 

Western Placer 
Waste 

Management 
Authority 

Prior to 
County 

issuance of 
any 

certificates of 
occupancy 

Once prior to 
issuance of any 
certificates of 

occupancy; once 
prior to issuance of 
1500th residential 
building permit; 

and ongoing 

Compliance 
with the 

requirements 
of Placer 

County Code 
Section 

8.16.080 

Applicant 

4.11.6-3a Design of on- and off-site sewer pipelines shall 
have watertight joints and be in accordance with 
design standards adopted by Placer County in 
order to minimize the potential for accidental 
discharge. 
 

Applicant  County Public 
Works 

Department; 
Department of 

Facility Services 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans 

Once prior 
improvement plans 

approval  

Compliance 
with Placer 

County design 
standards and 
no degradation 

of water 
quality 

Applicant 

4.11.6-3b Paved access shall be provided to all sewer 
system access points to allow for pipeline 
maintenance and repair. 
 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department; 
Department of 

Facility Services 

Prior to 
acceptance of 
facilities for 
maintenance  

Once prior to 
acceptance of 
facilities for 
maintenance  

Presence of 
paved access 

to County 
standards 

Applicant 

4.11.14-3 The Specific Plan proponents shall submit a Applicant County Prior to Once prior to Approved Applicant 
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phased schedule for providing the above 
described general government facilities for 
approval by the County Executive Office.  
Funding for construction, operation and 
maintenance of these improvements shall be 
provided in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
4.11.14-2. 
 

Executive Office execution of 
Development 
Agreement 

execution of 
Development 

Agreement and 
ongoing 

schedule and 
funding 
program 

4.12 HAZARDS 
4.12-11c The in-service well shall be abandoned/destroyed 

according to California Well Standards, 
California Department of Water Resources 
Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and Placer County 
Environmental Health Services (EHS) 
requirements upon discontinuation of use. 

Applicant County 
Environmental 
Health Division 

Prior to 
issuance of 

building 
permits on 

Property # 20 

Prior to building 
permit issuance 

and following well 
destruction  

Well properly 
destroyed 

Applicant 

4.12-12a During construction, all grading shall be 
performed in a manner to prevent the occurrence 
of standing water or other areas suitable for 
breeding of mosquitoes and other vectors. 

Applicant Placer Mosquito 
Abatement 

District 

During 
construction 

Ongoing Lack of 
suitable 

habitat for 
breeding 

mosquitoes 

Applicant 

4.12-14b A California licensed asbestos abatement 
contractor shall be hired to remove the exterior 
wall shingles prior to demolition of the 
abandoned radio beacon structure on Property #7. 

Applicant County 
Environmental 
Health Division 

During 
demolition of 
structure on 
Property #7  

Once during 
demolition 

Hazardous 
material 
removed 

Applicant 

4.12-16 Any unused well encountered during subsequent 
exploration or development of the Specific Plan 
area shall be destroyed according to California 
Well Standards, California Department of Water 
Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and 
according to Placer County Division of 
Environmental Health Services requirements.  

Applicant County 
Environmental 
Health Division 

During 
construction 

Prior to building 
permit issuance 

and following well 
destruction 

Well properly 
destroyed 

Applicant 

4.12-19a The design of the substation shall implement no 
cost and low cost EMF reduction measures on 
new and upgraded transmission, substation, and 

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

 
EMF 

reduction 

PG&E 
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distribution facilities.  These measures shall 
reduce the magnetic field strength in the area by 
15% or more at the fence line as compared to 
traditional installations. 
 

4.12-19b PG&E proposes to prepare an EMF Field 
Management Plan that will specifically delineate 
the no-cost and low-cost EMF measures to be 
installed as part of the final engineering design 
for the substation.  PG&E shall submit to the 
California Public Utilities Commission the EMF 
Field Management Plan for the project, prior to 
construction activity on the substation. 
 

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

EMF 
reduction 

 

4.12-19c The site shall be graded to direct drainage to a 
pond that meets Federal Guidelines (40 Code of 
federal Regulations, Part 112) for the facility so 
that, in the event a transformer becomes damaged 
and leaks oil, the oil would drain into the pond.  
The pond shall be designed to be impermeable 
and designed to contain 100% of the largest 
transformer oil volume plus 10% to contain 
rainwater and prevent discharge to surface water.  

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

During 
construction 

Once following 
site grading 

Compliance 
with federal 
regulations 

PG&E 

4.12-19d Storage batteries shall be located inside a 
dedicated metal-enclosed compartment in the 
switchgear. 
 

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

During 
operation 

Ongoing Proper battery 
storage 

PG&E 

4.12-19e Access to the site shall be restricted by fencing 
and warning signs posted to alert persons of the 
potential electrical hazards. 

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

Following 
construction 

Once following 
fence installation 

Access 
properly 
restricted 

PG&E 

4.12-19f The power lines shall be designed in accordance 
with California Public Utilities Commission 
General Order 95 Guidelines for safe ground 
clearances that have been established to protect 

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Compliance 
with PUC 
regulations 

PG&E 
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the public from electric shock. 
4.12-19g The substation shall be fitted with an automated 

central alarm system that will immediately alert 
PG&E to any change in equipment condition.   
 

PG&E PG&E and State 
PUC 

Following 
construction 

Once following 
alarm installation 

Alarm 
installed and 
functioning 

PG&E 

4.12-21a Any USTs that are encountered during off-site 
utility line/roadway survey or construction, or 
wastewater treatment or storage facility 
construction shall be removed and soil samples 
shall be collected and analyzed. If a UST is 
subject to UST regulation, then a UST removal 
permit from Environmental Health Services shall 
be obtained.  In the event soil or water 
contamination has occurred above regulatory 
clean-up thresholds, remediation shall be 
performed consistent with State and County 
regulations.  
 

Applicant, City 
of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 
County 

Environmental 
Health Division, 
City of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

During 
construction 

Once after UST 
removal 

UST properly 
removed 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.12-21b Prior to any utility, roadway, or wastewater 
treatment or storage facility construction on 
properties not previously evaluated in a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment, a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment shall be 
conducted by a Registered Environmental 
Assessor.  If contaminant concentrations are 
found to be at or above regulatory clean-up 
thresholds, the site shall undergo remediation in 
accordance with State and County standards. 
 

Applicant, City 
of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 
County 

Environmental 
Health Division, 
City of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

Prior to 
construction 

Once prior to 
construction 

Remediation 
completed, if 

required 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service  

4.12-21c Any unused well encountered during construction 
of off-site utilities, roadways, or wastewater 
treatment and storage facilities shall be destroyed 
according to California Well Standards, 
California Department of Water Resources 

Applicant, City 
of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 
County 

Environmental 

During 
construction 

Once prior to and 
once following 
well destruction 

Well properly 
destroyed 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 
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Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and local 
requirements.  

Health Division, 
City of Roseville, 

SRCSD 
4.12-21d Surveys of any structures that are planned for 

demolition during off-site utility line, roadway, or 
wastewater treatment or storage facility 
construction shall be conducted by a Certified 
Asbestos Consultant licensed with the California 
Department of Occupational Safety and Health to 
determine if friable Regulated Asbestos 
Containing Materials or non-friable asbestos 
containing materials are present within the 
structure demolition areas.  Any regulated 
asbestos materials found in the investigated areas 
shall be removed and disposed of by a California 
licensed asbestos abatement contractor.  
 

Applicant, City 
of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 
County 

Environmental 
Health Division, 
City of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

Prior to 
demolition 

Once during 
demolition 

Hazardous 
material 
removed 

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 

4.12-21e Site-specific evaluation by a California 
Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be 
conducted at each identified existing and former 
dwelling area that may be affected by off-site 
utility line, roadway, or wastewater treatment and 
storage facility construction to identify surface 
indications and locations of septic tanks or 
cesspools prior to demolition of existing 
residences. Identified septic tanks shall be 
destroyed under permit of either the County 
Environmental Health Services Division or the 
Public Works Department. 

 
Surface conditions shall be evaluated by a 
California Registered Environmental Assessor II 
when the dwellings are vacated, and prior to 
demolition of the structures, regarding the 

Applicant, City 
of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

County Public 
Works 

Department, 
County 

Environmental 
Health Division, 
City of Roseville, 

SRCSD 

Prior to 
construction 

Once following 
remediation/ 

cleanup work and 
prior to any 
construction   

Compliance 
with adopted 

rules and 
regulations  

Applicant 
and/or fees 
for service 
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possibility of previous site uses which may have 
included hazardous materials that could have 
been disposed of in on-site wastewater disposal 
systems. 

 
Tank or cesspool destruction shall be monitored 
by a California Registered Environmental 
Assessor II regarding the likelihood of hazardous 
materials disposal in the systems.  Any required 
remediation work shall be completed in 
accordance with State and County regulations 
prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision 
maps for the affected property. 

4.12-21f Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste 
and similar materials by licensed waste haulers at 
approved waste disposal facilities shall be 
completed prior to any construction within off-
site utility corridors. 

Applicant County Public 
Works 

Department and 
County 

Environmental 
Health Division 

Prior to 
approval of 

improvement 
plans 

Once prior to 
approval of 

improvement plans 

Removal of all 
of the 

described 
materials 

Applicant 

 




