


In addition to the historic district, the other Section 4(f) resource identified was the potential for
publicly-owned parks, recreational or wildlife areas. Current land conditions are undeveloped,
farmland; however, this area will eventually transition to residential homes. These development
plans (not yet approved or adopted) include provisions for proposed parks and recreation
facilities.

While these parks and recreational facilities are not Section 4(f) resources at this time, these
facilities would become Section 4(f) resources once the plans were formally adopted, and the
newly designated parks transferred to public ownership. It is too early to determine the exact
location for the future-planned recreational or park areas that would be part of these
development plans. If a planned Section 4(f) resource is affected by the preferred corridor
alignment, then the prudence and feasibility of avoidance alternatives would be analyzed under a
project leve] environmental document. As appropriate during the project level analysis, any
“use” of a Section 4(f) resource will be re-evaluated, and coordination will be undertaken with
the officials with jurisdiction.

Monitoring and Enforcement Program

One purpose of the Tier 1 EIS was to evaluate at the programmatic level all of the substantial
adverse impacts that would occur when the Placer Parkway is constructed to operate as the new
east-west roadway and the intent was to disclose all of these reasonably foreseeable impacts to
the public and the regulatory agencies. Throughout the Tier 1 process, a considerable amount of
effort was made amongst all the jurisdictional agencies during the NEPA/404 MOU process to
arrive at the final checkpoint for concurrence with the Preliminary Least Environmentally
Damaging Practical Alternative (LEDPA). Developing a conceptual mitigation framework that
all parties could agree upon was a key factor to receiving concurrence on Alternative 5 as the
corridor most likely to contain the LEDPA. As part of the mitigation framework, a
memorandum titled “Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation — Tier 1 Mitigation Framework
Pursuant to Modified NEPA/404 Agreement, September 1, 2009” was developed to memorialize
the general terms used to mitigate the impacts. The memorandum summarizes the various
mitigation measures that were considered and represents the Tier 1 commitments to mitigation.
In addition, another memorandum titled “Terms of a No-Access Easement for the Buffer Area
Adjacent to Placer Parkway, August 5, 2009” was prepared to address the concerns raised by the
Corps and the EPA in regards to the limiting the encroachment info the no-development buffer
zone. This memorandum inventories the attributes of an easement that could be used to preclude
interchanges within the no-access buffer.

FHWA realizes that a practical approach to constructing the Placer Parkway is to break the entire
corridor into sections and undertake a series of projects that are consistent with the overall
purpose and need in the Tier 1 EIS. Due to the various ways a local agency can finance their
future projects, the possibility exists that not all of the projects constructed within the preserved
corridor would have an FHWA nexus. Nevertheless, FHWA upholds the purpose of the Record
of Decision to describe the mitigation strategies agreed upon in order to reach concurrence on the
Preliminary LEDPA. It is essential that all project proponents, regardless of the funding sources,
follow the mitigation strategies outlined in the Mitigation Framework to prevent upending the
progress that was made to reach the Preliminary LEDPA.
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Because no substantial adverse impacts are anticipated as a result of the Tier I EIS/EIR, no
specific Tier 1 avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures were identified, and therefore, no
monitoring and enforcement program is required at this time. Due to the potential for
environmental impacts during the project construction, possible future avoidance, minimization
and/or mitigation measures were identified in general terms in the Tier I environmental
document to demonstrate the feasibility of future mitigation, but these measures will not be
implemented now. The project level environmental document will clarify or expand upon the
potential measures from the Tier I EIS/EIR, and prescribe more specific measures to offset or
reduce any environmental impacts, based on facility design and operational features identified in
the project level documents. The monitoring and enforcement program Tier I will then be
completed in conjunction with approval of the Final project level environmental document.

Comments on the Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR

The Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR was circulated for review by other governmental agencies,
organizations, and the public on December 4, 2009, and its availability was published in the
Federal Register on December 4, 2009. The 30-day comment period on the document closed on
January 11, 2010. FHWA and Caltrans received comments on the Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR from the
California Highway Patrol, the City of Roseville, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Region IX. FHWA/Caltrans responses to these comments are noted below. (Note: Bold
text refers to the commenter and the date of the comment letter, and the following text
constitutes the response to the comment.)

Name: California Highway Patrol (CHP) — Auburn Area
Date: December 8, 2009

Comment: The CHP is concerned that the project and several other major developments in the
area will impact the ability of the CHP to provide safety and service to the public as they use the
highway transportation system within Placer County. The concern is based on the potential
increase in traffic volume on the regional roadways and intersections that could exceed their
_current capacity. In addition, the CHP expressed concern about any increase in traffic volume on
1-80 and SR-65 which is currently operating at or near maximum capacity.

Response to Comment: Both Placer County and Sutter County in this area is under pressure
from future development. If we do not preserve a corridor prior to the development, we may not
be able to alleviate traffic that will accompany those developments. The addition of the Parkway
will also be built to current design standards which will provide a safe roadway for the traveling
public.

Name: City of Roseville
Date: December 23, 2009

Comment: The City of Roseville concurs with the conclusions of the Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR and
strongly supports Alternative 5. The City stated that this alternative would have the fewest direct
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impacts to the farmlands, wetlands, foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk and White-Tailed
Kite as well as being the least archaeologically sensitive alternative. The City also stated that
Alternative 5 would be the lowest in construction costs and is the most consistent with the
proposed Placer County habitat conservation plan.

Response to Comment: FHWA acknowledges the City’s support for Alternative 5.
Name: U. S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Date: January 8, 2010

Comment: The EPA provided a history of the interagency consultation that occurred over the
past several years and the agreements that were made during this period. The consultation
concluded with an agreement that Alternative 5 with a “no-access” buffer concept would be the
corridor “most likely to contain the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA).” The intent of the no-access buffer is to preclude access to the proposed Parkway,
either by interchanges or other means, in the central segment of the Parkway. However, if the
no-access buffer is not included, other alternative alignments analyzed at the Tier 1 stage may
need to be revisited during the project level environmental document. EPA also still has
concerns about the induced growth issues from the construction of the Parkway.

Additionally, EPA acknowledged that avoidance and minimization features would be evaluated
in the project level environmental document. Some of these measures would include the use of
bridges to span floodplains, slope stabilization techniques, newer technology culverts, and
bottomless or arched culverts. They also recommended the reuse of native soils and native
vegetation to stabilize slopes.

EPA also commented that the Sacramento area was designated as non-attainment for PM, s and
the project level environmental document will need to include the most recent monitoring data
and assessment of potential impacts.

Response to Comment: FHWA agrees with the EPA’s project history summary and the
agreement that was reached that Alternative 5 with a no-access buffer contained the corridor
most likely to contain the LEDPA. The project will most likely be completed in various
construction phases as traffic needs arise and funding is available. During the project level
environmental document development, the measures to avoid and minimize impacts discussed in
the Tier 1 EIS will be included in the evaluation. All environmental studies, including air
quality, will be updated to evaluate the actual project level impacts.

e
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Vincent Mammago
Acting DivisiontAdministrator
Federal Highway Administration
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Stan Tidman

From: Gary.Sweeten@dot.gov
Sent: Sunday, May 09, 2010 9:02 PM
To: Stan Tidman; Celia McAdam; laura_walsh@dot.ca.gov; John_Webb@dot.ca.gov;

Nancy.A.Haley@usace.army.mil; Foresman.Erin@epamail.epa.gov; John_hoole@dot.ca.gov;
Dunning.Connell @EPA.GOV; Mulvihill.Carolyn@epamail.epa.gov

Cc: Denise_Heick@URSCorp.com; Karen.Bobo@dot.gov
Subject: Placer Parkway ROD
Attachments: Placer Parkway - ROD - 5-7-10.pdf

I've attached the signed ROD for the Placer Parkway.



