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Abstract

Abstract: The proposed action would select and preserve a corridor for the future construction of Placer Parkway—a new east-
west roadway linking State Route (SR) 65 and SR 70/99. Potential benefits from future implementation include reduction of
anticipated congestion on both the local and regional transportation system and advancement of economic development goals
in southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County. Potential impacts from future implementation include effects to
socioeconomic and community resources, farmlands, cultural resources, traffic and transportation, air quality, noise, hydrology,
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Executive Summary

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

WHAT'S IN THIS DOCUMENT

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
and the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) propose to select and preserve a
corridor for the future construction of Placer Parkway, a new east-west roadway linking State Route (SR)
70/99 in Sutter County east to SR 65 in Placer County (see Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1). Placer Parkway is
intended to reduce anticipated congestion on both the local and regional transportation system and to
advance economic development goalsin south Sutter County and southwestern Placer County.

This document is a Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement/Program Environmental I|mpact Report,
hereafter referred to as the Tier 1 EIS/EIR. This document describes why the project is being proposed,
presents alternatives considered for the project, describes the affected environment, and presents the

findings of evaluation of impacts associated with each of the aternatives.

WHAT YOU SHOULD DO

Copies are available for review at the following locations:

Please read this Draft Tier 1 EISEIR.

We welcome your comments. Comments can be made at the Public Hearings to be held
in Yuba City (August 6, 2007) and Roseville (August 8, 2007), Cdifornia, or you may
send your written comments to the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency
(PCTPA) by the deadline. Comments can be sent via regular mail to PCTPA, Attn:
Celia McAdam, Executive Director, 299 Nevada St., Auburn, CA 95603, or via emall

to cmcadam@pctpa.org.

Submit comments by the deadline (August 20, 2007).

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency
299 Nevada Street, Auburn, CA

Placer County Public Works Department
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA

Placer County Library
350 Nevada Street, Auburn, CA

Placer County Library, Loomis
6050 Library Drive, Loomis, CA

Sutter County Library, Main Branch
7504 Forbes Avenue, Y uba City, CA

Sutter County Library, Pleasant Grove Branch
3093 Howsley Road, Pleasant Grove, CA

Sutter County Library, Browns Branch
1248 Pecific Avenue, Rio Oso, CA

Sutter County Planning Department
1130 Civic Center Blvd., Y uba City, CA

Sacramento County Planning Department
827 7th Street, Room 230, Sacramento, CA

Roseville Public Library - Downtown
225 Taylor Street, Roseville CA

Roseville Public Library - Maidu
1530 Maidu Drive, Roseville CA

Rocklin Library
5400 Fifth Street, Rocklin, CA

Lincoln Library
590 Fifth Street, Lincoln, CA

Sacramento County Library, North Natomas
2500 New Market Drive, Sacramento, CA
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Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Sacramento County Public Library Sacramento County Library, North
828 | Street, Sacramento, CA Highlands — Antelope

4235 Antelope Road, Antelope, CA
Cadlifornia State University Sierra College Library
6000 J Street, Sacramento, CA 5000 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, FHWA, Caltrans, and SPRTA will
prepare a Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR which will be made available for 30 days prior to FHWA making a
decision in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations, 40 CFR
Section 1502.19, and Cadlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines Section 150809.
Following public comment, FHWA may select an aternative and a Record of Decision may be published
in the Federal Register. In a parallel process, SPRTA may (1) certify the Final Tier 1 EISEIR as
complete and approve a preferred corridor alignment alternative based on the Tier 1 studies, or
(2) abandon the project, or (3) take some other action. |f SPRTA approves a corridor alignment
aternative based on the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, and funding is available, SPRTA and its member jurisdictions
(Placer County and the cities of Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoln) could preserve ROW for al or part of the
selected corridor. The Sutter County Board of Supervisors will separately consider formal adoption of the
selected corridor withinitsjurisdiction, based on this Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

NEPA AND CEQA REQUIREMENTS

An important distinction between the requirements of NEPA and CEQA is in the determination of
significance. Under NEPA, the environmental analysis is used to evaluate severity of potential
environmental impacts. NEPA does not require that impacts be categorized in terms of potential
significance in the environmental document. Under CEQA, potential significance of environmental
impacts must be evaluated and disclosed in the environmental document.

Because SPRTA proposes the use of federal funds from FHWA and/or the project requires a FHWA
approva action, the project is subject to federal as well as state environmental review requirements.
Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. SPRTA
is the project proponent and the lead agency under CEQA. Because of FHWA funding and/or approval,
FHWA is lead agency under NEPA, with Caltrans acting as its agent and providing oversight for the
NEPA process. Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not lead to a determination
of significance under NEPA.

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, SPRTA and FHWA may undertake
additional environmental and/or engineering studies. A Fina Tier 1 EIS'EIR will be circulated. The
Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR will include responses to comments received on the Draft Tier 1 EISEIR and will
identify the preferred alternative. Following circulation of the Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR, if the decision is
made to approve the project, a Notice of Determination will be published for compliance with CEQA, and
a Record of Decision will be published for compliance with NEPA.

THE PLACER PARKWAY CONCEPT AND TIERING

The concept for the Placer Parkway is more than a decade old. Placer County’s 1994 General Plan
depicts a “plan line” for the Parkway. Placer Parkway is cited as a high-priority regional transportation
project by the Sacramento Council of Governments (SACOG) 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
the 2027 Placer County Regional Transportation Plan. The project vicinity and surrounding area include
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Executive Summary

some of the fastest growing communities in the Sacramento region. A number of large urban
development proposals are being considered by Sutter and Placer counties. New development is expected
to add a significant amount of residential, commercial, industrial, and educational uses.

The FHWA, Caltrans, and SPRTA propose to select and preserve a corridor for the future construction of
Placer Parkway, a new east-west roadway linking SR 70/99 in Sutter County east to SR 65 in Placer
County (see Figure 1-1). Specifically, the action being considered and evaluated by FHWA, Caltrans and
SPRTA isto select and preserve a 500- to 1,000-foot-wide corridor in the project study area, within which
the future four- or six-lane Placer Parkway may be constructed. Placer Parkway is intended to reduce
anticipated congestion on both the local and regiona transportation system and to advance economic
development goals in south Sutter County and southwestern Placer County.

The planning for Placer Parkway involves two phases. (1) the present action, selection of a corridor
(titled the Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Project), and (2) the future selection of a precise
alignment within the corridor and a decision whether or not to build the Parkway. If abuild aternativeis
selected and pursued after the second phase, the ultimate Placer Parkway project would be constructed
and operated. Throughout this document the term “Proposed Action” is used to describe the selection of a
corridor to preserve. The document generally uses the term “Parkway” to mean the ultimate roadway,
including construction and operation, except where context indicates otherwise.

Each phase will be subject to its own environmental review, a process known as “tiered” environmental
review under both state and federal law. The selection of a corridor is the subject of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR.
As discussed below, to the degree feasible this Tier 1 EIS/EIR reviews the reasonably foreseeable
environmental effects of the construction and operation of the Parkway. Selection of a more precise
alignment within the corridor, and construction and operation of the Parkway, will be the subject of a
later, Tier 2 environmental document.

“Tiering” is a streamlining tool for environmental review of large projects with several environmental
review stages or phases. It is a way to focus environmental studies at an appropriate level of detail for
each phase of the project. The Tier 1 document allows the agencies to focus on broad topics such as
general location, mode choice, area-wide air quality and land use, and other environmental issues. The
Tier 2 document involves more focused environmental analyses that address a narrower geographical
area, a more focused set of issues, and a specific roadway alignment. The Tier 2 document relies on a
summary of the work in the Tier 1 document, thereby avoiding unnecessary repetition. The Tier 2
document can then focus on additional details available in later stages of project planning such as design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project.

As stated, the action to be considered based on this Tier 1 analysis involves only the selection of a
corridor to preserve, which has limited environmental effects by itself. However, the ultimate Placer
Parkway project involves the selection of a specific roadway alignment, and the design, construction and
operation of the Parkway. In order to describe the effects of the ultimate Placer Parkway project to the
greatest extent feasible at this early stage, the Tier 1 EIS/EIR also addresses the potential effects of
construction and operation of the future roadway. This discussion of the roadway is necessarily limited,
however, because only the genera concepts of the roadway design and location are known at thistime. If
acorridor is selected and preserved at Tier 1, a subsequent Tier 2 analysis will evaluate the Parkway itself
in detail—the specific roadway “footprint” within the selected corridor, including construction and
operation of the roadway.

Given the existing and projected rapid growth in and around the study area, it is vital to select a corridor
as early as feasible, so that the location of the future Placer Parkway can be considered in local
jurisdictions planning decisions. Also, it is important to select a corridor before new development
reduces corridor options or increases right-of-way (ROW) acquisition costs. A tiered approach to
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Parkway planning was selected in order to address these concerns and select a corridor for the Parkway
before design and engineering are initiated. Although some designs for the Parkway have been developed
during Tier 1, to the extent required for environmental analysis, such designs are entirely conceptual and
are subject to further engineering and refinement during subsequent Tier 2 analysis. Construction-level
engineering would not occur until a specific alignment for the Parkway is selected based on the Tier 2
environmental analysis.

Once the Tier 1 EIS/EIR is completed and a corridor is selected, local governmental agencies may take
steps to preserve land within the selected corridor, using their own funds. This can be accomplished
through a combination of mechanisms, including but not limited to fee simple acquisition, purchase of
rights of first refusal, grants or transfers of land, grants or purchases of permanent easements, and similar
means.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to preserve ROW for a new or upgraded east-west connector
between SR 70/99 and SR 65 serving cities and unincorporated areas across south Sutter County and
southwestern Placer County. Planned and proposed development in the project vicinity has been
accelerating over the last few years, and opportunities for building a new or upgraded connector may be
lost unless action is taken now to preserve ROW for project construction. It is apparent that it will
become increasingly difficult and expensive to identify an appropriate corridor as a solution that meets
the ultimate purpose of the proposed project. Failure to preserve a corridor as soon as feasible would risk
losing the opportunity to reduce environmental impacts and costs because ongoing planning for
development could result in approved projects that would foreclose opportunities for locating the roadway
in areas that would minimize environmental impacts, leading to substantially higher mitigation costs.

Placer Parkway is intended to reduce anticipated congestion on both the local and regional transportation
system and advance economic development goals in south Sutter County and southwestern Placer
County. The project vicinity includes some of the fastest growing communities in the Sacramento
Metropolitan region—Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, and the Sunset Industrial Plan Area. SACOG projects
that the population in southwestern Placer County will nearly double between 2000 and 2025.
Employment in the SR 65 high-technology corridor is expected to grow even faster than the population.
The anticipated development to support this increased population and employment will dramatically
increase travel demand over the next 20 years and beyond. The proposed Placer Parkway would be
designed to reduce pressure on the existing transportation network and to address anticipated future
congestion on the local roadway system in south Sutter County and southwestern Placer County.

Placer Parkway would be designed to improve regional accessibility for businesses and jobs in the project
vicinity, including access to SR 70/99 and the Interstate 5 corridor in northern Sacramento County and
access to the Sacramento International Airport. With its controlled access, an objective of the proposed
transportation facility would be to strike a balance among advancing planned job growth along the
SR 70/99 and SR 65 corridors, avoiding urban growth inducement in areas not designated for
development, and helping to preserve the rural character of south Sutter County and southwestern Placer
County.

ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

In most of the environmental analysis sections of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR, direct impacts as well as secondary
and indirect impacts are evaluated by comparing 2004 existing conditions with and without the project.
The traffic and transportation analysis includes a second evaluation of impacts comparing the projected
conditions in the assumed opening year of Placer Parkway (2020) with and without the project. For the
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Executive Summary

several analyses that rely at least in part on traffic information—Air Quality, Noise, and Energy—this
2020 evaluation of impacts with and without the project is also presented.

FHWA's guidelines recommend evaluation of a project’s potential impacts projected forward 20 years
after opening to ensure that the project is evaluated in the context of reasonably foreseeable future
development, when anticipated future development in the study area would have occurred and when any
potential direct, indirect or and/or cumulative impacts associated with the project would be evident. The
cumulative impact analysis therefore considers 2040 as the cumulative development scenario against
which the Parkway is evaluated.

OPENING YEAR - 2020
The 2020 Opening Y ear scenario reflects the following assumptions about devel opment:
. Residential buildout of current general plans within Placer County.

. No development in the following major proposed projects that would require Genera
Plan amendments:

— The Creekview and Sierra Vista Specific Plans (CSP and SV SP) in Roseville's
Annexation Area;

- The Sphere of Influence (SOI) expansion areas of Lincoln;

- The Regional University and Placer Ranch Specific Plans and Curry Creek
Community Plan (RUSP and CCCP) area in unincorporated Placer County; and

- Sutter Pointe (Measure M) area of Sutter County.

° Development of the initial phase of Placer Vineyards (7,261 dwelling units out of 14,132
total). Placer Vineyards was included in the 2020 Opening Y ear scenario since urban
development in that area was envisioned in Placer County’s General Plan.

. Growth in retail employment in the current General Plan areas of Placer County that
balances the growth in residential development by matching SACOG’s countywide
estimate of about 0.32 employees per dwelling unit from their 2025 forecasts.

. Growth in total employment levels in the current General Plan areas of Placer County
that balances the growth in residential development by matching SACOG's 1.3 employee
per dwelling unit from their 2025 forecasts.

. A straight-line growth rate between SACOG's estimates of 2005 devel opment levels and
their draft 2032 forecasts in each travel model zone outside south Sutter County and
Placer County.

CUMULATIVE YEAR — 2040

The Cumulative (2040) Development Scenario is based on the “ Super-Cumulative” development scenario
that was developed for the evaluation of traffic impacts in several pending EIRs for major developments
in Placer County. It was prepared through discussions with the staffs of Placer County and the cities of
Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln. The Cumulative (2040) Development Scenario reflects the following
assumptions about development:
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Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR

. Full buildout of al residential land in Placer County west of Sierra College Boulevard
including: current general plan areas and the following major development proposalsin
western Placer County:

- The CSP and SV SP in Roseville' s SOl Annexation area;
- The SOI expansion areas of Lincoln;

- The Placer Vineyards, RUSP, and Placer Ranch Specific Plans in unincorporated
Placer County; and

- The CCCP area.

. Growth in retail employment in Placer County that balances the growth in residentia
development by matching SACOG’s countywide estimate of about 0.32 employees per
dwelling unit from their 2025 forecasts.

. Growth in total employment levels in Placer County that balances the growth in
residential development by matching SACOG's 1.3 employee per dwelling unit from
their 2025 forecasts.

. Full buildout of the residential development in the proposed Sutter Pointe (Measure M)
area along with a nonresidentia development level that balances the residential
development in that area.

. Estimated 2040 development in all other portions of SACOG’s six-county region based
on a straight-line ratio for the development growth between 2005 levels and the 2050
Preferred Blueprint scenario for each of SACOG’ s Traffic Analysis Zones.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The project alternatives consist of a No-Build Alternative and five corridor build alternatives (build
Alternatives 1 through 5) which are shown on Figure ES-1.

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

For the purposes of this analysis, conditions without the project are described as the No-Build Alternative.
For transportation, air quality, noise and energy, conditions were analyzed for 2004, 2020, and 2040. For
the 2004 baseline environmental conditions, population, land use, employment, traffic and environmental
conditions in the study area were analyzed. For the 2020 and 2040 analysis years, the No-Build
Alternative reflects the assumptions for development described above.

BUILD ALTERNATIVES

The five build aternatives are shown on Figure ES-1, and provide that the width of the corridor isto vary
from approximately 500 feet in the mgjority of the Eastern and Western segments to approximately
1,000 feet from Pleasant Grove Road to Fiddyment Road. Depending upon the aternative, the corridor’'s
length ranges from a minimum of 14.2 miles to a maximum of 16.2 miles. The selected corridor would
contain the roadway, including the median, travel lanes, shoulder, associated access ramps and a no-
development buffer zone.
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Executive Summary

Design Concept Assumptions. Although the Parkway would be designed and construction-level
impacts analyzed during Tier 2, for the purpose of thisreport and the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, several assumptions
have been made about potential design and configuration concepts. These assumptions would be subject
to further development and refinement, and specific decisions about design of the roadway would be
made during the Tier 2 process. For example, the number, location, and design of over-crossings would
be determined at the time of final Parkway design, in consultation with local jurisdictions. The Parkway
would be a high-speed, limited access roadway. Depending upon the timing of adjacent urban
development proposals and funding, the Parkway may be designed and constructed incrementally in
segments. These could be built as a four-lane (interim) roadway until a six-lane segment is warranted, or
as the full six-lane facility. A preliminary conceptual cross section was developed to facilitate the Tier 1
EIS/EIR evaluation (see Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2). It illustrates both four-lane configuration (two lanesin
both directions) and six-lane configuration (three lanes in both directions) within the 500- to 1,000-foot
corridor widths. The roadway would include a center median approximately 100to 134 feet wide,
depending on local conditions and reflecting Caltrans safety guidance. The Parkway would be designed
and constructed to Caltrans standards. For the purposes of the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, the Parkway’s opening
year is assumed to be 2020.

Access would be provided at the western and eastern ends of the Parkway, where existing areas of dense
development are already located or planned. Access would be restricted for the 7-mile segment between
Pleasant Grove Road and Fiddyment Road. The analysis assumes no interchanges in this segment. The
analysis assumes that the location of interchangesis as follows:

SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway

Foothills Boulevard

Fiddyment Road

One or two locations to be determined in southern Sutter County
SR 70/99 (at one-half mile north of Riego Road or at Sankey Road)

Alternative Descriptions. The Parkway build aternatives are summarized as follows:

Alternative 1 — the Red Alternative would extend from SR 70/99 approximately one-half mile north of
Riego Road, eastward approximately 1 mile north of Baseline Road to approximately Watt Avenue,
proceeding north and transitioning in an easterly direction before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then
in an easterly direction connecting to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway. From its interchange with
SR 70/99 to its interchange with SR 65, this corridor alignment aternative is 16.2 mileslong.

Alternative 2 — the Orange Alternative would extend from SR 70/99 approximately one-half mile north of
Riego Road to an area between Pleasant Grove Road and Locust Road, where it would proceed northeast,
then in a northerly direction south of Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning to an easterly direction before it
reaches Sunset Boulevard West, connecting to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway. From its interchange
with SR 70/99 to itsinterchange with SR 65, this corridor alignment alternative is 15.4 miles long

Alternative 3 — the Blue Alternative would extend from SR 70/99 approximately %2 mile north of Riego
Road to an area between Pleasant Grove Road and Locust Road, where it would proceed north along the
Sutter/Placer County Line, transitioning to an easterly direction approximately 7,000 feet south of
Pleasant Grove Creek, then north crossing Phillip Road and Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning into an
easterly direction before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction, connecting to
SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway. From its interchange with SR 70/99 to its interchange with SR 65,
this corridor alignment alternative is 15.6 mileslong.

R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\El S-EIR\Exec Summary.DOC ES-9 June 2007



Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Alternative 4 — the Yellow Alternative would extend from SR 70/99 at the current Sankey Road/SR 70/99
intersection, proceeding east and northeast, transitioning to an easterly direction approximately 7,000 feet
south of Pleasant Grove Creek, then north crossing Phillip Road and Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning
into an easterly direction before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction,
connecting to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway. From its interchange with SR 70/99 to its interchange
with SR 65, this corridor alignment alternative is 14.3 miles long.

Alternative 5 — the Green Alternative would extend from SR 70/99 at the current Sankey Road/SR 70/99
intersection, proceeding east and northeast, transitioning to an easterly direction approximately 4,000 feet
south of Pleasant Grove Creek, then north crossing Phillip Road and Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning
into an easterly direction before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction,
connecting to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway. From its interchange with SR 70/99 to its interchange
with SR 65, this corridor alignment alternative is 14.2 miles long.

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Key differences among the corridor alignment alternatives are presented below. Table ES-1 summarizes
the potential environmental impacts of these alternatives as required by NEPA. A separate evauation of
impacts as required by CEQA is provided in Chapter 5.

Land Use

The build aternatives would involve land use conversion ranging from a minimum of approximately
1,627 acres under Alternative 5 to a maximum of 1,918 acres under Alternative 1. They would result in
bisecting a number of parcels ranging from a minimum of 26 parcels under Alternative 1 to a maximum
of 35 parcels under Alternative 5.

All build alternatives could present similar potential inconsistencies with General Plan policies involving
preservation of agriculturally designated aress.

Section 4.1 provides additional information on land use.
Socioeconomics

Three of the build aternatives, Alternatives 1, 4, and 5, would affect existing residential communities.
All of the build alternatives would displace homes or farms, ranging from a minimum of three under
Alternative 3 to a maximum of ten under Alternative5. All of the build alternatives would affect the
same two existing employment centers in the Sunset Industrial Area Plan. In addition, Alternatives 4
and 5 would also affect two other existing employment areas in Sutter County.

Section 4.2 provides additional information on socioeconomics.
Farmlands

The build alternatives would convert between 676.46 and 990.06 acres of farmland, including Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance and Unique Farmland. Alternative 4 would affect the least
— approximately 676 acres. Alternative 2 would affect the most — approximately 990.06 acres. Each
alternative would convert Williamson Act contracted lands, ranging from a minimum under Alternative 1
of 119.85 acres to a maximum under Alternative 2 of 243.7 acres.

Section 4.4 provides additional information on farmlands.
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Executive Summary

Public Services and Utilities

The build alternatives would similarly affect one municipal facility, the City of Roseville Retention Basin
property, athough no retention facilities are planned in the area affected. There could aso be future
impacts on the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill Expansion area under the cumulative scenario.

Section 4.5 provides additional information on public services and utilities.

Visual and Aesthetics

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in Moderate/High visual impacts, while impacts associated with
Alternatives 4 and 5 would be Moderate.

Section 4.6 provides additional information on visual and aesthetics.
Cultural Resources

No known archaeological sites would be affected by the build alternatives. All build alternatives could
affect one built environment resource: Reclamation District No. 1000 Rural Historic District, which is a
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)—€ligible and California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR)—€ligible property. Alternatives1, 2, and 3 could also affect three other properties that require
further evaluation to determine NRHP and CRHR eligibility. All of the build alternative alignments are
of similarly high paleontological sensitivity, and the alternatives could impact unknown pal eontological
resources.

Section 4.7 provides additional information on cultural resources.
Traffic and Transportation

All of the build alternatives would result in an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), a decrease in
Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD), and improvements in Level of Service (LOS) on the majority of
roadways in the study area.

Under the No-Build Alternative, VMT is projected to be 17,723,337 in the opening year. VMT for build
aternatives would range from a minimum of 17,844,410 under Alternativel to a maximum of
17,871,704 under Alternative 5. In 2040 the No-Build Alternative VMT is projected to be 25,977,539,
and VMT under the build alternatives would range from a minimum of 26,419,100 under Alternative 1 to
amaximum of 26,482,608 under Alternative 3.

By 2040, portions of SR 70/99 and SR 65 would operate at LOS F with or without the project; the build
aternatives would worsen the LOS on portions of them, as well as on four other roadways. Under all
build aternatives, VHD would improve as compared to the No-Build Alternative.

Section 4.8 provides additional information on traffic and transportation.
Air Quality

Construction emissions would exceed the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) and
Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) construction emissions thresholds for
reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOy), and particulate matter less than or equal to
10 microns (PMyg). All build alternatives would exceed FRAQMD significance thresholds for ROG and
NOy during operation.
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Section 4.9 provides additional information on air quality.
Noise

Three of the build aternatives would result in noise levels at a number of existing residential units
exceeding 66 A-weighted decibels (dBA) in the opening year. This would range from a minimum of one
unit being affected under Alternative 5 and a maximum of two units being affected under Alternatives 2
and 3. These impacts would be the same in 2040. No assumptions regarding new residential units were
taken into account in these analyses.

The build alternatives would result in projected noise increases of more than 12 dBA on one roadway in
2020. This effect would also occur under the No-Build Alternative. In 2040, the number of such
roadways would increase to ten for Alternatives4 and 5, eleven for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, and fifteen
under the No-Build Alternative.

Section 4.10 provides additional information on noise.
Hydrology and Floodplains

All build aternatives would result in an increase in impervious area ranging from a minimum of
622 acres under Alternative 5 to a maximum of 745 acres under Alternative 4. These impacts would be
mitigated according to regulatory and permit requirements.

All build alternatives would result in new stream or canal crossings. These would range from a minimum
of ten crossings under Alternative 4 and a maximum of sixteen under Alternative 1. All build alternatives
would also cross the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. Impacts would range from 269 acres under
Alternative 1 to 370 acres under Alternatives4 and 5. Impacts on the 500-year floodplain would range
from a minimum of 87 acres under Alternative 5 to a maximum of 201 acres under Alternatives 2 and 3.

Section 4.11 provides additional information on hydrology and floodplains.
Water Quality

All build aternatives would result in an increase in impervious area ranging from a minimum of
622 acres under Alternative 5 to a maximum of 745 acres under Alternative 4. These impacts would be
mitigated according to regulatory and permit requirements.

All build aternatives would traverse watersheds, with Alternatives 4 and 5 crossing four watersheds and
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 crossing five. These impacts would be mitigated according to regulatory and
permit requirements.

Section 4.12 provides additional information on water quality.
Biological Resources

All build alternatives would affect biological resources. All build aternatives would affect riparian
habitat, ranging from a minimum of 4.8 acres under Alternatives4 and 5 to a maximum of 12.3 acres
under Alternative 2. Build aternatives would also affect the habitat of special-status species. Potential
giant garter snake habitat would be affected, ranging from a minimum of approximately 268 acres under
Alternatives 4 and 5 to a maximum of approximately 340 acres under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Potential
Swainson’'s hawk and white-tailed kite nesting habitat would be affected, ranging from a minimum of
3.3 acres under Alternative 4 to a maximum of approximately 7.9 acres under Alternative 2. Potential
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Swainson's hawk foraging habitat would be affected, ranging from a minimum of approximately
759 acres affected under Alternative 5 to a maximum of approximately 10,244 acres under Alternative 1.
Potential Valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat would be affected, ranging from a minimum of
approximately 1.2 acres under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 to a maximum of approximately 1.9 acres under
Alternative 1.

All build aternatives would result in effects on wetlands ranging from a minimum of 28 acres under
Alternative 5 to a maximum of 35.8 acres under Alternative 1. Effects on vernal pool complexes would
range from a minimum of 107 acres under Alternative 4 to a maximum of 127 acres under Alternative 3.

Section 4.14 provides additional information on biological resources.
Hazardous Waste/Materials

All of the build alternatives would be located within the vicinity of potential sources of hazardous
materials due to their proximity to sites of Recognized Environmental Concern. Three such sites are
located in the vicinity of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, and four are located in the vicinity of Alternatives4
and 5. Potential hazards associated with these sites would be mitigated according to regulatory
requirements.

Section 4.15 provides additional information on hazardous waste/materials.
AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

During the environmental review process for Placer Parkway, a number of issues have been encountered.
These include:

. Growth inducement

. Coordinating and processing the proposed project with existing development, several
proposed large-scale developments, and Placer County’s proposed Natural Communities
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan

. Loss of agricultural land
OTHER REQUIRED ACTIONS

As the Proposed Action is to identify and acquire a corridor, it does not require environmental permits.
Applications for necessary permits, approvals and agreements for construction of the Parkway will be
prepared at the Tier 2 level of environmental review. At this Tier 1 level of review, it is not feasible to
provide complete lists of the agencies that will use the Tier 2 EIS/EIR in their decision-making or alist of
permits and other approvals required to implement the Parkway project. A preliminary list of agencies
from which permits and/or approvals may be needed includes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, Regiona Water Quality
Control Board, and Caltrans. As appropriate, information from this Tier 1 EISEIR may be used in the
preparation of such applications. Thislist is subject to changeinthe Tier 2 EIS/EIR.

The following are other actions required for the Proposed Action based on the Placer Parkway Corridor
Preservation Tier 1 EISEIR:

. Potential FHWA funding for land acquisition, Tier 2 studies, and ultimate construction of
the Parkway
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. Use of the Tier 1 EIS/EIR by Sutter County in its capacity as a Responsible Agency to
adopt an official map of the ROW preservation area of the Parkway

o Certification of this Tier 1 EISEIR by SPRTA

. Selection of a preferred corridor alignment alternative by FHWA, Caltrans, and SPRTA.
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Summary of Potential Impacts from the Placer Parkway Alternatives

Table ES-1

Potential Impact*

2004

No-Build

Alternative 1
(Red)

Alternative 2
(Orange)

Alternative 3
(Blue)

Alternative 4
(Yellow)

Alternative 5
(Green)

2020

2040

For Tier 1 analysis, direct impacts assume all resources within a corridor would be

affected. This is an extremely conservative assumption, which is likely to overstate impacts.

Land Use Land Use Conversion No impact 1,918.43 acres 1,836.78 acres 1,863.56 acres 1,627.64 acres 1,623.47 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Potentially Bisected No Impact 26 28 26 30 35 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Parcels
Compatibility with No Impact Depends on future Depends on future Depends on future Depends on future Depends on future Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Proposed Land Uses land use approvals land use approvals land use approvals land use approvals land use approvals
Conflict with General No Impact Unavoidable conflict Unavoidable conflict Unavoidable conflict Unavoidable conflict Unavoidable conflict Not analyzed** Quantitative analysis only
Plan Policies with policies related to | with policies related to | with policies related to | with policies related to | with policies related to
preservation of preservation of preservation of preservation of preservation of
agricultural land agricultural land agricultural land agricultural land agricultural land
Socioeconomics Number of Residential No impact 1 0 0 1 1 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Communities Affected
Number of Homes, No impact 4 4 3 7 10 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Farmsteads Affected
Number of Employment No impact 1 1 1 2 2 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Centers Affected
Farmlands Prime Farmland No impact 195.07 acres 309.60 acres 265.20 acres 161.35 acres 168.09 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Unique Farmland No impact 167.87 acres 191.11 acres 203.26 acres 289.22 acres 388.69 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Farmland of Statewide No impact 422 acres 464.13 acres 472.77 acres 305.90 acres 319.01 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Importance
Williamson Act Land No impact 119.85 acres 243.70 acres 240.56 acres 240.62 acres 240.26 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Affected
Public Service and Municipal Facilities No impact 108.5 acres 109 acres 100 acres 100 acres 96 acres Not analyzed** Potential encroachment into
Utilities Affected City of Roseville City of Roseville City of Roseville City of Roseville City of Roseville future Western Regional
Retention Basin Retention Basin Retention Basin Retention Basin Retention Basin Sanitary Landfill expansion
area
Visual and Aesthetics | Potential Level of Impact No impact Moderate/High Moderate/High Moderate/High Moderate Moderate Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
from Build Alternative
Cultural Resources Archaeological No impact No identified impact No identified impact No identified impact No identified impact No identified impact Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Resources
Built Environment No impact 1 property and 3 1 property and 3 1 property and 3 1 property 1 property Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Resources potential properties potential properties potential properties
Paleontological No impact High sensitivity High sensitivity High sensitivity High sensitivity High sensitivity Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only

Resources

* For the build alternatives, the greatest potential impact is shown in a shaded cell; the least potential impact is shown in bold. The greatest and least potential impacts are not identified for criteria resulting in identical impacts among all build alternatives.
** A quantitative analysis for this resource category was performed for existing conditions only (2004) in order to determine potential environmental impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions.
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Table ES-1 (Continued)
Summary of Potential Impacts from the Placer Parkway Alternatives

Potential Impact*

2004

No-Build

Alternative 1
(Red)

Alternative 2
(Orange)

Alternative 3
(Blue)

Alternative 4
(Yellow)

Alternative 5
(Green)

2020

2040

For Tier 1 analysis, direct impacts assume all resources within a corridor would be

affected. This is an extremely conservative assumption, which is likely to overstate impacts.

Traffic and
Transportation

Vehicle Miles of Travel
(VMT)

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

No-Build = 17,723,337
Alt1=17,844,410
Alt 2 =17,872,706
Alt 3 =17,885,664
Alt 4 = 17,869,007
Alt5=17,871,704

No-Build = 25,977,539
Alt 1 =26,419,100
Alt 2 =26,472,170
Alt 3 = 26,482,608
Alt 4 = 26,476,869
Alt 5 = 26,455,500

Level of Service Impacts

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

All Alternatives affect:
Portions of SR 70/99
Portions of SR 65

All Alternatives affect:
Portions of SR 70/99
Portions of SR 65
Portions of Fiddyment
Road
Portions of Sierra
College Bivd
Portions of Valley View
Parkway
Portions of Whitney
Ranch Parkway

Vehicle Hours of Delay
3-hour a.m. and
3-hour p.m.

Commute Periods

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

LOS D:

No Build = 35,694
Alternative 1 = 34,206
Alternative 2 = 34,272
Alternative 3 = 34,409
Alternative 4 = 34,501
Alternative 5 = 34,382

LOS D:

No Build = 100,775
Alternative 1 = 94,619
Alternative 2 = 95,077
Alternative 3 = 95,100
Alternative 4 = 95,493
Alternative 5 = 94,929

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

LOS E:

No Build = 25,077
Alternative 1 = 23,783
Alternative 2 = 23,880
Alternative 3 = 23,992
Alternative 4 = 24,077
Alternative 5 = 23,951

LOS E:

No Build = 81,200
Alternative 1 = 76,003
Alternative 2 = 76,450
Alternative 3 = 76,479
Alternative 4 = 76,885
Alternative 5 = 76,335

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

Similar to but less than
2020

LOS F2!

No Build = 16,447
Alternative 1 = 15,448
Alternative 2 = 15,530
Alternative 3 = 15,617
Alternative 4 = 15,739
Alternative 5 = 15,588

LOS F2!

No Build = 62,327
Alternative 1 =57,974
Alternative 2 = 58,463
Alternative 3 = 58,473
Alternative 4 = 58,885
Alternative 5 = 58,351

' LOS F2 is the added travel time for vehicles faced with 3 hours or more of LOS F conditions during the 3-hour a.m. and p.m. commute periods.

* For the build alternatives, the greatest potential impact is shown in a shaded cell; the least potential impact is shown in bold. The greatest and least potential impacts are not identified for criteria resulting in identical impacts among all build alternatives.
** A quantitative analysis for this resource category was performed for existing conditions only (2004) in order to determine potential environmental impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from the Placer Parkway Alternatives

2004
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Potential Impact* No-Build (Red) (Orange) (Blue) (Yellow) (Green) 2020 2040
For Tier 1 analysis, direct impacts assume all resources within a corridor would be affected. This is an extremely conservative assumption, which is likely to overstate impacts.
Air Quality Construction Emissions No impact Exceeds FRAQMD Exceeds FRAQMD Exceeds FRAQMD Exceeds FRAQMD Exceeds FRAQMD N/A N/A

—ROG, NOy, PMyq

and PCAPCD
significance thresholds

and PCAPCD
significance thresholds

and PCAPCD
significance thresholds

and PCAPCD
significance thresholds

and PCAPCD
significance thresholds

Operational Emissions-
reactive organic gases
(ROG)

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Alts 1-5 exceed FRAQMD
significance thresholds

Alts 1-5 exceed FRAQMD
significance thresholds

Alts 1-5 exceed PCAPCD
significance thresholds

Operational Emissions —
carbon monoxide (CO)

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Significance thresholds not

exceeded

Significance thresholds not
exceeded

Operational Emissions —
nitrogen oxide (NOy)

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Similar to but
less than 2020

Alts 1, 2, 3,4, and 5
exceed FRAQMD
significance thresholds

Alts 1-5 exceed FRAQMD
significance thresholds

Alts 2, 3, 4, and 5 exceed

PCAPCD significance
thresholds
Operational Emissions — | Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Significance thresholds not | Significance thresholds not
respirable particulate less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 exceeded exceeded

matter (PMyg)

Operational Emissions —

Similar to but

Similar to but

Similar to but

Similar to but

Similar to but

Similar to but

Significance thresholds not

Significance thresholds not

sulfur dioxide (SOy) less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 exceeded exceeded
Noise and Vibration |Noise at Residential Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Alt1=0 Alt1=0
Units Exceeding less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 Alt2=2 Alt2=2
Threshold (66 dBA) Alt3=2 Alt3=2
Alt4=0 Alt4=0
Alt5=1 Alt5=1
Number of Roadways Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but No-Build =1 No-Build = 15
with projected increases | less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 Alt1=1 Alt1=11
in traffic noise > 12 dBA Alt2=1 Alt2 =11
Alt3=1 Alt3=11
Alt4=1 Alt4=10
Alt5=1 Alt5=10
* For the build alternatives, the greatest potential impact is shown in a shaded cell; the least potential impact is shown in bold. The greatest and least potential impacts are not identified for criteria resulting in identical impacts among all build alternatives.
** A quantitative analysis for this resource category was performed for existing conditions only (2004) in order to determine potential environmental impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions.
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Summary of Potential Impacts from the Placer Parkway Alternatives

Table ES-1

2004
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Potential Impact* No-Build (Red) (Orange) (Blue) (Yellow) (Green) 2020 2040
For Tier 1 analysis, direct impacts assume all resources within a corridor would be affected. This is an extremely conservative assumption, which is likely to overstate impacts.
Energy Estimated Fuel Similar to but | Similar to but less than Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but Similar to but No-Build = No-Build =
Consumption less than 2020 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 less than 2020 717,544 gallons 1,051,722 gallons
Alt 1 = 722,445 gallons Alt 1 = 1,069,599 gallons
Alt 2 = 723,591 gallons Alt 2 =1,071,747 gallons
Alt 3 = 724,115 gallons Alt 3 =1,072,170 gallons
Alt 4 = 723,441 gallons Alt 4 =1,071,938 gallons
Alt 5 = 723,550 gallons Alt5=1,071,072 gallons
Hazardous Number of RECs No impact 3 3 3 4 4 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Materials/Waste potentially located within
alignment
Hydrology and New Impervious Area No impact 745 acres 737 acres 740 acres 624 acres 622 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Floodplains
Stream/Canal Crossings No impact 16 12 11 10 10 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Area Affected Within No impact 269 acres 302 acres 317 acres 370 acres 372 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
100-Year Floodplain
Geology — Sails, Soils or Geology No impact No major potential No major potential No major potential No major potential No major potential Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Seismic Affected; Seismic or impacts impacts impacts impacts impacts
Geologic Factors
Water Quality Watersheds Traversed No impact 5 5 5 4 4 Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Biology Riparian Habitat No impact 5.9 acres 12.3 acres 4.8 acres 4.8 acres 4.9 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Potential Giant Garter No impact 340.8 acres 340.8 acres 340.8 acres 268.2 acres 268.2 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Snake Habitat
Potential Swainson’s No impact 6.4 acres 7.9 acres 4.6 acres 3.3 acres 3.6 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Hawk/White-Tailed Kite
Nesting Habitat
Potential Swainson’s No impact 1,024.0 acres 952.3 acres 989.0 acres 863.5 acres 759.4 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Hawk Foraging Habitat
Potential Valley No impact 1.9 acres 1.3 acres 1.2 acres 1.2 acres 1.2 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Elderberry Longhorn
Beetle Habitat
Wetlands No impact 35.8 acres 30.9 acres 32 acres 28.3 acres 28.0 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only
Vernal Pool Complexes No impact 122.7 acres 124.1 acres 127.6 acres 106.7 acres 124.0 acres Not analyzed** Qualitative analysis only

* For the build alternatives, the greatest potential impact is shown in a shaded cell; the least potential impact is shown in bold. The greatest and least potential impacts are not identified for criteria resulting in identical impacts among all build alternatives.
** A quantitative analysis for this resource category was performed for existing conditions only (2004) in order to determine potential environmental impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions.
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Summary of Potential Impacts from the Placer Parkway Alternatives

Table ES-1

Potential Impact*

2004

No-Build

Alternative 1
(Red)

Alternative 2
(Orange)

Alternative 3
(Blue)

Alternative 4
(Yellow)

Alternative 5
(Green)

2020

2040

For Tier 1 analysis, direct impacts assume all resources within a corridor would be

affected. This is an extremely conservative assumption, which is likely to overstate impacts.

Growth Inducement

No impact

Would help facilitate
planned and proposed
developments in the
region and is expected
to influence the timing
of development in the
vicinity of its proposed
interchanges,
particularly those
proposed near vacant
land adjacent to
rapidly developing
areas or areas now
proposed for urban
development

Would help facilitate
planned and proposed
developments in the
region and is expected
to influence the timing
of development in the
vicinity of its proposed
interchanges,
particularly those
proposed near vacant
land adjacent to
rapidly developing
areas or areas now
proposed for urban
development

Would help facilitate
planned and proposed
developments in the
region and is expected
to influence the timing
of development in the
vicinity of its proposed
interchanges,
particularly those
proposed near vacant
land adjacent to
rapidly developing
areas or areas now
proposed for urban
development

Would help facilitate
planned and proposed
developments in the
region and is expected
to influence the timing
of development in the
vicinity of its proposed
interchanges,
particularly those
proposed near vacant
land adjacent to
rapidly developing
areas or areas now
proposed for urban
development

Would help facilitate
planned and proposed
developments in the
region and is expected
to influence the timing
of development in the
vicinity of its proposed
interchanges,
particularly those
proposed near vacant
land adjacent to
rapidly developing
areas or areas now
proposed for urban
development

Not analyzed**

Qualitative analysis only

Section 4(f) Analysis

4(f) Resources in the
study area

No impact

RD 1000

RD 1000

RD 1000

RD 1000

RD 1000

Not analyzed**

Qualitative analysis only

* For the build alternatives, the greatest potential impact is shown in a shaded cell; the least potential impact is shown in bold. The greatest and least potential impacts are not identified for criteria resulting in identical impacts among all build alternatives.
** A quantitative analysis for this resource category was performed for existing conditions only (2004) in order to determine potential environmental impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions.
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Introduction and Purpose of and Need for Project

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROJECT

11 INTRODUCTION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
and the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) propose to select and preserve a
corridor for the future construction of Placer Parkway, a new east-west roadway linking State Route (SR)
70/99 in Sutter County east to SR 65 in Placer County (see Figure 1-1). Specifically, the action being
considered and evaluated by FHWA, Caltrans and SPRTA is to select and preserve a 500- to 1,000-foot-
wide corridor in the project study area, within which the future four- or six-lane Placer Parkway may be
constructed. Placer Parkway is intended to reduce anticipated congestion on both the local and regional
transportation system and to advance economic development goals in south Sutter County and
southwestern Placer County.

The planning for Placer Parkway involves two phases: (1) the present action, selection of a corridor
(titled the Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Project), and (2) the future selection of a precise
alignment within the corridor and a decision whether or not to build the Parkway. If a build alternative is
selected and pursued after the second phase, the ultimate Placer Parkway project would be constructed
and operated. Throughout this document the term “Proposed Action” is used to describe the selection of a
corridor to preserve. The document generally uses the term “Parkway” to mean the ultimate roadway,
including construction and operation, except where context indicates otherwise.

Each phase will be subject to its own environmental review, a process known as “tiered” environmental
review under both state and federal law. The selection of a corridor is the subject of this Placer Parkway
Corridor Preservation Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter
referred to as the Tier 1 EIS/EIR). As discussed below, to the degree feasible this Tier 1 EIS/EIR reviews
the reasonably foreseeable environmental effects of the construction and operation of the Parkway.
Selection of a more precise alignment within the corridor, and construction and operation of the Parkway,
will be the subject of a later, Tier 2 environmental document.

“Tiering” is a streamlining tool for environmental review of large projects with several environmental
review stages or phases. It is a way to focus environmental studies at an appropriate level of detail for
each phase of the project. The Tier 1 document allows the agencies to focus on broad topics such as
general location, mode choice, area-wide air quality and land use, and other environmental issues. The
Tier 2 document involves more focused environmental analyses that address a narrower geographical
area, a more focused set of issues, and a specific roadway alignment. The Tier 2 document relies on a
summary of the work in the Tier 1 document, thereby avoiding unnecessary repetition. The Tier 2
document can then focus on additional details available in later stages of project planning such as design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project.

As stated, the action to be considered based on this Tier 1 analysis involves only the selection of a
corridor to preserve, which has limited environmental effects by itself. However, the ultimate Placer
Parkway project involves the selection of a specific roadway alignment, and the design, construction and
operation of the Parkway. In order to describe the effects of the ultimate Placer Parkway project to the
greatest extent feasible at this early stage, the Tier 1 EIS/EIR also addresses the potential effects of
construction and operation of the future roadway. This discussion of the roadway is necessarily limited,
however, because only the general concepts of the roadway design and location are known at this time. If
a corridor is selected and preserved at Tier 1, a subsequent Tier 2 analysis will evaluate the Parkway itself
in detail—the specific roadway “footprint” within the selected corridor, including construction and
operation of the roadway.
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Given the existing and projected rapid growth in and around the study area, it is vital to select a corridor
as early as feasible, so that the location of the future Placer Parkway can be considered in local
jurisdictions' planning decisions. Also, it is important to select a corridor before new development
reduces corridor options or increases right-of-way acquisition costs. A tiered approach to Parkway
planning was selected in order to address these concerns and select a corridor for the Parkway before
design and engineering are initiated. Although some designs for the Parkway have been developed during
Tier 1, to the extent required for environmental analysis, such designs are entirely conceptual and are
subject to further engineering and refinement during subsequent Tier 2 analysis. Construction-level
engineering would not occur until a specific alignment for the Parkway is selected based on the Tier 2
environmental analysis.

Once the Tier 1 EIS/EIR is completed and a corridor is selected, local government agencies may take steps
to preserve land within the selected corridor, using their own funds. This can be accomplished through a
combination of mechanisms, including but not limited to fee simple acquisition, purchase of rights of first
refusal, grants or transfers of land, grants or purchases of permanent easements, and similar means.

National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) was signed into law in 1970. NEPA established
a national environmental policy under which federal agencies would be required to consider the potential
environmental consequences of their actions. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) interprets
and implements NEPA.

Title | of NEPA contains a Declaration of National Environmental Policy which requires the federal
government to use all practicable means to create and maintain conditions under which humans and
nature can exist in productive harmony. Section 102 requires all federal agencies to prepare detailed
statements assessing the environmental impact of and alternatives to major federal actions significantly
affecting the environment. These statements are commonly referred to as Environmental Impact
Statements (EISs). Section 102 also requires federal agencies to lend appropriate support to initiatives
and programs designed to anticipate and prevent a decline in the quality of mankind’s world environment.
FHWA is the lead agency under NEPA for this project.

Title Il of NEPA establishes the CEQ. While NEPA established the basic framework for integrating
environmental considerations into federal decision-making, it did not provide the details of the process for
which it would be accomplished. Federal implementation of NEPA was the charge of the CEQ, which
interpreted the law and addressed NEPA’s action-forcing provisions in the form of regulations and
guidance. In 1978, CEQ issued Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA
(40 CFR 88 1500-1508). In 1980, CEQ issued the guidance document Forty Questions and Answers on
the CEQ Regulations. Since that time, CEQ has issued additional guidance and other information
covering a variety of issues relevant to the NEPA process. The complete text of NEPA and this related
information is available at CEQ NEPAnet.

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 821000 et seq.) is
one of California’s most important environmental laws. It requires state and local agencies to disclose
and consider the environmental implications of their actions. It further requires agencies to avoid
environmental impacts when such avoidance is feasible. In furtherance of these goals, six objectives are
identified:

. disclose to decision makers and the public the significant environmental effects of
proposed activities;
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Introduction and Purpose of and Need for Project

° identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage;
prevent environmental damage by requiring implementation of feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures;

o disclose to the public reasons for agency approvals of projects with significant
environmental effects;

. foster interagency coordination; and

. enhance public participation.

The CEQA procedures are guided by the legislative intent to have public participation to the greatest
extent possible. The legislature also intended that decision makers be able to make informed decisions
based on substantial information regarding a “project” and that these decisions be based on a trail of
reasoning accessible to the public.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and its preparation is the method by which information is
gathered and organized, impacts assessed, and mitigation measures developed under CEQA. The EIR is
prepared by a lead agency circulated for public review and comment, and a final document with responses
to public comments is prepared for consideration by advisory and legislative bodies, in this case the
SPRTA Board of Directors. SPRTA is the lead agency under CEQA for this project.

In addition, the State Resources Agency has adopted regulations, known as the State CEQA Guidelines
(Guidelines 815000 et seq.), to guide agencies in implementing the law. The Guidelines provide detailed
procedures that agencies must follow to implement CEQA, including the procedures for the preparation
of a CEQA document (an EIR for projects that may have significant impacts requiring mitigation
measures or a Negative Declaration for projects with no significant impacts).

CEQA is more than merely a “procedural” statute. Substantive provisions of CEQA include provisions
requiring agencies to avoid or mitigate significant impacts disclosed in an EIR when feasible.

Significance Determination in NEPA and CEQA

An important distinction between the requirements of NEPA and CEQA is in the determination of
significance. Under NEPA, significance is used to evaluate severity of potential environmental impacts,
and is used to determine which level of environmental documentation is appropriate. NEPA does not
require that impacts be categorized in terms of potential significance in the environmental document.

Under CEQA, potential significance of environmental impacts must be evaluated and disclosed in the
environmental document. Some impacts that are determined to be significant under CEQA may not be
considered of sufficient severity to be significant under NEPA.

Clean Water Act

As part of the planning process for the Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR, FHWA,
Caltrans, and the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), acting on behalf of SPRTA,
agreed to participate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) in a modified NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process
(NEPA/404) process (FHWA et al., 1993). This process provided early feedback to FHWA and PCTPA so
that Tier 1 decisions would reflect careful consideration of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, and to
accommodate future regulatory requirements. The modified process reflects the broad nature of Tier 1
environmental review while also anticipating the permit application requirements of Tier 2. This process is
described in detail in Appendix A-4. As part of this process, all participants agreed on the Purpose and
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Need Statement, dated February 16, 2005, which is reflected herein, and provided in its entirety in
Appendix C.

FHWA issued a Notice of Intent and PCTPA issued a Notice of Preparation for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR in
2003 (Appendix B). The Purpose and Need Statement was developed through a series of meetings among
participating agencies in 2004 and 2005. During this time, jurisdictions in western Placer County began
to develop a common set of future planning assumptions on which environmental review of a number of
major future proposed developments in the region could be based. Assumptions included the
identification of 2025 as a reasonable future development year consistent with projections contained
within the Sacramento region’s long-range transportation improvement plan, the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), for transportation improvements in the six-county region. The Purpose and
Need Statement also focused on 2025.

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has the responsibility for development and
adoption of the MTP. Early planning for the project considered the then-current MTP information, which
provided projections through year 2025. Subsequently, a 2027 MTP has been adopted, and a 2035 MTP
is in the planning stages. In preparing this Tier 1 EIS/EIR, it was ultimately determined that the projected
opening year of Placer Parkway (2020) would be an appropriate year for which to analyze transportation
impacts for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. This Tier 1 also analyzes cumulative impacts in 2040, based on
FHWA'’s requirement that analyses include conditions 20 years from the opening year. While the
Purpose and Need Statement was developed using 2025 information, there was no benefit to including a
2025 analysis year in addition to 2020 and 2040, and 2025 data are not used in subsequent chapters of this
Tier 1 EIS/EIR. Additional discussion of the analysis framework for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR is included in
Chapter 3, Analysis Framework.

1.2 PROJECT NEED

The needs for the proposed project are discussed below. The order of the specific needs is not intended to
imply a prioritization or order of importance.

1.2.1 NEED TO PRESERVE RIGHT-OF-WAY

The project vicinity includes some of the fastest growing communities in the Sacramento Metropolitan
region—Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, and the Sunset Industrial Area. SACOG projects that the population
in southwestern Placer County will nearly double between 2000 and 2025. Employment in the SR 65
high-technology corridor is expected to grow even faster than the population. The anticipated
development to support this increased population and employment will dramatically increase travel
demand over the next 20 years and beyond.

The study area is under intense development pressure. Cities and counties are processing development
applications and approving entitlement of new land uses in the study area. This is an ongoing process and
the future of proposed land uses in the study area is not yet certain. However, given the ongoing
environmental review of existing applications (including the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan [PVSP], the
Regional University Specific Plan [RUSP], the Placer Ranch Specific Plan [PRSP], the Lincoln Sphere of
Influence [SOI] expansion, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan [SVSP], the Creekview Specific Plan [CSP],
and the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan [SPSP]), the number of recent applications or pre-application
submittals, and interest by the development community, it is apparent that it will become increasingly
difficult and expensive to identify an appropriate corridor as a solution that meets the ultimate purpose of
the proposed project. Failure to preserve a corridor as soon as feasible could result in potentially
increased costs and greater environmental impacts because ongoing planning for development could
result in approved projects that would foreclose opportunities for locating the roadway in areas that would
minimize environmental impacts, leading to substantially higher mitigation costs.
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1.2.2 TRAVEL DEMAND AND ANTICIPATED CONGESTION
1221 Population Growth

Growth in population in south Sutter County, southwestern Placer County, and northern Sacramento
County will influence travel demand in the project vicinity.

The anticipated population in the region will dramatically increase travel demands in south Sutter County
and southwestern Placer County over the next 20 years and beyond. The jurisdictions in southwestern
Placer County have developed Capital Improvement Programs (funded by a variety of sources, including
development fees) that would maintain a high level of service on their local roadway systems. However,
limited improvements are programmed for the regional roadway system, and travel speeds/travel times
from Placer County to both Sacramento and Sutter counties are projected to deteriorate over the next
20 years, even with improvements to local roadways already identified in local general plans.

1.2.2.2 Job Growth and Goods Movement

The Interstate 80 (1-80) corridor is the major trans-Sierra roadway in northern California accommodating
the movement of goods and services. Goods and services are moved to and through the study area at a
growing rate using three primary modes of transportation: road, air, and rail. The combined increase of
vehicles used for the movement of goods and services as well as passenger vehicles has led to increased
congestion, which in turn decreases in travel times in the study area and competition for roadway
capacity.

Data for 2004 indicates that trucks account for a significant portion of vehicles on the state highways in
the pertinent Regional Analysis Districts (RADs) in the local project vicinity (see Figure 1-2), while truck
volumes on 1-80 are considered to be consistent with most major suburban interstate facilities.

° SR 65 north of 1-80 — 12,680 trucks out of a total volume of 84,000 vehicles (15.1 percent)

. SR 70/99 north of Howsley Road - 2,520 trucks out of a total volume of 29,000 vehicles
(8.7 percent)

. I-80 at Placer/Sacramento County line — 9,270 trucks out of a total volume of 179,000

vehicles (5.2 percent)

Congestion on the regional roadways connecting Placer County with Sutter and Sacramento counties will
adversely impact access to jobs. The projected increase in travel times will affect the movement of goods and
people, and will have an impact on the region’s economy. By 2025, SACOG estimates that total employment
in southwestern Placer County (172,000 employees) will exceed total employment in downtown Sacramento
(154,000 employees). The high-technology industry in the SR 65 corridor, plus development of Sutter
County’s industrial/commercial reserve area, requires dependable access to airports to move high-value/time-
critical freight. Thus, direct and convenient access and reliable travel times to both the Sacramento
International Airport and the Lincoln Regional Airport are very important to this growing regional job center.

1.3 PROJECT PURPOSE

The goal of the Tier 1 phase of the proposed Placer Parkway project is to preserve a right-of-way for a
proposed transportation facility that contributes to the ultimate project purpose:

The ultimate purpose of the proposed Placer Parkway project is to reduce anticipated
congestion on the local and regional transportation system and advance economic
development goals in southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County.
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The objectives of the Placer Parkway project are described below.
1.3.1 PRESERVING RIGHT-OF-WAY

The purpose of the proposed action is to preserve right-of-way for a new or upgraded east-west connector
between SR 65 and SR 70/99 serving cities and unincorporated areas across southwestern Placer County
and south Sutter County. Planned and proposed development in the project vicinity has been accelerating
over the last few years, and opportunities for building a new or upgraded connector may be lost unless
action is taken now to preserve right-of-way for project construction.

1.3.2 RESPONDING TO EXISTING AND ANTICIPATED TRAVEL DEMAND

The proposed Placer Parkway would be designed to reduce pressure on the existing transportation network
and to address anticipated future congestion on the local roadway system in southwestern Placer County and
south Sutter County. The proposed project would be designed to reduce total vehicle hours traveled during
the morning and evening peak commute periods (i.e., 6 to 9 a.m. and 3to 6 p.m.), reduce the amount and
duration of travel that is spent in congested conditions in southwestern Placer County, and improve travel
times between the SR 65 corridor and SR 70/99 by maintaining a travel speed at or near the free flow speed
of the Parkway, which on a freeway reflects Level of Service (LOS) C to D conditions.

1.3.3 PROVIDING ACCESS TO THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IN AREAS
PLANNED OR PROJECTED FOR JOB GROWTH

Placer Parkway would be designed to improve regional accessibility for businesses and jobs in the project
vicinity, including access to SR 70/99. The Parkway is proposed to serve major travel flows from SR 65
to (1) the south Sutter Industrial area, (2) Sacramento International Airport, (3) Sacramento County, and
(4) the Interstate 5 (I-5) corridor. With its controlled access, an objective of the proposed transportation
facility would be to strike a balance among advancing planned job growth along the SR 65 and SR 70/99
corridors, avoiding urban growth inducement in areas not designated for development, and helping to
preserve the rural character of southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County.

1.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND PROJECTED GROWTH
1.41 INTRODUCTION

The proposed Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Project would preserve right-of-way for a proposed
transportation facility to reduce anticipated congestion on the local and regional transportation system and
advance economic development goals in southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County. The
Parkway is listed as a priority project in the current MTP and in Placer County’s 2027 Regional
Transportation Plan (PCTPA, 2005). The project is not, however, the subject of a specific governmental
mandate, nor is the project being proposed to address particular safety concerns or roadway deficiencies.
Hence, detailed explanations for these topics are not given. However, the Placer Parkway project would
assist with linking SR 70/99 with SR 65, serving cities and unincorporated areas across south Sutter
County and southwestern Placer County, and would address anticipated population and employment
growth as well as the resulting traffic increases.

! LOS is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors which include speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom
to maneuver, safety, driving comfort/convenience, and operation costs. LOSs are designated A through F, from best to worst,
covering the entire range of traffic operations that might occur. LOS E describes conditions approaching or at maximum
capacity. Free flow speed and LOS C and D conditions on a freeway do not preclude an alternative based on expanding existing
roads, a non-freeway facility, a Transportation System Management alternative, a shorter Parkway Alternative, or a combination
of the aforementioned.
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Introduction and Purpose of and Need for Project

1.4.2 PROJECT HISTORY

Over the last 15 years a number of major transportation studies have been performed in Sacramento and
Placer counties, and to a lesser extent Sutter County. Caltrans prepared the Initial Feasibility Study for
Route 102 in 1991 (DKS, 1991). This study analyzed a new 35-mile corridor reliever facility to 1-80 in
terms of feasibility, scope, and priority. After analyzing the data from the local general plans, it was
determined that 1-80 would be severely congested by 2020 with LOS F conditions for about 3 hours every
morning and afternoon. The study determined that a new transportation corridor between 1-5 near the
Sacramento International Airport and 1-80 near Auburn was physically and operationally feasible, and
could provide an uncongested bypass of the Sacramento area. The [-80/Route 102 Multimodal
Transportation Study, which was started by Caltrans in the fall of 1992, was eventually canceled (DKS,
2000).

SACOG conducted the Metro Study in 1989 to assess regional transportation needs in the year 2010
based on adopted land use plans, and develop a list of priority transportation improvements to meet those
needs. Recognizing that the Sacramento area was not meeting federal or state air quality standards, the
study recommended that transit and nonmotorized transportation facilities and implementation of
transportation control measures be given the highest priority. However, the study also recommended that
a number of major roadway projects be pursued, including Route 102. It was recommended that all new
facilities, like Route 102, be planned as multi-modal corridors (or projects). It stated that the debate over
the timing of construction, the appropriate mix of travel modes, and design features in this corridor should
continue, but in order to avoid precluding future options, the transportation corridor should be identified
and protected (DKS, 2000).

SACOG, Caltrans, and PCTPA jointly sponsored the Interstate 80 Corridor Plan in 1996. This plan
focused on a 63-mile stretch of 1-80 from Davis on the west to Colfax on the east. The objective was to
obtain a consensus on a recommended set of specific improvements for the corridor through the year
2010. A set of concepts and approaches for the study were developed by the Technical Advisory
Committee and presented to the public in a series of open houses in September and October 1998.
Results of that study identified the need for auxiliary and High Occupancy Vehicle lanes in the Roseville
area to accommodate forecasted traffic. These improvements are currently only partially funded (DKS,
2000).

In October 1999, the Policy Advisory Committee for the Placer Parkway Interconnect Study/Conceptual
Plan voted unanimously to recommend to the PCTPA and the SACOG boards that a Route Adoption
Study be conducted to establish a precise alignment for Placer Parkway to provide a connection between
SR 65 and the SR 70/99 and I-5 corridors. This proposed connection is cited in the Placer County
General Plan (1994) and the Placer County Regional Transportation Plan 2027 (PCTPA, 2005) to
accommodate rapid growth and development proposals in southwestern Placer County, south Sutter
County, and northern Sacramento County as well as the combined need to improve goods movement in
the region (DKS, 2000).

Lastly, SACOG and PCTPA jointly sponsored the Project Study Report (Project Development Support)
for the Placer Parkway (PSR), which explored development of a new transportation facility that would
connect SR 65 in the Lincoln/Roseville/Rocklin area to SR 70/99 in Sutter County and the Sacramento
International Airport. The PSR focused on avoiding growth inducement in agriculturally designated
areas, preservation of a roadway corridor for through travel, and providing a true “parkway” concept.
Meetings were held in 1999 and 2000 with elected officials, key stakeholders (local jurisdictions, resource
agencies, environmental and neighborhood groups, and business/industry groups), and various technical
personnel to identify concepts for the proposed Placer Parkway and establish its goals. Also, the PSR
preliminarily identified the Placer Parkway purpose and need, policy direction, a brief corridor concept
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analysis followed by a recommendation, and a cost estimate. A Preliminary Environmental Assessment
Report was also prepared, which analyzed the general potential for environmental impacts (DKS, 2001).

This Tier 1 EIS/EIR is the next step in the planning process for Placer Parkway.
1.4.3 POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT
143.1 Introduction

Calculating roadway operations and travel demand requires an evaluation of population and employment
data. The population and employment data were obtained from four sources: the U.S. Census Bureau,
California Department of Finance (DOF), SACOG, and DKS Associates. The U.S. Census Bureau
maintains historical data, while DOF develops population estimates that are used for budgetary and
economic forecasts, as well as determining the annual appropriations for all of California’s jurisdictions.
DOF projections are made for the state, counties, and cities for 50 years into the future, with ten-year
interim outlooks. The approved forecasts begin in 2000 and extend to the year 2050, in ten-year increments.

One of SACOG’s many tasks includes forecasting population and land use changes, which are critical
assumptions used in modeling future transportation impacts. SACOG’s approved forecasts begin in 2005
and extend to the year 2025, in five-year increments. SACOG has recently developed forecasts that
extend to the year 2035 as a part of the MTP update effort, although they have not been formally adopted.
As a part of the Tier1 EIS/EIR, DKS Associates has produced regionally specific population and
employment data for more detailed analysis over those that have been created by either DOF or SACOG.

SACOG does not use U.S. Census Bureau geographies below county limit lines to forecast population
and land use changes due to the fact that those geographies tend to change each decennial census,
especially on the fringes of the developed area. Similar to other Metropolitan Planning Organizations
across the United States, SACOG developed subregions called RADs for forecasting purposes. While
these subregions are loosely based on the U.S. Census Bureau geographies, they allow for greater
forecasting accuracies over multi-year periods. The forecasts by RAD are consistent with regional targets
for the given year, and linear projections relative to the shares of growth were applied for the region.

Based on the above information, two geographic areas were examined to determine the scope of previous
and anticipated growth.

. The first area examined was the individual counties that would be most served by the
proposed project: Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento counties (see Figure 1-1). (While the
alternatives do not lie within Sacramento County, the project would serve destinations in
the county, including the Sacramento International Airport and downtown Sacramento.)

. The second area was developed to determine the impact of the proposed project on the
local vicinity, using SACOG’s RAD data, as they provide the best source of information
for areas within and adjacent to the proposed Parkway (see Figure 1-2).

The project vicinity includes some of the fastest growing communities in the Sacramento region
(Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln).

U.S. Census Bureau and SACOG information was used for historical data at the county and RAD level,
while DKS Associates—produced regionally specific information by SACOG RAD was used for
projection-related data. The process used to prepare 2020 and 2040 development forecasts in the vicinity
of the project is presented in Chapter 3, Analysis Framework. The population and employment trends
indicate past rapid growth in both Placer and Sacramento counties, with a forecast of substantial
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continued growth in both counties. While Sutter County has not previously experienced such growth,
forecasts are for substantial growth in south Sutter County.

The following presents population and employment data for these two geographic areas.

1.4.3.2 Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento Counties

Historic and Forecasted Population by County

Forecast data are available from more than one source, and information from the various sources tends to
differ somewhat. For comparison, Table 1-1 shows U.S. Census data for 2000, DOF data from 2000 to
2050, SACOG data from 2000 to 2050, and data developed for use in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR from 2020
through 2040. The methodology used to develop 2040 forecasts was based on input from jurisdictions in
the project vicinity, as described in Chapter 3, Analysis Framework. Since not all entities provide data for
the same years, data are presented as available. The regional development forecasts used for the Placer
Parkway analysis in areas outside Placer County and south Sutter County were based on SACOG
forecasts through 2050, which show a lower population growth than those prepared by DOF, especially in
Sacramento County. Within Placer County and south Sutter County, the annual population growth rate
through 2040 used in the Placer Parkway analysis is between the growth rates projected by SACOG and
DOF.

Historic and forecasted population data within Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento counties from 1980 through
2040 are shown on Figure 1-3 and in Table 1-2. These counties as a whole experienced significant
population growth from 1980 through 2000, and are expected to grow even faster through 2040. On a
percentage basis, Placer County experienced the most growth of the three counties between 1980 and
2000. In fact, Placer County experienced one the highest growth rates in California at 48 percent from

Table 1-1
Population Information from Various Sources:
Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento Counties

California Sacramento Area
Department of Council of Placer Parkway

Year Finance Governments U.S. Census Analysis®
2000 1,559,200 1,550,828 1,550,828
2005 1,764,475
2020 2,514,515 2,002,891
2035 2,343,196
2040 3,323,162 2,703,109
2050 3,670,022 3,140,000

Note:

! Data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.

R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\EIS-EIR\1_0 Introduction.DOC 1-13 June 2007



Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Figure 1-3:  Historic and Forecasted Population Growth in Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento

Counties
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990, and 2000; DKS Associates, 2007

1980, 1990, and 2000 data are from U.S. Census Bureau

2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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Table 1-2
Historic and Forecasted Population and Employment Growth in Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento Counties
Population Employment
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Year Population - N N
Sutter County
1980 52,246 20,147
1990 64,415 23.3% 26,359 30.8%
2000 78,930 22.5% 26,684 30,980 17.5% 10,833
2020 84,400 6.9% 5,470 35,420 14.3% 4,440
2040 184,846 119.0% 100,446 84,639 139.0% 49,219
Placer County
1980 117,247 40,049
1990 172,796 47.4% 82,920 107.0%
2000 248,399 43.8% 131,152 118,647 43.1% 78,598
2020 433,540 74.5% 185,141 228,792 92.8% 110,145
2040 603,819 39.3% 170,279 353,267 54.4% 124,475
Sacramento County
1980 783,381 338,043
1990 1,041,219 32.9% 485,063 43.5%
2000 1,223,499 17.5% 440,118 545,925 12.5% 207,882
2020 1,484,951 21.4% 261,452 829,191 51.9% 283,266
2040 1,914,444 28.9% 429,493 1,111,520 34.0% 282,329

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990, and 2000; DKS Associates, 2007

1980, 1990, and 2000 data are from U.S. Census Bureau

2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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1980 to 1990, and continues to be one of the fastest growing counties in California today. For the 2000-to-
2020 period, Placer County is again expected to experience significant population growth (nearly 75 percent).
Percentage gains in Sacramento County and Sutter County from 2000 to 2020 are expected to reach nearly
21 percent and 7 percent, respectively. Growth during the 2020 to 2040 timeframe is expected to slow some-
what for Placer County, at nearly 39 percent. However, growth in Sutter County for that period is forecasted at
nearly 119 percent, while Sacramento County is anticipated to grow by nearly 29 percent from 2020 to 2040.

From 1980 to 2000, of the study area counties, Sacramento County experienced the largest gain in the actual
number of residents, with an increase of nearly 440,118 people. Population gains in Sacramento County for
the 2000-t0-2020 and 2020-t0-2040 time frames are anticipated to be nearly 261,452 and 429,493 people,
respectively. The gain in the actual number of residents for Sutter and Placer counties is expected to be
significantly lower than the number of residents for Sacramento County. Overall, the majority of this
development is attributed to a net in-migration, as coastal Californians move toward the Sacramento region
due to high housing costs versus growth as a result of natural increase (births exceeding deaths).

Data from SACOG indicate that the population of Placer County has increased by an average of 11,455
residents per year between 2000 and 2005. Between 2000 and 2040, the population in Placer County is
projected to increase by an average of 8,885 residents per year.

Historic and Forecasted Employment by County

Historic and forecasted employment data from 1980 through 2040 for Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento
counties are shown on Table 1-2 and on Figure 1-4. As expected, the majority of jobs are located in
Sacramento County, which is primarily due to the concentration of state and county jobs in the City of
Sacramento and all of the ancillary businesses that support/serve this sector of the economy. Similar to
population growth, Sacramento County experienced a large gain in the number of jobs from 1980 to 2000,
with an increase of approximately 207,882. A similar number of new jobs are expected in the 2000-to-
2020 and 2020-t0-2040 timeframes, with an increase of approximately 283,266 and 282,329 jobs,
respectively.

Figure 1-4: Historic and Forecasted Employment in Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento Counties
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Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990, and 2000; DKS Associates, 2007
1980, 1990, and 2000 data are from U.S. Census Bureau
Note: 2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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The number of jobs in Placer County more than doubled from 1980 to 1990, with an increase of
107 percent. Both Sacramento and Sutter counties experienced significant growth over this same period at
44 percent and 30.8 percent, respectively. Growth from 1990 through 2000 did not occur at nearly the same
pace, but Placer County again led the way with a 43 percent increase. In the 2000-t0-2020 period, the
number of Placer County employees is anticipated to greatly increase (by 93 percent). Strong percentage
growth is also anticipated in Sacramento County, with a gain of 52 percent over the same 20-year period.
Forecasted employment growth from 2020 to 2040 is anticipated to be strongest in Sutter County with a
gain of 139 percent, followed by Placer County with an estimated employee increase of 55 percent.

1.4.3.3 Local Project Vicinity

Local project vicinity growth within and immediately adjacent to the proposed Parkway was also
examined. This geographic area, shown on Figure 1-2, was selected based on the availability of existing
demographic data in the vicinity of the project, which is available by RAD. RADs do not constitute a
formal project “study area” for the project as defined in Chapter 3, but information by RAD provides a
more localized context than county data alone.

Table 1-3 shows historical population and employment data from 1990 to 2000, and growth forecasts in
population and employment between 2000 and 2020 and between 2020 and 2040. Year 1980 population
and employment numbers are not available from SACOG. Data for the local project vicinity are
presented by individual RAD to better define actual and projected population and job growth in the
vicinity of the proposed project.

The population in the local project vicinity is expected to nearly double between 2000 and 2020. Even
greater labor force gains are expected. Between 2020 and 2040, the population of this area was projected
to increase by about 64 percent.

Historic and Forecasted Population in the Local Project Vicinity

As shown in Table 1-3, substantial population increases occurred in the Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln,
North Natomas, and Antelope RADs between 1990 and 2000. The largest percentage increase was
experienced in the North Natomas RAD at nearly 3,078 percent, while the greatest gain in the actual
number of residents occurred in the Roseville RAD with an increase of nearly 34,000 people. During the
2000-t0-2020 timeframe, extraordinary growth is forecast for the West Placer and North Natomas RADs,
at approximately 3,344 percent and 3,802 percent, respectively. The Lincoln and South Sutter RADs are
also expected to experience notable growth by 2020, at nearly 272 percent and 271 percent, respectively.
Moderate population increases are forecast for the remainder of the RADs. Overall, forecasted population
growth from 2020 to 2040 is anticipated to be more moderate, with the South Sutter, West Placer, and
Sheridan RADs leading the way at 500 percent, 317 percent, and 191 percent, respectively. Population
increases of greater than 86 percent are expected in the Lincoln and North Natomas RADs over the same
20-year period. Population trends and forecasts from 1990 through 2040 are shown on Figure 1-5.

The extent of growth in the area is indicated by recent development proposals. The City of Roseville
recently approved the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP), a mixed-use project which extends the City
of Roseville city limits to the west; it includes about 8,400 dwelling units. It also approved annexation of
additional lands that could accommodate another approximately 7,400 dwelling units. Placer County has
been evaluating a development application for the proposed PVSP south of Baseline Road. This proposed
mixed-use development would contain about 14,100 dwelling units and about 500 acres of
commercial/industrial uses. A Blueprint Alternative (see the following paragraph for background) for
PVSP would contain over 21,000 dwelling units but about the same amount of commercial/industrial
uses. See Section 1.6, Regional Planning Context, for more information on future development.
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Table 1-3
Historic and Forecasted Population and Employment in the Local Project Vicinity by Regional Analysis District
Population Employment

Location by 1990 to 2000 to 2020 to 1990to | 2000to | 2020to

Regional Analysis 2000 2020 2040 2000 2020 2040
District 1990 2000 2020 2040 Growth Growth Growth 1990 2000 2020 2040 Growth | Growth Growth

Sutter County
30 South Sutter 2,907 | 3,060 | 11,351 | 68,059 53% | 270.9% | 499.6%| 433 | 597 | 6,189 | 25509 | 37.9%| 936.7%| 313.6%
Placer County
70 Roseville 46,580 | 80,729 (131,539 | 132,112 73.3% 62.9% 0.4%| 27,820 | 59,591 (99,878 [106,157 | 114.2% 67.6% 6.3%
71 Rocklin 18,508 | 37,601 | 67,104 70,396 103.2% 78.5% 4.9%| 6,391 | 15,664 (48,128 | 86,829 | 145.1%| 207.3%| 80.4%
72 Lincoln 10,018 | 16,154 | 60,064 | 111,555 61.2% 271.8% 85.7%| 1,580 | 4,950 (23,626 | 53,214 | 213.3%| 377.3%| 125.2%
73 West Placer 932 1,014 | 34,919 | 145,466 8.8% | 3,343.7% | 316.6% 22 51 | 5489 | 49,511 | 131.8%|10,662.7%| 802.0%
74 Sheridan 2,661 2,939 | 4,054 11,785 10.4% 37.9% | 190.7% 108 206 230 3,093 90.7% 11.7% | 1,244.8%
Subtotal 78,699 |138,437 297,680 | 471,314 75.9% 115.0% 58.3%| 35,921 | 80,462 (177,351 |298,804 | 124.0%| 120.4%| 68.5%
Sacramento County
1 North Natomas 63 2,002 | 78,111 | 153,980 |3,077.8% | 3,801.6% 97.1%| 2,165 | 3,153 |35,934 | 87,855 45.6%| 1,039.7%| 144.5%
2 Rio Linda/Elverta | 18,104 | 19,809 | 26,703 37,527 9.4% 34.8% 40.5%| 1,913 | 2,314 | 6,056 | 10,009 21.0%| 161.7%| 65.3%
3 North Highlands | 73,209 | 74,359 | 77,691 91,437 1.6% 4.5% 17.7%]| 33,955 | 26,395 |37,844 | 60,532 | -22.3% 43.4%| 60.0%
25 Antelope 12,221 | 31,440 | 30,322 36,055 157.3% -3.6% 18.9%| 749 | 2,684 | 4,076 5,855 | 258.3% 51.9%| 43.6%
Subtotal 103,597 |127,610 |212,827 | 318,999 23.2% 66.8% 49.9%| 38,782 | 34,546 (83,910 |164,251 | -10.9%| 142.9%| 95.7%
Total 185,203 | 269,107 521,858 | 858,372 45.3% 93.9% 64.5%| 75,136 |115,605 |267,450 |488,654 53.9%| 131.3%| 82.7%

Sources: SACOG, 3-28-01 and 1-22-02; DKS Associates, 2007
1990 and 2000 data are from SACOG
Note: 2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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Figure 1-5: Historic and Forecasted Population in the Local Project Vicinity
by Regional Analysis District
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Sources: SACOG, 2001, 2002; DKS Associates, 2007
1990 and 2000 data are from SACOG
Note: 2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.

SACOG’s development projections assumed that only a small portion of the ultimate population in these
major development areas would exist by 2020. However, SACOG projections were adopted in April
2001, before some of these developments were proposed or approved. SACOG recently completed a
transportation and land use planning effort with a 2050 horizon called “the Blueprint.” That effort has
convinced SACOG that their projected 2020 growth for Placer County was underestimated. SACOG
anticipates that Placer County’s population would exceed 600,000 by 2050 (up from 249,000 in 2000). In
their ongoing planning efforts, SACOG has placed about 90 percent of that growth in southwestern Placer
County within or adjacent to the RADs identified on Figure 1-2.

Historic and Forecasted Employment in the Local Project Vicinity

Table 1-3 also shows SACOG’s past and forecasted job growth for RADs in the local project vicinity
between 1990 and 2040. Robust job growth was experienced in Placer County and the Antelope RAD
over the ten-year period from 1990 to 2000, with more moderate job growth occurring in North Natomas,
Rio Linda/Elverta, and South Sutter RADs. A decline of 22.3 percent was experienced in the North
Highlands RAD from 1990 to 2000.

Strong job growth is forecasted for both southwestern Placer and northern Sacramento RADs, with
moderate job growth forecasted for the Sutter County RAD between 2000 and 2020. The largest
employment gains are anticipated for the West Placer RAD at 10,663 percent, followed by the North
Natomas and Lincoln RADs at 1,040 percent and 377 percent respectively. These percentages are high
because there is currently little employment in these RADs. Employment in the SR 65 high-technology
corridor is expected to grow even faster than population, with a long-term compound growth rate of
3.1 percent per year. Sutter County has designated 10,500 acres in southern Sutter County as industrial/
commercial reserve. Sutter County is currently processing an application for a mixed-use development in a
7,500-acre portion of this area that could include up to 17,500 dwelling units and a minimum of 3,600 acres
of employment uses. Overall, forecasted employment growth from 2020 to 2040 is anticipated to be strong,
with the West Placer and Sheridan RADs leading the way at 802 percent and 1,245 percent, respectively.
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Strong employment growth is also forecasted for the Lincoln, North Natomas, and South Sutter RADs.
Employment trends and forecasts by RAD from 1990 through 2040 are shown on Figure 1-6.

Figure 1-6: Historic and Forecasted Employment in the Local Project Vicinity
by Regional Analysis District
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Sources: SACOG 2001 and 2002; DKS Associates, 2007
1990 and 2000 data are from SACOG
Note: 2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.

1.4.4 LAND USE TRENDS

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) produces maps and statistical data used for
analyzing impacts on California’s agricultural resources. The information is gathered using air photos
and site visits, and data extracted from FMMP’s GIS database. The results of the population and
employment growth, such as those described above can be seen on maps of urbanization or changes in
land use over time. While FMMP has not created maps specific to the area where the Parkway is
proposed, maps have been created to show the urbanization of the SR 65 corridor, from Roseville to
Lincoln. Most of this area is still considered to be agricultural or open space land. Placer County has
been among the “Top Ten Urbanizing Counties” as mapped by FMMP between 1994 and 2002. Growth
in urban land has averaged over 2,500 acres per biennial map update since 1984 (FMMP, 2006a). The
following two map series depict the land use changes in vicinity of the SR 65 corridor near the project.
The area shown is approximately 9 miles across from east to west, and 14 miles from north to south.

FMMP classifies land as farmland (prime being the best of four types of farmland), grazing land, urban
land, other land or water. The “other” category includes low-density “ranchettes,” wetlands, and brush or
timberlands unsuitable for grazing. Changes from 1984 through 2002 are predominantly the conversion
from dryland farming (yellow) to grasslands/grazing land (brown) or urban land uses (red). Much of the
grey area is low-density resident development on the grassy/oak-studded hills of southwestern Placer
County (FMMP, 2006a). Figure 1-7 shows how rapidly the SR 65 corridor has developed since 1984.
With Placer County expected to continue growing at an accelerated rate, even more of this corridor, as
well as surrounding areas, would be urbanized by 2020.
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Figure 1-7: Changes in Land Use Along SR 65 Corridor
1984 — 2002
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More recently, FMMP also analyzed the impacts of the urbanization of the greater Sacramento region
between 2000 and 2002. The greater Sacramento region is defined as the six counties under SACOG’s
jurisdiction (ElI Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties). Specific to the Placer
Parkway vicinity, FMMP found (FMMP, 2006b):

o Placer County gained 5,408 urban acres from 2000 to 2002, more than 90 percent of
which had been farm or grazing land. This was a 40 percent increase in the urbanization
rate compared to the 1998-t0-2000 rate of urbanization.

. Sacramento County converted fewer acres to urban land from 2000 to 2002 (2,741 acres)
than in the prior two-year cycle (6,430 acres). Conversions affected each of the
incorporated cities. Farm and grazing decreased by 4,551 acres in the 2000-to-2002
cycle due to urbanization and improved mapping of rural residential areas.

o Sutter County urbanized 488 acres urbanized between 2000 and 2002, compared with
692 acres in the prior two-year cycle.

Land use changes have also recently occurred in the northwestern portion of Sacramento County. The
Natomas Basin area has historically been used for agricultural purposes. However, the pressure to find
suitable land for development at a reasonable cost has resulted in the conversion of this area to residential
and commercial land uses. Data from SACOG indicates that the Natomas Basin area of Sacramento
County has experienced significant recent growth and this trend is expected to continue.
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1.45 ROADWAY OPERATIONS AND TRAVEL DEMAND

Population and job growth affect travel demand and resultant roadway operations. The traffic information in
this Tier 1 EIS/EIR was obtained from four sources: Caltrans, Placer County Department of Public Works,
Sutter County Department of Public Works, and DKS Associates. Caltrans, Placer County, and Sutter County
traffic data were used to describe the historical context of roadway operations, while DKS Associates prepared
forecasts that estimate anticipated travel demand. The existing roadway network in the local project vicinity
consists of federal/state highways, arterials, collectors, and local roads. Presented below are historical roadway
operations and projected future travel demand for selected roadways in the local project vicinity. All data
assume that a Placer Parkway is not constructed. See Figure 1-2 for the location of these roads.

1.45.1 Interstate 80

Interstate 80. Historical roadway operations since 1980 and projected future travel demand for 1-80 are
shown on Figure 1-8. 1-80 north of Sacramento was constructed in 1981/1982. It was implemented to

Figure 1-8: Historic and Projected Traffic Growth on Interstate 80 (average daily traffic)
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Source: Caltrans, 2005; DKS Associates, 2007
2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
Notes: 0 = Traffic Count Data Not Available
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relieve congestion in the downtown Sacramento area. Traffic counts from 1980 are not available from
Northgate Boulevard east to Greenback Lane, as this portion of 1-80 did not exist then.

Traffic more than doubled on 1-80 in the immediate Sacramento area from 1980 to 1990, with strong
growth experienced in the Roseville and Rocklin communities. The greatest increase, 108 percent, was
experienced east of the 1-80/Riverside Avenue/Auburn Boulevard interchange. Significant growth was
also experienced from 1990 to 2000 along 1-80, with the greatest increase, 67.3 percent, occurring west of
the 1-80/Riverside Avenue/Auburn Boulevard interchange area. In the 2000-t0-2005 period, moderate
growth was experienced on most segments of 1-80, with average increases of less than 14 percent.

1-80 from Northgate Boulevard to SR 65 does not currently meet the level of service standards established
by Caltrans. This segment of 1-80 operates at LOS F, while the LOS standard is LOS D or better.
Between 2005 and 2020, demand on 1-80 is expected to be the greatest between Sacramento and
Roseville. The I-80/Riverside Avenue/Auburn Boulevard interchange area is expected to experience an
increase of nearly 38.0 percent over the 15-year period, while the I-80/SR 65 interchange area is
anticipated to experience an increase of nearly 22 percent. Forecasted growth from 2020 through 2040
along 1-80 is greatest at the 1-80/Northgate Boulevard interchange area, with more moderate growth
anticipated between Sacramento and Roseville.

1.45.2 California Department of Transportation Facilities

State Route 65. Historical roadway operations since 1980 and projected future travel demand for SR 65
are shown on Figure 1-9. SR 65 was a two-lane road through the City of Roseville prior to 1988, when
the freeway facility that exists today was constructed to relieve congestion. Caltrans traffic count
locations differ over the last 20 years as the road network has changed. The data presented below show
approximate traffic count locations.

Traffic along SR 65 has nearly doubled each decennial year, primarily due to the rapid development of
southwestern Placer County. The largest gain, from 1980 to 1990, was experienced north of the Sunset
Boulevard interchange, with a 66.3 percent increase. The largest increase in traffic along SR 65 between
1990 and 2000, of nearly 241 percent, was experienced north of the 1-80 interchange area. Strong growth
of greater than 119 percent was seen north of the Stanford Ranch Road interchange, while an increase of
67 percent or greater was experienced north of the Sunset Boulevard interchange area and north of the
Blue Oaks Boulevard interchange.

SR 65 from 1-80 to Pleasant Grove Boulevard does not currently meet the level of service standards
established by Caltrans. This segment of SR 65 operates at LOS F, while the Caltrans LOS standard is
LOS D or better. Between 2005 and 2020, demand on SR 65 in the Sunset Industrial Area is expected to
more than double as the area continues to develop. Anticipated traffic gains closer to 1-80 are also
expected to be substantial, with greater than 33 percent increases forecasted. Forecasted traffic growth
from 2020 to 2040 is also expected to be strong, but not nearly as robust as the previous 15-year period.
Increases greater than 40 percent are anticipated north of the Twelve Bridges Drive interchange and north
of the Stanford Ranch Road interchange.

State Route 70/99. Historical roadway operations since 1980 and projected future travel demand for
SR 70/99 are shown on Figure 1-10. Traffic more than doubled on all segments of SR 70/99 from I-5 to
the SR 70/99 split from 1980 to 1990, with the greatest increase, 129.4 percent, experienced north of the
SR 70/99/1-5 interchange. More moderate traffic increases were seen on SR 70/99 from 1990 through
2005. The largest gain was experienced north of the SR 70/99/I-5 interchange, with an increase of
48 percent from 1990 to 2000. Between 2005 and 2020, demand on SR 70/99 in the local project vicinity
is expected increase as southern Sutter County develops. Gains of nearly 41 percent or greater are
expected, with a 34.4 percent increase anticipated north of the SR 70/99/Howsley Road interchange.
Forecasted traffic growth from 2020 to 2040 is expected to be strong, especially north of the I-5
interchange and north of the Elverta Road interchange, with expected increases greater than 106 percent.
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Figure 1-9: Historic and Projected Traffic Growth on State Route 65 (average daily traffic)
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Source: Caltrans, 2005; DKS Associates, 2007
Notes: 0 = Traffic Count Data Not Available
2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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Figure 1-10: Historic and Projected Traffic Growth on State Route 70/99 (average daily traffic)
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Source: Caltrans, 2005; DKS Associates, 2007
Note: 2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.

1.45.3 Local Facilities

Riego/Baseline Road. Historical roadway operations since 1979 and projected future travel demand for
Riego/Baseline Road are shown on Figure 1-11. Significant traffic volumes on Riego/Baseline Road
were not experienced until after 1990 when traffic flow between northern Sacramento County, southern
Sutter County, and Roseville increased due primarily to new development in southwestern Placer County.
From 1991 to 2000, strong traffic growth was experienced in the Watt Avenue area, which connects to
Baseline Road in Placer County (an increase of 126 percent). Even greater growth for the same ten-year
period on Riego/Baseline Road was experienced in the SR 70/99 area with an increase of 269 percent.
Traffic along Riego/Baseline Road continued to increase during the 2000-to-2005 period as southwestern
Placer County continued to develop. The largest gain was experienced near SR 70/99, with an increase of
66 percent.
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Figure 1-11: Historic and Projected Traffic Growth on Riego/Baseline Road (average daily traffic)
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Source: Placer County Department of Public Works, 2005; Sutter County Department of Public Works, 2006; DKS Associates, 2007
Notes: 1979 traffic data unavailable from Sutter County

1992 traffic data used for East of SR 70/99 and West of Pleasant Grove Road as no 1991 count data are available

1999 traffic data used for East of SR 70/99 and West of Pleasant Grove Road as no 2000 count data are available

0 = Traffic Count Data Not Available

2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.

Baseline Road from the Sutter/Placer County line to Watt Avenue and from Walerga Road to Woodcreek
Oaks Boulevard does not currently meet the level of service standards of LOS C or better established by
Placer County and the City of Roseville, respectively. Between 2005 and 2020, demand on Riego/
Baseline Road is expected to continue growing as more development occurs. Planned improvements to
Riego/Baseline Road would accommodate some of the traffic. However, near Fiddyment Road, traffic on
Riego/Baseline Road is expected to increase 113 percent. Near Watt Avenue, traffic on Riego/Baseline
Road is expected to increase by 62 percent.

Forecasted traffic growth from 2020 to 2040 is expected to be significant along Riego/Baseline Road.
Gains of 528 percent or greater are anticipated to occur near SR 70/99, Pleasant Grove Road, and near the
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Sutter/Placer County line, while increases of 100 percent or greater are expected near the Watt Avenue
area and Fiddyment Road area.

Howsley Road/Sunset Boulevard West. Historical roadway operations since 1971 and projected future
travel demand for Howsley Road/Sunset Boulevard West are shown on Figure 1-12. Historically, traffic on
Howsley Road/Sunset Boulevard West has been relatively low because of the rural nature of the area, and
because it does not directly link to SR 65 or Placer County cities. Scattered development exists along the
roadway, including Amoruso Acres west of Fiddyment Road. No urban land uses are designated by either the
Placer or Sutter County General Plans in this area. However, two large specific plan areas (see Section 4.1.2.2
for additional details) are in planning or pre-planning stages (PRSP and an area to its west currently referred to
as Brookfield). Moderate growth has been experienced to date, and demand in the future is anticipated to be
low through the year 2020. Forecasted demand from 2020 to 2040 is anticipated to substantially increase
along all segments of Howsley Road/Sunset Boulevard West.

Figure 1-12: Historic and Projected Traffic Growth on Howsley Road/Sunset Boulevard West
(average daily traffic)
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Source: Placer County Department of Public Works, 2005; Sutter County Department of Public Works, 2006; DKS Associates, 2007
Notes: 1971 traffic data unavailable from Sutter County

1992 traffic data used for East of SR 70/99 as no 1989 count data are available

1999 traffic data used for East of SR 70/99 as no 1998 count data are available

0 = Traffic Count Data Not Available

2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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Fiddyment Road. Historical roadway operations since 1977 and projected future travel demand for
Fiddyment Road are shown on Figure 1-13. Historically, traffic on Fiddyment Road has been relatively
low due to the rural nature of the area. Scattered development existed along the roadway until recently.
With development in the Sunset Industrial Plan Area as well as the Del Webb Sun City project, fronts on
Fiddyment Road, traffic near the Blue Oaks Boulevard area increased 1,470.1 percent between 1991 and
2003. In the 2003-t0-2005 period, significant traffic gains were experienced all along Fiddyment Road,
especially near Baseline Road, which experienced a gain of 1,062 percent.

Fiddyment Road from Baseline Road to Pleasant Grove Boulevard does not currently meet the level of
service standards of LOS C or better established by Placer County. Between 2005 and 2020, demand on
Fiddyment Road is expected to substantially increase due to the development of the planned WRSP area
and several other areas that are currently under review. The greatest increase—213 percent—is expected
south of Sunset Boulevard West. Traffic growth of 258 percent from 2020 to 2040 is also expected south
of Sunset Boulevard West. Development of the proposed SVSP portion of Roseville’s SOI, assumed
after 2020, would provide new roadways parallel to Fiddyment Road. These new roadways would result
in less traffic on Fiddyment Road north of Baseline Road in 2040 than in 2020, despite projected
increases in development in that area between 2020 and 2040. Planned improvements to Fiddyment Road
would accommodate some of this projected traffic.

Figure 1-13: Traffic Growth on Fiddyment Road (average daily traffic)
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2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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Pleasant Grove Road. Historical roadway operations since 1990 and projected future travel demand for
Pleasant Grove Road are shown on Figure 1-14 (no Sutter County data were available for the period
before 1990). Similar to Howsley Road/Sunset Boulevard West, traffic on Pleasant Grove Road has been
relatively low historically due to the rural nature of the area. Scattered development exists along the
roadway, and no major developments are currently planned or proposed. Moderate growth has been
experienced to date, and demand is anticipated to be low through the year 2020. However, the proposed
development of Sutter Pointe (see Section 4.1.2.2) (the Measure M area) in southern Sutter County is

expected to affect traffic along Pleasant Grove Road by the year 2040. Increases of 350 percent or greater
are forecasted.

Figure 1-14: Historic and Projected Traffic Growth on Pleasant Grove Road
(average daily traffic)
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0 = Traffic Count Data Not Available
2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on development projections as described in Chapter 3.
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15 REGIONAL PLANNING CONTEXT
1.5.1 POPULATION ALLOWANCES IN ADOPTED PLANS
1511 Sutter County

The Sutter County General Plan 2015 Housing Element Update, which covers the period from 2002 to
2007 (adopted September 2004), includes countywide findings, goals, policies, and implementation
programs to address housing development. The Housing Element is intended to promote safe, decent
housing for Sutter County’s current and future residents. The Housing Element determined the existing
and future housing needs by evaluating the county’s population. Sutter County used SACOG projection
data for year 2015 in order to better assess how it is expected to grow. Between 2000 and 2015, Sutter
County’s population is expected to grow by 38.5 percent, or approximately 2.23 percent per year, to
109,280 persons (Sutter County, 2004).

County staff conducted a vacant sites inventory, and included only those parcels that are either devoid of
structural improvements or minimally developed, and that are considered suitable for development within
either the five- or ten-year planning period. An analysis of connections to public services, such as water,
sewage treatment, storm drainage, and roads was also conducted. Based on this analysis, county staff
determined that 8,589 housing units could be built on land suitable for development (Sutter County,
2004). A similar analysis was not conducted for commercial or industrial land use development in the
Land Use Element. Ultimately, the actual land use development would be determined by availability of
developable land, land use constraints (both environmental and zoning), available resources, and market
pressures.

1.51.2 Placer County

The Draft 2000 — 2007 Placer County Housing Element (adopted April 2003) includes countywide goals,
policies, implementation programs, and objectives to address housing development. The Housing
Element is intended to encourage the provision of safe, decent housing for Placer County’s current and
future residents. A significant component of the Housing Element is the determination of existing and
future housing needs through an analysis of demographics. Placer County used SACOG projection data
for the years 2010 and 2020 to better assess how it is expected to grow. Between 2000 and 2010, Placer
County’s population is expected to grow by 35.6 percent to 336,815 persons, and by 2020 it is expected to
grow another 17.8 percent to 396,786 persons (Crawford, 2003). The majority of this population growth
is expected in southwestern Placer County near the communities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln.

County staff manually reviewed zoning and assessor parcel maps, and in some cases conducted
windshield surveys to identify vacant sites suitable for development. Connections to public services, such
as water, sewage treatment, storm drainage, and roads were also analyzed. The analysis showed that a
maximum of 13,266 housing units could be built on vacant land in unincorporated Placer County that is
suitable for residential development (Crawford, 2003). No commercial or industrial land use
development was analyzed in the Land Use Element. Ultimately, the actual land use development would
be determined by availability of developable land, land use constraints (both environmental and zoning),
available resources, and market pressures.

Sunset Industrial Area Plan. The eastern portion of the study area interacts with the 1997 Sunset
Industrial Area Plan (SIAP) area in unincorporated Placer County. Development within this area is
guided by the Placer County General Plan and the SIAP. The 8,883-acre SIAP area is bounded on the
north by the City of Lincoln, on the east by the City of Rocklin, and on the south by the City of Roseville.
West of the SIAP lies a large area of agricultural land within Placer County. The SIAP uses six land use
designations to guide development within the plan area: Business Park, Industrial, General Commercial,
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Agriculture, Public Facility, and Open Space. No residential land uses are allowed within the plan area;
however, the proposed PRSP (discussed in Section 1.6.2, Proposed and Anticipated Major Developments)
lies partially within the SIAP and includes a variety of densities of residential and university land uses.

1513 Sacramento County

The Sacramento County General Plan Housing Element (adopted November 1994, revised July 1996)
includes countywide strategies, goals, policies, and programs to address housing development. The
Housing Element is intended to address the long-term preservation, improvement, and development of
housing for all economic classes. A significant component of the Housing Element is the determination
of existing and future housing needs through an analysis of demographics. Due to the age of the Housing
Element, projection data were only prepared for the year 2000. Therefore, for the purposes of this
analysis SACOG projection data for years 2010 and 2020 were used to better assess how Sacramento
County it is expected to grow. Between 2000 and 2010, Sacramento County’s population is expected to
grow by 19.3 percent to 1,459,968 persons, and by 2020, it is expected to grow another 12.7 percent to
1,646,056 persons. The majority of this population growth is expected east of the City of Sacramento in
the communities of Citrus Heights, Orangevale, Folsom, Fair Oaks, and Rancho Cordova.

Due to the age of the Housing Element and the fact that holding capacity estimates of the Sacramento
County General Plan for the 1990 to 2010 period were developed in August 1991, no meaningful data are
available to be used in this part of the analysis. Additionally, no meaningful analysis of commercial or
industrial land use development from the Land Use Element was able to be used in this part of the
analysis. Of note, Sacramento County is in the process of updating its General Plan for the 2005-t0-2030
period. Ultimately, the actual land use development would be determined by availability of developable
land, land use constraints (both environmental and zoning), available resources, and market pressures.

1514 City of Roseville

The City of Roseville General Plan 2020 Housing Element, which covers the period from 2002 to 2007
(adopted September 2002), includes citywide goals, objectives, and implementation measures/programs
to address housing development. The Housing Element is intended promote safe, decent housing for its
current and future residents. The Housing Element determined its existing and future housing needs by
evaluating the city’s population. The City of Roseville used DOF projection data for year 2020 to better
assess how it is expected to grow. Between 2000 and 2005, Roseville’s population was expected to grow
by 14.7 percent to 95,200 persons, and by 2020 it is expected to grow another 10.3 to 15.5 percent to
105,000 or 110,000 persons (City of Roseville, 2002).

Due to the rapidly decreasing inventory of vacant land within the City of Roseville, it anticipated reaching
residential buildout capacity by the 2007. The areas ripe for development have already been inventoried
by city staff. Based on their analysis, it was determined that 8,420 housing units could be built on land
suitable for development (City of Roseville, 2002). Based on this, Roseville anticipated receiving
increased rezoning requests and/or annexing adjacent lands in the near future. The WRSP was such a
project. It is located in the City of Roseville adjacent to the project study area. It was approved by the
Roseville City Council in February 2004 and annexed into the city on August 18, 2004. The first phase is
under construction.

Roseville projects that its residential land uses will be exhausted well before buildout of nonresidential
land (e.g., commercial or industrial land uses) could be achieved. However, the Land Use Element
contains citywide goals, objectives, and implementation measures/programs that try to promote a
reasonable jobs/housing balance. Ultimately, the actual land use development would be determined by
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availability of developable land, land use constraints (both environmental and zoning), available
resources, and market pressures.

1515 City of Rocklin

The City of Rocklin General Plan 2025 Housing Element (adopted May 2004), which covers the period
from 2002 to 2007, includes citywide goals and policies to address housing development. The Housing
Element is intended to identify the nature and extent of existing and future housing needs in the city. The
City of Rocklin used SACOG projection data for the year 2025 to better assess how it is expected to
grow. Between 2000 and 2025, Rocklin’s population is expected to grow by 98.1 percent to 70,490
persons (City of Rocklin, 2004).

As a part of the City of Rocklin Draft 2005 General Plan, city staff compiled an inventory of existing land
uses, including an inventory of development status (vacant or developed) and development type
(residential, mobile home, commercial, industrial, and other uses). The analysis showed that a maximum
of approximately 13,700 housing units could be built on vacant land (Quad Knopf, 2005). The analysis
for commercial, office, and industrial land use development was conducted in the Land Use Element. It
showed that approximately 13,237,000 square feet could be developed by 2025 (Quad Knopf, 2005).
Ultimately, the actual land use development would be determined by availability of developable land,
land use constraints (both environmental and zoning), available resources, and market pressures.

1.5.1.6 City of Lincoln

The City of Lincoln Housing Element, which covers the period from 2002 to 2007 (adopted September
2002, amended November 2003), includes citywide goals, policies, and program actions to address
housing development. The Housing Element is intended to facilitate the provision of housing to meet
those needs at all income levels. The Housing Element determined its existing and future housing needs
by evaluating the city’s population. The City of Lincoln used SACOG projections for years 2010 and
2020 to better assess how it is expected to grow. Between 2000 and 2010, Lincoln’s population is
expected to grow by 242.3 percent to 38,350 persons, and by 2020 it is expected to grow another
47.5 percent to 56,575 persons (Parsons, 2002).

As a part of the Housing Element, city staff estimates that there are approximately 3,663 acres of
undeveloped residentially zoned land available within the city that has the potential to accommodate
15,056 new units in various residential zoning ordinance and specific plan designations. There are no
known significant environmental or infrastructure constraints on any of the undeveloped land (Parsons,
2005). Due to the age of the existing 1988 General Plan Land Use Element, no meaningful analysis of
commercial or industrial land use development was able to be used. Of note, the City of Lincoln is in the
process of updating its General Plan for the 2005-t0-2020 period. Ultimately, the actual land use
development would be determined by availability of developable land, land use constraints (both
environmental and zoning), available resources, and market pressures.

1.5.1.7 Local Government Land Use Decisions

According to the California Housing and Community Development Department report, Raising the Roof:
California Housing Development Projections and Constraints, 1997-2020, there are 313,996 acres of
developable land in Placer County and 362,981 acres of developable land within Sutter County, for a total
of 676,977 acres of developable land within the two counties. Developable land has not necessarily been
approved for development by a governing body, although it can be, as in the case of the WRSP area.
Thus, for the purposes of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR, developable land is considered to be all land that is neither
constrained nor developed.
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Agriculture has long been established as the predominant land use in southeastern Sutter and
southwestern Placer counties within the study area. However, in recent years, the areas immediately to
the northeast, east, south, and southwest have been undergoing rapid change. The cities of Lincoln,
Rocklin, and Roseville have been among the fastest growing in the Sacramento region, and Placer County
has consistently been among the top growth counties in the state over the last decade (DOF, 2006). As a
result of the development and population growth that has occurred in and around the study area,
development pressure on the land within the study area has intensified, as indicated by the number of
recent proposed developments as described below.

1.5.2 PROPOSED AND ANTICIPATED MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS
Figure 1-15 identifies planned and proposed developments within or near the study area.

Sutter Pointe Specific Plan (Measure M). Measure M, a voter-approved advisory measure, directed the
Sutter County Board of Supervisors to consider a mixed land use development for an approximately
7,500-acre area within south Sutter County. This area is currently dominated by agricultural land uses,
but is designated as Industrial/Commercial Reserve according to the Sutter County General Plan Map and
contains a large developed industrial park and a 50-acre Sysco distribution and warehouse facility. The
proposed plan, called the SPSP, calls for a maximum of 2,900 acres of residential land use, a minimum of
3,600 acres of business/industrial, and minimum of 1,000 acres for educational, retail, parks, and
community facilities. This application is currently being processed by Sutter County.

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. The proposed PVSP area is located in southwestern Placer County and
is bounded on the north by Baseline Road, on the south by the Sacramento-Placer County line, on the
west by the Sutter-Placer County line, and on the east by Dry Creek and Walerga Roads. The majority of
the 5,230-acre site is currently zoned for agriculture (80-acre minimum lot sizes), and a small portion of
the site is zoned Residential Agriculture (10-acre minimum lot sizes). The August 1994 Placer County
General Plan identified this area as appropriate for urbanization following adoption and implementation
of a comprehensive Specific Plan. The proposed PVSP includes residential, commercial, public/quasi-
public land uses and a Special Planning Area. Approximately 2,377 acres of residential land uses are
planned within the urbanized area of the plan. The Special Planning Area comprises 979 acres of existing
rural residential development where no land use changes are proposed. The PVSP may also incorporate
161 acres of commercial properties, including a 60-acre site for a regional retail “Power Center.” The
plan includes over 1,076 acres of open space, public facilities, and parkland. Lastly, the PVVSP proposes
34.5 acres for office space, 140 acres for new schools, and 330 acres for new roadways or improvements
to existing roadways.

Regional University Specific Plan. The proposed RUSP area is comprised of 1,100 acres of
undeveloped agricultural land in Placer County situated between the western boundary of the WRSP area
and Brewer Road in the central portion of the study area. The RUSP project includes the completion of a
private university and a new residential community. The university campus would encompass 600 acres
of the project site and would serve a maximum of 6,000 students. Forty acres of the university campus
would be used for development of a high school to serve 1,200 students. Residential land uses would
occupy 365 acres of the site and would include a mixture of low-, medium-, and high-density residential
land uses. The remaining 135 acres of land within the RUSP would be designated with a mixture of
commercial, parks, school, and open space land use designations.

Placer Ranch Specific Plan. The PRSP proposes the phased development of a mixture of industrial,
commercial, office and professional, residential, and a branch campus of California State University
Sacramento, on approximately 2,213 acres within the boundaries of the Sutter Industrial Area Plan. The
PRSP has common boundaries with the City of Roseville to the south and is bounded on the north by Sunset
Boulevard West. The project proposes approximately 980 acres of residential uses (including campus
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housing), approximately 290 acres for a university accommodating up to 25,000 students, approximately
9,612,000 square feet of industrial, commercial, office and professional land uses, and approximately
360 acres of institutional land uses (educational, parks, and open space).

Reason Farms Environmental Preserve. In 2003, the Roseville City Council approved the acquisition of
two parcels of land that total approximately 1,700 acres along Pleasant Grove Creek. These properties were
acquired for the purpose of constructing a stormwater retention basin, in addition to providing potential open
space and recreational opportunities for the City of Roseville. The Parks and Recreation Department is in
the preliminary stages of updating the Master Plan, including refining it for the recreational aspects of the
project. The recreational components will be balanced with the considerations for the recreational needs of
the city, and the need to properly manage the natural resources within and surrounding the project site.

Sierra Vista Specific Plan. The proposed SVSP area is located within Roseville’s SOI in unincorporated
Placer County. The development application for the SVSP is being processed by the City of Roseville.
The proposed SVSP area is comprised of 1,996 acres located south of the WRSP area and north of
Baseline Road. Although the SVSP is still in the conceptual stages of planning, the preliminary land use
plan includes approximately 420 acres of Low Density Residential, 540 acres of Medium Density
Residential, and 123 acres of High Density Residential property. Conceptual plans indicate that the
project may also include 77 acres of land designated for Commercial uses and 57 acres designated for
Office uses.

Creekview Specific Plan. The 530-acre CSP project site is located within the City of Roseville’s SOI north of
the WRSP area. Like the SVSP, the CSP is in the preliminary stages of planning, so detailed land use plans
are not available. However, it is expected that the CSP will propose development of residential land uses
across most of the site, with limited commercial and professional office land uses near major roadways.

Curry Creek Community Plan. The Curry Creek Community Plan (CCCP) is in the preliminary stages
of conceptual planning at this time, but may include a mix of residential and commercial land uses on a
5,200-acre area of unincorporated Placer County located north of the proposed PVSP area and south of
the proposed RUSP area. The final boundaries, size, and number of residential units are currently
undetermined.

1.5.3 OTHER POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AREAS

In addition to the above formally proposed developments, there are indications of land assembly in the
remaining City of Roseville undeveloped SOI lands and nearby areas of unincorporated Placer County.
Activities of two major land development companies are described below.

Brookfield. Brookfield Communities controls property north of the proposed CSP area, south of Sunset
Boulevard West, and northeast of the WRSP area. The property is currently undeveloped and no
development is proposed at the present time. Existing land use designations on the property allow for
agricultural land uses on 80-acre minimum parcels.

AKT Development. In addition to the RUSP area, AKT Development owns thousands of acres of
undeveloped agricultural land within the central and eastern portions of the study area (adjacent to and
west of the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill). This land is currently in agricultural production,
including rice farming. The current Placer County General Plan land use designations for these properties
allow for agricultural land uses on 80-acre minimum lot sizes.
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Project Alternatives

2.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Five build aternatives and a No-Build Alternative are analyzed in this Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EISEIR). Throughout, the study area is divided into three
segments, as shown on Figure 2-1, which depicts these segments and the build aternatives analyzed in
this Tier 1 EISEEIR:

. the Western Segment extends from State Route (SR) 70/99 to Pleasant Grove Road in
Sutter County.
. the Central Segment extends from Pleasant Grove Road in Sutter County to

approximately 2,300 feet north of Pleasant Grove Creek in Placer County.

o the Eastern Segment extends from approximately 2,300 feet north of Pleasant Grove
Creek to SR 65 in Placer County.

2.2 COMMON DESIGN FEATURES OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES

Although the Parkway would be designed and construction-level impacts analyzed during Tier 2, severd
assumptions have been made about potential design and configuration concepts for the purpose of this
Tier 1 EIS/EIR. These assumptions would be subject to further development and refinement, and specific
decisions about design of the roadway would be made during the Tier 2 process. For example, the
number, location, and design of over-crossings would be determined at the time of final Parkway design,
in consultation with local jurisdictions. The following sections outline several key assumptions about the
future roadway used to devel op the environmental analysisin this Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

2.2.1 Conceptual Roadway Configuration

The Parkway would be a high-speed, limited access roadway. Depending upon the timing of adjacent
urban development proposals and funding, the Parkway may be designed and constructed incrementally
in segments. It could be built as afour-lane (interim) roadway until a six-lane segment is warranted, or as
the full six-lane facility. A preliminary conceptual cross section (see Figure 2-2) was developed to
facilitate the Tier 1 evaluation. It illustrates both a four-lane configuration (two lanes in both directions)
and a six-lane configuration (three lanes in both directions) within the 500- to 1,000-foot-wide corridor.
The roadway would include a central median approximately 100 to 134 feet wide, depending on local
conditions and reflecting the safety guidance of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
The design criteria include a design speed of 70 miles per hour (mph) and a horizontal curve radius of
4,600 feet. The Parkway would be designed and constructed to Caltrans standards, unless specific design
exceptions are granted. For the purposes of the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, the Parkway’ s opening year is assumed to
be 2020.

Access would be provided at the western and eastern ends of the Parkway, where existing areas of dense
development are aready located or planned. Access would be restricted between Pleasant Grove Road
and Fiddyment Road to avoid inducing urban growth in the agricultural areas not designated for
development in existing general plans, and to maintain the rura character of south Sutter County and
western Placer County. It is assumed within the project that there would be no interchanges between
these roads.
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2.2.2 Conceptual Roadway Elevation

Asthe study areais comprised of relatively flat terrain, the mgjority of the future Placer Parkway is assumed to
be at-grade. Asnecessary, bridges would be used to span certain features and improvements such asthe Union
Pecific Railroad tracks along Industria Boulevard, Pleasant Grove Creek, the Natomas East Main Drainage
Canal, and floodplains. Generally, the approximate height of bridges is expected to range from 10 feet above
streams to 30 feet above the railroad. Culverts would be used at smaller creek crossings as appropriate,
depending on loca conditions and permit requirements. The Pleasant Grove Creek floodplain would be
crossed by 1,600-foot-long multi-span bridges (one in each direction) supported by abutments located
approximately 800 feet on either side of the creek to avoid the riparian habitat associated with the creek.

Within the 100-year floodplain, the roadway would be devated such that the bottom of any new bridges would
be above the 100-year water surface elevation. The roadway support structures and bridges would be designed
to minimize environmenta impact, not impede stream and flood flows, and alow for the unobstructed passage
of potentia future streamside uses such as maintenance equipment, bikeways, or trails.

Throughout the project study area, the assumptions for creek and floodplain crossings include typical
engineering specifications:

. amaximum bridge span of approximately 150 feet;

. for bridge spans exceeding 150 feet, assume one column, approximately 4 feet in
diameter, every 150 feet; and

. al columns placed outside of the ordinary high water level.

To maintain existing and future local roadway connectivity (for emergency access, farming operations, and
community access), over-crossings would be constructed to convey traffic over the Parkway. These over-
crossings would not connect to the Parkway. Parkway access would be viathe interchanges described below.

2.2.3 Interchange Concepts
The analysis assumes that the |ocation of interchanges (see Figure 2-1) is as follows:

SR 70/99 (at one-half mile north of Riego Road or at Sankey Road)
One or two locations to be determined in southern Sutter County
Fiddyment Road

Foothills Boulevard

SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway

The following discussion outlines concepts for the six interchanges assumed.
2231 Interchanges in the Western Segment

Within the Western Segment of the Parkway, a high-speed, freeway-to-freeway type interchange would
connect the Parkway with SR 70/99 at one of following potential locations, depending on the project
aternative. Placer Parkway would terminate at SR 70/99.

Placer Parkway/SR 70/99 I nterchange at North of Riego Road. This interchange concept is common
to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, described in Section 2.3. It would provide full high-speed freeway-to-freeway
connections between Placer Parkway and SR 70/99. Placer Parkway would terminate at SR 70/99. Based
on Caltrans input regarding a safe facility, this alternative concept uses “braided” ramps to eliminate
weaving problems or issues with the future SR 70/99/Riego Road interchange being developed by Sutter
County and Caltrans. Thisinterchange concept includes the following features and standards:
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Project Alternatives

. It would provide complete high-speed freeway-to-freeway connector ramps for all traffic
moves to and from Placer Parkway and SR 70/99, for safety of motorists transitioning
from one roadway to the other. The design speeds and standards for these ramps would
correspond to a 50-mph minimum.

. Access to and from Placer Parkway at Riego Road and the SR 70/99 interchange would
not be allowed, to maintain minimum spacing between interchanges for safety reasons.
Access to and from Placer Parkway and Riego Road would be via alocal interchange on
Placer Parkway east of SR 70/99.

. The southbound SR 70/99 to eastbound Placer Parkway “fly-over” would be athird level
bridge structure.

. A standard “L-9” interchange configuration is assumed at Riego Road, except the Riego
Road overcrossing structure would need to be longer than normal to provide for the
Placer Parkway ramps. An L-9 interchange is a high-capacity local road interchange that
uses loop on-ramps that are entered from the right side of the road and freeway exit
ramps that exit at signalized “tee” intersections. The loop on-ramps allow traffic entering
the freeway to circle 270 degrees around and under the local road rather than turning left
across the road. The elimination of a signalized left-turn movement significantly
improves the capacity of the interchange.

Placer Parkway/SR 70/99 Interchange at Sankey Road. This interchange concept is common to
Alternatives4 and 5, described in Section2.3. It would provide a high-speed freeway-to-freeway
connection between Placer Parkway and SR 70/99. Placer Parkway would terminate at the SR 70/99
interchange. The existing two-lane Sankey Road would be realigned to the south of Placer Parkway and
the proposed freeway-to-freeway interchange, extending from approximately one-quarter mile west of
SR 70/99 to approximately one-quarter mile east of the Union Pacific railroad tracks. There would be no
direct access to SR 70/99 or the Placer Parkway from the realigned Sankey Road (see Figure 2-1). This
interchange concept includes the following features and standards:

. It would provide a high-speed freeway-to-freeway connection for the following traffic
moves. westbound Placer Parkway to southbound SR 70/99; westbound Placer Parkway
to northbound SR 70/99; northbound SR 70/99 to eastbound Placer Parkway; and
southbound SR 70/99 to eastbound Placer Parkway. The design speeds and standards for
these ramps would correspond to a 50 mph minimum.

. The westbound Placer Parkway to southbound SR 70/99 ramp would cross over SR 70/99
and under the southbound SR 70/99 to eastbound Placer Parkway ramp.

. Southbound SR 70/99 to eastbound Placer Parkway would cross over the westbound
Placer Parkway to the southbound SR 70/99 ramp and SR 70/99.

. Sankey Road would cross over SR 70/99 south of the Placer Parkway/SR 70/99
interchange.

Sutter County Interchanges East of SR 70/99. Depending on which final corridor alignment alternative
is selected, one or two additional interchanges would aso be located in south Sutter County. They would
likely be standard L-9 interchanges. Conceptua locations are identified for purposes of this Tier 1
analysis (see Figure 2-1). The actua location of these interchanges would be developed in the Tier 2
phase.
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2.2.3.2 Interchanges in the Central Segment

No access is proposed as part of the project in the 7-mile segment between Pleasant Grove Road and
Fiddyment Road. This area encompasses the entire Central Segment of the Parkway, plus small portions
of the Eastern and Western segments. (Please see Chapter 7 regarding a potential connection to a future
extension of Watt Avenue.)

2233 Interchanges in the Eastern Segment

Placer Parkway/SR 65 Interchange at Whitney Ranch Parkway. This interchange concept is
common to all build alternatives. It provides a combination of high-speed freeway-to-freeway
connections and local access from Whitney Ranch Parkway east of the Placer Parkway terminus. Placer
Parkway terminates and becomes Whitney Ranch Parkway east of the SR 65 exit ramp intersection.
Traffic signals would be provided at the exit ramp terminals. The proposed Whitney Ranch Parkway
interchange would be approximately one mile north of a planned SR 65/Sunset Boulevard interchange
and 1.2 miles south of the existing Twelve Bridges interchange. This interchange does not include a
western leg (Placer Parkway), but would include an eastern leg (Whitney Ranch Parkway). The right-of-
way within Rocklin for the initial SR 65/Placer Parkway interchange is identical to an interchange
planned by the City of Rocklin.

Auxiliary lanes would be required on SR 65 in both directions on the north side of the future
SR 65/Sunset Boulevard interchange to enhance traffic operations. An auxiliary lane for the northbound
SR 65 direction would likely be provided by the planned SR 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway interchange on
the east side of SR 65, a project under development by the City of Rocklin and Caltrans. An auxiliary
lane would likely be required on the west side of SR 65 between the Twelve Bridges interchange and the
Parkway. Two auxiliary lanes would likely be required for the southbound SR 65 direction. The
southbound SR 65 exit-ramp at Sunset Boulevard is being designed to accommodate an additional
auxiliary lane required for the future Placer Parkway/Whitney Ranch Parkway interchange to minimize
the reconstruction of this ramp in the future.

This interchange concept would be constructed in two phases, as traffic conditions warrant. Initially,
there would be a loop on-ramp from the Parkway to SR 65 serving the northbound direction. When
traffic volumes increase in the future, a third-level connection would be constructed to provide a direct
connection from the Parkway to northbound SR 65. In its ultimate configuration, this interchange
concept includes the following features and standards:

. It would provide full traffic movements from all the intersecting roadway facilities.

. It would provide moderate to high-speed freeway-to-freeway connections for the
following traffic moves: eastbound Placer Parkway to southbound SR 65, and
southbound SR 65 to westbound Placer Parkway. The design speeds and standards for
these ramps would correspond to a 40 mph minimum.

° The eastbound Placer Parkway to northbound SR 65 fly-over concept is a third level
bridge structure. A potential interim low-speed loop entrance may be considered instead
of the fly-over for the near term time horizon.

. Northbound SR 65 to westbound Placer Parkway traffic would turn left at the signalized
exit ramp terminal. This traffic movement would be a typical urban type interchange
exit. Itisnot adirect, high-speed freeway-to-freeway connection.
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. Westbound Whitnhey Ranch Parkway traffic would use the loop entrance ramp to access
southbound SR 65.

Placer Parkway/Foothills Boulevard Interchange. A standard L-9 interchange is proposed to connect
Placer Parkway with Foothills Boulevard.

Placer Parkway/Fiddyment Road Interchange. The future interchange of Placer Parkway at
Fiddyment Road would be located near the existing intersection of Fiddyment Road and Sunset
Boulevard West. To provide acceptable traffic operations, additional distance needs to be provided
between the Fiddyment Road/Sunset Boulevard West intersection and the Fiddyment Road/Placer
Parkway westbound off-ramp intersection. Therefore, Sunset Boulevard West will need to be realigned to
the north as it nears Fiddyment Road (see Figure 2-1).

2.2.4 No-Development Buffer Concept
2241 Purpose of the No-Development Buffer

Placer Parkway would include a corridor that is wider than what is needed for the proposed roadway, with
lands on one or both sides of the facility called “no-development buffer zones,” which would be intended
to accomplish the following:

1 Further a*“ parkway” concept by:

. maintaining a visual open space concept and encouraging linkages to other open
spaces along the corridor;

. preserving open space and agricultural uses adjacent to the Parkway;
. providing opportunities to preserve biological resources along the corridor; and
o limiting future development along the Parkway from encroaching to the facility’s
edge by maintaining it as a zone where development is either not permitted or is
severely restricted.
2. Limit access to the Parkway, which would:

a Preserve a high-speed facility, through preventing unplanned Parkway
interchanges from being constructed by controlling the land required for such
interchanges (as described in Section 2.2.4.2); and

b. Limit opportunities for growth inducement that might otherwise result from
provision of accessin areas not planned for growth.

It isintended that the no-development buffer zones would be owned and managed in the future to achieve
these objectives. Since the value of the no-development buffer zones to maintain the parkway concept
and limit access depends to some extent on the adjacent land uses, it may be appropriate to adjust the final
size and shape of the buffer based on Tier 2 analysis of the Parkway. It is anticipated that such
adjustments are most likely to occur in parts of the Parkway near agriculturally designated land
undergoing urban development. This determination would be based on performance standards on a case-
by-case basis, depending on the land use needs of future approved development, and taking into account
the primary objective of restricting future access to the Parkway.
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2.2.4.2 Maximizing Protection of the No-Development Buffer

A key component of Placer Parkway is its continued viability as a high-speed, free-flowing facility that
would facilitate access to jobs and accommodate growth under existing General Plans, including accessto
SR 70/99 and the Interstate5 (1-5) corridor in northern Sacramento County. As loca development
proximate to the Parkway is approved and constructed, there may be increasing pressure to add additional
local connections to the Parkway. Additional direct connections could reduce free-flowing conditions
over the long term (beyond 20 years). With controlled access, a free-flowing route that would provide
long-term reliable travel times for the movement of people and goods would be assured.

The proposed no-development buffer zones would serve as an effective land use control, because as a
practical matter any additional Parkway access that may be proposed in the future must have physical
access to the Parkway and the land immediately adjacent to it. If such land is protected and its use
restricted, such additional connections could not be constructed.

A number of mechanisms may be used to control development and other activity within the buffer. These
include the following:

. Land use controls, such as land leases, general plans, zoning/overlay zoning,
covenants/deed restrictions, and urban growth boundaries.

. Laws, policies and regulations, which are often developed to protect specific resources
and often focus on procedural approaches.

. Real property interests that are associated with land that can be owned, sold, occupied,
or managed. Typical measures used for protection of real property interests include Fee
Simple (Fee Title) Land, Undivided Interest, Conservation Easements, Transfer
(Purchase) of Development Rights, Leases, Land Repackaging, and Options/First Rights
of Refusal.

. A combination of the above.

Implementing the no-development buffer to protect lands will require funding for costs of acquisition,
capital improvements, restoration and enhancement, operations and maintenance, easement stewardship,
and administrative costs.

2.2.5 Landscaping Concept

Corridor aignment alternatives are located in areas of relatively flat topography with open vistas of rural
agriculture and distant foothill ridges, with intermittent trees, farm buildings and residences. In the
future, industrial, educational and residential uses may occur within the study area. Landscaping concepts
for Placer Parkway will respect the topography and vistas in the study area and will complement the
varying character of land adjacent to the Parkway corridor.

Landscaping treatment may vary depending upon the final corridor selected. Eastern and Western
segment treatment may be limited because of reduced corridor width and more urban adjacent land uses.
The 7-mile-long Central Segment (Fiddyment Road to Pleasant Grove Road) may provide more
opportunities for enhanced landscaping. More southerly aternatives may be more urban in character than
those closer to Pleasant Grove Creek.

Landscaping will be installed within the Parkway’s “buffer areas,” i.e., the portions of the 500- and
1,000-foot-wide corridors not used as part of the roadway cross section, as well as within the median.
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Landscaped buffer areas will incorporate fire-retardant low-maintenance plantings that are compatible
with and may enhance the variety of existing landscape features in the study area such as Pleasant Grove
Creek and vistas of the Sierra Foothills. Consideration will be given to incorporating distinctive
landscaping areas where adjacent focal points could be emphasized, such as within the planned City of
Roseville Retention Basin or the proposed industrial development in South Sutter County. Consideration
will aso be given to enhancing longer views from structures such as bridges over Pleasant Grove Creek
and the Sutter County Cross-Canal. Within the Placer Parkway median, landscaping concepts include
low grasses and/or low-growing ground cover that require minimal maintenance. This concept would be
supplemented by selected shrub and/or tree plantings, with trees offset by a minimum of 40 feet from the
planned six-lane roadway. Concepts such as a meandering flow lane, pockets of plant densification
combined with more widely spaced plantings, and consideration of texture and color differences to
enhance interest will be considered. Reduction of fire hazards will be an important component of the
landscaping plan.

Where appropriate, more concentrated plantings will be considered to buffer the Parkway from future
adjacent land uses that may incompatible with the Parkway concept, and to prevent unwanted intrusion
into shoulder or median areas. Plantings will likely include a mix of compatible native and nonnative
plants that may require someirrigation. Wherever possible, plants will include native speciesin line with
Caltrans policy. Use of recycled water for irrigation will be explored, and will depend on availabhility,
feasibility, and cost.

Lighting elements would be designed during a future design phase. Lighting elements would be designed
for safety and would consider the proposed landscaping conceptual plan to minimize potential aesthetic
impacts (e.g., shielding lighting elements, using lower voltage lighting, and proposing lighting fixtures
that conform with the visual character of the area).

2.2.6 Preliminary Cost Estimate

Preliminary costs estimates for the Parkway range from $600to $650 million (2005 dollars) (URS
Corporation, 2005; MHM, 2006). This includes costs for right-of-way, design, construction and
environmental mitigation for the four- to six-lane facility. Actual costs at the time of construction could
escalate substantially based on future material and labor costs. The sources of funding have not been
defined, but could include a county-wide sales tax, more developer contributions, and tolling facilities.
This Tier 1 EIS/EIR does hot make any assumptions about funding sources.

2.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The following subsections describe the project alternatives, which are depicted on Figure 2-1, and are
numbered according to location from south to north in the study area. A preferred aternative has not
been identified. All of the following aternatives are under consideration, and no decision on a preferred
aternative will be made until receipt of comments on this Tier 1 EIS/EIR have been fully evaluated,
including additional consultation with federal agencies through the project’'s modified National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/404 process (described in Section 2.4, and in Appendix A-4).

2.3.1 No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the project would not be implemented. A Placer Parkway corridor
would not be selected/preserved, and the future Placer Parkway would not be constructed.

Under the No-Build Alternative, conditions in the study area would not remain static. Although the
impacts of the build alternatives would not occur, based on current trends and devel opment pressures as
described in Section 6.1, it islikely that growth and development related impacts would continue to create

R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\EIS-EIR\2_0 ProjAlts.DOC 2-11 June 2007



Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR

changed conditions for a number of resources. For example, under the No-Build Alternative, vehicle
hours of delay in congested conditions would increase substantially, more than doubling in the Analysis
Focus Area in 2020 (see Chapter 5, Section 5.19.1 for more details). Related to the increase in vehicle
hours of delay in the future with a No-Build Alternative, the increase in travel in congested conditions
would result in increased air pollution emissions and increased energy use. Even under the No-Build
Alternative, cumulative impacts related to other projects would still occur, including changesin land use,
loss of agricultural land and increased development. Increased development would continue to result in
the cumulative loss of other resources such as biological habitat and changes in the visual conditions in
the study area.

2.3.2 Alternative 1 —the Red Alternative

Alternative 1 would extend from SR 70/99 approximately one-half mile north of Riego Road, eastward
approximately 1 mile north of Baseline Road to approximately Watt Avenue, proceeding north and
transitioning in an easterly direction before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction
connecting to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway (see Figure 2-3). From its interchange with SR 70/99 to
its interchange with SR 65, this corridor alignment alternative is 16.2 miles long. This aternative would
include six interchanges, as described in Section 2.2.3.

2.3.3 Alternative 2 — the Orange Alternative

Alternative 2 would extend from SR 70/99 approximately one-half mile north of Riego Road to an area
between Pleasant Grove Road and Locust Road, where it would proceed northeast, then in a northerly
direction south of Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning to an easterly direction before it reaches Sunset
Boulevard West, connecting to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway (see Figure 2-4). From its interchange
with SR 70/99 to its interchange with SR 65, this corridor alignment alternative is 15.4 miles long. This
alternative would include six interchanges, as described in Section 2.2.3.

2.3.4 Alternative 3 —the Blue Alternative

Alternative 3 would extend from SR 70/99 approximately one-half mile north of Riego Road to an area
between Pleasant Grove Road and Locust Road, where it would proceed north along the Sutter/Placer
County Line, transitioning to an easterly direction approximately 7,000 feet south of Pleasant Grove
Creek, then north crossing Phillip Road and Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning into an eastern direction
before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction, connecting to SR 65 at Whitney
Ranch Parkway (see Figure 2-5). From its interchange with SR 70/99 to its interchange with SR 65, this
corridor alignment alternative is 15.6 miles long. This alternative would include six interchanges, as
described in Section 2.2.3.

2.3.5 Alternative 4 —the Yellow Alternative

Alternative 4 would extend from SR 70/99 at the current Sankey Road/SR 70/99 intersection, proceeding
east and northeast, transitioning to an easterly direction approximately 7,000 feet south of Pleasant Grove
Creek, then north crossing Phillip Road and Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning into an eastern direction
before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction, connecting to SR 65 at Whitney
Ranch Parkway (see Figure 2-6). From its interchange with SR 70/99 to its interchange with SR 65, this
corridor alignment alternative is 14.3 miles long. This aternative would include five interchanges, as
described in Section 2.2.3.
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2.3.6 Alternative 5 —the Green Alternative

Alternative 5 would extend from SR 70/99 at the current Sankey Road/SR 70/99 intersection, proceeding
east and northeast, transitioning to an easterly direction approximately 4,000 feet south of Pleasant Grove
Creek, then north crossing Phillip Road and Pleasant Grove Creek, transitioning into an eastern direction
before it reaches Sunset Boulevard West, then in an easterly direction, connecting to SR 65 at Whitney
Ranch Parkway (see Figure 2-7). From its interchange with SR 70/99 to its interchange with SR 65, this
corridor alignment alternative is 14.2 miles long. This aternative would include five interchanges, as
described in Section 2.2.3. This alternative assumes a 2,600-foot centerline radius. If the Placer Parkway
roadway is located on the northerly side of the 1,000-foot corridor, the actual centerline radius would be
approximately 2,300 feet, which is less than the desired design standard, and less than the Caltrans
recommended minimum radius for urban freeways. This smaller radius curve would still meet the speed
design criteria of 70 mph.

2.4 PLANNING HISTORY

The focus of the corridor alignment alternatives identification process has been to identify ways to avoid
or reduce impacts to environmental resources and existing development that would result if the Parkway
were constructed, while meeting the project’ s purpose and need, consistent with a safe facility. While no
weighting or ranking was applied to mapped environmental resources, an added emphasis was to avoid or
reduce impacts to agquatic resources.

The following entities provided input on the potential corridor alignment alternatives:

. the project’'s Technical, Study, and Policy Advisory Committees (which included
representatives from the entities listed below)

. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) staff

J Caltrans staff

o State and federal resources agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(USCOE), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

. Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)

o the counties of Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento

o the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, Roseville, and Sacramento, and the town of Loomis

. the public (at meetings held in Roseville and Pleasant Grove in October 2003 and August
2004)

. the Sutter County Board of Supervisors (at a November 2004 Study Session)

. the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) Board

In addition, important input was received at numerous meetings with interested individuals, groups, and
agencies over a number of years, as described in detail in Appendix A, Comments and Coordination.

The corridor alignment alternatives identification process involved several general steps:
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. 1989. The SACOG Metro Study recommended that a number of major roadway
projects be pursued and transportation corridors identified and protected, including a
proposed reliever facility to Interstate80 (I-80) caled Route102, to augment
implementation of transit and nonmotorized facilities and transportation control
measures. The concept for Route 102 was a multi-modal transportation corridor between
1-5 near the Sacramento International Airport and 1-80 near Auburn.

. 1991. An Initial Feasibility Study for Route 102 prepared by Caltrans confirmed the
physical and operational feasibility of Route 102 and recommended preparation of a
Route Adoption Study (authorized by the California Transportation Commission).

. 1992. Caltrans initiated the 1-80/Route 102 Multimodal Transportation Study; it was
subsequently cancelled.

. 1994. The conceptual alignment for a roadway extending from SR 70/99 to SR 65 was
included in Placer County General Plan’s Circulation Element, and a plan line is shown
on the Circulation Diagram, for the purpose of preserving right-of-way and to plan for its
ultimate implementation.

. 1999-2000. The Conceptua Plan/Placer Parkway Interconnect Study (DKS Associates,
2000a) was prepared with input from advisory committees and community workshops; to
help define scope of a Route Adoption Study, to help preserve options for a Placer
Parkway in the interim, and to establish a funding/implementation strategy for the Placer
Parkway concept. This study included a purpose and need statement, goals, policies, and
potential implementation mechanisms, and recommended a study area for the Route
Adoption Study.

. 2000-2001. A Project Study Report (PSR) (Project Development Support) for Placer
Parkway (DKS, 2001) was prepared which documents agreement on the scope, schedule
and estimated costs of the environmental and engineering studies that would be necessary
for adoption of a Placer Parkway route by the California Transportation Commission and
local agencies.

o 2003.
— Public scoping meetings were held in Roseville (Placer County) and Pleasant
Grove (Sutter County) to receive comments on the scope and content of the
Tier LEIS/EIR.

— Environmental screening criteria were developed for identification of corridor
aignment aternatives to be evaluated in a Tier 1 EISEIR (URS and DKS,
2004).

— Engineering criteria were developed to allow for the future design of a safe
facility, including a divided, controlled access facility with full access control, a
design speed of 70 mph and minimum horizontal curve radius of 4,600 feet (URS
and DKS, 2004);

° 2003-2004. Environmental and transportation screening of alternatives identified, using
available Geographic Information Systems (GIS) databases and interpreted through an
interactive GIS interface called Community Viz® that provides for spatial analyses of
multiple resources. (URS and DK'S, 2004);
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Project Alternatives

o 2004.

- A number of other corridor alignment alternatives were identified, evaluated, and
refined via the screening process to avoid or reduce effects on natural and
community resources or to better meet the transportation needs. These other
alternatives were developed based on interdisciplinary workshops, advisory
committee input, and coordination with local jurisdictions.

- Public meetings were held in Roseville (Placer County) and Pleasant Grove
(Sutter County) to receive feedback on four potential corridor aignment
alternatives identified for study in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

. 2004-2005. An iterative evaluation was conducted of other alignments proposed by
private parties and resource agency staff, with further consultation and attempts to avoid
or reduce potential impacts.

. 2005. SPRTA approved five corridor aignment alternatives, plus the No-Build
Alternative, for study in Tier 1 EISEIR.

. 2003-2006. A federal coordination process was conducted, based on the NEPA/404
process set forth in the 1993 Memorandum of Understanding between federal agencies,
(FHWA et al., 1993) and modified for Tier 1 to reflect decisions made at Tier 1, and to
anticipate the permit application requirements at Tier 2. The goa of the modified
NEPA/404 process for Tierl is to ensure that Tier 1 decisions reflect careful
consideration of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230), which are binding, substantive
regulations implementing the Clean Water Act. The modified process for Tier 1 commits
the agencies to seek concurrence on five points:

1. Purpose and Need

2. Criteriafor Selecting the Range of Alternatives

3. Range of Alternatives

4. Alternative(s) Most Likely to Contain the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative

5. Mitigation Framework

Three years of working through this process has resulted in concurrence on the Purpose
and Need, the Criteria for Selecting the Range of Alternatives, and the Range of
Alternatives evaluated in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. Formal requests for concurrence were
made by FHWA (acting on its own behalf), Caltrans, and Placer County Transportation
Planning Agency (PCTPA) (acting on behalf of SPRTA). Concurrence letters were
received from the USCOE and U.S. EPA.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER REVIEW

A number of alternatives in addition to those described in Section 2.3 were considered in early phases of
project development. As described in Section 2.4, input from local citizens, three advisory groups, the
USCOE and U.S. EPA, and other concerned agencies and groups considered and incorporated into
aternatives development (see also Appendix A).

The development of alternatives considered for study in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR occurred within the context of
the planning process described above. As identified below, alternatives were considered, evaluated, and
rejected or modified:
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1 PSR Alternatives. Early screening was initiated in the Conceptual Plan/Placer Parkway
Interconnect Study and developed in more detail in the PSR, which resulted in the PSR
Alternatives;

2. Modification of the PSR Alternatives: The PSR Alternatives were modified based on

screening and preliminary evaluation that focused on avoidance of environmenta
resources, with special focus on aguatic resources, and including input from the advisory
committees and the public;

3. Alternatives Eliminated for Reasons Related to Purpose and Need, Safety, and/or
Environmental Consider ations;

4, Avoidance Alternatives — Modified NEPA/404 Process. Evaluation of various
aternatives that would avoid or reduce the need to construct a Parkway, through
participation in a modified NEPA/404 process with federal agencies; and

5. Landowner-Identified Alignments: Evaluation of alignments identified by a landowner
were conducted.

Based on public comments, environmental and engineering constraints, safety, or an inability to meet the
purpose and need of the project, several alternatives were eliminated from further consideration. These
alternatives are described below.

2.5.1 PSR Alternatives

Based on the 2001 Conceptual Plan/Placer Parkway Interconnect Study, the 2001 PSR for the Placer
Parkway project identified three conceptual corridor alignments: a northern alignment, a centra
alignment, and a southern alignment. It identified two potential connections to SR 65: Whitney Ranch
Parkway and Sunset Boulevard; and four potential connections to SR 70/99: one mile north of Sankey
Road, at Sankey Road, one mile north of Riego Road, and one mile south of Riego Road. It also
identified conceptual interchange locations along the Parkway route. This resulted in eleven
combinations of conceptual corridor alignment alternatives:

Northern Alignment:  Whitney Ranch Parkway to north of Sankey Road

Central Alignments:  Whitney Ranch Parkway to Sankey Road
Whitney Ranch Parkway to north of Riego Road
Whitney Ranch Parkway to south of Riego Road
Sunset Boulevard to Sankey Road
Sunset Boulevard to north of Riego Road
Sunset Boulevard to south of Riego Road

Southern Alignments:  Whitney Ranch Parkway to north of Riego Road
Whitney Ranch Parkway to south of Riego Road
Sunset Boulevard to north of Riego Road
Sunset Boulevard to south of Riego Road

These alternatives were the starting point for the process of developing a reasonable range of corridor
aignment alternatives for study in the Tier 1 EIS'EIR. The details regarding their development are
documented in the Conceptual Plan/Placer Parkway Interconnect Study (DKS, 2000a) and PSR (DKS,
2001). Each was eiminated in the form presented in the PSR due to substantive conflicts with
environmental resources, transportation or engineering constraints, or ongoing planning efforts related to
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interchanges on state routes or habitat preservation efforts. The Technical Memorandum Screening
Evaluation of PSR Alternatives documents this screening process (URS and DK 'S Associates, 2004).

2.5.2 Modifications to PSR Alternatives

Modifications to the PSR Alternatives was an iterative process to identify feasible alternatives as
described below.

1. For connections at Whitney Ranch Parkway, the central and southern alignments were
rerouted to the north to avoid a large vernal pool complex that is located immediately
northeast of the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) area.

2. The northern corridor alignment between SR 70/99 and approximately Amoruso Acres
was eliminated; it was transitioned to connect to a central and/or southern route at this
location.

3. The central corridor alignment was modified:

a by minimizing encroachment into a large wetland/vernal pool/conservation area

at the confluence of two main branches of Curry Creek in the Central Segment.
All central corridor alignments were modified to avoid this area and reduce
habitat fragmentation and impacts to special-status species, wetlands, vernal
pools, and alarge conservation area; and

b. by adjusting the alignment in the Western Segment to avoid the Pleasant Grove/
Sankey community and a designated conservation area.

4, The southern corridor alignment was modified:

a a the eastern end by extending it farther west before descending south, thereby
avoiding the historic ranch complex, large vernal pool areas, and future public
parks and other public recreational areas which may be subject to the provisions
of Section4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (see
Appendix D); and

b. along the southern edge of the study area to avoid large manmade waters of the
United States and one rura residential community, by either:

e moving the corridor several thousand feet to the north; or

e moving the corridor approximately 1,000 feet to the south; and/or

e aong the southern edge of the study area, by moving the corridor closer to
Baseline Road to provide a corridor alignment alternative that minimizes
growth inducement.

An iterative process was used during 2004 to implement these modifications to the PSR alternatives and
to develop feasible corridor alignment alternatives that would enhance the likelihood of meeting project
goals, reduce engineering constraints and promote safety, and reduce or eliminate potential environmental
impacts identified during the PSR screening process. This process is described in detail in the Technical
Memorandum Screening Evaluation of PSR Alternatives (URS and DKS Associates, 2004), with maps
identifying the major considerations involved in eliminating and/or modifying corridor aignment
aternatives, which ultimately led to the identification of alternatives considered in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

2.5.3 Alternatives Eliminated for Reasons Related to Purpose and Need, Safety, and/or
Environmental Considerations

This discussion focuses on the reasons why potential alternatives or elements of alternatives were
eliminated from further consideration during the planning process. This process began with early concept
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studies (DKS Associates, 2000a) and continued through consideration of the PSR Alternatives as
described in Sections2.5.1 and 2.5.2. Consideration of avoidance alternatives examined through the
NEPA/404 process and alignments identified by a landowner in late 2004 are discussed in Sections 2.5.4
and 2.5.5.

2531 Elimination of Alternatives Related to Purpose and Need

Since a Placer Parkway connection to SR 65 could not be made at Twelve Bridges Drive due to impacts
on verna pools, any alignment running north of Sunset Boulevard West and Howsley Road would need
to run out-of-direction with the major travel flows that the Parkway was proposed to serve—those
flowing from SR 65 to: (1) the South Sutter industrial area, (2) Sacramento International Airport,
(3) Sacramento County, and (4) the I-5 corridor. This out-of-direction travel would increase travel times
for these movements and thereby substantialy reduce both the projected amount of traffic using the
Parkway and its benefits to the projected congestion on the local and regional roadway system.
Therefore, alignments north of these roadways were eliminated from further consideration.

A northerly alignment along Sunset Boulevard West and Howsley Road would attract less than half the
traffic volume to the Parkway than other, more southerly alignments and had marginal travel benefits.
Therefore, this alignment was eliminated from further consideration.

Alignment aternatives located south of Baseline Road in Placer County would add out-of-direction
distance to the Placer Parkway and thus increase travel times and costs, and would reduce the benefits of
the Parkway. Therefore, alignments south of Baseline Road were eliminated from further consideration.

During the development of the Conceptual Plan, a Placer Parkway connection to SR 65 at Blue Oaks
Boulevard was evaluated. The analysis found that achieving the capacity and operating speed needed for
the Parkway would require restricting access to Blue Oaks Boulevard. To restrict access, parallel
roadways would be required in some sections, and grade separation would be needed at some locations.
Based on that analysis, a Blue Oaks Boulevard alignment was eliminated because restricting access to the
existing street would be costly and inefficient, and the new roadways and grade separations required
would have substantial community effects, including (1) construction through or adjacent to residentia
areas, including an age-restricted/retirement area, and (2) removal of homes and businesses.

2.5.3.2 Elimination or Modifications of Alternative Connections to State Routes
Related to Safety

The location of feasible Parkway connections to SR 70/99 and SR 65 were evaluated. Connections to
those freeways must occur at locations that satisfy Caltrans' requirements for minimum spacing between
interchanges.

The PSR identified an interchange located one mile north of the Riego Road/SR 70/99 intersection and
one mile south of the Sankey Road/SR 70/99 intersection. This interchange was eliminated based on
recent accident data and Caltrans' direction that distances between interchanges on SR 70/99 must be at
least one mile apart A southern connection to SR 70/99 was identified at a location approximately one
and one-half miles south of Sankey Road and one-half mile north of Riego Road. The north of Riego
location would eliminate a direct connection to Placer Parkway from the planned Riego Road/SR 70/99
future interchange for the reasons described above.

The PSR identified a connection to SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Boulevard (now called Whitney Ranch
Parkway). Thisinterchange is only one mile from the planned SR 65/Sunset Boulevard interchange. The
conceptual design of the Placer Parkway interchange at Whitney Ranch Parkway was reconfigured and
braided ramps added to aid in providing appropriate weaving distances for vehicles leaving Placer
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Parkway traveling south on SR 65. With this change, Caltrans believes this interchange will meet their
safety standards. This reconfiguration would eliminate a direct connection between Placer Parkway and
Sunset Boulevard.

2.5.3.3 Elimination of Alternatives Related to Environmental Constraints

The following aspects of the PSR Alternatives were eliminated because of conflicts with existing
environmental resources or planning processes.

. A northern alignment between SR 70/99 and Amoruso Acres, and a connection to
SR 70/99 North of Sankey Road, were eliminated because of impacts to the Pleasant
Grove community, growth inducement potential, agriculture impacts and reduced
transportation benefits.

. A Sunset Boulevard connection at SR 65 was eliminated due to potential impacts on
existing businesses and large vernal pool complexes.

. A Placer Parkway/SR 70/99 connection in Sacramento County was eliminated to
minimize growth inducement in an area where the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County are planning to include a one-mile no-devel opment buffer zone.

. A portion of a central corridor alignment that encroached into a large wetland/vernal
pool/conservation area at the confluence of two main branches of Curry Creek was
eliminated and the alignment moved northward. This also minimized disruption to the
established community near Pleasant Grove and Sankey Road.

. Adjustments were made to southern corridor alignments to reflect different distances
between it and Riego/Baseline Road. Input was received that the Parkway should lie
directly adjacent to Riego/Baseline Road to minimize the potential for growth
inducement and to reduce habitat fragmentation by placing the two roadways next to each
other. Based on substantive vernal pool impacts, impacts to a residential community in
the vicinity of County Acres, and input from jurisdictions that this was not perceived as
good infrastructure planning by the Technica Advisory Committee (TAC), this
alternative was eliminated.

. Potential more southerly alignments, whether connecting to SR65 a Blue Oaks
Boulevard or at other interchange locations, would pass through the City of Roseville and
require the removal of substantial existing development. The resulting impacts and costs
make such alternatives infeasible, and they were therefore eliminated from further
consideration.

Other modifications were made to avoid or minimize impacts to a historic ranch complex, large vernal
pool areas, wetlands, farmland, residences, the active portion of the City of Roseville Retention Basin and
designated recreation areas in the WRSP, or to reduce the potential for growth inducement. In addition,
several corridor alignment aternatives were developed in response to TAC direction, including a corridor
alignment paralleling Baseline Road, a shorter diagonal route through the Central Segment, and a segment
north of and parallel to the proposed Regiona University Specific Plan area.
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2.5.4 Avoidance Alternatives — Modified NEPA/404 Process

As described in Section 2.4 above, the project team worked together with the USCOE and the U.S. EPA
under a modified NEPA/404 process. One of the objectives was to identify feasible avoidance
alternatives that would meet the purpose and need of the project. These efforts are described below.

2541 Transportation Systems Management Alternative

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) includes activities that maximize the efficiency of aroadway
system. Possible techniques include transit, other honmotorized facilities such as bike and pedestrian
paths, park-and-ride lots, ridesharing, high-occupancy vehicle lanes, traffic signal timing optimizing,
congestion pricing, etc. The purpose of evaluating a TSM alternative is to identify if a combination of
TSM measures could be effective in meeting the purpose and need of a project without construction of a
new transportation facility, thus reducing environmental impacts and costs. A TSM Alternative for Placer
Parkway was developed and underwent preliminary analysis (URS and DKS Associates, 2004).

The benefits and impacts of a TSM Alternative were compared to conditions with the No-Build
Alternative under the 2040 conditions. The TSM Alternative included a set of improvements that went
beyond the No-Build Alternative, which are summarized in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1
Assumed Improvements in TSM Alternative (beyond those in the No-Build Alternative)

Facility Potential Improvements

Expressway from Fiddyment to SR 70/99

Riego/Baseline Road | (with grade separations at major intersection plus restrictions
on other access)

Sunset Blvd West/

Local Howsley Road Widen from two to four lanes (Fiddyment to SR 70/99)
Roadways Elverta Road Widen from four to six lanes (Watt to SR 70/99)
Westside Drive Widen from four to six lanes (Baseline to Blue Oaks)
Fiddyment Widen from four to six lanes Pleasant Grove to Blue Oaks)
Blue Oaks Blvd Widen to six lanes (west of Woodcreek Oaks)
Roseville Road Widen to six lanes (Watt to City of Roseville)
State SR 65 Widen to six lanes (I-80 to Lincoln Bypass)
Highways | SR 70/99 Widen to six lanes (I-5 to Riego Road)
LRT Antelope to Roseville (along UPRR)
BRT I-80 to West Roseville (along Watt Avenue)
Transit Additional service from Lincoln, Rocklin and Roseville to

Sacramento (via I-80 HOV lanes)

Commuter Bus - . -
Lincoln, Rocklin and Roseville to South Sutter, Natomas and

Sacramento International Airport (via Riego/Baseline)

BRT = Bus Rapid Transit
LRT = Light Rail Transit
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Pertinent results of transportation analyses related to meeting the project’s purpose and need are described
below.

Change in traffic volumes. As shown in Table 2-2, the TSM Alternative would substantially increase
volumes on the local roadways, including Riego/Baseline Road, Elverta Road, Roseville Road, and
Fiddyment Road. The TSM Alternative would result in modest decreases in volumes on some other local
roadways. It would result in modest decrease in volumes on 1-80 and an increase in volume on SR 70/99
south of Elverta Road. The analysis showed that a generalized Placer Parkway Alternative would result
in larger decreases in volumes on local roadways and on 1-80 than under the TSM Alternative, and would
increase the volume on SR 70/99 south of the Parkway and on Watt Avenue within Placer County.

Table 2-2
Increase in Daily Traffic Volumes Due to the TSM
Alternative
Roadway Increase in Daily Traffic Volume

Riego Road 3,000 to 4,000
Baseline Road 5,000 to 7,000
Elverta Road 7,000 to 13,000
Roseville Road 5,000 to 6,000
Fiddyment Road 3,000 to 5,000
Source: URS and DKS Associates, 2004

Levels of Service. As shown in Table 2-3, compared to the No-Build Alternative, the TSM Alternative
would improve the level of service on Riego/Baseline Road, but not as much as Placer Parkway. A
generalized Placer Parkway Alternative would result in better levels of service on the arterial roadway
system in Roseville and the Sunset Industrial area than the TSM Alternative.

Change in Peak Period Level-lt-)?bslizr%/iie Due to the TSM Alternative
Peak Period Level of Service
TSM With Placer
Roadway No-Build Alternative | Alternative Parkway®
Riego Road Flto F3 Eto F2 CtoF1
Baseline Road F1 F1 DtoE

Source: URS and DKS Associates, 2004

Notes: F1 reflects one hour of LOS F conditions during peak period while F3 reflects three hours of
LOS F conditions

! Reflects alignment from SR 65/Whitney to SR 70/99/North of Riego Road with Watt Avenue Interchange
(See Chapter 7.0)

Changes in vehicle-hours of travel. The TSM Alternative would decrease vehicle-hours of travel
(VHT) on freeways in the Transportation Anaysis Study Area (TASA; see Section 4.8, Traffic and
Transportation, for a definition of TASA) by about 2 percent but would increase VHT on local roadways
in the TASA by about 1 percent. Placer Parkway would cause VHT to increase on freeways by about
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7 percent and decrease VHT on local roadways by about 4 percent since it would draw travel away from
local roadways to Placer Parkway, which was assumed to be afreeway in the analysis.

Changes in vehicle-hours of delay. On freeways, the TSM Alternative would reduce the amount of
travel time vehicles would spend at Level of Service (LOS) F1 and F3 (congested conditions for 1 to 3 or
more hours) by 14 to 18 percent. On local roadways, the TSM Alternative would increase the amount of
travel time vehicles would spend on roadway segments that would operate at LOS F1 and F3 conditions
by 3to 6 percent. Placer Parkway would reduce the amount of travel time vehicles would spend on both
freeways (10 to 20 percent reduction) and local roadway segments (14 to 15 percent reduction) that would
operate at LOS F1 and F3 conditions.

Changes in peak period travel times. Peak period travel times were estimated for the following
important origin/destination combinations that Placer Parkway is intended to serve: (1) from SR 65 at
Whitney Ranch Parkway to the Sacramento International Airport, and (2) from SR 65 at Whitney Ranch
Parkway to downtown Sacramento. For each of these trips, p.m. peak period travel times were estimated
using three different routes: via Placer Parkway, via Riego/Baseline Road, and via 1-80. Under the
No-Build Alternative, use of Riego/Baseline Road would provide the fastest route from south Placer
County to the Sacramento International Airport, while 1-80 would provide the fastest route from south
Placer County to downtown Sacramento. Compared to the No-Build Alternative, the TSM Alternative
would somewhat reduce travel times for commute period travel times than routes using either
Riego/Baseline Road or 1-80. Compared to the No-Build Alternative, a generalized Placer Parkway
Alternative would provide substantially faster commute period travel time than routes using either
Riego/Baseline Road or 1-80 (with time savings in the range of 4 to 13 minutes to downtown Sacramento,
and greater than 10 minutes to the Sacramento International Airport).

Based on these results, a TSM Alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the project, because it
would increase VHT on local roadways, and would increase the amount of travel time vehicles would
spend on roadway segments that would operate at LOS F for 1 to 3 hours at atime. With respect to travel
times from the growing industrial/employment areas in south Placer County to other parts of the
Sacramento region, the TSM Alternative would result in substantially slower commute period travel times
than Placer Parkway, for vehicles using either Riego/Baseline Road or 1-80. Depending on the route, the
time of day, and the direction, the TSM Alternative would take from 11 to 16 additional minutes to travel
from SR 65 to the Sacramento International Airport, as compared to Placer Parkway. It was therefore
eliminated from further consideration.

2542 Shorter Parkway Alternative

A “shorter” version of the Placer Parkway was evaluated (URS and DK S Associates, 2004). Thisversion
would retain the eastern half of the Parkway, beginning at Whitney Ranch Parkway west through the
Sunset Industrial Area. It then follows the north/south alignment of Alternative 1, but continues south,
connecting to Baseline Road (instead of curving east about a mile north of Baseline Road). This partial
avoidance alternative assumes the use of Riego/Baseline Road to complete the connection to SR 70/99. It
was assumed that this potential alternative would be designed to freeway standards until it reaches
Baseline Road.

The major issue with this alternative was the design of access control on Riego/Baseline Road. The
general options were as follows:

. Thoroughfare — The Circulation Element of the Placer County General Plan defines
“thoroughfares’ as special arterial roadways with greater access control designed to carry
high traffic volumes with limited delay. They have up to six travel lanes, a minimum
distance between at-grade intersections of one-half mile and no driveways. Baseline
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Road is designated as athoroughfare in the Placer County General Plan. Thistype of six-
lane facility was assumed for both Riego/Baseline Road under the No-Build Alternative.

. Expressway — An expressway aso has a minimum distance between at-grade
intersections of one-half mile and no driveways, but grade-separated interchanges are
considered at high-volume cross streets.

. Freeway — This facility type has full access control with no at-grade intersections and
grade-separated interchanges spaced a minimum of one mile apart. It is assumed that
Placer Parkway will be designed to freeway standards.

With the Shorter Parkway Alternative, Riego/Baseline Road west of the Parkway would need to
accommodate both long-distance trips (from east of Fiddyment Road to SR 70/99) and short to medium-
distance trips, especialy those to/from the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. If Riego/Baseline
Road were upgraded to freeway standards, with one mile spacing between interchanges, a parallel
frontage road would be needed to provide access to the Placer Vineyards development and accommodate
short to medium-distance trips.

The intent of the Shorter Parkway Alternative isto limit the extent of impacts. To accomplish this, it was
assumed that Riego/Baseline Road would be designed as an expressway, not a freeway. It was assumed
that the thoroughfare design, assumed under the No-Build Alternative based on the General Plan
designation for Baseline Road, would be upgraded by adding grade separations at a few high-volume
Cross streets. It was assumed that some low-volume cross streets would be eliminated but that there
would be a number of low- to medium-volume cross streets that would have signalized intersections.

The analysis of the Shorter Parkway Alternative focused on the following performance measures:

Change in daily traffic volumes. Compared to the No-Build scenario, the Shorter Parkway Alternative
would substantially increase traffic volumes on Riego/Baseline Road. The full Placer Parkway scenarios
would decrease volumes on these roadways. The Shorter Parkway Alternative would result in modest
decreases in traffic volumes on [-80 and SR 65 and a modest increase in volume on SR 70/99 south of
Riego Road. The full Placer Parkway scenarios would result in larger decreases in traffic volumes on
[-80 and SR 65 than under the Shorter Parkway Alternative. The full Placer Parkway scenarios would
increase the traffic volume on SR 70/99 south of Riego Road more than the Shorter Parkway Alternative.

Change in peak hour levels of service. Compared to the No-Build scenario, the full Placer Parkway
scenarios would reduce the peak-hour volumes on Riego/Baseline Road and thereby improve the level of
service on these roadways. Under the Shorter Parkway Alternative, traffic signals would be used on
Riego/Baseline Road at several cross streets with low to medium volumes. Thus the capacity available on
portions of Riego/Baseline Road under the Shorter Parkway Alternative would be the same as the
capacity under thoroughfare design assumed under the No-Build scenario and the full Placer Parkway
scenarios. With a substantial increase in traffic volume on Riego/Baseline Road, the Shorter Parkway
Alternative would result in LOS F conditions for 2 to 3 hours on portions of these roadways during both
the am. and p.m. peak commute periods

Changes in vehicle-miles of travel on congested roadways. The amount of travel on congested
roadways was summarized for two areas. (1) western Placer County, which was defined as a roadway
system bounded by SR 65 on the east, the Sutter County line on the west, the Sacramento County line on
the south and Catlett Road on the north, and (2) a larger “traffic analysis study area” bounded by Sierra
College on the east, SR 70/99 and I-5 on the west, 1-80 on the south, Nicholas Road on the north. The
traffic analysis found that this area encompasses the roadways where substantial traffic changes would
result from the full Placer Parkway scenarios.
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In western Placer County, the Shorter Parkway Alternative would reduce the amount of vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) on congested roadways compared to the No-Build scenario by about 39 percent but not as
much as any of the full Placer Parkway scenarios, which would reduce VMT on congested roadways by
about 47 to 52 percent.

Changes in peak period travel times. Peak-period travel times were estimated for the following
important origin/destination combinations that Placer Parkway is intended to serve: (1) from SR 65 at
Whitney Ranch Parkway to the Sacramento International Airport, and (2) from SR 65 at Whitney Ranch
Parkway to downtown Sacramento. For each of these trips, p.m. peak-period travel times were estimated
using three different routes. via several potential Placer Parkway scenarios, via Riego/Baseline Road, and
via [-80. Under the No-Build Alternative, use of Riego/Baseline Road would provide the fastest route
from south Placer County to the Sacramento International Airport, while 1-80 would provide the fastest
route from south Placer County to downtown Sacramento. Under the No-Build scenario, use of
Riego/Basdline Road would provide the fastest route from south Placer County to the Sacramento
International Airport, while 1-80 would provide the fastest route from south Placer County to downtown
Sacramento. Compared to the No-Build Alternative, the Shorter Parkway Alternative would reduce travel
times for commute period travel times but not as much as the full Placer Parkway scenarios (by about 4
one-half minutes to downtown Sacramento, and 5 minutes to the Sacramento International Airport).

The Shorter Parkway Alternative, with the eastern portion of Placer Parkway diverting traffic around
Roseville would provide benefits to the local roadway system in the western portion of Placer County.
However, it would substantially increase traffic volumes on Riego/Baseline Road west of the terminus of
the Parkway. The volume of projected traffic could not be handled by a six-lane expressway, and would
result in LOSF along Riego Road for 4 to 6 hours per day. To provide (1) an acceptable level of service
(LOS C/D) and travel time, (2) access to the Placer Vineyards development, and (3) to accommodate short
to medium-distance trips, substantial new transportation capacity would need to be constructed. The extent
of the necessary capacity increase would require a freeway facility plus a parallel frontage road. For these
reasons, the Shorter Parkway Alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

2543 Shorter Parkway Plus TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative described in Section 2.5.4.1 and the Shorter Parkway Alternative described in
Section 2.5.4.2 were evaluated in combination (DK S Associates, 2005).

The analysis showed that there would be substantial traffic congestion levels under the revised No-Build
scenario, particularly along Riego/Baseline Road. This scenario was revised following the adoption of
the Preferred Blueprint scenario by SACOG in 2004 (DKS Associates, 2005). The revised scenario
included updated roadway and transit assumptions and a revised cumulative development scenario. The
Shorter Parkway Plus TSM Alternative would still assume that Riego/Baseline Road would be upgraded
to an expressway facility to accommodate both long-distance and local traffic west of the Parkway
terminus on Baseline Road. As with the Shorter Parkway Alternative, the eastern freeway portion of the
Shorter Parkway Plus TSM Alternative would divert traffic around the north and west sides of the City of
Roseville and benefit Roseville's roadway system. However, it would substantialy increase traffic
volumes on Riego/Baseline Road west of the terminus of the Parkway. The volume of projected traffic in
the section between Watt Avenue and SR 70/99 could not be handled by a six-lane expressway.

The following design features would be needed in the Riego/Baseline Road corridor under the Shorter
Parkway Plus TSM Alternative, in order to (1) provide an acceptable level of service and travel time,
(2) provide access to planned or proposed devel opment along Riego/Baseline Road, and (3) accommodate
short- to medium-distance trips:
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. A six-lane freeway facility with eight lanes needed for a section near the Sutter/Placer
County line;
. Parallel frontage roads on both sides of the freeway in the planned urbanized areas of

Sutter and Placer counties between Watt Avenue and SR 70/99, with some portions of the
frontage roads requiring four travel lanes,

. Three additional freeway interchanges between Fiddyment Road and Pleasant Grove
Road beyond the one potential future interchange (Watt Avenue connection) identified in
the Placer Parkway Conceptua Plan;

. Severa additional grade separations to connect local roadways north and south of the
freeway;

. Due to the very high demand on the ramps from the Riego/Baseline freeway to SR 70/99
south of Riego Road, additional lanes would be required on the ramps as well as on
SR 70/99.

The intent of the Shorter Parkway Plus TSM Alternative would be to limit the amount of land impacted,
and avoid building a full Parkway. Based on the requirements to meet the transportation need of the
project, the design features identified above would require substantial 1and to be converted to freeways or
frontage roads, and add new interchanges with increased access to the Shorter Parkway portion of this
aternative. For these reasons, the Shorter Parkway Plus TSM Alternative was eliminated from further
consideration.

2.5.5 Landowner-ldentified Alignments

After the August 2004 public meetings which identified four potential corridor alignment aternatives
recommended for study in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, a landowner identified two additional potential corridor
alignments for consideration. Each would have potential SR 70/99 connections at Sankey Road or north
of Riego Road, for atotal of four potential alternatives:

. Alignment 1 proposed retaining the northernmost PSR alignment, from just west of
Brewer Road and running due east to approximately Fiddyment Road. This alignment
would:

- transition to the Placer Parkway connection to SR 70/99 at Sankey Road, by
dropping south just west of Brewer Road for about one and one-half miles and
then east to meet the currently proposed Alternative 4 (called Alignment 1N); or,

- continue dropping south to meet with currently proposed Alternative 3, then
transitioning to the Placer Parkway connection to SR 70/99 north of Riego Road
(called Alignment 1S).

. Alignment 2 proposed a new alignment similar to currently proposed Alternative 4 but
approximately 2,250 feet north of the Alternative 4 alignment (center to center), with its
northern boundary about 375 feet south of the planned City of Roseville Retention Basin.
This alignment would:

- transition to the Placer Parkway connection to SR 70/99 at Sankey Road, by
dropping south just west of Brewer Road for a short distance and then east to
meet the currently proposed Alternative 4 (called Alignment 2N); or,
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- Continue dropping south to meet with the currently proposed Alternative 3, then
transitioning to the Placer Parkway connection to SR 70/99 north of Riego Road
(called Alignment 2S).

In March 2005, the SPRTA Board directed the project team to screen these alignments for consideration
as additional corridor alignment aternatives. The project team evaluated these alignments for data
consistency. The alignments were then screened using a process similar to that used for currently
proposed Alternatives 1 through 4.

Meaningful or substantive differences were identified, and potential benefits and drawbacks compared
these proposed landowner alignments with the Placer Parkway alternative that it most closely resembled
(currently proposed Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4). For example, Alignment 2N was compared to currently
proposed Alternative4. This information was reviewed with the landowner’s representative, and
presented to the project’ s three advisory committees.

Alignments 2N and 2S did not meet the project’s engineering screening criteria, in that they did not
provide a minimum 4,600-foot curve radius that would allow 70 mph design speed and superelevations
ranging from 2 to 4 percent, regardless of where the roadway were located within the corridor. It was
determined that achieving the desired curve radius would encroach on the City of Roseville Retention
Basin. However, there were benefits to Alignment 2S, including less encroachment into upland habitat,
special status-species habitat, farmlands, and the FEMA 500-year floodplain. It would also provide a
more beneficial connection to a potential future Watt Avenue extension. For these reasons, and to reduce
the constraint posed by the planned retention basin, it was agreed that these alignments be modified to
achieve a minimum design speed of 70 mph; this modified the 4,600-foot curve radius for these
alignments.

Alignments 1N, 2N, and 2S were eliminated from further consideration, in response to substantial federal
and state resource agency concerns regarding alignments north of Pleasant Grove Creek, because of
substantially more impacts to aquatic resources and because the advisory committees determined that
another aternative with a connection to SR 70/99 north of Riego Road was not warranted. The northerly
alignments also would experience reduced traffic benefits associated with their northerly location.
Alignment 2N was modified as described above, and isincluded in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR as Alternative 5.

2.6 ANALYSIS OF A LAND USE AND POLICY SCENARIO

As discussed in Section 2.4, the modified NEPA/404 process included the concurrence on the range of
aternatives for Placer Parkway. This concurrence contains a requirement that a “Land Use and Policy
Scenario” analysis be included in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR. This theoretical scenario would reduce travel
demand through an enhanced smart growth program using improved land use and transportation policies.
The scenarioisto:

. . . include an analysis of how the future transportation demand could be met without
building a new freeway, but rather by changing land use and policy assumptions. The
goal of the evaluation is to disclose to decision makers and the public how land use,
policy, and “smart-growth” tools could be used, in combination with increased transit
and transportation system management tools, to lower VMT enough so that a new
freeway would not be necessary. This analysis will not be an alternative for purposes of
NEPA and CEQA analysis.

The analysis will describe and incorporate al feasible tools to meet anticipated demand
without a new freeway, even those that are outside the authority of the project sponsors or
would require actions by municipalities or decision makers outside the Placer Parkway
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study area. Some of these tools are used in the Sacramento Region Blueprint
Transportation and Land Use Study (www.sacregionblueprint.org), and the “Modeling
Long-Range Transportation and Land Use Scenarios for the Sacramento Region, Using
Citizen Generate Policies’ Report to the Mineta Foundation (Johnston et al., 2004). They
include pricing mechanisms such as parking fees and congestion pricing, mode shifts
from auto to transit/biking/walking, establishing strong urban growth boundaries, and
increasing land use densities.

The definition and evaluation of the “Land Use and Policy Scenario” was documented in a technical
memorandum (DK S Associates, 2007a) and involved the following:

1

An assumption that a robust transit system would be implemented throughout Placer
County, especialy in the urban areas west of Sierra College Boulevard.

An assumption that the Smart Growth principles of SACOG's 2050 Preferred Blueprint
Scenario (www.sacregionblueprint.org) would be implemented on a regional basisin all
the new growth areas, infill areas and redevelopment areas that SACOG identified as
having Smart Growth potential in their evaluation of the Blueprint. This would limit
growth in outlying rura areas in the six-county region, thereby acting as a proxy for a
strong urban limit or growth boundary.

Use of SACOG's “4D” model post-processor, which attempts to fully capture the
transportation benefits of Smart Growth.

Use of the same assumptions about future pricing mechanisms (i.e., parking pricing, etc.)
as SACOG's Blueprint. The Blueprint assumes that the cost of parking in downtown
Sacramento will increase at a rate faster than inflation and that it will spread to other
areas of the city as well as some major employment centers outside of the Sacramento
central city.

The Land Use and Policy Scenario assumes a shift in land use policy and makes assumptions which are
too speculative to form the basis of a feasible alternative that would be implemented in the foreseeable
future. These major smart growth assumptions and analysis tools are described below, followed by the
conclusions of the analysis.

2.6.1 Assumed Robust Transit System

The Tier 1 EIS/EIR transportation analysis is based on a “Funded Constrained” scenario.' Development
of a “robust” transit system for the Land Use and Policy Scenario was based on a transit scenario
developed by PCTPA for the Placer County Long-Range Transit Study Update and includes the following
services beyond those defined in the Funded Constrained Scenario:

Increased frequency on the new Placer County Transit routes that were added as part of
the Funded Constrained Scenario.

A Bus Rapid Transit system with three routes:

! Devel oped for the Long Range Transit Plan Update by PCTPA with the assistance of local transit providers. It represents the
most likely future transit system unless new sources for transit operating subsidies are established. This scenario assumes that
operating funds would increase at the same rate as population in Placer County.
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- One linking the California State University Sacramento campus in the proposed
Placer Ranch Specific Plan with the Watt Avenue/l-80 Sacramento Regional
Transit light rail station. This route would connect new growth areas in western
Placer County (Placer Vineyards, Sierra Vista, etc.) with other parts of Placer
County and with Sacramento County along the Watt Avenue corridor.

- A second linking the proposed California State University, Sacramento campus
with Roseville Galleria and the Watt Avenue/l-80 Light Rail Transit (LRT)
station via I-80 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes.

- A third connecting the Roseville Galleria to the Sunrise LRT station via Hazel
Avenue.

. The following additional transit service in the proposed new specific plan and growth
areas in western Placer County:

- Aninterna route through Placer Vineyards.
— Aninterna route through Placer Ranch.

- A loca route between Regiona University, Curry Creek, Placer Ranch, and

SierraVista
- A connection between the west Lincoln annexation area and Roseville via
Fiddyment Road.
— Two routes connecting Placer Ranch to Roseville via Fiddyment Road and via
Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard.
o A local loop through Rocklin via West Stanford Ranch Road, Park Boulevard, Whitney

Ranch Parkway, University Avenue (new planned street), to Atherton Road, Lone Tree
Boulevard, and Fairway Drive.

This robust transit scenario would increase total bus-milesin Placer County by 320 percent over today’s
levels. By comparison, the Funded Constrained Scenario would increase bus-miles by 140 percent over
today’ s levels.

2.6.2 SACOG's Blueprint

The SACOG Board adopted the Preferred Scenario developed through the Blueprint Transportation and
Land Use Study. It establishes a long-range regional vision for how the six-county SACOG region will
manage an anticipated doubling of population by 2050. The Blueprint is based on the following Smart
Growth principles:

Provide avariety of transportation choices

Offer housing choices and opportunities

Take advantage of compact development

Use existing assets

Mixed land uses

Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, through natural resour ces conservation
Encourage distinctive, attractive communities with quality design
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The Land Use and Policy Scenario does not assume a strong urban growth boundary per se, but it
assumes an “aggressive” implementation of the Blueprint’s Smart Growth land use/design principles on a
regional basis. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario, approved by the SACOG Board in December 2004,
depicts away for the six-county Sacramento Region to grow through the year 2050 in a manner generally
consistent with the Blueprint growth principles, identifying where growth would and would not occur,
idedlly, if the Blueprint principles were implemented. The Blueprint represents a goal or model for how
smart growth could be implemented in the region. It is not an adopted local land use plan that actually
governs development activity.

The 2040 development scenario used in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR is generally consistent with the Preferred
Blueprint Scenario and does not place urban development outside the urbanized areas in the Blueprint,
including in southern Sutter and western Placer counties.

2.6.3 SACOG’s 4D Model Post-Processor

Due to the lack of dependable data and limited empirical studies quantifying the relationships between
Smart Growth principles and travel demand, evaluating the effects of Smart Growth principles on travel
demand and on travel patternsis difficult, at best. Meanwhile, the need for the analyses and evaluations
of Smart Growth principlesis ever increasing as environmentally conscious controlled growth, urban in-
fill, and pedestrian and transit friendly designs become regularly introduced components in commercial
and residential planning efforts, transportation corridor and transit demand studies, and the like.

The need to quantify these interrelationships between land use patterns and travel behavior has led to the
categorization of Smart Growth principles into clearly defined, observable and “measurable” design
features or aspects focusing on those factors which most directly affect mobility and influence travel
decisions and patterns. Density, design, diversity, and destination (or the “4Ds’ as they are commonly
called) are four such factors which are increasingly being used to evaluate the effects of Smart Growth on
mobility and travel demand.

In response to the growing need to analyze the effects of Smart Growth on travel patterns and demand,
SACOG conducted an analysis of the extent to which their Sacramento Metropolitan Travel Demand
Model (SACMET) captures density, diversity, design, and destination factors.

The SACOG analysis showed that the SACMET travel demand model does in fact capture most of the
differences in trip distribution and mode choice, depending on the “4D” factors that are caused by the
density and mix of land uses. However, the observable correlations between density, diversity, design,
and destination were not entirely captured by the SACMET model. To account for the portions of the
observable correlations between density, diversity, design, and destination not entirely captured by the
SACMET model, SACOG developed a set of model adjustment factors that are implemented in a 4D
post-processor.?

2.6.4 Pricing Mechanisms

The Land Use and Policy scenario assumes the same future pricing mechanisms (i.e., parking charges,
etc) as SACOG' s Blueprint. Parking charges can have a significant effect on travel demand under certain
conditions, but would not likely have a substantial effect on Parkway users. A relatively small percentage
of Placer County residents currently work in downtown Sacramento, where pricing mechanisms may be
effective. Assuming widespread parking charges on both public and private lots throughout the region is
very speculative. Congestion pricing would not be feasible on the arterial roadways serving the TASA

2 An overview of SACOG's 4D model post-processor is provided in the technical memorandum on the Land Use and Policy
Scenario (DK'S Associates, 2007b).
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because they do not meet the criteria cited by SACOG. Interstate 80 has very high volume and high
congestion and might be a candidate for congestion pricing. While congestion pricing on 1-80 might
achieve some shift from auto to transit modes in the 1-80 corridor, it would not have a significant impact
on travel demand on the arterialsin Western Placer County and South Sutter County.

2.6.5 Forecasts for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR

The primary travel forecasting tool used in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR was the SACMET model. Asdiscussed in
the technical memorandum on the analysis of the Land Use and Policy Scenario (DKS Associates,
2007b), the 4D model postprocessor was not used in the analysis because it was felt that its assumptions
and its estimation of changes in travel behavior may be speculative. While the 4D model postprocessor
was not used for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR transportation analysis, it was selected for the analysis of aLand Use
and Policy Scenario for the following reasons:

. The Tier 1 EIS/EIR analysis to date has indicated that travel demand on the major
roadway system serving the TASA® for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR would not be reduced
substantially by increasing transit service alone or by Smart Growth design features that
are implemented only along the Riego/Baseline Road corridor. To have a substantial
reduction in travel demand, Smart Growth would need to implemented on a regional
basis and coupled with high-quality transit services. SACOG's 4D model processor
assumes that Smart Growth would be implemented aggressively throughout the region.
This assumption meets the intent of the concurrence requirement—to analyze a Land Use
and Policy Scenario.

. It was developed locally by SACOG and used to evauate the potential impact of
Blueprint Smart Growth principles.

2.6.6 Analysis

The analysis involved using the SACMET model and the 4D post-processor to determine the potential
decrease in vehicle demand that would occur under the No-Build Alternative in 2040 with an assumed
“aggressive” implementation of the Blueprint’s Smart Growth land use/design principles on a regional
basis. Thisanalysisinvolved the following steps:

. The SACMET model, with the Tier 1 EIS/EIR transportation analysis refinements® and
the robust transit network assumptions was run to forecast the change in vehicle travel
that would occur due to the assumed robust transit system.

o Then the 4D post-processor was run to determine additional change that may occur due to
an aggressive implementation of Smart Growth design throughout the region.

. The SACMET model was rerun to determine the roadway volumes that might result from
this Land Use and Policy Scenario.

The estimated 2040 traffic volumes from the No-Build Alternative with this robust Land Use and Policy
Scenario were compared to volumes under the Tier 1 EISEIR’s No-Build Alternative without this
scenario. That comparison indicates the following:

3 See Chapter 3 and Section 4.8, Traffic and Transportation, for a description of the TASA.
* Travel model refinements for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR are discussed in Section 4.8, Traffic and Transportation.
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With the Land Use and Policy Scenario, traffic volumes on the major east-west roadway
in the Placer Parkway corridor, Riego/Baseline Road, would be about 2to 6 percent
lower than conditions without the scenario. The analysis in the Tier 1 EISEIR Draft
Transportation Technical Report (DKS Associates, 2007) indicates that segments of this
roadway would operate at LOS F conditions for 2to 3 hours during both the am. and
p.m. peak period in 2040 under the No-Build Alternative. The estimated traffic reduction
from the scenario would not substantially reduce traffic congestion levels estimated for
this roadway.

An aggressive implementation of the Blueprint's Smart Growth land use/design
principles would not substantially improve travel times between SR 65 and SR 70/99
compared to the Tier 1 EISEIR No-Build Alternative.

The Land Use and Policy scenario would reduce VMT in western Placer County and
southern Sutter County mostly on smaller roadways, not the regiona arterial roadway
system. The scenario would result in a 1 to 4 percent reduction on most of the regional
roadway segmentsin the TASA.

While this analysis indicates that an aggressive land use policy applied on a regional basis could reduce
traffic volumes and thereby reduce the impact of future development, the analysis indicates that volumes
on arterial roadways that would operate at LOSF conditions in 2040 under the No-Build Alternative
would not be reduced enough to allow LOS E or better conditions during peak hours of travel.

In the Purpose and Need statement for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, a portion of the need (or problem) responds to
existing and anticipated travel demand. Specifically,

“The proposed Placer Parkway would be designed to reduce pressure on the existing
transportation network and to address anticipated future congestion on the local roadway
system in southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County. The proposed project
would be designed to reduce total VHT during the morning and evening peak commute
periods (i.e., 6 to 9 am. and 3 to 6 p.m.), reduce the amount (VMT) and duration of travel
that is spent in congested conditions in Southwestern Placer County, and improve travel
times between the SR 65 corridor and SR 70/99 by maintaining a travel speed at or near
the free flow speed of the Parkway, which on afreeway reflects LOS C to D conditions.”

The analysis indicates that the scenario applied on a regiona basis can help achieve these objectives, but
would clearly not solve the problem by itself.

2.7

AGENCY PERMITS AND APPROVALS

As the Proposed Action is to identify and acquire a corridor, it does not require environmental permits.
Applications for necessary permits, approvals, and agreements for construction of the Parkway will be
prepared at the Tier 2 level of environmental review. As appropriate, information from this Tier 1
EIS/EIR may be used in the preparation of such applications.
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3.0 ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In order to conduct environmental analysis for a large, complex project like Placer Parkway, it is
necessary to use a variety of projections, models and analysis areas crafted to address the various
environmental impact topics and methods of analysis.

Each environmental analysis section in Chapter4 of this Tierl Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) discusses a particular resource and presents an
evaluation of existing and future potential impacts associated with each Placer Parkway corridor
alignment alternative. Each environmental analysis section also describes the methodology used to assess
potential impacts to that particular resource; identifies the affected environment and existing conditions;
assesses potential environmental impacts; and identifies mitigation strategies.

To assist the reader in understanding the methodology used, this chapter describes the framework of the
environmental impact analysis used in this Tier 1 EISEIR. Presented below is a summary of the
approach used in the technical analysis chapters.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES INCLUDED IN THE TIER 1 EIS/EIR
The following categories of impacts are addressed:

Direct Impacts: Direct impacts are effects of an action that are “caused by the action and occur
at the same time and place” (Council on Environmental Quality). Such impacts occur as a direct
result of the action and are generally closely linked to the project spatially or temporally. Direct
impacts are usually predictable.

Secondary and Indirect Impacts: Secondary and indirect impacts are defined as impacts
“caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably
foreseeable (40 Code of Federa Regulations [CFR] 1508.8)." Moreover, indirect effects
“...may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the
pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and
other natural systems, including ecosystems (40 CFR 1508.8)." Secondary and indirect impacts
may occur as aresult of direct impacts associated with the Parkway

Secondary and indirect impacts may also occur as a result of “Anticipated Growth” related to the
Parkway. Anticipated growth is an estimate of growth between 2020 and 2040 which the
Parkway may affect by facilitating planned and proposed developments in the region and
influencing the timing of development in the vicinity of the future Parkway’s interchanges,
particularly those proposed near vacant land adjacent to rapidly developing areas or areas now
proposed for urban development. Anticipated growth is defined as the growth that is anticipated
in the secondary and indirect study area as described in the relevant General Plans and adopted
regiona forecasts, such as the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)’s Blueprint
scenario (see Section 3.4.1), including additional growth that may occur as a result of major new
development proposals that have not yet been formally approved. Anticipated growth may
involve a change in timing or location of growth, compared with conditions without the Parkway,
but would likely result in limited change in the estimated total growth levels described by the
2040 Cumulative Scenario, described below.

Secondary and indirect impacts associated with anticipated growth would be direct impacts of
other projects not associated with Placer Parkway, and would be required to be analyzed as part
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of independent environmental review of those projects. These impacts are evaluated in this Tier 1
EIS/EIR based on the guidance from the Mare Island Accord Interagency Working Group (Mare
Island Accord, 2006) regarding analysis of potential impacts associated with growth. This group,
with representatives from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Mare
Island Accord, 2000), recommended a six-step approach for developing a growth related impact
analysis. Additional details are provided in Section 6.1 of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. Consistent with
that guidance, the secondary and indirect impacts analysis in the EIS/EIR is an evaluation of the
effects of growth on resources of concern.

Although it is not feasible to perform a detailed quantitative evaluation of these potential impacts
as specific design details of other future projects are not known, potential impacts are evaluated
qualitatively, based on typical reasonably foreseeable effects of the Parkway, and of impacts
associated with anticipated growth. Further details on potential impacts associated with growth
are provided in Section 6.1, Growth. For Placer Parkway, the anticipated growth overlaps
substantially with the Cumulative Development Scenario.

Cumulative Impacts: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) defines cumulative
impacts as impacts on the environment which result from the incremental impact of the project
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts
can result from relatively minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of
time (40 CFR 1508.7). It is the combination of these effects, and any resulting environmental
degradation, that are the focus of cumulative impact analysis. The California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts’ (CEQA Guidelines, §15355). Stated another way, “a cumulative impact consists of an
impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the
environmental document together with other projects causing related impacts’ (CEQA
Guidelines, 815130). Although a project may cause an individually limited or individually minor
incremental impact that, by itself, is not significant, the increment may be “cumulatively
considerable” and thus significant. Cumulative impacts are analyzed by discussing the effects of
the Parkway in combination with the level of growth in the 2040 Cumulative Scenario (see
Section 3.4.1).

Similar to the Secondary and Indirect Impacts, the cumulative impacts analysis addresses the
impacts of future projects that are also part of the anticipated growth. But, there are differences
between the two sections. The cumulative impacts analysis addresses a projected cumulative
scenario for 2040, not only the Anticipated Growth. In addition, because the cumulative impacts
are focused on the additive effects of the proposed project with al reasonably foreseeable future
projects, the entire Cumulative Development Scenario is considered along with the proposed
project.

A separate CEQA Evaluation, which draws on the information in Chapter 4, isincluded as Chapter 5.
3.3 TIER1ANDTIER 2 ANALYSES

The planning for Placer Parkway involves two phases:. (1) selection of a corridor, known as the Placer
Parkway Corridor Preservation Project, and (2) later selection of a more precise alignment within the
corridor, and a decision whether or not to build the Parkway.
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The Proposed Action for the Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Project isto select and preserve a 500-
to 1,000-foot-wide corridor in the project study area, within which the future four- or six-lane Placer
Parkway may be constructed.

Each phase will be subjected to its own environmental review, a process known as “tiered” environmental
review under both state and federal law. The selection of a corridor (Placer Parkway Corridor
Preservation Project) will be the subject of the first tier (Tier 1) of environmental review, which is the
purpose of this Tier1 EIS/EIR. Selection of a more precise aignment within the corridor, and
construction and operation of the Parkway will be the subject of alater, Tier 2 EIR.

As discussed in Chapter 1, this Tier 1 EIS/EIR is not limited to the direct effects of selecting the corridor.
To the degree feasible, this Tier 1 EIS/EIR also reviews the reasonably foreseeable environmental effects
of the construction and operation of the Parkway.

In Tier 1, avoidance and minimization measures were employed to reduce potential impacts of the build
aternatives during the process of identifying the range of aternatives analyzed in this Tier 1 EISEIR,
Also, certain analyses have been completed in Tier 1 which will not require revisiting in Tier 2, such as
the project’ s impact on wastewater treatment or schools, and the project’s potential to induce growth. In
Tier 2, some studies performed for this Tier 1 analysis will be undertaken in greater detail, or will be
revisited based on predicted availability of new, relevant information. For some topics, entirely new
analyses will be performed in Tier 2, as no analysis was undertaken in Tier 1; examples of such topics
include intersection Level of Service analyses or drainage analyses, as the information required to do sois
not available at the Tier 1 level. Similarly, additional consultation and mitigation considerations will be
developed in Tier 2 to enhance and provide more specificity to the mitigation commitments and strategies
identified in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. These topics are described in detail in each of the sectionsin Chapter 4,
Environmental Analysis.

3.4  ANALYSIS YEARS AND COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
3.4.1 Time of Analysis

Under both NEPA and CEQA, the environmental analysis typically evaluates the project in the context of
both existing environmental conditions and projected future conditions. The selection of analysis years
for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR reflects the relatively long timeframe for the expected planning, corridor
acquisition, and construction of Placer Parkway.

Existing Conditions — 2004

Existing conditions are defined under CEQA as “the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of
the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published.” Existing conditions usually
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which the potential significance of impacts is evaluated
under CEQA. For noise and visual impact analysis, federal regulatory guidance also requires the analysis
to use existing conditions as the baseline for the analysis. Additional details of such guidance are
provided in the technical analysis chapters of this Tier 1 EIS'EIR. Data collection commenced in 2003
using the best available data regarding conditions in the vicinity of the project. Where data were
deficient, additional data was collected in the field in late 2003 and early 2004, and intermittently
thereafter. In most of the Environmental Analysis chapters; therefore, direct impacts as well as secondary
and indirect impacts are evaluated by comparing 2004 existing conditions with and without the project.

In the intervening years since the basdline year was identified, the existing conditions in the study area have
experienced only a few changes other than continued agricultura activities which vary from season to
season and year to year. These changes include grading and installation of infrastructure associated with the
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approved West Roseville Specific Plan area, completion of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant,
and current construction of the Roseville Energy Facility, al of which lie outside the footprint of any of the
corridor alignment aternatives under consideration. None of the many development proposals under
consideration have been approved and, consequently, none have affected 2003/2004 existing conditions.

Opening Year Scenario — 2020

The schedule for construction of the project is dependent on securing appropriate funding, and is not
anticipated to begin for a number of years. The exact schedule is unknown. For planning purposes, the
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) has identified 2020 as the opening year of this
facility. Therefore, for the transportation analysis, a second eval uation of impacts compares the projected
conditions in the assumed opening year of Placer Parkway with and without the project. In the
transportation analysis, where the transportation network is subject to reasonably foreseeable changes by
2020, this analysis is considered more meaningful than comparing existing conditions with and without
the project, since the project clearly will not be superimposed on 2004 traffic conditions. For the several
analyses that rely at least in part on traffic information—Air Quality, Noise, and Energy—this 2020
evaluation of impacts with and without the project is also presented.

Cumulative Development Scenario — 2040

FHWA's guidelines recommend evaluation of a project’s potential impacts projected forward twenty
years after opening to ensure that the project is evaluated in the context of reasonably foreseeable future
development, when anticipated future development in the study area would have occurred and when any
potential direct, indirect or and/or cumulative impacts associated with the project would be evident. The
cumulative impact analysis therefore considers 2040 as the Cumulative Development scenario against
which the Parkway is evaluated.

Development Projections (2020 to 2040)

After reviewing available demographic data and projections (see Chapter 1 for further discussion), the
project’s Project Development Team (described in Appendix A) concluded that the Opening Year and
Cumulative Development scenarios would “bracket” regiona development levels from alow (2020) level
to ahigh (2040) level.

Most of the growth is projected to occur in Placer County. As shown on Table 3-1, the Opening Y ear
scenario has the same average yearly growth rate in each land use category as the Cumulative
Development scenario, and a somewhat higher yearly growth rate in residential units as SACOG's draft
2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) forecasts for Placer County.

Table 3-1 summarizes the development assumptions that were used for the 2020 Opening Year and
Cumulative Development scenarios travel demand forecasts. The location of the assumed development
areas in 2020 and 2040 are shown in Figures 4.8-2 and 4.8-3, respectively, in Section 4.8, Traffic and
Transportation.

Detailed assumptions regarding these future devel opment scenarios are described below.
Opening Year Scenario — 2020

The 2020 Opening Year scenario was based on discussions with the Placer Parkway Corridor
Preservation Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and confirmed by the Study Advisory Committee
(SAC) and Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Policy Advisory Committee (PAC). The 2020 Opening
Y ear scenario reflects the following assumptions about development:
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Table 3-1
Summary of Placer County Growth
Estimate of Growth Rate
Growth per
Land Use Forecast Year Development Period Year
2004 109,810 DU — —
?gjgﬁr?ga' 2020 181,437 DU 2004 t0 2020 | 4,477 DU
Units) 2035 (SACOG)* 217,838 DU 2004 to 2035 3,485 DU
2040 261,980 DU 2004 to 2040 4,227 DU
2004 17,008,000 sq. ft. — —
Retail 2020 28,575,000 sq. ft. 2004 to 2020 723,000 sq. ft.
2040 43,015,000 sq. ft. 2004 to 2040 722,000 sq. ft.
2004 9,904,000 sq. ft. — —
Office 2020 24,681,000 sq. ft. 2004 to 2020 924,000 sq. ft.
2040 43,268,000 sq. ft. 2004 to 2040 927,000 sq. ft.
2004 21,906,000 sq. ft. — —
Industrial 2020 34,640,000 sq. ft. 2004 to 2020 796,000 sq. ft.
2040 50,565,000 sq. ft. 2004 to 2040 796,000 sq. ft.
Source: DKS Associates, 2007
Notes:
! Based on January 2007 draft development forecasts from SACOG
DU = dwelling unit
sq. ft. = square feet
. Residential buildout of current general plans within Placer County (see Figure4.8-2 in
Section 4.8).
. No development in the following major proposed projects that would require General

Plan amendments (see Figure 1-15):

- The Creekview and Sierra Vista Specific Plans (CSP and SVSP) in Roseville's

Annexation Area;

- The Sphere of Influence (SOI) expansion areas of Lincoln;

- The Regional University and Placer Ranch Specific Plans (RUSP and PRSP) and
Curry Creek Community Plan (CCCP) areain unincorporated Placer County; and

- Sutter Pointe Specific Plan (SPSP) areain Sutter County.

. Development of the initial phase of Placer Vineyards (7,261 dwelling units out of 14,132
total). Placer Vineyards was included in the 2020 Opening Year scenario since urban
development in that area was envisioned in Placer County General Plan (see

Figure 1-15).
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Growth in retail employment in the current General Plan areas of Placer County that
“balances’ the growth in residential development by matching SACOG’s countywide
estimate of about 0.32 employees per dwelling unit from their 2025 forecasts.

Growth in total employment levels in the current General Plan areas of Placer County
that “balances’ the growth in residentia development by matching SACOG's 1.3
employee per dwelling unit from their 2025 forecasts.

A straight-line growth rate between SACOG'’s estimates of 2005 development levels and
their draft 2032 forecasts in each travel model zone outside south Sutter County and
Placer County.

Cumulative Development Scenario — 2040

The 2040 Cumulative Development scenario is based on the “ Super-Cumulative” development scenario
that was developed for the evaluation of traffic impacts in several pending EIRs for major developments
in Placer County. It was prepared through discussions with the staffs of Placer County and the cities of
Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, and confirmed by the TAC, the SAC, and the PAC. The Cumulative
(2040) Development Scenario reflects the following assumptions about devel opment:

Full buildout of all residential land in Placer County west of Sierra College Boulevard
including: current general plan areas and the following major development proposals in
West Placer County (see Figure 4.8-3 in Section 4.8):

- The CSP and SVSP in Roseville's SOl Annexation areg;
- The SOI expansion areas of Lincoln;

- The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, RUSP, and PRSP in unincorporated Placer
County; and

- The CCCP area.

Growth in retail employment in Placer County that “balances’ the growth in residential
development by matching SACOG’s countywide estimate of about 0.32 employees per
dwelling unit from their 2025 forecasts.

Growth in total employment levels in Placer County that “balances’ the growth in
residential development by matching SACOG’s 1.3 employee per dwelling unit from
their 2025 forecasts.

Full buildout of the residential development in the proposed SPSP area along with a
nonresidential development level that “balances’ the residential development in that area.

Estimated 2040 development in all other portions of SACOG’s six-county region based
on a straight-line ratio for the development growth between 2005 levels and the 2050
Preferred Blueprint scenario for each of SACOG’ s Traffic Analysis Zones.

The above list was the basis for the cumul ative development analysis.

Table 3-2 presents a summary of development assumptions made under the 2020 and 2040 scenarios.
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Table 3-2
Summary of Development Assumptions — 2020 and 2040 Scenarios

(KSF)
Residential (DU) Retail Office Industrial
Jurisdiction 2004 2020 2040 2004 | 2020 2040 | 2004 | 2020 2040 2004 2020 2040
Cities (Current General Plans)
Roseville 40,889 60,039 60,039 | 9,857 | 13,200 | 14,334 | 5,712 | 12,441 | 12,441 8,630 | 14,000 | 17,403
Rocklin 19,641 28,606 28,606 | 2,126 3,900 | 4,590 797 3,000 | 5,788 2,791 5,000 | 6,494
Lincoln 10,478 22,218 22,218 431 2,000 | 3,000 584 2,491 | 2,491 3,779 | 4,700 | 5,899
Loomis 2,274 4,087 4,087 323 932 932 94 492 492 1,038 1,100 1,124
Auburn 5,135 7,022 7,022 1,375 1,667 1,758 613 943 943 266 400 555
Colfax 622 921 921 250 448 448 35 68 68 175 200 204
Unincorporated Areas (Current General Plans)
Auburn/Bowman 9,056 17,144 17,144 1,545 2,600 | 2,932 | 1,480 2,946 2,946 953 2,000 | 2,767
Granite Bay 7,140 7,892 7,892 602 919 919 286 819 819 12 40 62
Sunset - - - 0 357 357 166 762 762 3,627 6,000 | 7,528
Bickford 9 1,890 1,890 3 105 105 - - - - - -
Riolo Vineyard 6 958 958 - 88 88 - - - - - -
Other Dry Creek 956 3,461 3,461 47 224 224 - 157 157 172 600 897
Other Unincorporated 13,457 19,938 19,938 450 1,040 1,225 137 400 400 533 600 747
Major Projects in West Placer County
Curry Creek (Placer Co) - - 16,206 - - 2,025 - - 2,122 - - -
Regional University (Placer Co) - - 4,387 - - 215 - - 75 - - -
Lincoln SOI Expansion — - 33,720 — - 5,659 - - 5,748 — - 2,700
Placer Ranch (Placer Co) - - 6,759 - - 1,047 - - | 5,243 - - | 4,185
Placer Vineyards (Placer Co) 147 7,261 14,132 - 1,095 1,857 - 162 2,073 31 - -
Creekview (Roseville) - - 2,600 - - 300 - - - - - -
Sierra Vista (Roseville) - - 10,000 - - 1,000 - - 700 - - -
Total Placer County 109,810 | 181,437 | 261,980 | 17,008 | 28,575 | 43,015 | 9,904 | 24,681 | 43,268 | 21,906 | 34,640 | 50,565
South Sutter (South of Howsley) 360 400 17,500 12 20 | 2,188 78 100 1,500 292 600 | 3,000
Source: DKS Associates, 2007
ksf = 1,000 square feet
DU = dwelling units
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3.4.2 Analysis of Alternatives
No-Build Alternative

The environmental impact analysis approach for the Placer Parkway Tier 1 EIS/EIR necessitates a
comparison between existing conditions with and without the project and future conditions with and
without the project. For the purposes of this analysis, conditions without the project are described as the
No-Build Alternative. Thisistrue for each analysisyear (2004, 2020 [for transportation, air quality, noise
and energy], and 2040). For 2004, population, land use, employment, traffic and environmental
conditions in the study are assumed to be as of 2004. For the 2020 and 2040 analyses years, the No-Build
Alternative includes 2004 existing conditions, as well as other projects, actions or anticipated changes in
the study area between 2004 and either 2020 or 2040, independent of Placer Parkway, as generally
described in Section 3.4.1.

Build Alternatives

Five alternative alignments, or build aternatives, for Placer Parkway are evaluated in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR.
The build alternatives represent the addition of the Placer Parkway to the environment defined by the No-
Build Alternative. In each year analyzed, the incremental difference between the No-Build Alternative
and each of the build alternatives is then considered to be the potential environmental impact of Placer
Parkway.

3.5 STUDY AREAS

The Tier 1 EIS/EIR evaluates potential impacts within a defined study area. For most analyses, the study
area is the main project study area described in Section 3.5.1, below. In some analyses, however, it is
necessary to address a different area in order to meaningfully evaluate potential impacts. The paragraphs
below briefly describe the various study areas used in the technical analysis chapters.

3.5.1 Project Study Area

The project study areais an area of approximately 33,460 acres located in Sutter and Placer counties, with
asmall section located in Sacramento County (Figure 1-1). The portion of the study areathat islocated in
Sacramento County is located in the extreme southwestern corner of the study area and does not include
any of the proposed corridor alignment alternatives. It extends from State Route (SR) 70/99 in the west to
SR 65 in the east, with the northern boundary extending to Sunset Boulevard West and the southern
boundary located adjacent to Riego/Baseline Road.

The study areais divided into three segments:
. The Western Segment extends from SR 70/99 to Pleasant Grove Road in Sutter County.

o The Central Segment extends from Pleasant Grove Road in Sutter County to
approximately 2,300 feet north of Pleasant Grove Creek in Placer County.

. The Eastern Segment extends from approximately 2,300 feet north of Pleasant Grove
Creek to SR 65 in Placer County.

3.5.2 Regional Analysis Districts in the Local Project Vicinity

Regional Analysis Districts (RADSs) are geographical areas where data is gathered and projected over time
for purposes of preparing SACOG's traffic model and ultimately its MTPs. RAD data is a good,
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consistent source of land use and traffic information, and is used in this document to provide historic and
forecasted data as background to the need for the Parkway. However, RADs are not structured in a way
that allows effective analysis of transportation. For that purpose, other transportation analyses areas were
developed as described below. The RADs in the local project vicinity (within and adjacent to the project
study area) are shown on Figure 1-2 in Chapter 1.

3.5.3 Transportation Analysis Study Area

Placer Parkway would have an impact on travel patterns in a fairly wide (large) area. Based on an
evaluation of the changesin traffic volumes, a Transportation Anaysis Study Area (TASA) was defined.
It covers the area where the travel model shows changes in traffic volumes, athough the percentage of
roadways that would be affected by Placer Parkway decreases on the fringes of that area. The TASA
extends from Nicolaus Road on the north to Interstate 80 on the south, and from Sierra College Boulevard
on the east to west of SR70/99. The TASA (shown in Figure4.8-1 in Section 4.8, Traffic and
Transportation) covers portions of eight jurisdictions: Placer County, Sutter County, Sacramento County,
the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln and Sacramento, and the town of Loomis. Additiona details of
the TASA are provided in Section 4.8, Traffic and Transportation.

3.5.4 Analysis Focus Area

For some system-wide transportation analysis measures, two study areas were used: (1) the TASA, as
described above, and (2) an Analysis Focus Area (AFA), aso shown in Figure 4.8-1 in Section 4.8). The
AFA is the portion of the TASA that is close to the build alternatives. Its boundaries were selected to
define the area where most of the transportation benefits of constructing Placer Parkway would occur.
Additional details of the AFA are provided in Section 4.8, Traffic and Transportation.

3.5.5 Air Quality Analysis Study Area

As air quality within the project study areais regulated by local government agencies, Placer County Air
Pollution Control District, and Feather River Air Quality Management District, a study area was defined
for the analysis of air quality. This study area is defined as Sutter County, Placer County, and northern
Sacramento County. The study area is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin which is shown on
Figure 4.9-1 in Section 4.9, Air Quality.

3.5.6 Area of Potential Effects

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the area where potential impacts on cultural resources are
anticipated. For this Tier 1 EISEIR, one APE for archaeological resources and one APE for historic
properties were developed in consultation with URS Corporation and Caltrans. Additional details of the
APE are provided in Section 4.7, Cultural Resources. The APE is aso depicted on Figure4.7-1 in
Section 4.7.

3.5.7 Secondary and Indirect Impact Analysis Study Area

Based on guidance from the Mare Idand Accord Interagency Working Group (Mare Island Accord,
2006), a study area was developed for the anaysis of secondary and indirect impacts, including
anticipated growth (Figure3-1). This area was based on the location of the corridor alignment
aternatives in relationship to existing city boundaries and SOIs, developed unincorporated areas,
community plan and redevelopment areas, and magjor development projects that have been proposed and
are undergoing environmental review but that have not yet been approved. The secondary and indirect
impact analysis study area encompasses the entire TASA and expands it in several ways, including
extending it westward to the Sacramento and Feather Rivers, which present natural barriers to
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development. The TASA was also expanded to the north to encompass all of the City of Lincoln's
proposed SOI expansion area, as well as to the east to encompass al of the land within the city limits of
Roseville and most of Rocklin as well as a portion of the town of Loomis.

3.6 TIME MARCHES ON

The dynamic existing planning environment in the study area, and the projected elapsed time until the
Parkway would be constructed, if approved, is challenging in the context of preparing an environmental
document that analyzes existing and future conditions.

3.6.1 Evolving Existing Conditions

This Tier 1 EISEIR evaluates the effects of the Project compared to existing conditionsin 2004. Aswith any
large project planned over along time, changes in conditions may occur during the preparation of the Tier 1
study, or between the draft and find versions of the Tier 1 EIS/EIR, as well as during the period between the
Tier 1 and Tier 2 processes. The possibility of changesin the level of urban development is particularly high
for Placer Parkway, due to the strong development pressure in the project vicinity. As discussed in
Section 6.1, Growth, population and employment growth projections for California and the Sacramento
Region in generd, and for southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County in particular, indicate that
devel opment pressuresin the project vicinity will remain relatively intense, irrespective of the Placer Parkway.

While the project study area is predominantly undeveloped at this time, parts of the study area are within
local General Plan designations that allow urban growth. In addition, numerous proposals for major new
development projects in and around the study area are currently in various stages of the approva and
entitlement process (see Figure 1-15, Planned/Proposed Development, in Chapter 1). The ultimate level
of development, including the growth represented by these current project proposals, is addressed by this
Tier 1 EIS/EIR in the Cumulative Scenario (Year 2040). This accounts for the cumulative impact of the
Parkway and other reasonably foreseeable developments, including those now in the planning process of
the local jurisdictions.

The EIR assesses project impacts on baseline conditions, as discussed in Section 3.4.1. While CEQA
does not require an assessment of project impacts on post-Notice of Preparation development, it is
nevertheless worth noting that if new land uses/projects are approved by city or county jurisdictions prior
to completion of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR process, such land uses could potentially lie within one or more of
the alternatives analyzed in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

There are three such large projects under review. The PRSP and the RUSP are currently going through
the planning and environmental review process in Placer County. Both projects, if approved in the form
initially requested by the landowners, would locate urban development in one or more of the Parkway
corridors evaluated in this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. The SPSP is currently undergoing a similar process in Sutter
County. The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority is engaged in ongoing consultation with the
counties and the landowners to avoid or minimize any such conflicts, in the event these projects do go
forward. At aland use workshop in October 2003, the Placer County Board of Supervisors directed
Placer County planning staff to process these Specific Plans concurrently with the PCTPA’ s processing of
Placer Parkway Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

As aresult of approval of such development projects, the Parkway could have some impacts that are not
identified in this document, for the simple reason that the affected resources (i.e., approved urban
developments) were not present when the environmental anaysis for the Tier 1 EIS/EIR was conducted.
Such additional impacts could include, but would not necessarily be limited to, impacts on planned or
existing residential, commercial, or parkland uses; incompatibility with such uses; a change in the viewshed
for approved projects that could result in visual impacts; or other impactstypical of such land use conflicts.
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Although effects related to possible new urban development approvals are identified in this Tier 1
EIS/EIR to the limited extent feasible, they will be fully addressed during the Tier 2 study of the Parkway,
which will identify and respond to existing conditions at that time.

3.6.2 Future Availability of Fossil Fuels

Currently more than 95 percent of transportation energy comes from oil (Energy Bulletin, 2007). In
recent years there has been a growing concern that oil availability will decline in the future, resulting in
substantial increasesin oil and gasoline prices. This could reduce the need for new roadway construction
if the number of vehicle miles traveled decreases as a result of reduced car usage. The concept of future
oil supply decline has been termed “Peak Oil.”

World oil demand is expected to grow 50 percent by 2025 (Hirsch, 2005). To meet that increased
demand, oil production will have to be increased correspondingly. Oil is afinite, non-renewable resource
and the rate of oil “production,” meaning extraction and refining has grown in most years over the last
century to its current level of about 84 million barrels/day. The theory of “Peak Oil” suggests that once
the halfway point of all reserves is reached, production becomes ever more likely to decline, hence use of
the term peak. If, as generally expected, oil production peaks at some point in the next few decades, then
world ail production will no longer satisfy demand. That point is referred to as Peak Qil.

Peak Qil refersto aglobal declinein oil availability at currently affordable prices. This could have social
and economic consequences in situations where there is substantial reliance on oil-dependant
transportation modes.

There is considerable debate as to when the peak of global oil production will be reached. The World
Energy Council anticipates it will occur after 2010, while the Shell Oil Company predicts this will occur
after 2025 (Hirsch, 2005). The U.S. Geological Survey position is that the global peak is till about three
decades away (U.S. DOE, 2001). Cambridge Energy Research Associates, Inc., a leading advisor to
international energy companies, governments, financial institutions, and technology providers on the
energy markets, suggests that there is no evidence of a peak before 2030 (JTP Online, 2007). The most
optimistic opinions still put the timing of the peak no later than 2040 (U.S. DOE, 2001).

The Hirsch Report (Hirsch, 2005), which presented an extensive study sponsored by the U.S. Department
of Energy into the potential peaking of oil production, assumes that peaking will occur in or before 2025,
after which time there would be dramatic increases in global oil prices. The report concludes that the key
to mitigation of potential social and economic impacts of this increase would be development of and
construction of a large number of substitute fuel production facilities, coupled to significant increases in
transportation fuel efficiency.

Concern regarding this issue as it relates to construction of new roadways, which include organizations
such as the Natural Resources Defense Council (2007), the Sierra Club (2007), Defenders of Wildlife
(2007), Friends of the Earth (2007), Greenpeace (2007), and numerous other environmental, community
groups and private individuals, suggest that planning for future construction of roadways is an
inappropriate investment, as potential use of such facilities will inevitably decline in the future as ail
pricesrise.

Many of the world' s major oil companies, including Shell, ExxonMobil, Chevron, and British Petroleum
accept the theory of peak oil but do not consider that it will substantially affect the use of road
transportation or the need for or use of roadways planned for future construction for the following
reasons.
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. Viable dternatives to oil for vehicle transportation already exist, already are in
widespread use, and are increasing in use. These include coal, hydrogen, renewable
fuels, biomass sources such as ethanol, and other sources of aternative fuels;

. New technology will continue to develop alternatives to oil, such as renewables and other
more sustainable fuel types. Major oil companies are aready investing in alternative and
renewabl e technol ogies that will eventually provide substitutes for ail;

. The decline in oil availability will occur gradualy over many years, alowing for
adjustment to use of alternative fuels; and

. Vehicle fuel efficiency isincreasing and will continue to increase as manufacturers invest
in fuel-efficiency technology to meet market demands. Increasing use of more fuel-
efficient vehicles will help to offset the decline in oil availability.

Potential changes in oil availability and price have been assumed to be a part of future conditions in the
study area which would not be affected by the Parkway. It is assumed that, irrespective of the extent or
magnitude of changes in availability and price of oil and other fuels, the Parkway would still have future
utility either as aroadway or as another modal route. It is considered speculative to predict how potential
issues associated with peak oil may influence future transportation decisions.

In 2003 the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the California Air Resources Board agreed to a
strategy to reduce demand for oil (petroleum) in California. This comprised a commitment to promating
improved energy efficiency and increasing the use of alternative fuels. The two agencies set a goal to
achieve 20 percent use of transportation energy in the form of aternative fuels by 2020. The current
percentage is 6 percent.

A recent independent paper (CEC, 2005), prepared by staff of the CEC based on recommendations of six
aternative fuels work groups staffed by a range of private and public alternative fuel specialists, suggests
that these targets are achievable. The prime replacements for petroleum are expected to be ethanol and
natural gas (CEC, 2005), with petroleum displacement also occurring through use of biodiesdl, electricity,
hydrogen, liquefied petroleum gas and gas-to-liquid diesel fuel. The workgroups recommended a series
of measures to support the successful growth of the alternative fuels markets to meet California targets,
including adopting clear state policies committed to petroleum use reduction, funding incentives for use
of alternative fuels and cooperation between agencies to resolve current regulatory barriers restricting
aternative fuel market growth.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the environmental analysis of the alternatives for the topics listed below.

4.1
4.2
4.3
44
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.8
4.9
4.10
411
4.12
4.13
4.14
4.15
4.16

Land Use

Socioeconomics and Community Impacts

Environmental Justice
Farmlands

Public Services and Utilities
Visual Resources

Cultural Resources

Traffic and Transportation
Air Quality

Noise

Hydrology and Floodplains
Water Quality

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity
Biological Resources
Hazardous Waste/M aterials
Energy
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41 LAND USE

Land use within the study area is the responsibility of severa local jurisdictions. These jurisdictions
include the cities of Rocklin and Roseville, as well as the counties of Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento.
Approximately 35,454 acres of land are within the study area, and the average parcel sizeis slightly more
than 125 acres. Agriculture is the predominant land use, athough in recent years the areas to the
northeast, east, south, and southwest of the study area have been undergoing rapid change to increasingly
urban land uses. The cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville have been among the fastest growing in
the Sacramento region, and Placer County has consistently been among the top growth counties in the
state over the last decade (DOF, 2006b).

Land uses in the study area are guided by the general plans and zoning ordinances of the local
jurisdictions within the counties.

This section presents a Tier 1/Program assessment of potential impacts related to land use associated with
the Parkway. The land use analysis is based on a review of these existing jurisdictional plans, aerial
photographs, Geographic Information System (GIS) data, feedback from stakeholders, and field visits.

Additional information on land use is provided in the Tier1 Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report (EISEIR) Community Impact Assessment (CIA) (Mara Feeney &
Associates and North Fork Associates, 2007) prepared for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR, which is available at the
locations identified in the Executive Summary, including the Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency (PCTPA) website.

4.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) require consideration of impacts on land use. A general discussion of NEPA and CEQA
requirements is provided in Chapter 1. In addition, other types of legidation influence land use. Relevant
laws and guidelines are described below.

41.1.1 General Plans and Policies

The study area is situated within two incorporated cities and three counties; the corridor alignment
alternatives traverse Sutter and Placer counties and the cities of Rocklin and Roseville. A small portion of
the southwestern corner of the study area lies within Sacramento County (Figure 1-1, Project Location).
State law requires that each of these jurisdictions adopt “a comprehensive, long-term General Plan for
[its] physical development.” The General Plan is the official city or county policy document regarding
the location of housing, business, industry, roads, parks, and other land uses, protection of the public from
noise and other environmental hazards, and the conservation of natural resources. The legislative body of
each city (the City Council) and each county (the Board of Supervisors) adopts zoning, subdivision, and
other ordinances to regulate land uses and carry out the policies of its General Plan.

Sutter County General Plan

Land use in the portion of the study area that lies within Sutter County is governed by the Sutter County
General Plan. Unlike Placer County, Sutter County does not provide for preservation of right-of-way
(ROW) for Placer Parkway in its General Plan. The General Plan contains the following policies that
may apply to land use and potential transportation project impacts (see Section 4.4 for discussion of
agricultural policies):
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C-6

Low Density Residential and Residential Estate designated parcels which do not meet the
minimum acreage requirement, or exceed the maximum acreage regquirement, as specified
by the land use policies of the Genera Plan, may be adjusted by lot line adjustment
pursuant to 866412(d) of the Government Code under the following conditions:

a For any adjustment involving parcels that do not meet the minimum parcel size
as identified on the General Plan land use diagram, the size of the smallest
resultant parcel shall not be smaller than the size of smallest parcel prior to the
lot line adjustment; and

b. No parcel meeting the minimum parcel size as identified on the General Plan
land use diagram shall be diminished to a size less than the minimum parcel size
asidentified on the land use diagram.

New development that may be incompatible with adjacent uses shall be required to
provide buffer zones consistent with County standards to reduce anticipated conflicts
with existing and future land uses.

Placer County General Plan

The Placer County General Plan currently provides for preservation of ROW for Placer Parkway. The
Plan shows a generalized location for the Parkway on the Circulation Plan Diagram as a “post-2010”

urban arterial.

The General Plan Land Use/Circulation Diagrams and Standards policy document

(pages 28-30) notes that the planned alignments for these roadways are based on travel demand forecasts
and anticipated circulation needs for the year 2040.

The Genera Plan also contains the following policies that are applicable to land use and related to
transportation projects:

1A3

1A4

1B.1

1H.2

1K.3

3A5

The County shall distinguish among urban, suburban, and rural areas to identify where
development will be accommodated and where public infrastructure and services will be
provided. This pattern shall promote the maintenance of separate and distinct communities.

The County shall promote patterns of development that facilitate the efficient and timely
provision of urban infrastructure and services.

The County shall promote the concentration of new residential development in higher-
density residential areas |located along major transportation corridors and transit routes.

The County shall seek to ensure that new development and public works projects do not
encourage expansion of urban uses into designated agricultural aress.

The County shall require that new development in rural areas incorporates |andscaping
that provides a transition between the vegetation in developed areas and adjacent open
space or undeveloped areas.

Through-traffic shall be accommodated in a manner that discourages the use of
neighborhood roadways, particularly local streets. This through-traffic, including
through truck traffic, shall be directed to appropriate routes in order to maintain public
safety and local quality of life.
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Sacramento County General Plan

The Sacramento County General Plan contains the following policies that are applicable to land use and
related to transportation projects:

LU-42 Future Agricultural-Residential development shall be limited to existing developed and
infill Agricultural-Residential lands designated on the Land Use Diagram and such
additional areas adjacent to existing developed lands to act as a buffer to new urban areas
or as abuffer at the Urban Service Boundary as are consistent with LU-43.

LU-69 County departments shall coordinate implementation of electric service delivery, air
quality, water supply, transportation, drainage/flood control, solid waste disposal/
recycling, and hazardous waste management plans in conjunction with vested public and
guasi-public agencies.

LU-72 The County shall coordinate with regional planning agencies setting land use and
environmental policies and programs and cooperate in the implementation of programs
consistent with General Plan policy.

LU-73 The County shall consult with state and federal regulatory and resource agencies during
initial review of development projects to identify potential environmental conflicts and
establish, if appropriate, concurrent application processing schedules.

Cl-16 Policy: Sacramento County shall implement a program to buffer land uses from each
other and from transportation system facilities which is effective, aesthetically pleasing,
and minimizes the amount of land lost to buffers.

City of Roseville General Plan

The City of Roseville General Plan contains the following policies that are applicable to land use and
related to transportation projects:

Community Form Policy 4. To the extent feasible, coordinate land use policies and public
improvements with neighboring jurisdictions.

Growth Management Palicy

Community Form Policy 8. New development proposals to the west of Fiddyment Road within the
County/City Memorandum of Understanding Transition Area shall
meet the objectives and terms of the Memorandum of Understanding
between the City of Roseville and the County of Placer.

Additional information on the Memorandum of Understanding is provided in the Placer Parkway
Community Impact Assessment (Mara Feeney & Associates and North Fork Associates, 2007).

City of Rocklin General Plan

The City of Rocklin General Plan contains the following policies that are applicable to land use and
related to transportation projects:

LU-16 To coordinate planning with neighboring jurisdictions in order to ensure compatible land
USes.
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LU-62 To consider the effects of land use proposals and decisions on the South Placer subregion
jobs/housing balance.

LU-63 To encourage communication between the County and the cities of Roseville, Loomis,
Lincoln, and Rocklin to ensure the opportunity to comment on actions having cross-
border implications. To address other community interface issues, including land use
compatibility, circulation and access, and development standards.

C-23 To require landscaping and tree planting along major new streets, properties abutting
highways/freeways, and along existing streets as appropriate.

C-24 To minimize the impact of road construction on the natural terrain and the character of
existing neighborhoods.

C-26 To design and phase construction of road improvements to minimize disruption to local
residents and traffic, to the extent feasible.

41.1.2 Other Plans and Policies

The following plans and policies are related to the county and city general plans described in
Section 4.1.1.1. The CIA prepared for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR contains detailed information on the plans and
policieslisted below.

Sunset Industrial Area Plan

The Sunset Industrial AreaPlan (SIAP) in the Eastern Segment of the study area is a community plan that
further refines the goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan for the plan area. The SIAP was
established to improve opportunities for industrial development in the plan area to attract new industries,
retain existing industries, and allow the existing industries to expand. In addition, the area was planned to
provide facilities that would help all area businesses thrive.

West Roseville Specific Plan

The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP), approved in 2004, is located at the eastern edge of the study
area. The WRSP supplemented its General Plan goals and policies by providing specific direction to
reflect conditions unigue to the project area as referenced in the City’s Land Use Element. The WRSP is
specific to its plan area and does not contain any broad regional goals and policies. About 95 percent of
the WRSP isincluded in the “transition area” described in the next section.

Placer County and City of Roseville Memorandum of Understanding

In 1997, the City of Roseville and Placer County entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
to promote interagency communication and to foster cooperative land use planning. The MOU appliesto
a“transition area” west of Fiddyment Road and north of Baseline Road. The transition area includes land
within the City of Roseville's Sphere of Influence (SOI), including approximately 95 percent of the
existing WRSP and three other proposed developments (the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR describes the
developments). The MOU specifies requirements for processing development proposals within the
transition area, including provisions for City-County consultation and review, application submittal,
mitigation of impacts, and minimum development standards. The transition area includes the proposed
Creekview Specific Plan (CSP) area and the proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) area, both of
which are within the Eastern Segment of the study area. The land is largely undeveloped, but
development applications are currently under review by the City of Roseville. These plans cal for
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development with land uses to include residential neighborhoods and community commercial,
business/professional, light industrial, and industrial land uses. Approva by the Placer County Local
Agency Formation Commission would be required for city annexation of the CSP and SV SP areas.

Placer County Conservation Program/Natural Communities Conservation Plan and
Habitat Conservation Plan

In June 2000, the Placer County Board of Supervisors adopted the Placer Legacy Open Space and
Agricultural Conservation Program. This program initiated an effort by Placer County to find a
comprehensive way to meet state and federal requirements for the state and federa Endangered Species
Acts, as well as other federal laws related to wetlands. This has led to the current effort by the Placer
County Planning Department to prepare a state Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) and a
Federal Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The NCCP/HCP, called the Placer County Conservation
Program (PCCP), will be developed in three phases. The first phase will cover western Placer County,
including the study area. Phase 2 and Phase 3 will include the areas of the Sierra Nevada mountain range
east of California’s Central Valley.

The PCCP for western Placer County is currently under development. Although it is currently not known
how the PCCP ultimately will affect land use within the study area, it is expected that some areas will be
recommended for long-term conservation.

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan

Sutter County and the City of Sacramento adopted the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
(NBHCP) in November 1997 (and revised it in 2003). The Natomas Basin isin the southeastern corner of
Sutter County and northwestern area of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County. The plan was
conceptualized to allow economic development while promoting biological resource conservation and
sustained agriculture. The plan’s overarching god is to preserve, restore, and enhance habitat values in
the Natomas Basin while alowing urban development to proceed. In order to meet this goal, the
preparation of the NBHCP had to satisfy the conditions of the regulatory programs administered by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Specifically, the NBHCP is a supporting document for the
USFWS Section 10(a)(1)(B) and CDFG Section 2081 permit applications. Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
federal Endangered Species Act and Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code allow incidental take of
endangered or threatened species, subject to permit requirements for federal and state listed species,
respectively. The NBHCP established a conservation program to mitigate the potential loss of habitat and
the incidental takes of protected species that could result from proposed development in the area.

To meet the mitigation requirements of the NBHCP, developers who apply for a building permit within the
Natomas Basin must pay a mitigation fee to the Natomas Basin Conservancy. The Conservancy uses the
mitigation fees to acquire, restore, and manage lands that will provide habitat for protected species and
maintain agriculture in the Natomas Basin. To date, the Conservancy has acquired 25 properties and is
responsible for managing nearly 4,000 acres of land (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2006).

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency—Regional Transportation Plan

PCTPA is the regiona transportation planning agency for Placer County jurisdictions (except for the
portion of the county within the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency). PCTPA isresponsible for preparing
the Placer County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP is along-range (20-year) transportation
plan for the regiona transportation system, including the study area. The RTP also contains the adopted
goals, policies, programs, and projects to meet regional mobility needs and satisfy federal air quality
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standards. The 2027 Placer County RTP includes the following Goal and Policy that pertain to Placer
Parkway:

Goal 1. Highways/StreetsRoadways. Maintain and upgrade a safe, efficient, and
convenient countrywide roadway system that meets the travel needs of people
and goods through and within the region.

Policy 3. Establish a funding/implementation strategy for the Placer Parkway, a connector
between State Route 65 and State Routes 70 and 99, including access to the
Interstate 5 corridor in northern Sacramento County and the Sacramento
International Airport.

PCTPA is also responsible for preparing the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). The
RTIP contains the list of projects that will be submitted to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) for incorporation into the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments—Metropolitan Transportation Plan

SACOG is responsible for preparing the long-range transportation plan in the six-county area that includes
Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba, Sutter, Placer, and El Dorado counties. For this region, a long-range regiona
trangportation plan is required to cover at least a 20-year planning horizon and must be updated every 3 years.
The long-range plan is called a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). The MTP provides aregional vision
for surface transportation. The plan is congtrained by the funding that the region can reasonably be expected to
receive from the state and federa government. If acity, county, or public agency within the SACOG region
wants to pursue state or federal transportation monies, the project must be preliminarily evaluated and
subsequently included inthe MTP. SACOG is currently in the process of updating the MTP for 2030 to reflect
the adopted SACOG Blueprint pattern of growth and choices for transportation. Placer Parkway is one of two
proposed regiona connectorslisted in the MTP.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments — Blueprint

SACOG recently adopted the Preferred Scenario developed through the Blueprint Transportation and
Land Use Study. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario (see Section 2.6.2 for more details) establishes along-
range regional vision for how the six-county SACOG region will manage an anticipated doubling of
population by the year 2050. Many of the strategies that were discussed by participants in the Blueprint
planning process called for the implementation of what are known as the Blueprint Planning Principles.
These Planning Principles include housing options, compact development, transportation choices, mixed
land uses, conservation of natural resources, making better use of existing assets, and quality design.

Placer Parkway is recognized as an element of the Preferred Scenario, and it is shown as part of the
assumed future transportation network in the Preferred Scenario. Specific policies of the plan are not
applicable to Placer Parkway as they focus on “smart growth” and other community design issues that are
not directly related to this project. It is described here as an important consideration that is being used to
guide land use planning decisions within the study area.

4.1.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Approximately 91 percent of the parcels within the study area support various forms of agriculture,
including pasture/grazing land (for cattle or sheep), cultivated agriculture (such as rice production), and
other ranchland. Table 4.1-1 shows the distribution of current land uses within the study area (see also
Figure 4.1-1 for the corresponding land use map).
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Table 4.1-1
Acreage and Percentage of Land Use in the Study Area
Land Use Acreage Percentage of Study Area
Rice' 16,267.00 45.88
Pasture/ldle Farmland 11,784.87 33.23
Other Cultivated Agriculture 4,348.16 12.26
Rural Residential 1,166.56 3.29
Other® 791.62 2.23
Industrial 549.33 1.55
Wildlife Preserve 289.09 0.82
Municipal Facilities 257.27 0.73
Source: North Fork Associates GIS land use database
Notes:
! Rice was separated from cultivated agriculture because it is the largest land use in the area.
2«Other” land uses include a plant nursery, a dog kennel, horse ranches, fish ponds, roads, streams, and railroads.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, five corridor alternatives pass through the three study
area segments—the Western, Central, and Eastern segments (see Figure 2-1). The paragraphs below
describe the existing land use on a segment-by-segment basis (refer to Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, for
segment boundary descriptions).

Western Segment. The Western Segment includes unincorporated portions of Sutter and Sacramento
counties and is 10,402.14 acres in size (29.34 percent of the study area). State Route (SR) 70/99 runs
north to south along the western edge of the segment; major east-to-west arterials include Riego Road,
Sankey Road, and Howsley Road. Other infrastructure in this segment includes the Union Pacific
Railroad, which runs north to south in the middle of the segment, as well as a fire station near Sankey
Road. Water features in this segment include part of Pleasant Grove Creek, the Steelhead Creek portion
of the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, and scattered vernal pool wetland complexes. As in the
Central Segment, the majority of land use in this area is cultivated agricultural land in both Sacramento
and Sutter counties. This segment also contains industrial/commercial uses within Sutter County,
including the Sysco facility along Pacific Avenue near the intersection of Sankey Road, and an industrial
park south of the Sysco facility. As in the Eastern Segment, these industrial facilities are near a major
highway, in this case SR 70/99, which is approximately 1 mile west. There are also areas of rural
residential development near Pleasant Grove Road within this segment. The land use on parcels within
Sacramento County is rice production with scattered rural residences.

Central Segment. The Central Segment encompasses parts of unincorporated Sutter and Placer counties
and is the largest of the three segments. It includes 15,292.59 acres (43.13 percent of the study ared).
The major regiona arterial roadways include Riego/Baseline Road, Sankey Road, and Pleasant Grove
Road. The public land uses existing within this segment include the City of Roseville's Reason Farms
Retention Basin near Phillip Road, and a small wildlife preserve near the Brewer Road crossing of Curry
Creek. Water-related features in this segment include Steelhead Creek, Pleasant Grove Creek, Curry
Creek, Dry Creek, a small water ski park/catfish farm near the intersection of Baseline Road and L ocust
Road, and various vernal pool and wetland complexes throughout the segment. The predominant land
uses in this segment are agricultural with small enclaves of rural residential (specificaly near Baseline
and Pleasant Grove roads). In addition, a small industrial wood fabrication facility is located near the
rural residential homes close to the intersection of Baseline and Pleasant Grove roads.
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Eastern Segment. The Eastern Segment is 9,754.17 acres in size (27.51 percent of the study area) and
includes areas within the City of Rocklin, the City of Roseville, and unincorporated Placer County.
SR 65 and several regiona arterial roadways such as Sunset Boulevard, Blue Oaks Boulevard, Pleasant
Grove Boulevard, and Baseline Road run through portions of this segment. Large regional facilities and
infrastructure in this segment include the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL)/Materials
Recovery Facility, the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP), the newly constructed
Roseville Energy Park (REP), and Sacramento Municipal Utilities District/Western Area Power Authority
power lines, as well as the Rio Bravo biomass power plant facility and other existing industrial
development along Industrial Boulevard in the Sunset Industrial Area. The three largest streams in this
segment include Pleasant Grove Creek, Dry Creek, and Curry Creek, and a small segment of Orchard
Creek (atributary of Auburn Ravine) is in the northeastern corner of the study area. This segment also
contains the largest area of vernal pool and wetland complexes, specifically in the area adjacent to the
existing PGWWTP. The current land use in the easternmost portion of this segment is a mixture of
industrial and commercial uses near the SR 65 corridor. Public facilities, including the landfill and the
PGWWTP, grazing land or idle farmland, cultivated agricultural land, and a few rura residences are
located in the western portion of this segment (Figure 4.1-1).

4121 Existing General Plan Designations

Figure 4.1-2 displays the existing designated land use within the study area in relation to the corridor
alignment alternatives. The figure shows that the corridor alignment alternatives pass through an area that
is generaly designated for either agricultural or industrial uses.

Existing Zoning

Figure 4.1-3 illustrates the existing zoning within the study area. Table 4.1-2 displays the acceptable uses
within each zoning district as described in the applicable zoning ordinance by jurisdiction.

4122 Developable Land

The purpose of this section is to assess the amount of land that is not already developed within the study
area.  The Federa Highway Administration (FHWA) definitions of land types related to the
“developable” category are as follows. developed (land with structures on it), undeveloped (farmland,
parkland, or other vacant land), and constrained (land that cannot be developed for environmental or other
reasons, e.g., floodplains, wetlands, and preserved parks) (FHWA, 1999c). Developable land does not
mean that land is necessarily approved for development by a governing body, although it can be, asin the
case of the WRSP area. Thus, for the purposes of this chapter, developable land is considered to be all
land that is neither constrained nor devel oped.

According to the California Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) report Raising the
Roof: California Housing Development Projections and Constraints, 1997-2020 (HCD, 2001), there are
313,996 acres of developable land in Placer County and 362,981 acres of developable land within Sutter
County, for a total of 676,977 acres of developable land within the two counties. The study area
encompasses approximately 35,454 acres, most of which are developable. The proposed aternative
corridors are predominantly undeveloped at this time (with the exception of existing infrastructure like
roads, canals, and railroads, as well as limited industrial development near the western and eastern
termini). Depending on the corridor aignment aternative, between 1,600 to 1,900 acres of land would be
acquired for Placer Parkway. A fraction of a percent (0.24 percent to 0.28 percent) of the developable
land in the two counties may be used for the Parkway, or between 4.5 and 5.4 percent of all land within
the study area, depending on the build alternative.

R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\EIS-EIR\4_1 Land Use.DOC 4.1-8 June 2007



Western Segment

Central Segment

Eastern Segment

Y
ty

ount
oun

Sutter C
‘ Placer C

Sankey Road

Q B

Riego Road
~f

Sutter County

Sacramento County

0 3,700 7.400
Feet

Alternative_5. !

’ =Y

Source: North Fork Associates and Mara Feeney Associates

- Industrial - Rural Residential

- Other Cultivated Agriculture - Wildlife Preserve
- Pasture, Idle Farmland or Semiagriculture - Other

[ | Municipal Facilities [ |Rice

City of Rocklin

Land_Use.mxd Date: 2/13/2007 6:40:56 PM Name: akkeeleQ

‘W. PLACER PARKWAY

Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Existing Land Use

Figure 4.1-1

URS Corporation L:\Projects\PlacerParkway2007_28066595\MXD\Current Working Documents\EIS\Chapter_4-1_Land_Use\Fig_4_1-1_Existing,

June 2007




Western Segment

Central Segment

Eastern Segment

Sankey Road

Sutter County

0 3,700 7,400
Feet

Sacramento County

Alternative

of Roseville
o2

CT |

L, |I\|\|

SunsetiindustriallArea
City of Rocklin

b IO
it
>,

"
X/

Source: North Fork Associates and Mara Feeney Associates

1. Placer County GIS data provided by Placer County Planning Department. Received: February 21, 2006.
2. Sutter County GIS data provided by Sutter County Planning Department. Received: February 16, 2006.
3. Sacramento GIS data provided by URS Corporation- Oakland, CA Received: February 17, 2006.

4. Rocklin Data Source: http://www.ci.rocklin.ca.us/upload/files/Existing_General_Plan.pdf. Retrieved February 28, 2006.

Placer County

- Commercial

- Agricultural 80 Ac. Min. - Industrial
[ Agricutture 20 Ac. Min. [l Public Facility

Sutter County
- Agriculture 80 Ac. Min.

|:| Industrial

City of Rocklin
[ Light Industrial

- Professional Office

City of Roseville
- Business Professional
- Community Commercial

[ High Density Residential/Village Center

I Light Industrial

l:l Low Density Residential

- Agriculture 80 Ac. Min. I:l Public Facility/Agricultural 80 Ac. Min. :] Industrial/Commercial Reserve I:l Recreation/Conservation - Community Commercial/ Village Center I:l Medium Density Residential

- Business Park

Sacramento County
- Agriculture 40 Ac. Min.

- Open Space

- Retail Commercial

- General Industrial

[ High Density Residential

l:l Medium Density Residential/Village Center

I:l Open Space

- Parks and Recreation

- Parks and Recreation/Village Center
[ Public/Quasi-Public

I:l Public/Quasi-Public/Village Center

W PLACER PARKWAY

Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Existing Designated Land Use

Figure 4.1-2

June 2007

Use.mxd Date: 2/13/2007 6:48:49 PM Name: akkeeleO

i Land_L

ig_4_1-2_Existing_Designated

hapter_4-1_Land_Use|Fi

D\Current Working D

URS C



Western Segment

Central Segment

Eastern Segment

0 3,700 7,400
Feet

/Alternative;2:

Alternativeid

Sacramento County

Source: North Fork Associates and Mara Feeney Associates

City of Rocklin

1. Placer County GIS data provided by Placer County Planning Department. Received: February 21, 2006.

2. Sutter County GIS data provided by Sutter County Planning Department. Received: February 16, 2006.

3. Sacramento GIS data provided by URS Corporation- Oakland, CA Received: February 17, 2006.

4. Rocklin Data Source: http://www.ci.rocklin.ca.us/upload/filessENGR%20Zoningmap.dwf. Retrieved February 28, 2006.

Placer County Zoning

- Business Park-Design Review

- Business Park-Design Review-Flood Hazard

- Farm-Building Site 20 AC. MIN.

- Farm-Building Site 80 AC. MIN.

- Farm-Building Site-Development Reserve

- Farm-Building Site-Development Reserve 80 AC. MIN.

- Farm-Development Reserve 80 AC. MIN.

- General Commercial-Conditional Use Permit Required

- Industrial Park

- Industrial Park-Design Review

- Industrial Park-Design Review-Flood Hazard

- Industrial-Design Review

- Neighborhood Commercial-Design Review-Development Reserve

- Farm-Building Site-Development Reserve-Special Purpose - Open Space

B Farm-Building Site-Special Purpose 80 AC. MIN.

- Residential Agricultural-Building Site-Development Reserve 10 AC. MIN.

City of Rocklin Zoning

- Planning Preserve

- Wetland

City of Roseville Zoning

- Attached Housing

I:| Attached Housing/Development Standards
- Business Professional

- Community Commercial

[ community Commercial/Special Area Sacramento County Zoning Sutter County Zoning
- Planned Development Business Professional - General Industrial/Special Area - Agricultural 80 AC. Min

I Light Industrial/Special Area

- Open Space

- Park and Recreation

[ Public/Quasi-Public

- Public/Quasi-Public/Special Area

B single-Fanily Residential/Development Standards
B small Lot Residential/Development Standards

- General Agricultural District
- General Industrial District
- Light Industrial District

- Public District

W PLACER PARKWAY

Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Existing Zoning

Figure 4.1-3

June 2007

hapter_4-1_Land_Use\Fig_4_1-3_Existing_Zoning.mxd Date: 2/13/2007 6:57:50 PM Name: akkeele0

D\Current Working D

URS C



Land Use

Table 4.1-2
Existing Zoning Within Study Area

Zoning

Acceptable Uses

Sutter County

General Agricultural
District (AG)

The AG District is established to provide areas for general farming, low-density uses, open spaces, and by use permit (Section 1500-1412) limited retail
service uses which in the opinion of the Planning Commission support the local agricultural industry. Classification may be applied to rural communities
where the predominance of land use is of a general agricultural nature and includes commercial kennels or stables and warehouses to store agricultural
products.

General Industrial
District (M-2)

This classification provides areas for a full range of industrial, manufacturing, and related uses to expand the economic base and employment opportunities. Due
to potential high-intensity operational characteristics and features, this district should be located away from residential neighborhoods and other potentially
sensitive uses. Classification can include petroleum storage and wholesale, canneries, commercial fruit dryers, all uses in M-1 district, and uses permitted in
Section 1500-4912 of the Code.

Light Industrial District
(M-1)

This classification is intended to provide suitable areas for low-intensity assembly, processing or manufacturing activities, product distribution, and related
activities, all of which do not create nuisance or otherwise unacceptable levels of noise, dust, odor, smoke, bright light, or vibration in order to provide for
the general welfare. Classification can include building supplies/sales, auto body/painting, auto dismantlers, commercial agricultural processing plants
and other uses by permit in Section 1500-4612 of the Code.

Public District (P)

Classification is intended to provide public facilities in which parks, governmental, educational, utility, and other community facilities of a public nature are
the principal use. Classification can include cemeteries, fire stations, libraries, community theaters, museums, and any other uses permitted in
Section 1500-5912 of the Code.

City of Rocklin

Planned Development
Business Professional
(PD-BP)

The BP district allows offices for doctors, lawyers, dentists, accountants, and similar occupations where the clientele seeks the services of the office
proprietor as opposed to the purchase of a product. The PD zone provides the means for greater creativity and flexibility in environmental design than is
provided under the strict application of the zoning and subdivision ordinances while at the same time protecting the public health, safety, and welfare and
property values. Various land uses may be combined in a planned development zone, including combinations of residential, commercial, industrial, utility,
institutional, educational, cultural, recreational, and other uses, provided the combination of uses results in a balanced and stable environment.

Planning Preserve
(PP)

No specific uses or conditions per Title 17 of the City of Rocklin Zoning Code.

Wetland (W)

The W district denotes where the 100-year floodplain, protected wetlands, or other waters of the United States are located. Development in this area is
scrutinized by state and federal resource agencies; i.e., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

City of Roseville

Attached Housing
(R-3)

The R-3 Attached Housing district is intended for multiple-family housing. The types of land use intended for the R-3 zoning district include apartments,
condominiums, townhomes, and similar and related compatible uses. Specifically, this designation allows all principally, conditionally, or administratively
permitted uses in Section 19.10.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance.
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Table 4.1-2
Existing Zoning Within Study Area
(Continued)

Zoning

Acceptable Uses

Attached Housing
Development
Standards (R3-DS)

Same as above, with the Development Standard (DS) district as an overlay district which allows modification of the specified development standards in
general zone districts. The City Council, in approving a zoning reclassification, may combine the DS district with any zone district to establish or modify
any or all development standards.

Business Professional
(BP)

To provide locations for a wide variety of office uses that are related to and supportive of each other. Specifically, this designation allows all principally,
conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.12.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance.

Community
Commercial (CC)

Intended to serve the principal retail shopping needs of the entire community by providing areas for shopping centers and other retail and service uses.
Specifically, this designation allows all principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.12.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning
Ordinance.

Community
Commercial Special
Area (CC-SA)

Same as above with the SA overlaying district; therefore, the development standards provided in the WRSP shall supersede development standards
contained in this title for the underlying zone district. If a standard is not addressed within the applicable specific plan or the ordinance reclassifying the
property, it shall be governed by the standards established by the underlying zone district (CC).

General Industrial
Special Area (M2-SA)

The M2 district is intended to designate areas suitable for a broad range of industrial uses, including manufacturing, assembly, wholesale distribution, and
warehousing. The types of uses permitted can include equipment and materials storage yards, commercial laundries, light industrial uses,
printing/publishing, and recycling, dismantling, scrap facilities, and all principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.14.020 of
the zoning ordinance with the SA overlay as described above.

Light Industrial Special
Area (M1-SA)

The Light Industrial district is intended to designate areas appropriate for light industrial uses, such as manufacturing, processing, assembly, high
technology, research and development, and storage uses. The use types permitted within the M-1 district do not include outdoor manufacturing but may
include limited outdoor storage and the emission of limited amount of visible gases, particulates, steam, heat, odor, vibration, glare, dust, and noise.
These uses may be compatible operating in relatively close proximity to commercial and residential uses. Specifically, this designation allows all
principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.14.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance with the SA overlaying district
described above.

Open Space (0OS)

Open Space activities within the Wetland Preserve include activities and management of the area to preserve, recreate, and enhance natural resource
values such as fish and wildlife habitat, rare and endangered plants, erosion control, and floodwater conveyance. Specifically, this designation allows all
principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.16.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance.

Parks and Recreation
(PR)

Applied to both public and private recreation facilities. This is intended to be applied to larger parks especially, but may also be applied to smaller
neighborhood facilities when it is important, due to the planned facilities or natural features, to designate the site for park and recreation uses. Specifically,
this designation allows all principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.16.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance.

Public Quasi-Public
(P/QP)

Applied to land intended for education, religious assembly, governmental offices, municipal corporation yards, water treatment plants, power generating
facilities, and other publicly owned facilities. Specifically, this designation allows all principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in
Section 19.16.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance.

Public Quasi-Public
Special Area (P/IQP-SA)

Same P/QP, the SA overlaying district described above.

R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\EIS-EIR\4_1 Land Use.DOC

4.1-16 June 2007




Land Use

Table 4.1-2
Existing Zoning Within Study Area
(Continued)

Zoning

Acceptable Uses

Single Family Residen-
tial Development
Standards (R1-DS)

Intended for detached, single-family homes and similar and related uses inclusive of halfplexes. Specifically, this designation allows all principally,
conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.10.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance with the DS overlay described above.

Small Lot Residential
Development
Standards (RS-DS)

Intended to allow attached or detached single-family dwellings, and similar and related compatible uses. Specifically, this designation allows all
principally, conditionally, or administratively permitted uses in Section 19.10.020 of the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance with the DS overlay described
above.

Placer County

Business Park Design
Review (BP-Dc)

BP district designates areas appropriate for the development of a mixture of light industrial, office, and commercial land uses in a campus-like setting.
Such uses may include high-technology manufacturing and assembly, warehousing, professional offices, research and development, and commercial
uses that are primarily for the support of the employees of other businesses in the district and the businesses themselves. The types of industrial and
office land uses that will be appropriate in the zone will be those with most of their employee positions at primary wage earner levels, with salaries
comparable to the county’s median income level. The land uses allowed in the BP zone district are limited to the following in Section 17.02.050 of the
Count Code. Site development in the BP district is characterized by careful attention to attractive building design, landscaping, and less site coverage
than in other commercial and industrial districts per the Designh Review combining district.

Business Park Design
Review Flood Hazard
(BP-Dc-FH)

Same as BP-Dc listed above with the Flood Hazard combining district. The FH identifies areas where hazards to life or property exist because of the
potential for inundation by a one hundred (100) year frequency flood.

Farm Building Site
20-acre min. (F-B-20)

Farm zones provide areas for the conduct of commercial agricultural operations that can also accommodate necessary services to support agricultural
uses, together with residential land uses at low population densities. The following land uses are allowed in the F zone as provided by Section 17.06.030
et seq.: animal husbandry, agricultural processing/production, agricultural sales, and others. In addition, the B combining district is to provide for different
parcel sizes in new subdivisions than would otherwise be required by an applicable zone district, based on special characteristics of the site or area to
which the combining district is applied, including but not limited to sensitive environmental characteristics, limited resource capacities, and community
character. Lastly, this specific zone requires a 20-acre minimum lot size.

Farm Building Site
80-acre min. (F-B-80)

Same as F-B zones listed above with an 80-acre specific parcel size.

Farm Building Site
Development Reserve
(F-B-DR)

Same as F-B zone listed above. The DR combining district also provides for the future development of limited residential, commercial, or industrial uses in
areas that are identified by the general plan (or any community plan adopted, in this case the Sunset Industrial Plan Area) for such uses, but which may
not be prepared at the time the district is adopted to accommodate the planned levels of full development until additional infrastructure or resources have
been provided, or additional population growth has occurred or may require special treatment as provided for in specific or general plans.

Farm Building Site
Development Reserve
80-acre min.
(F-B-DR-80)

Same as F-B-DR zone listed above with an 80-acre specific parcel size.
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Table 4.1-2
Existing Zoning Within Study Area
(Continued)

Zoning

Acceptable Uses

Farm Building Site
Development Reserve
Special Purpose
(F-B-DR-SP)

Same as F-B-DR zone listed above with a SP combining district. The SP district allows mineral extraction operations, airports, community sewage
treatment plants, and waste disposal facilities and was created to identify specific areas in the vicinity of such uses where land use compatibility issues are
of particular importance. When applied to a particular parcel of land, the purpose of the district is to require a discretionary review of the proposed use of
that land and to restrict the use of that land to uses that are determined to be compatible with the special use in the vicinity.

Farm Building Site
Special Purpose
80-acre min.
(F-B-SP-80)

Same as F-B-SP listed above with an 80-acre specific parcel size.

Farm Development
Reserve 80-acre min.
(F-DR-80)

Same as F-B-DR-80 listed above with an 80-acre specific parcel size.

General Commercial
Conditional Use Permit
Reg. (C2-UP)

The C2 zone is intended to provide areas for the continued use, enhancement, and new development of retail, personal service, entertainment, office, and
related commercial uses that will attract patrons from all areas of the community and region. The following land uses are allowed in the C2 zone district as
provided by Sections 17.06.030 et seq.: all C1 uses, printing/publishing, recycling centers, auto parts/sales, restaurants, retail stores, medical offices,
banking institutions, hotels and motels.

Industrial Park (INP)

The industrial park district is for light industrial uses such as manufacturing, assembly, research and development, and similar industrial uses, as well as
limited commercial and office uses that are compatible and appropriate along with industrial uses.

Industrial Park Design
Review (INP-Dc)

Same uses as listed in INP district above with site development in the industrial park characterized by careful attention to attractive building design,
landscaping, and less site coverage than in other commercial and industrial districts per the Design Review combining district. The following land uses
are allowed in the INP zone district as provided by Section 17.06.030 et seq.: electric generation plants, electronic component production, petroleum
refining, weapons manufacturing, leather and textile manufacturing.

Industrial Park Design
Review Flood Hazard
(INP-Dc-FH)

Same uses as described above with the flood hazard combining district.

Industrial Design
Review (IN-Dc)

The industrial district is intended for a wide range of industrial activities including manufacturing, assembly, wholesale distribution, and storage. The
following land uses are allowed in the INP zone district as provided by Sections 17.06.030 et seq.: chemical production/manufacturing, clothing
manufacturing, metal and glass manufacturing, paper and plastic recycling production and processing plants. Site development in the INP district is
characterized by careful attention to attractive building design, landscaping, and less site coverage than in other commercial and industrial districts per the
Design Review combining district.

Neighborhood
Commercial Design
Review Development
Reserve (C1-Dc-DR)

The C1 district is intended to provide areas for small-scale, day-to-day convenience shopping and services for residents of the immediate neighborhood.
The following land uses are allowed in the C1 zone district as provided by Sections 17.06.030 et seq.: shopping centers, drive through restaurants,
nurseries, grocery/liquor stores, and other convenience stores.
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Table 4.1-2
Existing Zoning Within Study Area
(Continued)

Zoning

Acceptable Uses

Open Space (0O)

Open space protects important lands within Placer County by limiting allowable land uses to low-intensity agricultural and public recreational uses, with
structural development being restricted to accessory structures necessary to support the primary allowed uses, and critical public facilities. The following
land uses are allowed in the O zone as provided by Sections 17.06.030 et seq.: forestry, grazing, equestrian facilities, campgrounds, ski operations, and
temporary events.

Residential Agricultural
Building Site
Development Reserve
10-acre min.
(RA-B-DR-10)

The RA zone is to stabilize and protect the rural residential characteristics of the area to which it is applied and to promote and encourage a suitable
environment for family life, including agricultural uses. This area also has the B and DR combining districts described above with a minimum lot area
requirement of 10 acres.

Sacramento County

Agricultural 80-acre
min. (AG-80)

General Agriculture uses include the cultivation of the soil for the production and harvesting of crops, the care and breeding of livestock, pastureland,
horticulture, dairying, beekeeping, viticulture, and the storage and minor repair of agricultural vehicles and equipment used for the processing and
transportation of the products grown on the premises. Hog farms, kennels, and feedlots are excluded. All other uses permitted in Section 130-06 of the
Code.

Sources: City of Roseville, City of Rocklin, Placer County, Sacramento County, and Sutter County Zoning Ordinances.
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A network of rural roadways provides access to the potentially developable land within the study area.
The roadway classifications are described in the CIA for this Tier 1 EISEIR.

Approved and Proposed Major Developments

Agriculture has long been established as the predominant land use in the study area. However, in recent
years, the areas immediately to the northeast, east, south, and southwest of the study area have been
undergoing rapid change. The cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville have been among the fastest
growing in the Sacramento region, and Placer County consistently has been among the top growth
counties in the state over the last decade (DOF, 2006b). As aresult of the regional population growth and
increased development adjacent to the study area, development pressure on the land within the study area
hasintensified. The effect of thisincreased pressure is indicated by the number of recent major approved
and proposed developments described below. Approved developments are those that have received
entitlements; proposed developments are those that have been formally presented to local jurisdictions
and are in the process of undergoing specific planning and environmental review. In the following
sections, the approved and proposed devel opments were not segregated by alternative or by segment since
the developments lie in multiple segments and may be within two or more corridor alignment alternatives.
Figure 1-15 displays planned and proposed devel opments within the study area.

It should be noted that proposed developments may change before their final adoption or approval. In
addition, other factors cast uncertainty over how development ultimately will proceed in the study area.
For example, the Federal Emergency Management Agency is considering a building moratorium in the
Natomas Basin due to concern about flood hazards in the area, and Placer County’s HCP could result in
additional areas being earmarked for conservation in the study area.

Approved Major Developments

West Roseville Specific Plan. The WRSP area in the City of Roseville is adjacent to the project study
area, abutting the alignment of Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Eastern Segment. The WRSP was approved by
the Roseville City Council in February 2004 and annexed into the city on August 18, 2004. Table 3-4 of
the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR shows the 14 different land use categories within the WRSP area by

acreage.

The WRSP is planned primarily as aresidential community with an overall mix and intensity of land uses
similar to that found in adjacent portions of the city. The project incorporates a mix of commercia and
residential uses into its village center concept, which forms the centerpiece of the planned community.
Lands to the north, south, and west of the WRSP consist primarily of agricultural and rural residential
uses within unincorporated Placer County. To the east, existing and planned neighborhoods are found in
the city’s Del Webb and North Roseville Specific Plan areas. The PGWWTP and the REP, and other
potential intensive public uses, are adjacent to, and partially surrounded by, the central portion of the
WRSP. Industrial and light industrial uses are planned within the area adjacent to these uses to ensure
compatibility with the adjacent PGWWTP and are intended to provide employment within the WRSP. A
1,000-foot non-residential buffer surrounds the WRSP to the south, east, and west of the PGWWTP. The
plan area s employment district has regional access via Blue Oaks Boulevard, Pleasant Grove Boulevard,
and West Side Drive and expands the city’s job base and industrial economic development potential.

Sunset Industrial Area Plan. The Parkway would bisect the 1997 SIAP area in unincorporated Placer
County in the Eastern Segment of the study area. Development within this area is guided by the Placer
County Genera Plan and the SIAP. The 8,883-acre SIAP area is bounded on the north by the City of
Lincoln, on the east by the City of Rocklin, and on the south by the City of Roseville. West of the SIAP
liesalarge area of agricultural land within Placer County.
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The SIAP uses six land use designations to guide development within the plan area. No residential land
uses are alowed within the plan area; however, the proposed Placer Ranch Specific Plan (PRSP)
(discussed below) lies partially within the SIAP and includes a variety of densities of residential land uses
and university land uses. The SIAP identifies additions to the transportation/circulation network in the
vicinity that are necessary to serve development within the plan area. Although it does not identify the
proposed Placer Parkway, the plan identifies circulation improvements to improve access from the west.
Table 3-5 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR identifies the land use designations by acreage in the SIAP.

Proposed Major Developments

Placer Ranch Specific Plan. The PRSP proposes the phased development of a mixture of industrial,
commercial, office and professional, residential, and a branch campus of California State University,
Sacramento, on approximately 2,213 acres within the boundaries of the SIAP. All corridor alignment
aternatives of the proposed Placer Parkway would bisect the PRSP area. The PRSP has common
boundaries with the City of Roseville to the south and is bounded on the north by Sunset Boulevard West.
The WRSL is north of the PRSP on Athens Avenue. The project proposes approximately 980 acres of
residential uses (including campus housing), approximately 290 acres for a university accommodating up
to 25,000 students, approximately 9,612,000 square feet of industrial, commercial, office, and
professional land uses, and approximately 360 acres of institutional land uses (educational, parks, and
open space). Roadway rights-of-way account for an additional 380 acres within the PRSP area. Both the
Placer County General Plan and the SIAP include policies that establish buffer zones around the WRSL to
avoid siting of incompatible land uses in close proximity to the landfill and provide for future landfill
expansion. Development of the site would require amendments to the existing land use designations and
policies of the Placer County General Plan and SIAP. Table 3-6 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS'EIR shows
the land use designations by acreage in the PRSP.

Sierra Vista Specific Plan. The proposed SV SP areais within Roseville's SOI in unincorporated Placer
County. Alternative 1 lies west of this proposed plan area. The development application for the SVSP is
being processed by the City of Roseville. The proposed SV SP area is composed of 1,996 acres south of
the WRSP area and north of Baseline Road within the Eastern Segment of the proposed Placer Parkway
study area. Although the SVSP is till in the conceptual stages of planning, the preliminary land use plan
includes approximately 420 acres of Low Density Residential, 540 acres of Medium Density Residential,
and 123 acres of High Density Residential property. Conceptual plans indicate that the project may also
include 77 acres of land designated for Commercial uses and 57 acres designated for Office uses.

Creekview Specific Plan. The 530-acre CSP project site is within the City of Roseville's SOI north of
the WRSP area, and in the Eastern Segment of the study area. The proposed Placer Parkway lies west of
this proposed plan area. Like the SVSP, the CSP isin the preliminary stages of planning, so detailed land
use plans are not available. However, it is expected that the CSP will propose development of residential
land uses across most of the site, with limited commercial and professional office land uses near major
roadways.

Regional University Specific Plan. The proposed Regiona University Specific Plan (RUSP) area is
composed of 1,100 acres of undeveloped agricultural land in Placer County situated between the western
boundary of the WRSP area and Brewer Road in the Central Segment of the Placer Parkway study area.
Alternative 1 crosses the eastern edge of this plan area and Alternative 2 bisects it diagonaly from
northeast to southwest. The RUSP project includes the completion of a private university and a new
residential community. The university campus would encompass 600 acres of the project site and would
serve a maximum of 6,000 students. Forty acres of the university campus would be used for devel opment
of a high school to serve 1,200 students. Residential land uses would occupy 365 acres of the site and
would include a mixture of low-, medium-, and high-density residential land uses. The remaining
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135 acres of land within the RUSP would be designated with a mixture of commercial, parks, school, and
open space land use designations. Table 3-7 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EISEIR summarizes the proposed
land uses for the site.

Development of this project would require an amendment to the Placer County General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance and approval of the RUSP, among other entitlements. The current General Plan designation on
the siteis Agriculture/Timber (80-acre minimum), and the zoning is Farm (80-acre minimum).

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. The proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) area is in
southwestern Placer County and is bounded on the north by Baseline Road, on the south by the
Sacramento-Placer County line, on the west by the Sutter-Placer County line, and on the east by Dry
Creek and Walerga roads. Alternativel lies 1 mile north of this plan area. The mgority of the
5,230-acre siteis currently zoned for agriculture (80-acre minimum lot sizes), and a small portion of the
site is zoned Residential Agriculture (10-acre minimum lot sizes). The August 1994 Placer County
General Plan identified this area as appropriate for urbanization after adoption and implementation of a
comprehensive Specific Plan.

The proposed PVSP includes residential, commercial, public/quasi-public land uses and a Specia
Planning Area. Table 3-8 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR shows the land use summary for the PV SP.
Approximately 2,377 acres of residential land uses are planned within the urbanized area of the plan. The
Special Planning Area comprises 979 acres of existing rural residential development where no land use
changes are proposed. The PVSP aso may incorporate 161 acres of commercia properties, including a
60-acre site for aregional retail “Power Center.” The plan includes more than 1,076 acres of open space,
public facilities, and parkland. Lastly, the PV SP proposes 34.5 acres for office space, 140 acres for new
schools, and 330 acres for new roadways or improvements to existing roadways.

Sutter Pointe Specific Plan. The voter-approved advisory Measure M directed the Sutter County Board
of Supervisorsto consider mixed land use devel opment for an approximately 7,500-acre area within south
Sutter County, currently called the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan (SPSP). This areais currently dominated
by agricultural land uses but is designated as Industria/Commercial Reserve according to the Sutter
County General Plan Map and contains a large developed industrial park and a 50-acre Sysco distribution
and warehouse facility. SPSP language identified the need for a General Plan Amendment and Specific
Plan, among other necessary entitlements, to allow for mixed land uses, including commercial/industrial
and residential/community facilities. The proposed plan called for a maximum of 2,900 acres of
residentia land use, a minimum of 3,600 acres of business/industrial, and a minimum of 1,000 acres for
educational, retail, parks, and community facilities. A General Plan Amendment covering 7,360 acres is
currently being processed by Sutter County, and a Specific Plan application further refining land uses was
submitted to the County in summer 2006. A Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
was circulated on March 29, 2002.

Curry Creek Community Plan. The Curry Creek Community Plan (CCCP) isin the preliminary stages
of conceptual planning at this time, but may include a mix of residential and commercia land uses on a
5,200-acre area of unincorporated Placer County north of the proposed PVSP area and south of the
proposed RUSP area. The final boundaries, size, and number of residential units are currently
undetermined.

Reason Farms Environmental Preserve. In 2003, the Roseville City Council approved the acquisition
of two parcels of land that total approximately 1,700 acres along Pleasant Grove Creek. These properties
were acquired for the purpose of constructing a stormwater retention basin, in addition to providing
potential open space and recreationa opportunities for the City of Roseville. The Parks and Recreation
Department is in the preliminary stages of updating the Master Plan, including refining it for the
recreational aspects of the project. The recreational components will be balanced with the considerations
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for the recreational needs of the city, and the need to manage properly the natural resources within and
surrounding the project site.

Other Potential Development Areas

In addition to the above formally proposed developments, there are indications of land assembly in the
remaining City of Roseville undeveloped SOI lands and nearby areas of unincorporated Placer County.
Activities of two major land development companies are described below.

Brookfield. Brookfield Communities controls property north of the proposed CSP area, south of Sunset
Boulevard West, and northeast of the WRSP area. The property is currently undeveloped, and no
development is proposed at the present time. Existing land use designations on the property alow for
agricultural land uses on 80-acre minimum parcels.

AKT Development. In addition to the RUSP area, AKT Development owns thousands of acres of
undeveloped agricultural land within the Central and Eastern segments of the proposed Placer Parkway
project (adjacent to and west of the WRSL, including land within the CCCP area). Thisland is currently
in agricultural production, including rice farming. The current Placer County General Plan land use
designations for these properties allow for agricultural land uses on 80-acre minimum lot sizes.

4.1.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4131 Methodology for Impact Evaluation

Three categories of possible impacts were identified: (1) direct land use impacts related to conversion of
study area acreage for ROW purposes; (2) compatibility of the proposed transportation corridor with
existing and planned land uses within the study area; and (3) the potential for the Parkway to conflict with
local jurisdictions adopted plans, policies, and regulations. Potential impacts were assessed against a set
of evaluation criteria (see Section 4.1.3.2, below).

Direct physical impacts to land in the cities of Roseville and Rocklin, and the County of Sacramento are
not anticipated and were not evaluated, as none of the corridor alignment aternatives are located within
Roseville or Sacramento counties. The eastern interchange extends into Rocklin under all build
aternatives, in an area where an interchange is planned by the California Department of Transportation
(the Whitney Ranch Parkway at SR 65), so hew physical impacts in Rocklin were not evaluated. (Project
consistency with policies of the Cities of Rocklin and Roseville and Sacramento County are, however,
evaluated in the following sections.)

Commercial, Industrial, and Public Facilities. Additional information on the evaluation of direct
impacts on existing businesses and municipal facilities within the study area is provided in Chapters 5
and 6 of the CIA prepared to support this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. Section 4.3, Socioeconomics and Community
Impacts, and Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR provide details of
evaluation of potential impacts on businesses and municipal facilities.

Residential. Residentia land uses (e.g., farmsteads) exist within the corridor alignment alternatives.
However, the land is not residentially designated or zoned residential (e.g., land is zoned agriculture,
industrial, etc.). As aresult, no impacts on residential land use are discussed in this section. The CIA
prepared to support this Tier 1 EIS/EIR and Section 4.2 of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR, Socioeconomics and
Community Impacts, describe impacts on housing.
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Agricultural. Numerous parcels are agriculturaly designated/zoned in the study area, as shown on
Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4, where the proposed action could create parcels that no longer meet minimum size
reguirements.

41.3.2 Evaluation Criteria

For the proposed project, potential impacts on land use have been evaluated on a preliminary basis, using
the evaluation criterialisted below.

Criteriainclude the following:

. Land Use Conversion of Substantial Amounts of Agricultural Land
. Potentially Bisected Parcels — A bisected parcel is presumed to be adversely impacted
because:

- Placer Parkway would have very limited access, particularly in the Centra
Segment. Depending on the build aternative, there would be five or six
interchanges along the entire length of the Parkway. The Parkway would be at
grade except in locations which span railroad alignments or large water features
or floodplains. Establishing at grade crossings of the highway to provide access
to parcel fragments would not consistently be feasible. The option of using
under- or over-crossings probably would not consistently be an economically
feasible way of providing accessto both parcel fragments; and

- The no-development buffer associated with the Parkway (either 500 feet or
1,000 feet, depending on the segment) could substantialy reduce the amount of
usable land on the bisected parcels. Consistent with worst-case analysis, the
analysis of impacts on land usability considers the impact of the full corridor the
roadway ROW and no-devel opment zone.

. Compatibility with Adjacent Land Use
. Compatibility with Proposed Land Use
. Consistency with Zoning Acreage Requirements — Land use and zoning designations are

subject to minimum parcel sizes. If an alignment under consideration would divide an
existing parcel into two or more portions, one of which would no longer meet the
minimum parcel size, a potential impact would occur. For example, much of the study
areais currently designated for agricultural uses with an 80-acre minimum parcel size. |If
40 acres of an existing 110-acre parcel were taken for ROW, the remainder would no
longer be consistent with the zoning ordinances.

. Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policies and Other Local Plans
41.3.3 Direct Impacts
No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, land would not be acquired for Placer Parkway and the Parkway would

not be constructed. There would not be any impacts on land use. Section 2.3.1 provides additional
details of the No-Build Alternative.
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Alternative 1 —the Red Alternative
Land Use Conversion

Construction of the Parkway within the study area would introduce a regional transportation corridor into
a predominantly agricultural area. This would result in the conversion of existing land uses to
infrastructure-related uses. The land converted from its existing uses or the potentially affected acreage
within Alternative 1 is approximately 1,917.64 acres. As stated in the developable land discussion in
Section 4.1.2.2, there are approximately 35,454 acres of land within the entire study area. Alternative 1
would convert approximately 5.41 percent of land within the study area from its current uses to road and
buffer uses.

As shown on Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, the proposed corridor alignment would primarily convert land that
is zoned for agricultural production, is capable of being used for agricultural production, or is in
agricultural production. The conversion of agricultural land and the impacts associated with the loss of
agricultural production (as well as recommended mitigation strategies) are discussed in detail in the
analysis of farmland impactsin Section 4.4, Farmlands.

Alternative 1 would convert 385.29 acres of land in the Western Segment, 902.09 acres in the Centra
Segment, and 630.28 acres in the Eastern Segment to transportation corridor use.

Conversion of land in all segments under this alternative would affect agriculturally designated parcels.
In the Western Segment most of the area has been planned for industrial development; however, the
industrial development that has occurred to date has been limited. The SPSP that is currently in
development will designate this area for mixed use residential and commercial-industrial devel opment.
Land conversion in the Central Segment would affect the largest amount of land due to the 1,000-foot-
wide corridor sought for ROW acquisition in this area. The conversion in the Central Segment would
affect numerous agriculturally designated parcels, which are used for rice farming, grazing, or open space.
Conversion of land in the Eastern Segment would directly affect an existing industrial property. Several
other undeveloped parcels would be affected, though they currently do not have any active agricultural
operations (Bryant, 2006).

Potentially Bisected Parcels

Figure 4.1-5 shows the alignment aternatives under study in comparison to the parcel boundaries in
Placer and Sutter counties. Table3-11 in the CIA prepared to support this Tier 1 EISEIR lists the
specific parcels that potentially could be bisected as a result of the alternative by segment and by
Assessor’'s Parcel Number (APN). (“Bisected” parcels are those that would be split by the alignment,
leaving two remnant parcels—one on either side of the corridor—as opposed to parcels that would be
affected by aloss of acreage to the corridor but that would retain the unaffected land as a single remnant
parcel located on only one side of the new corridor.) In addition, the table shows the total acreage of each
affected parcel, the amount of acreage affected, and the percentage that could be removed as a result of
the project. Eleven propertiesin the Western Segment, eight propertiesin the Central Segment, and seven
propertiesin the Eastern Segment would be bisected by Alternative 1.

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

The proposed corridor alignment of Alternative 1 would be approximately 500 feet wide in the Western
and Eastern segments and approximately 1,000 feet wide in the Central Segment. The corridor width is
proposed to be wider than the ROW required for the actual transportation facility in order to control
access to the facility, create a buffer along the Parkway, and reduce the potential for growth inducement.
Construction of the Parkway would not conflict with the existing urban uses in the Eastern and Western
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segments of the study area. The transportation corridor would be compatible with the industrial and
commercial uses in these areas and is expected to advance economic devel opment goals adopted for these
areas by improving goods movement between the Sutter County Industrial Reserve Area near SR 70/99
and the SIAP near SR 65 and Interstate 80 in the Roseville/Rocklin area.

The no-development buffer zone would help preserve the rural character of at least a strip of the
agriculturally designated areas within all three segments by preventing development from extending to
the roadway’s edge. However, except in small portions of the Western Segment and somewhat larger
portions of the Central Segment, much of the area through which the Parkway would be constructed is
expected to be converted from agricultural uses to more urban or suburban uses under the 2040
development scenario, even without Placer Parkway. PCTPA is working with local land use planning
agencies to avoid or minimize impacts on proposed development within the project study area. The
Parkway could bring greater certainty to future land use planning efforts through the selection of a
preferred corridor, so that ROW can be acquired to preserve a transportation corridor in which a roadway
could be built in the future in conjunction with the construction of other planned projectsin the area.

Compatibility with Proposed Land Uses

PCTPA is actively working with local lead agencies to avoid having an adverse effect on planned/proposed
development within the study area. PCTPA is seeking to avoid impacts by evaluating potentia corridor
alignments and ultimately selecting a preferred alignment so that ROW can be acquired to secure a corridor in
conjunction with the construction of planned projects and proposed land uses in the area (i.e., the potentia
developments described in Section4.1.2.2). In addition, the project would preserve ROW for a regiona
highway that, upon completion, would reduce existing and anticipated congestion on the local and regional
transportation system in southwestern Placer County and south Sutter County. Through its coordinated
planning efforts, PCTPA has diminished the potential for conflicts with future development by initiating
communication with al interested parties and stakeholders in the area so that other parties are aware of the
project and can consider the Parkway proposa in relation to other planned development. PCTPA’s
coordinated effort involved working with its regiona planning partners to develop a concept plan for the
Placer Parkway, as described in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need. PCTPA gaff continue to be involved in
meetings with local jurisdictions pertaining to regiond transportation planning and funding, as well as
coordination of traffic needs associated with mgor new devel opment proposals affecting the region.

Nevertheless, the Parkway could have substantial impacts on proposed development. For example, the
proposed SPSP area would be affected by Alternative 1, crossing through areas proposed for commercial
and residential development on the conceptual land use plan. In addition, Alternative 1 would impact the
CCCP area, where land use planning for this area is in the early stages. Similarly, Alternative 1 would
impact the eastern periphery of the RUSP area and the northwestern corner of the SVSP area (currently
proposed for low- and medium-density residential development, with commercial land uses, community
parks, and open space). Build aternatives would affect proposed locations of the future Brookfield
project area, the Master Plan for Reason Farms, and the PRSP, some of which are in progress. Further
analysis will be performed during Tier 2 to determine whether there would be any land use compatibility
impacts from the Parkway on these proposed uses as plans for them are devel oped further.

Consistency with Zoning Minimum Acreage Requirements

Each jurisdiction has adopted zoning regulations to implement its land use policies. Properties potentially
affected by Alternative 1 have been evaluated in relation to minimum parcel sizes required in the Placer
County and Sutter County Zoning Ordinances and potential project impacts. Table 3-12 of the CIA for
this Tier 1 EIS/EIR identifies the specific parcels of at least 80 acres in size that could be reduced to less
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than 80 acres by Alternativel. Only agriculturaly designated land in the study area was analyzed,
because this zoning has the only minimum acreage requirements expected to be impacted by the Parkway.
No similar impacts in the Eastern or Western segments would be associated with Alternative 1; however,
there are parcels that are already less than 80 acres that are zoned for 80-acre minimum in this area that
would be affected (see discussion below). There are two properties in the Central Segment that currently
conform to minimum parcel requirements that would no longer be consistent with the Placer County
Zoning Ordinance as a result of the Parkway under Alternative 1, as shown in Table 3-12 of the CIA for
this Tier 1 EISEEIR.

There are existing parcels that are non-conforming to the minimum parcel size zoning requirement. Since
these parcels are smaller than the current minimum acreage requirement, they are aready inconsistent
with the existing zoning requirements. If agricultural activity is currently being pursued on these sites, a
further reduction in size would make them potentially even less viable for continuing agricultural
production. There would be one such parcel in the Western Segment, nine parcels in the Central
Segment, and four parcels in the Eastern Segment that would be affected by Alternative 1. (Agricultural
impacts are addressed in Section 4.4, Farmlands.)

There are other agriculturally designated/zoned parcels in the study area that potentially could be
physically affected by the Parkway, but they would not be in conflict with minimum acreage requirements
as aresult of the project.

Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policiesand Other Local Plans

See Section 4.1.3.4 for a discussion of project consistency with applicable plans and policies, which are
the same for al project build alternatives.

Alternative 2 — the Orange Alternative
Land Use Conversion

The land that would be converted from existing uses or the potentially affected acreage within the
Alternative 2 corridor alignment is approximately 1,835.31 acres. 385.29 acres in the Western Segment,
819.76 acres in the Central Segment and 630.26 acres in the Eastern Segment. Therefore, Alternative 2
would convert approximately 5.18 percent of land within the study area from its current uses to a
transportation corridor use.

As under Alternative 1, the proposed alignment for Alternative 2 primarily would convert land that is
capable of agricultural production. Land use conversion impacts for the Western, Central, and Eastern
segments under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.

Potentially Bisected Parcels

Eleven parcels in the Western Segment, ten parcels in the Central Segment, and seven parcels in the
Eastern Segment potentially could be bisected as a result of Alternative 2. Table 3-15 lists the parcels
bisected by Alternative 2.

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

The compatibility of Alternative 2 with adjacent land uses would be similar to that discussed for
Alternative 1.
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Compatibility with Proposed Land Uses

Compatibility with proposed land uses for Alternative2 would be similar to that discussed for
Alternative 1, except that Alternative 2 would avoid the SVSP area. Alternative 2 has the potentia to
affect future planning for the CCCP, but instead of bisecting it, as Alternative 1 would do, it would affect
only a small portion of the northwestern area. In addition, Alternative 2 would bisect the RUSP area,
passing through an area to the east of the proposed university campus that has been proposed for mixed
use development. The March 15, 2006 draft RUSP Land Use Plan indicates that this area is proposed for
high-density residential, commercial, park, and open space uses.

Consistency with Zoning Minimum Acreage Requirements

There would be no impacts in the Western or Eastern segments for Alternative 2, and only two properties
in the Central Segment that currently conform to minimum acreage requirements no longer would be
consistent with the Placer County Zoning Ordinance as aresult of this alternative. Table 3-16 of the CIA
for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR identifies the parcels of at least 80 acres in size that could be reduced to less than
80 acres by Alternative 2.

There are existing parcels that are non-conforming to the minimum parcel size zoning requirement. Since
these parcels are smaller than the current minimum acreage requirement, they are aready inconsistent
with the existing zoning requirements (see the discussion of non-conforming parcels in the analysis of
Alternative 1). Two such parcels in the Western Segment, seventeen parcels in the Central Segment, and
three parcels in the Eastern Segment would be affected by Alternative 2. Table 3-17 of the CIA for this
Tier 1 EIS/EIR lists the parcels less than 80 acres that would be affected by Alternative 2.

There are other agriculturaly designated/zoned parcels in the study area that potentially could be
physically affected by the Parkway, but they would not be in conflict with minimum acreage requirements
as aresult of the project.

Alternative 3 —the Blue Alternative
Land Use Conversion

The area of land that would be converted from existing uses by the Alternative3 alignment is
approximately 1,863.56 acres: 385.29 acres in the Western Segment, 848.01 acres in the Central
Segment, and 630.26 acres in the Eastern Segment. Therefore, Alternative3 would convert
approximately 5.26 percent of land within the study area from its current uses to transportation corridor
uSses.

Like Alternative 1, the proposed corridor alignment for Alternative 3 primarily would convert land that is
capable of agricultural production. The Alternative 1 discussion of land use conversion impacts for the
Western, Central, and Eastern segments is applicable to Alternative 3.

Potentially Bisected Parcels

Severa parcels would be bisected as a result of Alternative 3: eleven properties in the Western Segment,
eight properties in the Central Segment, and seven properties in the Eastern Segment. Table 3-19 of the
CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR lists the specific parcels that would be bisected by Alternative 3.
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Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

The compatibility of Alternative3 with adjacent land uses would be similar to that discussed for
Alternative 1.

Compatibility with Proposed Land Uses

Alternative 3 would affect the SPSP area of south Sutter County, as well as Reason Farms, PRSP, and the
Brookfield Property. It would avoid impacts to RUSP, CCCP, and the SV SP area.

Consistency with Zoning Minimum Acreage Requirements

There would be no impacts in the Western or Eastern segments for Alternative 3, and only one property in
the Central Segment conforming to minimum acreage requirements no longer would be consistent with
the Placer County Zoning Ordinance (of being at least 80 acres in size) as a result of this aternative.
Table 3-20 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR identifies the parcels of at least 80 acres that would be
reduced to less than 80 acres by Alternative 3.

Within the alignment of Alternative 3, there are existing parcels that are non-conforming to the minimum
parcel size zoning requirement. Since these parcels are smaller than the current minimum acreage
requirement, they are aready inconsistent with the existing zoning requirements (see Figure 4.1-3).
There are two such parcels in the Western Segment, twelve parcels in the Centra Segment, and two
parcels in the Eastern Segment that would be affected by Alternative 3. Table 3-21 of the CIA for this
Tier 1 EIS/EIR lists the parcels less than 80 acres that would be affected by Alternative 3.

There are other agriculturally designated/zoned parcels in the study area that potentially could be
physically affected by the Parkway, but they would not be in conflict with minimum acreage requirements
asaresult.

Alternative 4 — the Yellow Alternative
Land Use Conversion

The amount of land that would be converted from existing uses (the potentially affected acreage within
the Alternative 4 alignment), is approximately 1,627.64 acres. 320.73 acres in the Western Segment,
676.65 acres in the Central Segment, and 630.26 acres in the Eastern Segment. Therefore, Alternative 4
would convert approximately 4.59 percent of land within the study area from its current uses to
transportation corridor uses.

Like Alternative 1, the proposed corridor alignment for Alternative 4 primarily would convert land that is
capable of agricultural production. Land use conversion impacts described for the Western, Central, and
Eastern segments for Alternative 4 would be similar to those under Alternative 1.

Potentially Bisected Parcels

Nineteen properties in the Western Segment, four properties in the Central Segment, and seven properties
in the Eastern Segment would be bisected by Alternative 4. Table 3-23 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR
lists the specific parcels that would be bisected as aresult of Alternative 4, by segment and by APN.
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Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

The compatibility of Alternative4 with adjacent land uses would be similar to that described for
Alternative 1.

Compatibility with Proposed Land Uses

Alternative 4 would affect the proposed SPSP area of south Sutter County. The County is using this
northern alignment in the Western Segment in its current land use planning process for the SPSP area, and
the current conceptual land use plan shows a new interchange on Sankey Road, through an area proposed
for commercial and industrial land uses, with some medium-density residential uses proposed for the
eastern portion of the area. Compatibility with proposed land uses in the Central and Eastern segments
under Alternative 4 would be the same as that described for Alternative 3.

Consistency with Zoning Minimum Acreage Requirements

Thereisone parcel in the Western Segment and two properties in the Central Segment that conform to the
existing zoning and no longer would be consistent with the Placer and Sutter County zoning ordinances as
aresult of this aternative. There would be no impacts of this type in the Eastern Segment. Table 3-24 of
the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR identifies the parcels of at least 80 acres in size that would be reduced to
less than 80 acres by Alternative 4.

Within the proposed alignment for Alternative 4, there are existing parcels that are non-conforming to
minimum parcel size zoning requirement. Since these parcels are smaller than the current minimum
acreage requirement, they are already inconsistent with the existing zoning requirements (refer to the
discussion of non-conforming parcels in the analysis of Alternative1). Nine parcels in the Western
Segment, five parcels in the Central Segment, and three parcels in the Eastern Segment would be affected
by Alternative 4. Table 3-25 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR lists parcels less than 80 acres that would
be affected by Alternative 4.

There are other agriculturaly designated/zoned parcels in the study area that potentially could be
physically affected by the Parkway, but they would not be in conflict with minimum acreage requirements
as aresult of the project.

Alternative 5 — the Green Alternative
Land Use Conversion

The land that would be converted from its existing uses or the potentially affected acreage within
Alternative5 alignment is approximately 1,623.47 acres. 320.73 acres in the Western Segment,
672.48 acres in the Central Segment, and 630.26 acres in the Eastern Segment. Therefore, Alternative 5
would convert approximately 4.58 percent of land, which isthe smallest footprint of the five aternatives.

Like Alternative 1, the proposed alignment for Alternative 5 primarily would convert land that is capable
of agricultural production. Land use conversion impacts for the Western, Central, and Eastern segments
described for Alternative 5 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.

Potentially Bisected Parcels

Nineteen properties in the Western Segment, nine properties in the Central Segment, and seven properties
in the Eastern Segment would be bisected by Alternative 5. Table 3-27 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR
lists the parcels that would be bisected as aresult of Alternative 5, by segment and by APN.
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Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

The compatibility of Alternative 5 with adjacent land uses would be similar to that described by segment
for Alternative 1.

Compatibility with Proposed Land Uses

The compatibility of Alternative5 with proposed land uses would be the same as that described for
Alternative 4.

Consistency with Zoning Minimum Acreage Requirements

There would not be any impacts in the Western or Eastern segments to parcels of at least 80 acresin size.
The only parcel impacted isin the Central Segment, and it no longer would be consistent with the Sutter
County zoning ordinance as a result of this aternative. Table 3-28 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR
identifies the parcels of at least 80 acres in size that could be reduced to less than 80 acres by
Alternative 5.

There are existing parcels that are non-conforming to the minimum parcel size zoning requirement. Since
these parcels are smaller than the current minimum acreage requirement, they are aready inconsistent
with the existing zoning requirements (refer to the discussion of non-conforming parcels in the analysis of
Alternative 1). Nine such parcels in the Western Segment, ten parcels in the Central Segment, and three
parcels in the Eastern Segment would be affected by Alternative 5. Table 3-29 of the CIA for this Tier 1
EIS/EIR lists the parcels less than 80 acres that would be affected by Alternative 5.

There are other agriculturally designated/zoned parcels in the study area that potentially could be
physically affected by the Parkway, but they would not be in conflict with minimum acreage requirements
asaresult of the project.

Comparison of Alternatives

Table 4.1-3 shows the potential impacts on land conversion, total acreage affected, number of parcels
bisected, number of remnant parcels that would conflict with existing zoning, and number of pre-existing
inconsistent parcels affected by project aternative.

The project’ s effects on commercial, industrial, and public facilities would not be expected to affect land
use within the study area adversely because the Parkway potentially would benefit those land uses.

Physical Disruption or Conversion of Land

As Table 4.1-3 indicates, Alternative 1 (longest) would affect the greatest amount of total land acreage
and Alternative 4 (shortest) would affect the least. All build alternatives would result in the conversion of
substantial amounts of agricultural land. Alternative 5 potentially would bisect the most parcels in the
study area, and Alternative 1 would bisect the fewest parcels.

Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations

Alternatives 3 and 5 would create one inconsistent parcel, and Alternatives1 and 2 would create two
parcels that would be inconsistent with the minimum parcel size requirements under existing zoning.
Alternative 3 would affect the fewest parcels that are already inconsistent with the existing zoning, and
Alternative 5 would affect the most.
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Table 4.1-3
Comparison of Build Alternatives’ Impacts on Land Use
Potential Effect on
Land Use Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternative 5

Total acreage affected 1,918.43 1,836.78 1,863.56 1,627.64 1,623.47
Number of parcels bisected 22 27 26 30 36
Number of parcels created 3 1 1 3 1
that conflict with existing
zoning
Number of pre-existing 17 21 16 17 22
inconsistent parcels affected

Land use compatibility is not addressed in Table4.1-3 because all aternatives would have similar
compatibility issues with adjacent land uses. In addition, all the build alternatives would affect the planning
process for Brookfield, the PRSP, and the Reason Farms Master Plan update, and Alternatives 1 and 2 also
would affect the proposed RUSP and the conceptua CCCP, both of which are in draft form at present.
Alternatives 4 and 5 represent the general alignment being considered by Sutter County in its Sutter Pointe
planning process. Because there are no adopted plans for these areas at present, the actual effects are not
known. Selection of a Parkway aignment through these developments would, of necessity, affect the
development plans, because subsequently the developments would need to accommodate the corridor
alignment selected.

Consistency with applicable adopted plans and policies is discussed below. This discussion is not
presented by alternative and by segment, since the applicable General Plan policies are common to all
alternatives and consistency determinations would be the same for al alternatives within each segment of
the study area.

The Generd Plan policies listed in Table 4.1-4 were evauated to assess the project’ s potential to conflict with
adopted policies of the jurisdictions within the study area (see Section 4.4 for discussion of project consigency
with agricultural protection policies). No inconsistencies with the relevant adopted plans and policies were
identified as a result of this andyss, as potentia conflicts can be addressed through the avoidance,
minimization, and/or design measures described in the table. (These consstency determinations are
preliminary and may change as additional studies are undertaken for Placer Parkway in Tier 2 studies.)

4134 Consistency with Other Local Plans and Policies

Sunset Industrial Area Plan. The Parkway would be consistent with the land use policies in the SIAP.
Consistency with SIAP policiesrelated to agriculture is discussed in Section 4.4.

West Roseville Specific Plan. The WRSP contains policies related to its specific plan area and does not
contain any broad regional policies. In addition, al the proposed alignment aternatives are adjacent to
but not located in the WRSP area. Since none of the alignment alternatives directly affect the WRSP
area, the Parkway is considered consistent with the policies contained in the WRSP.

Placer County/City of Roseville MOU. No conflict between the Parkway and this MOU was identified.

MTP/RTP/Blueprint. The Parkway is listed as a high-priority transportation facility in the current MTP
to receive state and federal money; therefore, it is considered consistent with the SACOG M TP, aswell as
the 2027 Placer County RTP on which the MTP is based. The proposed MTP 2035 (not yet adopted)
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Tal

ble 4.1-4

Consistency of the Parkway with Existing General Plan Policies

Jurisdiction Policy Potential Policy | Avoidance, Minimization, and Design Consistency
Plan Number Policy Inconsistencies Standards Determinations
Sutter County C-6b No parcel meeting the minimum parcel size as Project could create (To be determined in Tier 2.) Inconsistent. The
General Plan identified on the General Plan land use diagram remnant parcels that Parkway could cre-
shall be diminished to a size less than the do not meet minimum ate remnant parcels
minimum parcel size as identified on the land use | size requirements that do not meet the
diagram. under current zoning. minimum parcel
size, depending on
the alternative sel-
ected (to be deter-
mined in Tier 2).
E-1 New development that may be incompatible with ad- | No conflict as Plans for the project include the purchasing | Consistent
jacent uses shall be required to provide buffer zones | proposed of ROW in excess of that required to create
consistent with county standards to reduce antici- an adequate buffer between adjacent land
pated conflicts with existing and future land uses. uses and minimize land use conflicts.
Placer County 1.A3 The County shall distinguish among urban, No conflict as Project proponent has and will continue to Consistent
General Plan suburban, and rural areas to identify where proposed coordinate with regional planning agencies
development will be accommodated and where to resolve conflicts between the proposed
public infrastructure and services will be provided. project and future development.
This pattern shall promote the maintenance of
separate and distinct communities.
1.A.4 The County shall promote patterns of development | No conflict as See response to policy number 1.A.3 Consistent
that facilitate the efficient and timely provision of proposed
urban infrastructure and services.
1.B.1 The County shall promote the concentration of The alternative Decisions regarding future residential land Consistent
new residential development in higher-density corridor alignments uses are subject to approval of the local
residential areas located along major propose to agencies involved. Plans for the project
transportation corridors and transit routes. incorporate a land use | include the purchasing of ROW in excess of
buffer between the that required to create a buffer between
highway and adjacent | adjacent land uses and minimize the
land uses. project’s impacts to adjacent land use.
1.H.2 The County shall seek to ensure that new The corridor alignment | See Section 6.1, Growth, for a complete N/A-see
development and public works projects do not alternatives may growth inducement analysis including Section 6.1
encourage expansion of urban uses into complement new dev- | conclusions and potential avoidance,
designated agricultural areas. elopment proposed for | minimization, mitigation, and design
agricultural land in the | measures to diminish the project’s potential to
study area. expand urban growth within the study area.
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Table 4.1-4 (Continued)
Consistency of the Parkway with Existing General Plan Policies

Jurisdiction Policy Potential Policy | Avoidance, Minimization, and Design Consistency
Plan Number Policy Inconsistencies Standards Determinations
Placer 1.K.3 The county shall require that new development in No conflict as Specific landscape plans will be prepared Consistent
County rural areas incorporate landscaping that provides proposed after the Tier 1 document has been
General Plan a transition between the vegetation in developed circulated and approved and an alternative
(continued) areas and adjacent open space or undeveloped selected. The Tier 2 document will evaluate
areas. landscaping needs including the
incorporation of vegetation to provide a
transition between rural and developed
areas.
3.A5 Through-traffic shall be accommodated in a No conflict as Limited access on Placer Parkway would Consistent
manner that discourages the use of neighborhood | proposed encourage through-traffic and discourage
roadways, particularly local streets. This through- the use of local streets. The proposed
traffic, including through truck traffic, shall be action would construct four or five local
directed to appropriate routes in order to maintain roadway interchanges along the
public safety and local quality of life. approximately 17- to 18-mile-long route
(depending on the alternative).
Sunset 1.A7 The Sunset Industrial Area Plan Land Use No conflict as The project proponent has and will continue | Consistent
Industrial Diagram shall insure that proposed land uses are | proposed to coordinate with regional planning
Plan Area compatible with existing or planned adjacent uses, agencies to resolve conflicts between the
including established industrial firms in both the proposed project and existing and proposed
Sunset Industrial Area and in the surrounding industrial development. In addition, one of
cities. the purposes of the project is to “advance
economic development goals in
southwestern Placer County and Sutter
County.” Therefore, the project is
envisioned to be compatible with industrial
uses.
1.A8 The County shall permit the development of only No conflict as As an infrastructure project, the Parkway is Consistent
agricultural, industrial, or similar compatible uses proposed considered a compatible use with the
around the Western Placer Waste Management WRSL.
Authority properties. Residential uses around these
properties are not considered a compatible use.
R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\EIS-EIR\4_1 Land Use.DOC 4.1-38 June 2007



Land Use

Table 4.1-4 (Continued)
Consistency of the Parkway with Existing General Plan Policies

Jurisdiction Policy Potential Policy | Avoidance, Minimization, and Design Consistency
Plan Number Policy Inconsistencies Standards Determinations
Sunset 1.A.9 The County shall seek to protect the industrial, The Parkway is As stated above, a project objective is to foster | Consistent
Industrial commercial, professional, and agricultural uses in | potentially economic development. As a result, the Park-
Plan Area the Sunset Industrial Area from encroachment by incompatible with way would be compatible with the industrial,
(continued) incompatible uses from the surrounding cities and | agricultural uses commercial, and professional uses in the SIAP.
from unincorporated area development. within the SIAP However, the Parkway may not be compatible
with agricultural land uses. The only agricultur-
ally designated land within the SIAP affected by
this project (Eastern Segment alternative) is
undergoing review by Placer County for urban
development and amendment to the SIAP. The
decisions regarding this agricultural land are
anticipated prior to a Record of Decision and
certification of the Placer Parkway Tier 1
EIS/EIR. As with other land uses, the PCTPA
is proposing to purchase more ROW than is
required to create a buffer between adjacent
land uses and minimize the project’s impacts on
farmland and other agricultural uses.
1.F-1 The County will seek to provide a broad range of No conflict as The Parkway would improve circulation Consistent
public facilities and services to businesses in the proposed within the SIAP.
Sunset Industrial Area. Improvements to onsite
services include the provision of improved fire
protection, circulation improvements, and
expanded utility services.
1.F-2 When considering land use changes in the vicinity | No conflict as The Parkway is not an applicable use Consistent
of the WRSL and the Western Placer Waste proposed subject to the county’s buffer zone
Management Authority Material Recovery Facility standards.
operation, the County shall consider these solid
waste facilities and operations as the dominant
land use in the area. In order to protect these
facilities and operations from incompatible
encroachment, the County has established buffer
zone standards described in Table I-6. The intent
of this policy is to prohibit the creation of new
parcels for residential use within 1 mile of the solid
waste facilities and operations; not to prohibit
construction of a residence on an existing legal
building site within this area.
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Table 4.1-4 (Continued)
Consistency of the Parkway with Existing General Plan Policies

Jurisdiction Policy Potential Policy | Avoidance, Minimization, and Design Consistency
Plan Number Policy Inconsistencies Standards Determinations
Sacramento LU-42 Future Agricultural-Residential development shall No conflict as The Parkway would not encroach on any Consistent
County be limited to existing developed and infill proposed land in Sacramento County.
General Plan Agricultural-Residential lands designated on the
Land Use Diagram and such additional areas
adjacent to existing developed lands to act as a
buffer to new urban areas or as a buffer at the
Urban Service Boundary as are consistent with
LU-43.
LU-69 County departments shall coordinate No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
implementation of electric service delivery, air proposed with regional planning agencies, including
quality, water supply, transportation, the County, to implement the Placer
drainage/flood control, solid waste Parkway.
disposallrecycling, and hazardous waste
management plans in conjunction with vested
public and quasi-public agencies.
LU-72 The County shall coordinate with regional No conflict as See response to policy number LU-69. Consistent
planning agencies setting land use and proposed
environmental policies and programs and
cooperate in the implementation of programs
consistent with General Plan policy.
LU-73 The County shall consult with state and federal No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
regulatory and resource agencies during initial proposed with regional planning agencies to resolve
review of development projects to identify any potential environmental conflicts the
potential environmental conflicts and establish, if project may have on the county.
appropriate, concurrent application processing
schedules.
Cl-16 Policy: Sacramento County shall implement a No conflict as The Parkway project includes acquisition of | Consistent
program to buffer land uses from each other and proposed more ROW than is necessary to build and
transportation system facilities that is effective, maintain the project and to create a buffer
aesthetically pleasing, and minimizes the amount between adjacent land uses. Furthermore,
of land lost to buffers. project alternatives would not physically
affect any land in Sacramento County,
including land use buffers.
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Table 4.1-4 (Continued)
Consistency of the Parkway with Existing General Plan Policies

Jurisdiction Policy Potential Policy | Avoidance, Minimization, and Design Consistency
Plan Number Policy Inconsistencies Standards Determinations
City of LU-16 To coordinate planning with neighboring No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
Rocklin jurisdictions in order to ensure compatible land proposed with regional planning agencies, including the
General Plan uses. City of Rocklin, to resolve conflicts between
the Parkway and land uses within the city.

LU-61 To continue to participate in the activities of No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
regional entities as deemed appropriate, such as proposed with the city of Rocklin.
the Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority, the South
Placer Regional Transportation Authority, PCTPA,

SACOG, the Placer County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, and the landfill
authority.

LU-62 To consider the effects of land use proposals and | No conflict as The jobs housing balance in the South Consistent
decisions on the South Placer subregion proposed Placer subregion was analyzed in this
jobs/housing balance. chapter. See Sections 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3, for

more information.

LU-63 To encourage communication between the county | No conflict as The Parkway has cross-border circulation Consistent
and the cities of Roseville, Loomis, Lincoln, and proposed implications. Therefore, the project sponsor
Rocklin to ensure the opportunity to comment on has and will continue to coordinate with
actions having cross-border implications. To regional planning agencies to allow them
address other community interface issues, the opportunity to provide input.
including land use compatibility, circulation and
access, and development standards.

C-11 To encourage improvements to the existing No conflict as The Parkway would benefit the City of Consistent
federal interstate and state highway system, and proposed Rocklin by advancing economic
the addition of new routes that would benefit the development in southwestern Placer
City of Rocklin. County, including the city.

C-23 To require landscaping and tree planting along No conflict as Specific landscape plans will be prepared Consistent
major new streets, properties abutting proposed after the Tier 1 document has been circulated
highways/freeways and along existing streets as and approved and an alternative selected.
appropriate. The Tier 2 document will evaluate land-

scaping needs, including the incorporation of
vegetation to provide a transition between
rural and developed areas.
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Table 4.1-4 (Continued)
Consistency of the Parkway with Existing General Plan Policies

Jurisdiction Policy Potential Policy | Avoidance, Minimization, and Design Consistency
Plan Number Policy Inconsistencies Standards Determinations
City of C-24 To minimize the impact of road construction on No conflict as The planned interchange within the City of Consistent
Rocklin the natural terrain and the character of existing proposed Rocklin is consistent with current city-
General Plan neighborhoods. approved development plans; impacts to
(continued) existing neighborhoods are not anticipated.
C-26 To design and phase construction of road No conflict as As stated above, the planned interchange Consistent
improvements to minimize disruption to local proposed within the City of Rocklin is anticipated and
residents and traffic, to the extent feasible. consistent with current City-approved
development plans.
City of Circulation Coordinate with surrounding jurisdictions to No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
Roseville Policy 1 achieve compatible functional classifications for proposed with regional planning agencies to have
General Plan roadways that cross the city’s boundaries. compatible roadway classification systems.
Circulation Work with appropriate agencies to develop No conflict as PCTPA has been working with regional Consistent
Policy 3 measures to reduce vehicular travel demand and proposed planning agencies to assess regional air
vehicle miles traveled and meet air quality goals. quality attainment goals.
Community | Coordinate and take a lead role, where feasible, with | No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
Form local state, federal, and other jurisdictional agencies | proposed with regional planning agencies to resolve
Policy 3 on regional issues of importance including but not any issues the City may have regarding this
limited to air quality, transportation, water supply, regionally important highway.
sewage treatment, solid waste disposal and
recycling, flood control, hazardous waste
management, resource protection, and transit.
Community | To the extent feasible, coordinate land use No conflict as PCTPA has and will continue to coordinate Consistent
Form policies and public improvements with neighboring | proposed with regional planning agencies to resolve
Policy 4 jurisdictions. conflicts between the existing and proposed
land uses in relation to the Parkway.
Growth New development proposals to the west of No conflicts as The PCTPA has and will continue to Consistent
Management | Fiddyment Road within the County/City proposed coordinate the review of project-related
Policy 8 Memorandum of Understanding Transition Area information with both Placer County and the
shall meet the objectives and terms of the City of Roseville in a manner conforming to
Memorandum of Understanding between the City the terms of the MOU.
of Roseville and the County of Placer.
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reflects SACOG' s Blueprint preferred land use scenario, so the Parkway would be consistent with the
SACOG Bluegprint.

Placer County Conservation Program: Natural Communities Conservation Plan and Habitat
Conservation Plan. An NCCP/HCP currently is being prepared by Placer Legacy called the PCCP (as
described in Section 4.1.1); however, this document is currently in draft form and has not been circul ated.
It is unknown exactly when and if the plan will be adopted/implemented, how it will affect the Parkway
(if at al), and to which specific areas of Placer County the plan will be applicable. The South Placer
Regional Transportation Authority and PCTPA are working to ensure that Placer Parkway and the PCCP
can be implemented without conflict. USCOE/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency guidance with
relation to the draft PCCP was to ensure no corridor alternatives are located north of Pleasant Grove
Creek. This would allow for more conservation/open space opportunities (and less growth inducement)
north of the creek while acknowledging more urban development character for the area south of the creek.

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. There are currently properties within and around the study
area that are protected by the NBHCP (described in Section 4.1.1). None of these habitat/conservation
preserve properties would be affected by any of the corridor alignment alternatives or proposed
interchanges. There was an HCP property on the north side of Sankey Road in the Western Segment that
would have been affected by Alternatives4 and 5, but this property, the 242-acre Brennan parcel, was
traded for land west of SR 70/99 in the fall of 2006. The proposed no-development buffer zones could
help preserve some of the agricultural land along the corridor alignments, which would aid in the
Conservancy’s goa of maintaining agricultural land and sensitive species habitat within the Natomas
Basin. Thus, the project would be consistent with the NBHCP, although cumulative impacts associated
with planned and proposed development in the area will place additional pressure on the resources
protected under the NBHCP.

4.1.3.5 Secondary and Indirect Impacts
No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not have any secondary or indirect impacts on the existing land uses
within the study area because the land within the proposed alignment alternatives would not be converted
to transportation corridor uses. Section 2.3.1 provides additional details of the No-Build Alternative.

Alternatives 1 Through 5

Secondary and indirect effects of the Parkway on existing land use would be similar for all corridor
aignment alternatives. Project implementation could affect indirectly the viability of continued
agricultural production on lands affected by or adjacent to the selected corridor alignment. The analysis
of farmland impacts is included in Section 4.4, Farmlands. Potential secondary and indirect land use
impacts associated with growth are discussed in Section 6.1, Growth.

4.1.3.6 Cumulative Impacts
No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, land for the Parkway would not be acquired and the Parkway would not

be constructed, the There would not be any cumulative impacts on existing land uses under the No-Build
Alternative.
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Alternatives 1 Through 5

Cumulative land use impacts would be associated with the planned (approved) and proposed (but not yet
approved) development projects described above, with or without the Parkway. The potentia for the
Parkway to contribute to these cumulative land use impacts is addressed in Section 6.1, Growth. The
creation of a no-development buffer zone in the proposed corridor alignment is expected to help maintain
the rural character of at least a strip of the agriculturally designated areas within al three segments by
preventing development from extending to the roadway’s edge. However, except in small portions of the
Western Segment and somewhat larger portions of the Central Segment, much of the area through which
the Parkway would be constructed would be converted from agricultural uses to more urban or suburban
uses under the 2040 development scenario, even without the Parkway. The project would contribute to
the cumulative effect of improving accessibility between the employment, manufacturing, and
distribution centersin the region.

The Parkway and other roadway improvement projects within the study area would aid in relieving traffic
congestion and improve the overall transportation network in south Sutter and southwestern Placer
counties. It would thus not be a cumulatively considerable contributor to cumulative land use impacts in
2040 that will occur independently of the Parkway. (Refer to Chapter 6, Other Impact Considerations, for
growth inducement discussion.)

4.1.4 AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES
4141 Land Use Conversion/Potentially Bisected Parcels
Tier 1 — Avoidance/Minimization Strategies

. During the alternatives screening process, efforts were made to avoid land use conversion
impacts. Examples of such efforts included modification and/or elimination of Project
Study Report (PSR) conceptual corridor alignments (see Section 2.5).

o During the development of alternatives, in order to reduce environmental impacts,
avoidance alternatives were also considered (see Section 2.5.4). These avoidance
aternatives did not meet the project Purpose and Need and were therefore eliminated
from further consideration.

. During development of the Tier 1 conceptual design of the Parkway, efforts were made to
avoid land use conversion, including parcel bisection. These effortsincluded:

- The restriction of access between Pleasant Grove Road and Fiddyment Road to
avoid inducing urban growth in areas not designated for development in existing
genera plans and to maintain the rura character of western Placer County and
south Sutter County.

— The location of the Parkway within a no-development buffer zone (see
Section 2.2.4) that would preserve open space and agricultural uses adjacent to
the Parkway and limit future development in the buffer zone.

o During the Tier 1 environmental review process, PCTPA worked with local jurisdictions
to avoid and/or minimize impacts on future planned development within the study area.
The Parkway could bring greater certainty to future land use planning efforts by defining
the location of important transportation infrastructure.
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Tier 2 — Consultation/Coordination

PCTPA will continue to work with local jurisdictions in Tier 2 to avoid or minimize
impacts on planned and proposed development within the study area. Coordination will
include development of specific project design details for the Parkway and other projects
to minimize impacts, such as landscaping treatments, lighting details, etc. PCTPA will
continue to provide these agencies with Parkway alignment information to assist in their
processing of development applications relative to the selected corridor.

Tier 2 — Mitigation Commitments

To maintain existing and future local roadway connectivity (for emergency access,
farming operations and community access), which will contribute to avoidance of land
use conversion, over-crossings will be constructed, as appropriate, to convey traffic over
the Parkway. These over-crossings would not connect to the Parkway.

Tier 2 — Mitigation Considerations

41.4.2

In consultation with local jurisdictions, strategies considered at Tier 2 will include efforts
in the design of the Parkway to avoid or reduce impacts, such as:

- Appropriate adjustments to the location of the actua roadway within the
Parkway corridor alignment.

- Provision of alternative access to remnant parcels.

— Determination of the number, location and design of specific project features
such as over-crossings.

At Tier 2, the identification of bisected parcels would enable parcel-specific mitigation to
be developed. Strategies to reduce impacts on individual affected parcels could include
providing access between the remnant portions of bisected parcels via frontage roads and
overcrossings, crafting agreements with agricultural property owners that would include
residual rights provisions to encourage continuation of farming activities in the area of
the buffer zone that would not be used for the Parkway, or rezoning or purchasing
remnant parcels that would no longer be viable for continued use under existing zoning.
Any property purchases would comply with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation
and Assistance Real Properties Acquisition Act.

Land Use Compatibility

Tier 1 — Avoidance/Minimization Strategies

During the alternatives screening process, efforts were made to avoid land use
compatibility impacts. Examples of such efforts included modification and/or elimina-
tion of PSR alternatives (see Section2.5) to avoid socioeconomic and community
impacts, which also reduces potential impacts related to land use incompatibility.

During the development of alternatives, avoidance alternatives were also considered to
reduce environmental impacts (see Section 2.5.4). These aternatives did not meet the
project Purpose and Need and were therefore eliminated from further consideration.
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. During development of the Tier 1 conceptual design of the Parkway, efforts were made to
avoid land use incompatibility. These efforts included:

- The restriction of access between Pleasant Grove Road and Fiddyment Road to
avoid inducing urban growth in areas not designated for development in existing
general plans and to maintain the rural character of western Placer County and
south Sutter County.

- The location of the Parkway within a no-development buffer zone (see
Section 2.2.4) that would preserve open space and agricultural uses adjacent to
the Parkway and limit future development in the buffer zone.

Tier 2 — Consultation/Coordination

. PCPTA will continue to coordinate with local jurisdictions in Tier 2 to reduce the
likelihood of land use incompatibility, similar to those described under land use
conversion, above. Coordination will include development of specific project design
details to minimize impacts.

Tier 2 — Mitigation Commitments

. To maintain existing and future local roadway connectivity (for emergency access,
farming operations and community access), which will help to avoid/minimize future
land use incompatibilities, over-crossings will be constructed, as appropriate, to convey
traffic over the Parkway. These over-crossings will not connect to the Parkway.

Tier 2 — Mitigation Considerations

. In consultation with local jurisdictions, strategies considered at Tier 2 will include efforts
in the design of the Parkway to avoid or reduce impacts, such as:

— Appropriate adjustments to the location of the actual roadway within the
Parkway corridor alignment.

- Partnering with local jurisdictions to ingitute land use controls (if loca
jurisdictions deem these necessary or desirable), such as genera plan amendments,
zoning/overlay zoning changes, covenantsdeed redtrictions, agricultural/
conservation easements, and urban growth boundaries.

. Suggested mechanisms to reduce land use compatibility impacts are land purchase/leases
that would allow for continued use of the buffer for agricultural purposes.

41.4.3 Consistency with Adopted Plans, Policies, and Regulations

. Other than potential farmland impacts (see Section 4.1.3.4), no conflicts with Genera
Plan policies have been identified; therefore, no mitigation is recommended. The
creation of remnant parcels that do not conform to zoning ordinance minimum size
requirements could be reduced through mechanisms described above, including potential
rezoning or purchase of remnant parcels that are too small to remain economically viable
for any use.
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415 TIER1AND TIER 2 STUDIES
4151 Land Use Conversion/Bisected Parcels
° Analyses begun in Tier 1 which will be undertaken in greater detail in Tier 2

- A land use conversion and bisected parcel analysis will be evaluated on a parcel-
specific basis.

4152 Compatibility with Adjacent/Proposed Development

o Analyses completed in Tier 1 which are expected to be revisited in Tier 2 based on
predicted availability of new, relevant information

- The evaluation of compatibility with adjacent/proposed development considered
in Tier 1 is expected to be reevaluated in Tier 2, as new information on planned
and proposed developmentsin the study area becomes available, and planning for

the Sutter Pointe, CCCP, Brookfield, Reason Farms Environmental Preserve,
PRSP, and the RUSP planning areas is devel oped further.

4153 Consistency with Zoning Minimum Acreage Requirements
. Analyses begun in Tier 1 which will be undertaken in greater detail in Tier 2

- A preliminary analysis of consistency with zoning minimum acreage
requirements will be evaluated on a parcel-specific basis.

4.1.5.4  Compatibility with Applicable General Plan Policies and Other Local Plans
. Analyses completed in Tier 1

— An evaluation of compatibility with applicable general and other local plans.
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42 SOCIOECONOMICS AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS

This section presents a Tier L/Program level assessment of potential socioeconomic impacts associated
with the Parkway. Additional information on socioeconomics and community issues is provided in the
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EISEIR) Community Impact
Assessment (CIA) (Mara Feeney & Associates and North Fork Associates, 2007), which is available at
the locations identified in the Executive Summary, including the Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency (PCTPA) website.

4.2.1 REGULATORY SETTING

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) require consideration of socioeconomics and community impacts. In addition, other types of
legidation influence community impact assessment, including the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act,
which establishes requirements that must be met if a project displaces homes, farms, non-profit
organizations, or businesses. A genera discussion of NEPA and CEQA requirements is provided in
Chapter 1 of this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. The relevant laws and guidelines are described below.

4211 Federal Statutes and Regulations
The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970

The Uniform Act addresses the need for consistent and equitable treatment of persons displaced from
their homes or farms by federally assisted programs. It specifies the due process to be followed in real
property acquisitions and relocation of displaced individuals, families, businesses, farms, and nonprofit
organizations. It provides for payment of moving expenses, housing rental or purchase supplements,
down payment assistance, etc. The Uniform Act is implemented via government-wide regulations:
49 CFR Part24. The Federa Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead federa agency for
implementation of the Uniform Act.

42.1.2 General Plans and Policies
Sutter County

Sutter County, as part of its most recent General Plan update process, identified a 10,500-acre “Industrial-
Commercia Reserve” (1-C Reserve) in the agricultural southern area of the county and decided to allow
up to 3,500 acres of industrial and commercial development within that area, as discussed in Chapters 3
and 4 of the CIA for this Tier 1 EIS/EIR. The voter-approved advisory Measure M directed the Sutter
County Board of Supervisors to consider Sutter Pointe Specific Plan (SPSP), which will allow mixed use
development in this area in the future (if the EIR, General Plan amendment, and Specific Plan are
approved). Lennar Communities is now planning a master-planned community for this area, which lies
mainly east of State Route (SR) 70/99 in the project study area.

The Sutter County General Plan states that the county exhibits a high unemployment rate characteristic of
rural agricultural jurisdictions and that it is increasingly becoming a bedroom community for commuters
who are employed outside the county in a variety of professional and related occupations. Goals and
policies aimed at economic growth and development include the following:

Goal 1. To preserve and promote a healthy and diverse economy to serve the needs of
Sutter County residents.
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Policy 1.1-1

Policy 1.1-4

Goal 6.B

Policy 6.B-1

Policy 6.B-2

Policy 6.B-3

The County shall work to preserve and expand business and employment
opportunities within Sutter County.

Economic development efforts should attempt to diversify the County’s
economic base while encouraging retention and expansion of existing businesses
and industries.

To facilitate preservation, growth and expansion of agricultural industries within
Sutter County.

The County shall support the development of agricultural production, processing
and distribution industries within Sutter County.

The County shall encourage local processing of agricultural products grown in
Sutter County and other locations.

The County shall encourage the continued operation and expansion of existing
agricultural industries.

There are additional policies contained in the General Plan that are specific to the southern portion of the
county and set out considerations for development in the Industrial/Commercial Reserve area:

Policy 9.C-1

Policy 9.C-3

Policy 9.C-4

Policy 9.C-5:

The County shall establish an I-C Reserve designation in the South county and
will alow up to 3,500 acres of non-residential development consistent with the
goals and policies of the General Plan and mitigation measures of the General
Plan EIR. Any project proposed within the I-C Reserve which does not
cumulatively or individually exceed the 3,500-acre threshold, and which
demonstrates consistency with al other elements of the General Plan, may be
processed as consistent with the General Plan and will not require a General Plan
Amendment (GPA). Projects that individualy or cumulatively exceed the
3,500-acre threshold shall require a GPA and conduct an appropriate
environmental analysis.

The County shall require that infrastructure planning be done in a coordinated
fashion and project proponents must demonstrate how the development provides
sufficient facilities to meet County standards and that the development of the
project will not adversely impact future developersin the area.

The County's existing agricultural 20/80 policies shall apply and be utilized to
determine allowable uses and parcel sizes until such time that an application has
been approved for industrial and/or commercia usesin the |-C Reserve area.

The County shall consider development applications in the I-C Reserve area and
base its decisions on, but not limited to, information contained in the following:
1- A Completed Rezone Application identifying all proposed uses on the site;
2— A Design Review application complying with established design and
development standards; 3 — Findings that the project is consistent with applicable
General Plan policies and the General Plan EIR mitigation measures; 4 —
Findings that the infrastructure is adequately provided for within the project
boundaries and is properly coordinated with adjacent lands.
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Policy 9.C-5

Placer County

The County should encourage contiguous development patterns within the I-C
Reserve as a priority.

The Placer County General Plan contains goals and policies aimed at improving the balance between jobs
and housing, including the following (Placer County, 1994):

God 1.M

Policy 1.M.1

Policy 1.M.2

Policy 1.M.3

Goal 1.N

Policy 1.N.2

Policy 1.N.7

To work toward a jobs-housing balance.

The County shall concentrate most new growth within existing communities,
emphasizing infill development, intensified use of existing development, and
expanded services, so individual communities become more complete, diverse,
and balanced.

The County shall encourage large residential projects to be phased or timed to
occur simultaneously with development that will provide primary wage-earner
jobs.

The County shall encourage the creation of primary wage-earner jobs, or housing
which meets projected income levels, in those areas of Placer County where an
imbalance between jobs and housing exists.

To maintain a heathy and diverse local economy that meets the present and
future employment, shopping, recreational, public safety, and service needs of
Placer County residents and to expand the economic base to better serve the
needs of residents.

The County shall encourage the retention, expansion, and development of new
businesses, especiadly those that provide primary wage-earner jobs, by
designating adequate land and providing infrastructure in areas where resources
and public facilities and services can accommodate employment generators.

The County shall strive to coordinate its economic development efforts with the
efforts of cities and other economic development organizations, including local
chambers of commerce.

The General Plan also contains relevant policies that pertain specifically to south Placer County:

1.N.10

1.N.12

The County shall support the development of primary wage earner job
opportunities in the South Placer area to provide residents an aternative to
commuting to Sacramento.

The County shall seek the establishment of a joint powers authority (JPA)
between the county and the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln in order to
improve the provision of infrastructure in the incorporated and unincorporated
areas in and around the Sunset Industrial Area. The JPA is to aso develop an
economic development strategy with the goal of improving the economic
development potential of the region (Placer County, 1994).

R:\07 Placer Pkwy 2-June\EIS-EIR\4_2 Socio.DOC 4.2-3 June 2007



Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR

City of Roseville

The City of Roseville's General Plan 2020 (City of Roseville, 2004a) contains numerous goals and
policies that address growth management issues, including the following:

God 1 The City shall proactively manage and plan for growth.

Goa 2 The City shall encourage a pattern of development that promotes the efficient and
timely provision of urban infrastructure and services and preserves valuable
natural and environmental resources.

Goa 3 Growth shall mitigate its impacts through consistency with the General Plan
goals and policies and shall provide a positive benefit to the community.

Goa 6 The City shall manage and evaluate growth in aregiona context, not in isolation.

God 7 Potential population growth in Roseville must be based on the long-term carrying

capacities and limits of the roadway system, sewer and water treatment facilities,
and electrical utility service, as defined in the Circulation Element and the Public
Facilities Element.

Goa 9 Growth should be managed to minimize negative impacts to existing businesses
and residents within the City.

Goal 10 Growth should be planned in a way that addresses the appropriate interface
between City and County lands.

God 12 The City shall use growth management as a tool to maintain the City’s identity,
community form, and reputation in the region, to maintain high levels of service
for residents, and to influence projects outside the City’ s boundaries that have the
potential to affect the quality of life and/or services that are provided to residents.

God 13 New development to the west of Fiddyment Road shall be consistent with the
City's desire to establish an edge aong the western boundary of the City that
fosters. aphysical separation from County lands through a system of connected
open space; a well-defined sense of entry to City from west; opportunities for
habitat preservation and recreation; and view preservation corridors that provide
an aesthetic and recreational resource for residents.

Sacramento County

Sacramento County’s General Plan articulates an urban growth strategy that attempts to enhance the
urban environment through a number of development policies, including orienting new development
toward transit use. The Plan encourages infill development and directs limited growth to rural areas to
minimize direct and indirect impacts on the County’ s fiscal, environmental, and land resources (County of
Sacramento, 1993). The North Natomas Community Plan, which will shape growth and development in
northern Sacramento County, is currently being developed (County of Sacramento, 2006).

SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)’'s Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
2027 contains the following goals:
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God 1 Overarching Goal: Quality of Life. Develop a fully-integrated, multi-modal
transportation system to serve as a catalyst to enhance the quality of life enjoyed
by the current and future residents of the Sacramento region.

Goad 2 Access and Mobility. Improve access to goods, jobs, services, housing and other
destinations; provide mobility for people and goods throughout the region, in a
safe, affordable, efficient and convenient manner.

Goal 5 Economic Vitality. Enhance the economic vitality of our region by efficiently
and effectively connecting people to jobs, goods, and services, and by moving
goods within our region and beyond with an integrated multi-modal freight
system.

Goa 6 Equity. Pursue a transportation system that addresses the needs of al people in
al parts of the region and assure that impacts of transportation projects do not
adversely affect particular communities disproportionately.

Goa 8 Funding and Revenue. In order to adequately fund the MTP, develop
appropriate, innovative, equitable, and stable funding sources (both short and
long term) and identify cost-reduction measures.

4.2.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
4221 Population Growth and Demographic Characteristics
SACOG Region

The study area includes sparsely populated, rural, unincorporated portions of southern Sutter and
southwestern Placer counties, as well as a small segment of northern Sacramento County. Income and
race information is provided in accordance with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
guidance to characterize the affected community, compare it with surrounding population groups, identify
any recent changes in demographic composition, and help identify any predominantly minority or low
income populations that might be affected by the project. These three counties are part of the six-county
Sacramento Metropolitan Area, one of the fastest growing regionsin California. Between 1950 and 2000,
Cdlifornia's population more than tripled, but population in the Sacramento region grew by more than
800 percent (SACOG, 2006).

Table 4.2-1 presents projections of population growth for the SACOG region from 2000 to 2050. The
regional population is expected to continue to grow faster than the population of the state or nation during
this period, approximately doubling by 2050, to about 4 million residents, with the Roseville-Rocklin-
Lincoln arearemaining one of the fastest growing areas of the SACOG region.

It is estimated that the SACOG region contained 712,866 households in 2000, and that by 2030 the region
will have more than 1.2 million households, increasing to more than 1.4 million households by the year
2050. The average household size is expected to remain relatively stable, as the trend toward smaller
households in the aging population is counterbalanced by higher fertility rates in younger households.
Median household income is expected to increase almost 85 percent over the 50-year period, from
$45,267 in 2000 to $83,481 in 2050, in constant 1999 dollars (Levy and Doche-Boulos, 2005).

Over the 50-year projection period, the percentage of White households is expected to decline steadily,
from 65 percent of the population in 2000 to 54 percent in 2030 and 48 percent in 2050. The percentage
of Black and Asian households will increase slightly, and the percentage of Hispanic households will
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increase substantially. (Additional discussion of population growth trends and projections in and around
the study area is provided in Chapter 6, Other Impact Considerations, for the growth inducement
analysis.)

Table 4.2-1
Summary of Population, Household, Race, and Income Projections
for the SACOG Region, 2000, 2030, and 2050

Parameter 2000 2030 2050
Population 1,948,700 3,232,589 3,952,098
Households 712,866 1,209,216 1,445,678
Household Population 1,940,800 3,168,100 3,873,255

White 1,261,821 | 65% 1,716,348 | 54% 1,867,808 | 48%
Black 147,219 8% 295,928 9% 394,147 | 10%
Asian 224,525 | 12% 419,283 | 13% 544,073 | 14%
Hispanic 307,234 | 16% 736,540 | 23% 1,067,228 | 28%
Average Household Size 2.66 2.62 2.68
Median Household
Income (1999 $) $45,267 $65,700 $83,381
Source: Levy and Doche-Boulos, 2005.
Note: Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

Study Area

Table 4.2-2 presents census information on population growth trends in the three study area counties from
1970 to 2000. During this time, the population ailmost doubled in Sutter and Sacramento counties and
more than tripled in Placer County.

Table 4.2-2
Population in Study Area Counties, 1970 to 2000
Location 1970 1980 1990 2000
Sutter County 41,935 52,246 64,415 78,930
Placer County 77,306 117,247 172,796 248,399
Sacramento County 631,498 783,381 | 1,041,219 | 1,223,499
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990, and 2000 (Summary Tape File 1).

Table 4.2-3 shows projected population growth in the three study area counties for 2020 (approximately
when Placer Parkway would be completed) and 2040 (the end of the study period, or after about two
decades of Placer Parkway operation). Sacramento County had the largest population in 2000, and Sutter
County the lowest. Over the study period, al three counties will see substantial population increases—
approximately 134 percent in Sutter County, 143 percent in Placer County, and 57 percent in Sacramento
County. The paragraphs below describe population growth and racial composition in each of the three
counties, aswell asin the study area specifically.
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Table 4.2-3
Population in Study Area Counties, 2000, 2020, and 2040
Percentage Percentage| Percentage
Change Change Change
Population |Population| 2000-2020 |Population| 2020-2040 | 2000-2040
Location 2000 2020 (%) 2040 (%) (%)

Sutter County 78,930 84,400 6.9 184,846 119.0 134.2
Placer County 248,399 433,540 74.5 603,819 39.3 143.1
Sacramento County | 1,223,499 | 1,484,951 214 1,914,444 28.9 56.5
Data Sources: 2000 data are from the U.S. Census Bureau; 2020 and 2040 data are from DKS Associates based on
development projections as described in Chapter 3.

Sutter County. Sutter County’s 2005 population was estimated to be 87,342 (SACOG, 2004). Thefive
most populated areas of the County include Yuba City—where amost half of all county residents
currently live—South Yuba City, Live Oak, Tierra Buena Census Designated Place (CDP), and Sutter
CDP (Census of Population and Housing, 2000). In the portion of Sutter County that lies within the study
area, most of the population resides in and around the community of Pleasant Grove.

In 2000, Sutter County’s population was 60 percent White, 22 percent Hispanic, and 12 percent Asian. The
remainder of the population consisted of 2 percent Pacific Idander and American Indian, 2 percent Black, and
2 percent multiracial. The racia composition is projected to change, so that by 2020 the county will be
approximately 43 percent White, 31 percent Higpanic, and 18 percent Asian, with the proportions of other
racia groups either increasing dightly or remaining the same. By 2040, the county’ s population is projected to
be 36 percent Hispanic, 33 percent White, 21 percent Asian, 4 percent American Indian and Pacific Idander,
3 percent Black, and 2 percent of two or more races (DOF, 2004).

Placer County. Placer County’s 2005 population was estimated to be approximately 301,560 people
(SACOG, 2004). The most populated cities include Roseville, Rocklin, Granite Bay, Auburn, North
Auburn CDP, and the City of Lincoln (Census of Population and Housing, 2000). Roseville, Rocklin, and
Lincoln are located adjacent to the study area, to the east and northeast. These three cities have
experienced rapid rates of growth over the past few years due to the relocation of high technology and
health care businesses to the area and associated demand for workforce housing.

In 2000, about 84 percent of the residents in Placer County identified as White and 10 percent as being of
Hispanic origin. The remainder of the population consisted of 3 percent Asian, 1 percent Pacific Islander
and American Indian, 1 percent Black, and 1 percent multiple races. By 2020, it is expected that the
racial composition of the county will be 77 percent White, 12 percent Hispanic, 5 percent Asian, 2 percent
Pacific Islander and American Indian, 3 percent Black, and 2 percent identifying with multiple races. In
2040, the racial composition is projected to be 72 percent White, 14 percent Hispanic, 7 percent Asian,
2 percent Pacific Islander and American Indian, 3 percent Black, and 2 percent identifying with more than
one race (DOF, 2004). These projections are consistent with those expected in other counties in the
SACOG region over the coming decades.

Sacramento County. Sacramento County’s 2005 population was estimated at approximately
1.32 million (SACOG, 2004). The major population centers in Sacramento County include the City of
Sacramento, the Arden-Arcade CDP, Citrus Heights, Elk Grove CDP, and Rancho Cordova CDP. The
racial composition of the county is expected to follow trends similar to other counties in the region,
experiencing a decrease in the proportion of White and increases in other traditionally minority groups,
especialy Hispanic. It is estimated that by 2020, 34 percent of the population will be White, 26 percent
of the population will be Hispanic, 17 percent will be Asian, and 14 percent will be Black, with remaining
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ethnicities at lower percentages. By 2040, the racial composition of the county is expected to be
32 percent Hispanic, 25 percent White, 18 percent Asian, 16 percent Black, 6 percent American Indian
and Pacific Islander, and 3 percent multiracial (DOF, 2004).

The Placer Parkway study area encompasses predominantly rural agricultural land and open space. The
small portion of the study area that lies within Sacramento County is undeveloped farmland and open
space that does not contain any residential population at present. Population distribution in the Sutter and
Placer county portions of the study areais described below.

Farmsteads' are scattered throughout the study area in Sutter and Placer counties. Five locations in and
bordering the study area also have relatively dense concentrations of homes. These areas, which have
been identified as “ potential communiti es’? for the purpose of thisimpact analysis, are referred to in this
report as Pleasant Grove, Sankey/Pleasant Grove, Riego, Country Acres, and Amoruso Acres. The
location of each of these residential areasis shown on Figure 4.2-1 and described briefly below.

. Pleasant Grove. Pleasant Groveisasmal community with arange of servicesincluding a
schooal, library, general store, post office, and fire station. The boundaries of the Pleasant
Grove community are not precise, as it is unincorporated and boundaries depicted on
several loca maps (e.g., mail delivery area, school district boundaries, county service
district boundaries) do not coincide. At the Pleasant Grove scoping meeting held in
October 2003, residents living on Sankey Road and along Pleasant Grove Road almost as
far south as Riego Road identified themselves as Pleasant Grove residents. For the purpose
of this analysis, the concentration of homes in the vicinity of Howsley Road and Pleasant
Grove Road (see Figure 4.2-1) isreferred to as the Pleasant Grove community.

. Sankey/Pleasant Grove.  Sankey/Pleasant Grove is a large, irregularly shaped
concentration of rural residential homes in the vicinity of Sankey Road and Pleasant
Grove Road. Some of these are homes on 5-acre parcels; others are on smaller lots that
appear to have been subdivided in the past and “grandfathered in,” as they would not be
permitted under existing zoning regulations, which call for a minimum parcel size of
80 acres in agricultural areas. The only community services in this area appear to be a
fire station and a plant nursery business that recently closed.

. Riego. Riego is a resdential community located mainly southeast of the intersection of
Pleasant Grove Road and Riego Road. A generd store and gas station are located in the
southeastern quadrant of the intersection of these two roads. Severa other homes clustered
around this intersection have also been included in the Riego community, under the
assumption that these residents would be more likely to orient themselves to the nearby Riego
community and generd store than with the Pleasant Grove community facilities farther away.

o Country Acres. Country Acres is a collection of approximately 28 homes that lie on
subdivided parcels on the north side of Baseline Road, in the Central Segment. This rural
residential area has no services and is surrounded by agricultural land and open space.

. Amoruso Acres. Amoruso Acres is a rura residential community that abuts Sunset
Boulevard West, near the northern boundary of the study area, in the Central Segment. It
is outside the study area but lies directly adjacent to it and potentially could be indirectly
affected by the northern corridor alignment alternative.

1 A “farmstead” is defined as a collection of buildings related to an active agricultural enterprise, of which one or more buildingsis used
asaresdence.

2|t isimportant to try to define potential “communities’ because CEQA and Caltrans guidance indicate that project impacts
could be significant if they “divide or disrupt an established community.”
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Ouitside of the areas of relatively dense residential development (the “potential communities’) described
above, approximately one hundred isolated homes, farmsteads, and businesses are scattered throughout
the study area. The locations of these were identified from aerial photographs of the study area in 2003,
and information obtained from area residents at the Parkway scoping meetings (October 2003) with
limited subsequent field verification.

4222 Housing

As Table 4.2-4 indicates, there were approximately 1.9 million housing units in the SACOG region in
2000, with about one-fourth of all units located in Sacramento County. The number of units is expected
to increase by about 50 percent, to 2.8 million, by 2025. Substantial increases in housing stock are
anticipated in al three counties, but most notably in Sutter and Placer counties. With proposed
developments that include the approved West Roseville Specific Plan and the planned Placer Vineyards
Specific Plan, as well as the SPSP proposed mixed use development in south Sutter County and several
major new development proposals (such as Placer Ranch and Regiona University), much of this
construction is expected to occur in and around the study area.

Table 4.2-4
Total Housing Units, SACOG Region and Study Area Counties,
2000 and 2025 (Projected)

Location 2000 2025
SACOG Region 1,886,175 2,814,223
Sutter County 29,077 50,096
Placer County 98,730 175,039
Sacramento County 473,211 662,004
Source: SACOG, 2002.

Much of the demand for housing in Sacramento and surrounding areas in recent years has been driven by
employment growth and the relative affordability of housing in the region in comparison to housing
prices in the San Francisco Bay Area. Of the approximately 128,000 housing units currently planned in
the Sacramento region, 65 percent of the units are proposed for the three study-area counties, with
30 percent of al unitsin the region proposed for construction in Placer County (Paguin, 2005). SACOG
expects that 80 to 90 percent of al new housing construction in the next two decades will occur at or
beyond the urban edge, including in northern Sacramento County and in southwestern Placer County—
especialy in the communities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln (SACOG, 2005).

Building permit data for the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln indicate that new construction
surged in Roseville and Rocklin between 1997 and 2002, then began to taper off, while the number of
building permits issued in Lincoln has increased steadily since 1999. Single-family homes dominate new
construction in these communities.

Before 1999, median home prices and housing affordability in the Sacramento region were close to the
national average, and considerably better than home prices and affordability in the San Francisco Bay
Area. In 1999, the median price of existing homes in the region was $131,500, compared to $132,900 in
the nation and $217,300 in California. Between 1999 and 2004, however, home resae prices in the
Sacramento region increased by 165 percent, to an average of $347,790 (Levy and Doche-Boulos, 2005).

As shown in Table 4.2-5, the average price of new homes in the study area also rose sharply during this
period, increasing by 61 percent in Sacramento County and by 