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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), in cooperation with the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Placer County, City of Rocklin, and 
City of Roseville, propose to widen the existing Interstate 80 (I-80) adding an eastbound 
auxiliary lane from 0.8 miles east of State Route 65 (SR 65) to Rocklin Road, and a 
westbound auxiliary lane between Douglas Boulevard and Riverside Avenue.  Another 
alternative provides a fifth through lane from east of Douglas Boulevard to west of 
Riverside Avenue (where five through lanes currently exist) instead of an auxiliary lane. 
The project is located in Placer County, California.  Attachment A provides a map of the 
project vicinity.  This project has been assigned a Project Development Category 4B. 

Three viable alternatives for the proposed improvements have been identified by the 
Project Development Team (PDT) that satisfy the purpose and need for this project and 
that are presented in this report.  There are two proposed Build Alternatives as described 
above (Alternative 1 - Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes and Alternative 2 - 
Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane).  Alternative 3 is a No Build 
alternative which proposes to maintain existing.  The Build Alternatives are described in 
greater detail in Section 5A of this report and are illustrated in Attachment B. 

Project Limits 03 - PLA - 80 – PM 0.1/2.2 and PM 4.1/6.0 
Number of Alternatives 3 

 Current Cost 
Estimate*: 

Escalated Cost 
Estimate*: 

Capital Outlay Support $3,590,000 $3,590,000 
Capital Outlay Construction $14,253,600 $14,685,000 
Capital Outlay Right-of-Way $42,050 $42,964 

Funding Source 

Eastbound Auxiliary Lane – Federal High 
Priority Projects Program 
 
Westbound Auxiliary/5th Lane – Federal 
National Corridor Infrastructure 
Improvement Program 

Funding Year 2016 
Type of Facility Access controlled interstate freeway 

Number of Structures 

1 bridge widening, 4 non-standard retaining 
walls, 6 standard plan retaining walls 
2 non-standard sound walls 
1 standard plan sound walls 

Environmental Determination or 
Document 

CEQA Initial Study with a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration 
NEPA Categorical Exclusion 

Project Development Category 4B 
     * Alternative 2, the highest cost alternative, is reflected in this table. 
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2. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Draft Environmental Document (DED) for the project 
alternatives described in this DPR be approved for public circulation and that the 
opportunity for public comment be advertised. 

3. BACKGROUND 

A. Project History 
A Project Study Report-Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) was developed by 
Caltrans for the Eastbound Auxiliary Lane in May 2012 and the signed cover page is 
included in Attachment N.  A PSR-PDS was developed for the Westbound Auxiliary 
Lane in December 2000 and the signed cover page is also included in Attachment N. 

The following changes have been made in the project scope since the PSR-PDS was 
approved. 

• For the Eastbound alternative, all improvements on Rocklin Road as proposed in 
the PSR-PDS have been eliminated. 

B. Community Interaction 
In the two public meeting held to acquire feedback about the various design alternatives, 
on May 4, 2015 and May 7, 2015, two main points stand out: 

• “The eastbound (I-80) soundwall needs to be extended. Sound does travel on that 
creek bed.”  

• “The westbound (I-80) soundwall needs to be replaced before construction of 
freeway lanes. Retain as many trees as possible.” 

As part of the circulation of the DPR and DED, public comments will be solicited, and a 
public informational meeting will be held, during which input and concerns from the 
community and special interest groups regarding the project will be discussed. 

Although right of way acquisition is required for the viable build alternatives, no 
controversy associated with the acquisitions properties is anticipated.  The acquisitions 
consist of sliver takes with minimal impact to the use of the properties.  The Project 
Development Team (PDT) will initiate communication with property owners after the 
completion of the Project Approval and Environment Document (PA&ED) phase.   

C. Existing Facility 
I-80 is the principal east-west route through Northern California and a primary 
transcontinental freeway serving passenger and goods movement from the San Francisco 
Bay Area, Northern California, through the Midwest and extending to the eastern United 
States. Maintaining adequate passenger and goods movement on this critical component 
of the National Highway System is essential. SR 65 in Placer County is a major north-
south facility and connects to I-80 from the north generally along the borders of the cities 
of Rocklin and Roseville. It is a major transportation corridor for the region and Northern 
California.  
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Eastbound 

In the Eastbound direction within the project limits, the SR 65 SB entrance ramp to I-80 
EB connects to I-80 with a 1,800-foot auxiliary lane.  From the end of this auxiliary lane, 
I-80 carries three twelve foot wide through lanes for 4,300-feet to the beginning of the 
1,400-foot auxiliary lane that is in advance of the EB single lane exit ramp to Rocklin 
Road.  Past the gore point of this ramp, the single lane ramp quickly transitions into a 
three lane section with a dedicated left turn lane, a left-through-right turn lane, and a 
dedicated right turn lane.  For a majority of the project limits, China Garden Road closely 
parallels the freeway which constrains the Right of Way (ROW) available for the project.  
China Garden Road, owned by a Local Agency, will not be realigned because of the 
project and will remain open for the duration of construction.   

Drainage along this section of I-80 is handled by a network of existing storm sewer 
systems that outlet to the Secret Ravine watershed.   

Existing structures consist of a 16-foot tall soundwall that is 900-feet long and located 
between I-80 and China Garden Road.  There are also two cantilever overhead signs in 
advance of the eastbound exit ramp to Rocklin Road. 

Westbound 

In the Westbound direction within the project limits, I-80 in approach to the Douglas 
Interchange westbound exit ramp consists of five through lanes that are twelve feet wide.  
One of these through lanes transitions into the westbound dual exit ramp to Douglas 
Blvd.  A four lane freeway section is then carried west past the Douglas Interchange WB 
loop entrance ramp and the WB slip entrance ramp.  Both of these ramps merge with I-80 
via a typical ramp merge with no auxiliary lanes.  Continuing west past the Douglas 
Interchange, I-80 remains a four lane section for 8,900-feet where it transitions back to a 
five lane section at the Riverside Interchange WB slip entrance ramp.  Within the 
Riverside Interchange, the WB single lane exit ramp departs from I-80 via a typical ramp 
diverge with no auxiliary lane and the WB single lane loop entrance ramp connects to I-
80 via a typical ramp merge with no auxiliary lane.  The following is a brief summary of 
the key features of the existing Douglas and Riverside interchange ramps within the 
project limits: 

 Douglas Interchange WB Dual Lane Exit Ramp 
1. Dedicated auxiliary lane in advance of the ramp 
2. 1,300-feet of vehicle storage available 

Douglas Interchange WB Loop Entrance Ramp 
1. Ramp meter 
2. No HOV bypass lane 

 
Douglas Interchange WB Slip Entrance Ramp 

1. Single lane 
2. Ramp meter 
3. No HOV bypass lane 
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Riverside Interchange WB Single Lane Exit Ramp 
1. No auxiliary lane in advance of the ramp 
2. 1,350-feet of vehicle storage available 

 
Riverside Interchange WB Single Lane Loop Entrance Ramp 

1. Ramp meter 
2. No HOV bypass lane 

 
Stormwater within the project limits is conveyed by a storm sewer network to the Cirby 
Creek watershed.   

Existing structures consist of the following: 

1. Bridge – The Linda Creek Bridge (Br #19-0027) will be impacted by the project.  
This I-80 bridge over Cirby Creek is a continuous three span, cast-in-place, reinforced 
T-beam bridge with a total width of 149.5-feet and total length of 167.8-feet.  The 
bridge crosses over Cirby Creek which is conveyed under the bridge via a concrete 
lined channel that also has a low flow notch in the middle of the channel.  This 
concrete channel is also impacted by the project. 

2. Soundwalls – For the westbound direction, there is an existing 14-foot tall soundwall 
on the existing ROW that extends 3,500-feet from near the Douglas WB Slip 
Entrance Ramp to 1,200-feet east of the Linda Creek Bridge.  There is also a 10 to 
12-foot soundwall that extends 1,200-feet east of the Linda Creek Bridge.  

3. Overhead Signs – There are existing cantilever overhead signs in advance of the 
westbound exit ramps to the Douglas Interchange and the Riverside Interchange. 

4. PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. Problem, Deficiencies, Justification 
Purpose: 
The purpose of the project is to:  
 

• Enhance through traffic capacity on I-80 in two locations: eastbound from State 
Route 65 through the Rocklin Road Interchange, and westbound from Douglas 
Boulevard through the Riverside Avenue Interchange; 

• Reduce existing congestion and operational problems on I-80 that cause back up 
on I-80 and on local roadways, and;  

• Improve safety by reducing stop and go traffic through enhanced capacity, 
merging and weaving facilities. 

 
Need: 
The project is needed because the freeway is experiencing operational problems caused 
by high peak period traffic volumes. Vehicle hours of delay, average speeds, travel times, 
and other traffic performance measures will continue to degrade as growth increases. I-80 
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is a primary transcontinental freeway which primarily serves as a transportation corridor 
for both passengers and goods throughout the United States. Additionally, growth in the 
South Placer County region has increased daily commuter traffic and traffic to major 
commercial and educational centers in the area. This increased traffic demand, together 
with increased demand generated from recreational facilities in the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains to the east and the San Francisco Bay Area to the west have resulted in 
reduced levels of service on I-80.  This segment of I-80 serves the national movement of 
goods and passengers, as well as the City of Roseville, City of Rocklin, and Placer 
County and is heavily used throughout the day. 

Justification: 

As shown in Tables 1 & 2, the build alternatives (Alternative 1 and 2) in the design year 
improve overall network performance as compared to the no build alternative 
(Alternative 3).   Travel time for westbound I-80 improves by more than 80 seconds 
during the AM peak hour and more than three and a half minutes during the PM peak 
hour with the build alternatives.   

B. Regional and System Planning 
Identify Systems 
I-80 is designated as an interstate. 

State Planning 
The May 2009 I-80 and Capital City Freeway Corridor System Management Plan 
(CSMP) serves as the route concept report for I-80 with the project limits.  This 
document shows the concept facility for the WB lanes (Douglas to Riverside) to consist 
of three through lanes, one HOV lane and one auxiliary lane.  For the EB lanes (SR65 to 
Rocklin) the concept facility consists of three through lanes with the ultimate facility 
adding an auxiliary lane. This project was identified after the 2009 CSMP was issued.  
This project is consistent with the identified goals and strategies of the CSMP which 
recognizes the mobility challenges of an incomplete set of freeway auxiliary lanes. This 
project is an incremental improvement to meeting these challenges. 

Regional Planning 
The project has been formally adopted into the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) as SACOG ID’s 
PLA25519 for the eastbound auxiliary lane and PLA25542 for the westbound auxiliary 
lane. The eastbound auxiliary lane is funded through the Federal High Priority Projects 
program, while the westbound auxiliary lane is funded through the Federal National 
Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program. 

Multimodal Services  
The project will add an HOV preferential lane for the westbound Douglas Ave on-ramp 
that can be accessed by the regional transit vehicles.  No other multimodal features are 
planned. 
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C. Traffic 
A Traffic Analysis Report has been prepared to develop forecast traffic volumes and 
operational analysis in the project area.  The text of this Traffic Analysis Report is 
incorporated as Attachment D of this Project Report.  Current and forecast traffic 
volumes for years 2012 and 2040 are shown in Table 14 and 15 of the Traffic Report and 
summarized below in Tables 1 and 2. 

The traffic forecasts were developed using the macro and meso modeling platforms.  The 
macro platform is a modified version of the regional SACMET model developed by the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan (MTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The meso platform is the Visum 
sub-area trip assignment model, which was used to assign the trips generated from the 
SACMET model to a detailed roadway network within the study area.   

 

TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF OVERALL NETWORK PERFORMANCE – 
2040 DESIGN YEAR AM PEAK PERIOD 

Performance 
Measure 

Existing 
Conditions 

(2012) 

Design Year Conditions (2040) 

Alternative 1 
(EB and WB 

Aux) 

Alternative 2 
(EB Aux and 
WB 5th Lane) 

Alternative 3 
(No Build) 

Volume Served 
(% of total demand) 

143,450 
(100%) 

207,310 
(99%) 

207,310 
(99%) 

207,180 
(99%) 

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 645,270 950,270 951,770 946,050 

Person Miles of Travel 786,260 1,132,990 1,134,890 1,128,530 

Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) 13,760 22,310 22,420 22,850 

Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) 
(% of VHT) 

2,670 
(19%) 

5,970 
(27%) 

6,060 
(27%) 

6,590 
(29%) 

Average Delay per Vehicle (min) 1.12 1.73 1.75 1.91 

Person Hours of Delay 3,240 6,880 6,060 7,610 

Average Speed 46.9 42.6 42.5 41.4 

Average Speed for HOVs 47.0 45.3 45.0 44.1 

Eastbound Travel Time: 
Auburn Blvd to  
Sierra College Blvd 

SOV 6:41 6:40 6:41 6:40 

HOV 6:34 6:33 6:33 6:34 

Westbound Travel Time: 
Sierra College Blvd to 
Antelope Rd 

SOV 8:27 9:24 8:26 10:50 

HOV 8:18 8:41 8:18 9:03 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 
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TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF OVERALL NETWORK PERFORMANCE – 
2040 DESIGN YEAR PM PEAK PERIOD  

Performance 
Measure 

Existing 
Conditions 

(2012) 

Design Year Conditions (2040) 

Alternative 1 
(EB and WB 

Aux) 

Alternative 2 
(EB Aux and 
WB 5th Lane) 

Alternative 3 
(No Build) 

Volume Served 
(% of total demand) 

198,170 
(101%) 

300,010 
(99%) 

299,980 
(100%) 

288,830 
(95%) 

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 730,100 1,162,670 1,164,810 1,104,780 

Person Miles of Travel 880,180 1,397,690 1,398,750 1,331,560 

Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) 16,850 33,700 31,680 41,750 

Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) 
(% of VHT) 

3,950 
(23%) 

13,270 
(39%) 

11,210 
(35%) 

22,320 
(54%) 

Average Delay per Vehicle (min) 1.20 2.65 2.24 4.64 

Person Hours of Delay 4,670 15,350 13,050 25,850 

Average Speed 43.3 34.5 36.8 26.5 

Average Speed for HOVs 44.7 38.1 39.5 30.4 

Eastbound Travel Time: 
Auburn Blvd to  
Sierra College Blvd 

SOV 6:35 6:44 6:42 6:43 

HOV 6:23 6:37 6:37 6:37 

Westbound Travel Time: 
Sierra College Blvd to 
Antelope Rd 

SOV 8:11 13:27 8:24 17:11 

HOV 8:01 9:43 8:18 10:40 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 

The results presented in Tables 1 and 2 are summarized below: 

• Overall, the build alternatives (Alternative 1 and 2) improve network performance 
compared to the no build alternative (Alternative 3). 

• The volume served in the network is about the same across alternatives during the 
AM peak period, but the PM peak period volume served is lower for Alternative 3 
(No Build) than for the build alternatives. 

• Alternative 2 (Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane) has higher 
VMT compared to Alternative 1 (Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes).  
Alternative 2 also has lower network delay and lower travel times on westbound 
I-80. 

• Travel time for westbound I-80 improves by more than 80 seconds during the AM 
peak hour and more than three and a half minutes during the PM peal hour with 
the build alternatives.   

• Travel time for eastbound I-80 is about the same for all alternatives. 
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Accident Rates 
Traffic collision data was compiled from Caltrans’ Traffic Accident Surveillance and 
Analysis System (TASAS) for I-80 westbound from Douglas Boulevard to the Placer 
County line (post mile 0.1 to 2.2), and eastbound from SR 65 to Rocklin Road (post mile 
4.1 – 6.0).  The data shown are for the three-year period between October 1, 2010 and 
September 30, 2013.  Within the study area, 230 collisions occurred in the three-year 
period.  Table 3 summarizes collisions on I-80 by direction.   

TABLE 3: ACCIDENT HISTORY 

Direction 

Total 
Accident

s  
Total 

Fatalities 

Actual  
Collision Rate1 

Average  
Collision Rate1 

F F&I Total F F&I Total 

Westbound (PM 0.1-2.2) 130 0 0.000 0.27 0.68 0.004 0.29 0.93 

Eastbound (PM 4.1-6.0) 100 1 0.008 0.26 0.84 0.004 0.27 0.87 

Total 230 1 0.004 0.27 0.76 0.004 0.28 0.90 

Notes: 1. The accident rate is accidents per million vehicle-miles.   
“F” refers to the fatality rate, and “F&I” refers to the fatality and injury rate.  Total number of accidents includes 
non-injury accidents, which are not listed separately. Bold and underline font indicates an actual rate that is 
greater than the average rate. 

Source: Caltrans District 3 TASAS Table B, October 1, 2010 to September 30, 2013 

 
The actual collision rate for fatalities was higher than statewide average for eastbound I-
80.  The one fatality was a side-swipe, multiple car accident which occurred near the 
Rocklin Road off-ramp. The remaining collision rates were lower than the statewide 
averages. 
 
Table 4 categorizes the collisions by type.  The most frequent collision type (57 percent) 
is a rear end collision, which is typical of congested conditions.  The next most frequent 
collision types are side-swipe and hit object.  The other collision types are collectively 
less than 7 percent of all collisions.  The westbound direction has both a higher number 
of collisions and a higher number of rear end collisions. 
 

TABLE 4: MAINLINE COLLISIONS BY TYPE 

Direction 
Head 
On 

Side 
Swipe 

Rear 
End 

Broad-
side 

Hit 
Object 

Over-
turn 

Auto-
Ped Other 

Westbound 0 30 79 8 12 1 0 0 

Eastbound 0 24 53 2 18 0 0 3 

Total 
0 

(0%) 
54 

(23%) 
132 

(57%) 
10 

(4%) 
30 

(13%) 
1 

(0.4%) 
0 

(0%) 
3 

(1%) 

Source: Caltrans District 3 TASAS - Table B, October 1, 2010 to September 31, 2013 
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5. ALTERNATIVES 

A. Viable Alternatives 
Three alternatives are being studied in the Draft Project Report (DPR) with the same 
level of effort:  Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes (Alternative 1), Eastbound 
Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane (Alternative 2) and No Build (Alternative 3).  
Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 meet the purpose and need of the project to the 
design year.  For the purposes of this DPR, environmental, traffic and right of way 
impacts have been studied for the two viable build alternatives as well as the no build 
alternative. 

Alternative 1 - Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes 
 Proposed Engineering Features 
Conceptual geometrics, typical sections and profiles for Alternative 1 are included in 
Attachment B.  Alternative 1 includes the following eastbound and westbound auxiliary 
lane improvements: 

I-80 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane – SR 65 to Rocklin Road 

1. Auxiliary Lane – An eastbound auxiliary lane is proposed to be constructed 
between the existing SR 65 eastbound entrance ramp auxiliary lane and the 
existing eastbound Rocklin Road exit ramp auxiliary lane.  The proposed 
improvement will consist of a 12-foot lane and 10-foot shoulder. 

2. Rocklin Interchange EB Exit Ramp – Due to traffic volumes in excess of that 
allowed for a single lane, the eastbound Rocklin Road off-ramp will be widened 
to a dual lane exit ramp.  This will require the widening and reconstruction of 
approximately 900-feet of the 1100-foot long ramp.  The new dual lane section 
will transition into the existing ramp at the existing three lane portion of the ramp. 

3. Soundwalls – The existing 16-feet tall soundwall between I-80 and China Garden 
Road will remain and will be extended another 750-feet west towards SR-65.  The 
extension will be 14 to 16-feet tall. 

4. Retaining Walls – Due to the proximity of China Garden Road to the freeway and 
the need to avoid impacting this road, five retaining walls are required for the 
freeway widening.  Two of these walls are standard plan retaining walls and do 
not require Advance Planning Studies (APS).  The following is a summary of the 
APS walls which are also included in Attachment E: 

• Wall 177: Wall 177 is 400ft long, supports a 14ft sound wall and is 
proposed to be founded on a spread footing. Due to the proximity to the 
right-of-way a Type 5SWB wall is proposed. The maximum design height 
of the wall is 8ft. 

• Wall 188: This wall is located approximately 7 feet in front of the existing 
16ft sound wall. The length of the wall is 376ft and the maximum wall 
height is 6ft. To minimize impacts to the existing sound wall foundation, a 
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soldier pile wall is proposed. Concrete lagging and troweled shotcrete is 
proposed to obtain an appropriate surface finish. 

• Wall 197: Wall 197 is 650ft long and is proposed to be founded on a 
spread footing. Due to the proximity to the right-of-way a Type 7B wall is 
proposed. The maximum design height of the wall is 10ft. 

5. Stormwater – The existing storm sewer network will be modified to continue to 
carry flows to the Secret Ravine watershed. 

6. ROW - The project would require sliver right-of-way acquisitions from one parcel 
adjacent to I-80.  See Attachment F for ROW needs. 

 

I-80 Westbound Auxiliary Lane – Douglas Boulevard to Riverside Avenue 

1. Auxiliary Lane - A westbound auxiliary lane is proposed to be constructed 
between the Douglas Interchange westbound loop entrance ramp and the 
Riverside Interchange westbound exit ramp.  The proposed improvement will 
consist of a 12-foot lane and 10-foot shoulder. 

2. Douglas Interchange WB Loop Entrance Ramp – This ramp is slightly realigned 
to transition into the start of the new auxiliary lane.  From the ramp gore, 
approximately 300-feet of the existing loop ramp is modified.  The dual lane 
configuration to the ramp meter is maintained.  An HOV bypass lane is not being 
added to this ramp.  

3. Douglas Interchange WB Slip Entrance Ramp – This single lane ramp is being 
realigned to meet the 1000-foot spacing standard between success entrance ramps.  
The ramp is also being widened for the addition of a HOV bypass lane.  From the 
gore, approximately 700-feet of the existing ramp is being modified. 

4. Riverside Interchange WB Exit Ramp – This facility is being slightly modified to 
accept the termination of the auxiliary lane into this single lane exit ramp.  Only 
100-feet of the ramp is being impacted beyond the gore. 

5. Soundwalls – The existing 3,500-foot long soundwall on the ROW line will 
remain with the exception of a short segment of the wall that will be reconstructed 
to accommodate the slight realignment of the Douglas Interchange westbound slip 
ramp.  The existing 1,200-foot long soundwall along the existing outside shoulder 
will be completely removed due to the widening of the freeway to accommodate 
the auxiliary lane.  This soundwall will be replaced in kind at the new edge of 
shoulder and will extend an additional 700-feet to the west, across Cirby Creek on 
the Linda Creek Bridge.  The extension will be 12-feet in height. 

6. Linda Creek Bridge Widening (Br #19-0027) – To accommodate the auxiliary 
lane and wider shoulder, this I-80 bridge over Cirby Creek will be widened 14’-6” 
to a total width of 164’-0”.  The widening will be a cast-in-place reinforced 
concrete T-Beam to match the existing structure type.  The bridge piers and 
Abutment 4 will be founded on driven piles, and Abutment 1 will be founded on a 
spread footing.  The bridge Advance Planning Study (APS) is included in 
Attachment E.   



03 - PLA - 80 – PM 0.1/2.2, PM 4.1/6.0 
EA 03-3F230 

December 2015 
 

11 

7. Cirby Creek Concrete Lined Channel – Due to the addition of new columns for 
the Linda Creek Bridge widening, the Cirby Creek concrete lined channel will be 
extended 12.5’ to provide protection for the foundation of the new bridge 
columns. 

8. Walls – Five proposed retaining walls will be constructed alongside the proposed 
auxiliary lane to contain the improvements within existing ROW. See the GAD’s 
in Attachment B for the locations of the five proposed retaining walls.  Of the 
five walls, only one requires an APS:   

• Wall 45: Wall 45 is 1135’ long and supports a sound wall. The first 210’ 
of wall, starting at the east abutment of the Linda Creek Bridge and going 
east is a Type 5SWBP retaining wall with a 12’ sound wall and is 
supported on piles. The remaining 925’ is Type 5SWB retaining wall and 
is proposed to be supported on spread footings. The Type 5SWBP/5SWB 
walls are proposed due to the proximity to the ROW. The maximum 
design height of the wall is 14’ near the Linda Creek Bridge, but varies 
from 8’ to 12’ for most of the wall. The wall Advance Planning Study 
(APS) is included in Attachment E.   

9. Stormwater – The existing storm sewer network will be modified to continue to 
carry flows to the Cirby Creek watershed.  Two bioswales will be added along 
this section of roadway.  Bioswale #1 is adjacent to the Riverside Avenue 
westbound off-ramp.  Bioswale #2 is located approximately 4,300 feet west of the 
Douglas Boulevard interchange.   

10. ROW – The project would require right-of-way acquisitions from a few parcels 
adjacent to I-80.  See Attachment F for ROW needs. 

 

Alternative 2 - Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane 
Proposed Engineering Features 
In the Eastbound direction, Alternative 2 is identical to Alternative 1.  In the Westbound 
direction, there are currently five through lanes in approach to the Douglas interchange 
and one of these through lanes is terminated at the Douglas Exit Ramp.  A four lane 
section currently continues for 2 miles to the Riverside Interchange where a 5th lane is 
added at the Riverside Loop Entrance Ramp.  Alternative 2 will construct a new WB 5th 
lane (12’ lane with a 10’ shoulder) from the Douglas Exit Ramp to the Riverside Loop 
Entrance Ramp thereby filling in the gap between the two existing 5- lane sections.  
Conceptual geometrics, typical sections and profiles for the Alternative 2 are included in 
Attachment B. 

Alternative 2 Westbound shares all of the same improvements as Alternative 1 
Westbound with the following differences: 

1. The Douglas Interchange WB exit ramp is a two lane exit ramp.  Rather than 
terminate the WB 5th lane at this ramp, Alternative 2 will carry the 5th lane past 
the ramp and the Douglas WB exit ramp will be converted to a single lane exit 
from a dual lane exit.  There will be no auxiliary lane in advance of the new single 
lane exit ramp. 
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2. The Douglas Interchange WB loop entrance ramp for Alternative 1 joins the 
freeway into its own dedicated auxiliary lane.  For Alternative 2, this ramp will 
merge into the new 5th lane per a standard ramp merge to a freeway. 

3. For Alternative 1, the new WB auxiliary lane is terminated into the WB exit ramp 
at the Riverside Interchange.  Alternative 2 will carry the new 5th lane past this 
ramp and as such, the ramp will be a standard exit ramp from the freeway and will 
not have an auxiliary lane in approach to it. 

4. The Riverside Interchange WB loop Entrance Ramp currently joins the freeway 
by entering into its own lane which is the start of the existing 5th lane.  Alternative 
2 will extend the new 5th lane past this ramp and the ramp will be realigned to join 
the freeway with a standard ramp merge. 

In comparison to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 does not add any additional bridge work, no 
additional soundwalls, no additional retaining walls and no additional ROW. 

 Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features 
The following are the anticipated mandatory and advisory design exceptions for the Build 
Alternatives: 

• Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 – (Mandatory) Distance Between Ramp 
Intersection and Local Road Intersection [HDM 504.3(5)]:  The intersection of 
Douglas Road and the WB I-80 Off-Ramp is 390 feet from Harding Blvd, 
measured curb return to curb return. HDM 504.3(5), Minimum distance (curb 
return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road intersections shall 
be 400 feet.   Providing 400 feet between the off-ramp and Harding Blvd would 
require realigning 275’ of Harding Blvd, acquiring right-of-way from a Union 76, 
and the partial take of a commercial retail building.  The relocation of three 
businesses, including a Bank of America and Starbucks Coffee would also be 
required. 

• Alternative 2 – (Mandatory) Stopping Sight Distance Standards [HDM 201.1]: 
The project proposes to reconstruct the Riverside Ave loop on-ramp to WB I-80.  
The proposed ramp will have a sag vertical curve with a stopping sight distance of 
241 feet, which has a design speed of 34 mph.  The exit nose, which is at the end 
of the vertical curve, should have a stopping sight distance of 430 feet, which is a 
design speed of 50 mph.  Providing for the proper stopping sight distance would 
require lengthening the loop on-ramp with a larger radius.  Therefore, the entire 
Riverside Ave off-ramp would need to be realigned to the north.  Approximately 
27,000 square feet of additional right-of-way would be required.  This land is 
environmentally sensitive and would have to be mitigated.  As this is a sag 
vertical curve, proper lighting will mitigate the non-standard stopping sight 
distance. The existing ramp’s sag vertical curve has a stopping sight distance of 
204 feet, which is a 30 mph design speed.  The proposed design improves the 
existing condition. 

• Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 - (Advisory) Superelevation Transition [HDM 
202.5(1)]:  The project proposes to reconstruct the Rocklin Road off-ramp from a 
single lane exit lane to a two lane exit ramp.  At the conform location, the 



03 - PLA - 80 – PM 0.1/2.2, PM 4.1/6.0 
EA 03-3F230 

December 2015 
 

13 

superelevation transition from 10% to 0% will occur over 178 feet, less than the 
240 feet per standard. Providing for the full transition at the conform location of 
the off-ramp would require lengthening the ramp approximately 50 feet to 
accommodate the greater distance between the reversing curves.  This lengthening 
would shift the off-ramp south, requiring the relocation of approximately 700 feet 
of local road along with right of way acquisition and utility relocations.  The 
proposed project will improve the existing superelevation transition which is 
currently at 150 feet. 

• Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 - (Advisory) Side Slope Standards [HDM 304.1]:  
The project proposes to reconstruct WB Douglas Slip on-ramp and off-ramp.  In 
order to prevent the acquisition of additional right-of-way, fill slopes are proposed 
to vary from 4:1 to 2:1.  Significantly effective permanent erosion control will be 
used at locations of slopes steeper than 4:1. 

The design exception fact sheets are included in Attachment O. 

 High Occupancy Vehicle (Bus and Carpool) Lanes 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) preferential lanes will be added to the Douglas 
Interchange WB Slip Entrance Ramp and the existing HOV preferential lane will be 
perpetuated for the Douglas Interchange WB Loop Entrance Ramp.  This on-ramp will 
include the required California Highway Patrol (CHP) enforcement areas. 

An HOV preferential lane has not been added to the westbound Riverside Loop on-ramp 
on Alternative 2.  The ramp has a design year peak hourly volume of only 250 vehicles.  
Furthermore, the mixed flow lane geometry would have an inside horizontal radius of 
120 feet, which is the very limit to what is acceptable.  Truck off tracking would require a 
much larger inside lane.  The increase in pavement width from the additional lane, truck 
off-tracking, and the CHP enforcement area would also require a new retaining wall at 
the Riverside Ave OC.  Due to the small peak hourly volume, adding an HOV 
preferential lane at this location is not a prudent use of available funds.  

 Ramp Metering 
The existing ramp metering at the Douglas Interchange WB entrance ramps and the 
Riverside WB loop entrance ramp will be perpetuated with this project. 

 California Highway Patrol Enforcement Areas 
CHP Enforcement Areas are proposed for all entrance ramps modified for the Build 
Alternatives. 

Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts (MVP) are recommended by the HDM to provide 
Maintenance and Operations personnel safe access to controller cabinets.  MVPs are 
proposed for all on- and off-ramps for the Build Alternatives. 

 Park and Ride Facilities 
Existing park and ride facilities are not impacted by the project.  No project actions are 
precluding the development of possible park and ride lots in the areas adjacent to the 
project. 
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 Utility and Other Owner Involvement 
A summary of utility involvements for the proposed Build Alternatives can be found on 
the Utility Information Sheet included as Attachment F.  The following is a list of the 
existing utilities within the study area: 

• AT&T • South Placer MUD 

• Consolidated Communications • Wave Broadband 

• City of Rocklin (Communications)  
• City of Roseville (Electric, 

communications, sewer and water)  

• Pacific Gas & Electric (Auburn 
District)  

 

The Build Alternatives will require potholing to determine if the underground utilities 
within the project limits will require relocation.  In order to determine the agency 
responsible for the costs involved with the design and construction of the utility 
relocations, research will be done to determine ownership and prior rights.  After the 
determination of ownership and prior rights for each utility in the area, a “determination 
of liability” will be established in order to allocate funds appropriately for the design of 
the affected utilities. 

 Railroad Involvement 
The proposed alternative will not affect any existing railroad corridors. 

 Highway Planting 
Existing vegetation within the project area is mainly grass with a few scattered trees.  
Within Caltrans ROW, the minimum level of landscaping will be permanent erosion 
control revegetation on all exposed slopes and other disturbed areas.  Existing 
landscaping and appurtenances will be protected in place, restored and maintained during 
construction and during the plant establishment period until contract acceptance.  
Irrigated plantings removed due to the project will be replaced at other acceptable 
locations within the project limits.  Revegetation requirements set forth in the 
environmental document are also included in the highway planting work and plant 
establishment period. 

Any above ground modifications to stormwater conveyance (bioswales, etc.) will be 
reviewed and approved by the District Landscape Architect. 

A total of $84,000 has been included in the project cost estimate for highway planting 
and tree replanting. 

 Aesthetics 
Aesthetics of new project features such as soundwalls and retaining walls will include a 
consistent aesthetic theme as the existing features.  Any alternative aesthetic treatments 
must be approved by the District Landscape Architect.  Aesthetic appurtenances removed 
due to the project will be replaced at other acceptable locations within the project limits.   
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All new above ground surfaces of the Linda Creek Bridge will be aesthetically consistent 
from the context in which the bridge is viewed, either by drivers or by residences.  Also 
the proposed new channel lining will maintain aesthetic consistency with the existing 
lining. 

 Erosion Control 
Costs for erosion control have been included in the project cost estimate.  Erosion control 
plans will be prepared during the Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) phase.   

It is expected that permanent erosion control will be applied to all disturbed soil areas.  
Standard construction site Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be utilized to prevent 
erosion and storm water impacts during construction.  Slopes steeper than 4:1 will require 
an erosion control plan to be approved by the District Landscape Architect and be 
reviewed and approved by the Office of Maintenance. 

 Noise Barriers 
A Noise Study Report was prepared for the Build Alternatives and the No Build 
Alternative, to identify the change in traffic noise levels that would occur with the 
improvements, and to consider noise levels due to construction activities associated with 
the improvements.  For the purpose of this analysis, the existing and future noise 
environments have been evaluated.  Predicted noise levels were compared to the 
applicable Caltrans/FHWA noise abatement criteria.  The analysis was performed in 
accordance with the guidelines of the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. 

Based on the results of the noise analysis, it was found that predicted noise levels at 
certain Eastbound and Westbound receivers would approach or exceed the 
FHWA/Caltrans noise abatement criteria with the construction of the project.  Traffic 
noise impacts are therefore predicted to occur at these locations and noise abatement in 
the form of a sound wall should be considered.  A Noise Abatement Decision Report was 
prepared to determine the reasonableness of the sound walls and is summarized in 
Section 6H of this document. 

 Non-motorized and Pedestrian Features 
The Build Alternatives only involve freeway widening and modifications to the ramps 
near the merge/diverge point of the freeway.  As such, there are no improvements or 
modifications to existing non-motorized and pedestrian features. 

 Cost Estimates 
For a complete estimate of construction costs for the Build Alternative, see Attachment 
C.  To determine the most cost effective paving solution for a 55-year life span, a Life 
Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA) was prepared for the Build Alternatives.  The LCCA 
compares the cost benefits between using flexible and rigid pavement solutions.  
Attachment K includes the Life Cycle Cost Analysis Forms for each pavement 
alternative analyzed in the LCCA.  The LCCA showed that a 40 year composite 
pavement (rigid pavement) section had the lowest total life cycle cost.  However, as none 
of the adjacent pavements were rigid pavements, the project development team advocated 
the use of a flexible pavement design.  The LCCA showed that a 20 year Flexible 
pavement design had the lowest life cycle costs of the flexible pavements.   
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A summary of the costs for the Build Alternatives is as follows: 

 Alternative 1 - Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes 
 Roadway Construction $  8,279,400 
 Bridge/Wall Construction $  4,440,000 
 Right of Way & Utility Relocation $  62,050 
   Capital Cost Subtotal $ 12,782,000 
 
 Preliminary Engineering $  1,870,000 
 Construction Engineering $  1,400,000 
 Support Cost Subtotal $ 3,270,000 
 
                   Project Total Cost (Alternative 1) $  16,100,000 
 
 Alternative 2 - Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes 
 Roadway Construction $  9,813,600 
 Bridge/Wall Construction $  4,440,000 
 Right of Way & Utility Relocation $  62,050 
   Capital Cost Subtotal $ 14,316,000 
 
 Preliminary Engineering $  2,000,000 
 Construction Engineering $  1,570,000 
 Support Cost Subtotal $ 3,570,000 
 
                   Project Total Cost (Alternative 2) $  17,900,000 

 Right of Way Data 
The Build Alternatives will require the acquisition of private property to accommodate 
the proposed improvements.  See Attachment F for the Right of Way Data Sheets and 
exhibit maps.  

 Effects of Projects Funded by Others on State Highway 

The Build Alternatives improvements will have a beneficial effect on I-80 mainline by 
reducing congestion and travel time on I-80 within the project limits.  The existing and 
forecasted traffic volumes and travel time estimates are discussed in section 4C and have 
been documented in the Transportation Analysis Report (Attachment D). 

No Build Alternative 

This alternative assumes no improvements are made to I-80 within the project limits.  
The traffic vehicle delay for the No Build is presented in Table 1 and 2.  Travel time for 
westbound I-80 improves by more than 80 seconds during the AM peak hour and more 
than three and a half minutes during the PM peal hour with the build alternatives versus 
the no build alternative. 
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B. Rejected Alternatives 
Alternative 4 - Eastbound Rocklin Road Ramp Extension 

At the July 17, 2014 PDT meeting, Fehr & Peers presented the forecast figures for the 
westbound and eastbound alternatives and reviewed the forecasting model used. 
PCTPA stated that the eastbound alternative which extends the Rocklin Rd off-ramp 
should be eliminated from discussion, and the full eastbound auxiliary lane should be 
the only alternative discussed. The traffic forecasting model demonstrated that the full 
auxiliary lane functions better than only the off-ramp widening and extension. The 
PDT concurred and the eastbound off-ramp extension alternative was removed from 
further consideration. 

Alternative 5 – Westbound 6th Lane 
At the July 17, 2014 PDT meeting, the PDT discussed how the westbound 5th lane 
plus the auxiliary lane addition from Douglas Blvd to Atlantic St (6th lane) also 
further improves operations; however, the Westbound 6th lane alternative was 
removed from discussion due to the costs associated with construction. The PDT 
concurred and this alternative was removed from further consideration due to 
infeasible cost. 

No additional viable alternatives have been developed since the PSR-PDS and later 
rejected. 

6. CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION 

A. Hazardous Waste 
Initial Site Assessment 
An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) for the project was approved in February 2015.  The 
ISA evaluated whether the proposed project could be affected by any recorded or visible 
hazardous waste materials.  Development of the ISA report entailed a governmental 
records search, select agency interviews, aerial photography and topographic map review, 
and visual site survey. The properties assessed for the ISA (Subject Properties) included 
existing Caltrans right-of-way, as well as two privately owned residential and four 
undeveloped properties immediately adjacent to the proposed improvements.  Multiple 
other adjacent properties were assessed within a 1-mile radius of both Location 1 and 2. 

At the time the ISA was prepared, it was unknown if the property at 1116 Melrose Ave 
(APN 014-231-009) would be acquired due to its proximity to the existing ROW.  It has 
been determined a sliver acquisition not effecting the house is possible.  It is not 
anticipated that any structures will be taken for this project. 

Based on the results of the ISA evaluation, the Summary Table below describes evidence 
of the potential for Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) or Activity and Use 
Limitations (AULs) on the Subject Properties. 
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 TABLE 5: ISA SUMMARY TABLE  

Location Description of REC Evidence Found Description 
Associated AUL 

Existing roadways 
within project 
boundaries including 
I-80, Rocklin Road, 
Douglas Boulevard, 
and Riverside Avenue 

Potential lead and heavy metals associated with pavement striping.  
Implementation of improvements may require the removal and 
disposal of yellow traffic stripe and pavement marking materials 
(paint, thermoplastic, permanent tape, and temporary tape).  Yellow 
paints made prior to 1995 may exceed hazardous waste criteria under 
Title 22, California Code of Regulations, and require disposal in a 
Class I disposal site. 

None Found 

Linda Creek Bridge Previous study of the Linda Creek Bridge indicated evidence of 
asbestos containing material in the Metal Beam Guard Rail bearing pad 
shim.  If removal of the bearing pad shims is necessary to widen the 
bridge, they will require removal and proper disposal by a licensed and 
certified asbestos abatement contractor in conjunction with the planned 
bridge widening.  In order to complete the necessary asbestos 
abatement/removal, a Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
(PCAPD) permit for the Linda Creek Bridge will be attained. 

None Found 

Soils adjacent to I-80 Potential contaminated soils associated with aerially deposited lead. 
Implementation of improvements may require the disturbance and 
removal of contaminated soils. Disturbance of these soils will require a 
preparation of a Lead Compliance Plan and Lead Awareness Training.  
Further sampling and analysis of soil will be initiated during PS&E to 
determine the extent of lead-contaminated soils.  Soils containing 
hazardous levels of aerially deposited lead will be excavated and 
disposed of at a Class 1 Disposal Facility or a Class 2 Disposal 
Facility permitted by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (CVRWQCB) before completion of the proposed 
project. 

None Found 

Existing buildings that 
could be 
demolished/altered 
due to planned 
construction activities. 

Potential for Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM). New uses of 
ACM were banned by the EPA in 1989. Revisions to regulations issued 
by the Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) on June 
30, 1995, require that all thermal systems insulation, surfacing 
materials, and resilient flooring materials installed prior to 1981 be 
considered Presumed Asbestos Containing Materials (PAC) and treated 
accordingly. In order to rebut the designation as PAC, OSHA requires 
that these materials be surveyed, sampled, and assessed in accordance 
with 40 CFR 763 (Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act 
[AHERA]). ACM have also been documented in the rail shim sheet 
packing, bearing pads, support piers, and expansion joint material of 
bridges. 

None Found 

Existing buildings that 
could be 
demolished/altered 
due to planned 
construction activities. 

Potential lead-based paint on painted portions of existing buildings. 
Structures constructed prior to 1978 are presumed to contain lead-
based paint unless proven otherwise, although buildings constructed 
after 1978 may also contain lead-based paints. 

None Found 

 

The ISA recommended the following actions to verify the presence/extent of RECs and 
to evaluate the potential for remediation during the PS&E phase of the project:  

• To avoid impacts from pavement striping during construction it is recommended 
that testing and removal requirements for yellow striping and pavement marking 
materials be performed in accordance with Caltrans Standard Special Provisions 
for REMOVE TRAFFIC STRIPE AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  

• The Linda Creek Bridge bearing pad shims will require removal and proper 
disposal by a licensed and certified asbestos abatement contractor in conjunction 
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with the planned bridge widening.  In order to complete the necessary asbestos 
abatement/removal, a Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPD) 
permit for the Linda Creek Bridge will be attained. 

• The proposed project will require a Non-Standard Special Provision (NSSP) for 
excavation and handling of soils contaminated with aerially deposited lead. The 
NSSP should address CCR Title 8, Section 1532.1, Lead, which includes a Lead 
Compliance Plan and Lead Awareness training. 

• Further sampling and analysis of soil will be initiated during PS&E to determine 
the extent of lead-contaminated soils.  Soils containing hazardous levels of 
aerially deposited lead will be excavated and disposed of at a Class 1 Disposal 
Facility or a Class 2 Disposal Facility permitted by the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) before completion of the proposed 
project.  

As stated above, at the time the ISA was prepared, it was unknown if the 1116 Melrose 
property would be acquired due to its proximity to the existing ROW.  It has been 
determined a sliver acquisition not effecting the house is possible. The ISA 
recommendations on the alteration or demolition of buildings are no longer required.  
Unknown Hazards 
As is the case for any project that proposes excavation, the potential exists for unknown 
hazardous contamination to be revealed during project construction (such as previously 
undetected petroleum hydrocarbon contamination from former underground storage tanks 
or potential explosive threat if a natural gas transmission pipeline is ruptured during 
construction). If known or previously unknown hazardous waste/material is encountered 
during construction, the procedures outlined in Section 7-107I of the Caltrans 
Construction Manual shall be followed. 

B. Value Analysis 
A Value Analysis (VA) Study will not be completed for this project since the 
construction value of the contract is $14 to $16 Million which is well below the 
“mandatory” threshold of $50M.   

C. Resource Conservation 
Energy conserving features of the project include freeway widening and ramp 
improvements that reduce congestion and move traffic more efficiently. 

Energy conservation measures that will be considered for incorporation into the electrical 
portions of the project are signal design, and lighting design.  It is anticipated that all 
signal faces will be of the light-emitting diode type, and street lights will be high-pressure 
sodium light bulbs. 

Effort will be made to recycle any pavement removed during construction as fill or sub-
base as is acceptable per the structural design by the geotechnical engineer during the 
PS&E phase.  The reuse of existing signs will be applied wherever possible along 
widened sections of the project. 



03 - PLA - 80 – PM 0.1/2.2, PM 4.1/6.0 
EA 03-3F230 

December 2015 
 

20 

The Project fulfills resource conversation efforts in maximizing the use of in-place 
facilities on the existing roadways. 

D. Right-of-Way Issues 
Right of Way Required 
Right of way acquisitions are required for the Build Alternatives.  A total of 8 parcels 
will require a partial acquisition comprised of 4 fee acquisitions, 6 temporary or 
permanent easements, and 2 dedications. Refer to the Right of Way Data Sheet included 
in Attachment F. 

Relocation Impact Studies 
The proposed project will not require the displacement of any person or business and as 
such, relocation impact studies will not be produced for the project. 
Airspace Lease Areas 
The proposed project will have no effect on the navigable airspace of any airport. 

E. Environmental Issues 
Caltrans is the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Lead Agency for this project. 

As owner-operator of the State Highway System (SHS), Caltrans is the CEQA Lead 
Agency for all improvements on the SHS.  Under Chapter 3 of Title 23, United States 
Code, Section 327 (23 U.S.C. 327), Caltrans has NEPA Delegation.  President Obama 
signed the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) (P.L. 112-141) 
into law on July 6, 2012, with an effective date of October 1, 2012.   

MAP-21 creates a streamlined and performance-based surface transportation program, 
promotes accelerating project delivery and encourages innovation.  Section 1313 of 
MAP-21 amends 23 U.S.C. 327 to establish a permanent Surface Transportation Project 
Delivery Program and allow any state to participate and for a state to renew its 
participation in the program.  Previous to the passage of MAP-21, Caltrans was the only 
state in the nation to participate in the “Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot 
Program” (Pilot Program), pursuant to Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users act (SAFETEA-LU) 
beginning July 1, 2007 and ending September 30, 2012.  Consequently, Caltrans 
continues to assume FHWA’s responsibilities under NEPA as well as FHWA’s 
consultation and coordination responsibilities under other Federal environmental laws for 
most highway projects in California.  Accordingly, Caltrans is the Lead Agency under 
both CEQA and NEPA. 

In compliance with CEQA, an Initial Study (IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
has been prepared for this project in accordance with Caltrans environmental procedures 
and State environmental laws and regulations and is included in Attachment M.  In 
compliance with NEPA, this project has been determined to be eligible for a Categorical 
Exclusion (CE) under 23 U.S.C. 327. 

Various environmental technical reports have been prepared to support the IS/MND and 
CE, including an Archaeological Survey Report, Historic Property Survey Report, Air 
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Quality Analysis, Community Impact Assessment, Noise Study Report, Noise Abatement 
Decision Report, Natural Environment Study, Water Quality Questionnaire, and Visual 
Impact Assessment.  In addition, various engineering technical reports were prepared to 
support the Draft Environmental Document including a Traffic Operations Analysis, 
Bridge Advance Planning Study, Preliminary Material Report, Location Hydraulic Study, 
Storm Water Data Report, Preliminary Drainage Report, and Hazardous Waste Initial 
Site Assessment. 

The IS/MND discusses the proposed project’s potential to impact the human, physical 
and biological environment.  Specifically, the IS/MND analyzes land use and planning, 
agricultural resources, population and housing, recreation, public services, utilities and 
service systems, transportation/traffic, aesthetics, hydrology and water quality, geology 
and soils, mineral resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, air 
quality, noise, and biological resources.  All potential impacts under CEQA associated 
with the project are addressed and discussed in the IS/MND as avoidance, minimization 
and/or mitigation measures.  The IS/MND and the technical studies for the proposed 
project support the CE under NEPA. 

If the scope of work (including utility relocation requirements-if any) or limits for this 
project change prior to completion of the preliminary engineering (PA&ED phase), or 
during the final design (PS&E phase) and/or during the construction phase, an 
Environmental Re-Evaluation will be required to confirm the IS/CE determined to be the 
appropriate environmental documentation for CEQA and NEPA remain appropriate and 
complete. An Environmental Certification will be required at the end of the PS&E phase, 
and Certificate of Compliance will be required following completion of construction of 
the project.  

Wetlands and Flood Plains 
The project area contains approximately 0.04 acres of wetlands, which were found 
adjacent to westbound I-80 as a result of ponding from roadside and commercial drainage 
and continues as a formalized, partially concrete lined drainage feature. The wetland 
feature contains standing water and hydrophytic vegetation such as cattails and sedges 
followed by a transition to willows and cottonwoods. The proposed project does not 
anticipate permanent or temporary impacts to any wetlands found within the project area. 

In regard to flood plains, the improvements associated with this project encroach on the 
Floodway (Zone AE) as well as the Special Flood Hazard Area (Zone AE) of Cirby 
Creek. The Floodway (Zone AE) is the channel of a stream plus any adjacent floodplain 
areas that must be kept free of encroachment so that the 100-year flood can be carried 
without substantial increases in flood heights. The Special Flood Hazard Area (Zone AE) 
is an area subject to 100-year flooding for which a base flood elevation has been 
determined. The remaining project area lies within Zone X, which is defined as an area 
determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain. 

The project will widen the existing Cirby Creek Bridge with two additional columns and 
will lengthen the existing Cirby Creek concrete channel lining approximately 15 feet. 
There are existing bridge bents (with 9 columns each) and a 22-foot wide concrete 
channel lining with an approximate 0.13 acres (5,700-square feet) encroachment on Zone 
AE (Floodway). The 100-year flow for Cirby Creek through the project site is 4,118 
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cubic feet per second (cfs), based on data provided in the LOMR (May 2003).  The 
existing bridge currently has eighteen 3-feet by 5-feet rectangular columns within the 
floodplain. The widening of the bridge will add two more columns of the same size into 
the floodplain, displacing the base flood volume by 0.002 acre-ft. The hydraulic analysis 
shows that there is no change in water surface elevation and channel velocity due to this 
displacement. Therefore, significant impacts to the floodplain values associated with the 
natural moderation of floods are considered minimal and negligible for the project. 

The proposed project layout and design has minimized both short-term and long-term 
impacts to the floodplain. The floodplain will be temporarily impacted during 
construction. These temporary impacts due to construction activity will be minimized 
through the implementation of construction Best Management Practices as well as 
additional measures that may be specified in the regulatory permits obtained for this 
project.  Impacts  to  the  floodplain  resulting  from  the  approach  roadway  widening  
have  been  minimized by reducing the grading limits where feasible. 

Biological Resources 
The project area lies within the Sierra Nevada Foothills, a biologically diverse ecosystem 
known to support unique and endemic species. Reconnaissance level surveys and a 
jurisdictional delineation were conducted to assess natural communities existing in the 
Biological Study Area (BSA). The proposed project’s BSA is approximately 144 acres 
and encompasses the construction area with an approximate 20 to 50 foot buffer. 

Surveys concluded that Cirby Creek and Sucker Ravine are jurisdictional waters of the 
U.S., State and CDFW (blue oak woodland), which warrant special concern within the 
BSA. No other natural communities of special concern exist within the BSA. 

Literature research and biological surveys indicate that there is a potential for 4 special 
status species to occur: purple martin (Progne subis), western pond turtle (Emys 
marmorata), Central Valley fall and late fall-run Chinook salmon (fall-run Chinook 
salmon) (Oncorhynchus tshawyscha), and Central Valley steelhead (steelhead) 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) within the BSA vicinity. In addition, Pacific Salmon Essential 
Fish Habitat (EFH) is also present within the BSA. No Critical Habitat for any species 
resides within the project area.  

The project will result in approximately 0.01 acres of temporary impacts and less than 
0.01 acres of permanent impacts to Cirby Creek, considered a water of the U.S. and state 
and Pacific Salmon EFH. Further, the project will temporarily impact less than 0.01 acres 
and permanently impact less than 0.01 acres of Valley Foothill Riparian (VRI) 
vegetation, considered a water of the state. 

Caltrans initiated informal Section 7 Consultation with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), a division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) Fisheries for potential impacts to Central Valley Steelhead and Pacific Salmon 
EFH. Caltrans requested initiation of informal consultation with the NMFS on October 2, 
2015. NMFS deemed the formal consultation package from Caltrans complete on 
October 29, 2015 and initiated formal consultation. On November 13, 2015, NMFS 
issued a Letter of Concurrence that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect Central Valley Steelhead. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures based 
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on consultation are incorporated into the project’s protective measures to minimize the 
project’s potential effects to steelhead and Pacific Salmon EFH. 

F. Air Quality Conformity 
The proposed project is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin.  The Placer County 
Air Pollution Control District is the agency responsible for monitoring and regulating air 
pollutant emissions from stationary, area, and indirect sources within Placer County.  The 
District also has responsibility for monitoring air quality and setting and enforcing limits 
for source emissions. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the agency with the 
legal responsibility for regulating mobile source emissions.  The District is precluded 
from such activities under State law.  The Placer County Air Pollution Control District is 
the agency responsible for regional air quality plans under the State and Federal Clean 
Air Acts.  The current regional clean air plan addresses ozone and particles of 10 
micrometers or smaller (PM10) and identifies strategies for progressive reduction in 
emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter.  

Under National Ambient Air Quality Standards, Placer County is in non-attainment for 
8-hour ozone and PM2.5, maintenance for carbon monoxide, and attainment or 
unclassified for other Federal criteria pollutants.  Under California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, Placer County is in non-attainment for ozone and PM10.  It is in attainment or 
unclassified for other State criteria pollutants. 

Regional Conformity 
Alternative 1 of the proposed project is listed in the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) financially constrained 2035 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) (SACOG 2012a).  The Project is 
also included in the SACOG financially constrained 2015/2018 Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) (SACOG 2014b).  SACOG adopted the 
Final 2015/18 MTIP, Amendment #4 to the MTP/SCS 2035, and Air Quality Conformity 
Analysis on September 18, 2014. FHWA and FTA approved the 2015/18 MTIP and Air 
Quality Conformity Analysis on December 15, 2014.  The design concept and scope of 
the proposed Project is consistent with the project description in the 2035 MTP, 
2015/2018 MTIP, and the “open to traffic” assumptions of the SACOG 2014 Air Quality 
Conformity Analysis (SACOG 2014a). 

Alternative 1 of the Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lanes Project was included in the regional 
emissions analysis conducted by SACOG for the conforming 2035 MTS/SCS.  The plan 
is in conformity, and therefore, the individual projects contained in the plan are 
conforming projects and will have air quality impacts consistent with those identified in 
the state implementation plans (SIPs) for achieving the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).  The FHWA determined the MTP to conform to the SIP on 
December 15, 2014. 

Alternative 2 of the Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lanes Project is anticipated to be included in 
the upcoming 2036 MTP and 2015-18 MTIP in Spring 2016, prior to project approval.  
This plan is anticipated to be in conformity, and therefore, the individual projects 
contained in the plan would be conforming projects and will have air quality impacts 
consistent with those identified in the state implementation plans (SIPs) for achieving the 
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The FHWA is anticipated to 
determine the MTP to conform to the SIP shortly in Spring 2016. 

The Project meets the regional conformity requirements established by the Federal Clean 
Air Act. 

Project-Level Conformity 
The project is subject to PM conformity analysis because it is located within a PM2.5 
nonattainment area.  As the first step in demonstrating PM2.5/PM10 conformity, SACOG 
completed an Interagency Consultation to determine if it is a Project of Air Quality 
Concern (POAQC) as defined in 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 and U.S.EPA’s Hot-Spot 
Guidance.  SACOG obtained concurrence from both EPA and FHWA that the Project is 
not a POAQC on August 26, 2015.   

Placer County is a carbon monoxide (CO) attainment area.  In CO attainment areas, only 
projects that are likely to worsen air quality necessitate further analysis.  Projects that 
worsen air quality are defined as those that significantly increase the percentage of 
vehicles in cold state mode, those that significantly increase traffic volumes, and those 
that worsen traffic flow.  These criteria are evaluated when comparing Build and No 
Build scenarios.  The determination of project-level CO impacts was carried out 
according to the Local Analysis flowchart that was provided in the CO Protocol 
document.  Based on the answers, the flowchart concludes with “Project satisfactory, no 
further analysis is need.” 

During construction, short-term degradation of air quality may occur due to the release of 
particulate emissions (airborne dust) generated by excavation, grading, hauling, and other 
construction related activities.  Emissions from construction equipment also are expected 
and would include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxide (NOx), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), directly-emitted particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and toxic air 
contaminants such as diesel exhaust particulate matter.  Ozone is a regional pollutant that 
is derived from NOx and VOCs in the presence of sunlight and heat.   

Alternative 1 project’s construction is anticipated to take 12 months, while Phase I of 
Alternative 2 project’s construction is anticipated to take 12 months, and Phase II of 
Alternative 2 project’s construction is anticipated to take 9 months.  The Project’s 
construction emissions were estimated using the Roadway Construction Emissions Model 
by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD 2014), 
which is the accepted model for all CEQA roadway projects throughout California. 
Construction activities from Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 of the Project would not 
exceed emission thresholds established by the PCAPCD.   

G. Title VI Considerations 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act requires that no person be excluded from, denied the 
benefits of, or otherwise be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving federal aid because of race, color, religion, national origin, gender, age, or 
handicap.  Caltrans and FHWA policies demonstrate commitment to this requirement.  
The proposed Build Alternative will comply accordingly.  
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H. Noise Abatement Decision Report 
A Noise Study Report (2015) was prepared for this project.  The Noise Study Report 
analyzed existing and future noise at sensitive receptors in the project vicinity.  The 
following information is from the approved Noise Study Report for the proposed project.  
Land uses in the project noise study area consist primarily of single and multi-family 
residences, commercial properties, and one school.   

The design-year traffic noise modeling results for the Build Alternative range from 59 to 
71 dBA Leq.  Noise levels for the design-year under the Build Alternative are expected to 
increase by up to 3 dB over design-year No-Build noise levels.  Design-year No-Build 
noise levels are expected to increase by up to 2 dB over existing conditions, due to an 
increase in traffic volumes.  Proposed improvements bring traffic closer to nearby 
receivers which results in increased noise levels. Build noise levels approach or exceed 
their respective Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) Activity criteria at nine residences, 
therefore, a noise abatement evaluation was required.   

The Noise Study Report found two walls feasible, which meets the Caltrans acoustical 
design goal of a 7 dB reduction. The two walls are SW-W1, stationed between 40+00 and 
47+00, with the total length of the proposed Barrier SW-W1 being 700 feet, and SW-E1, 
stationed between 177+00 and 184+52, with the total length of the proposed Barrier SW-
E1 being 752 feet. These two walls were further evaluated in the Noise Abatement 
Decision Report (2015), included in Attachment J, to determine if they are reasonable to 
construct. 

Barrier SW-W1 was found to be acoustically feasible at a height of 12 feet. From the 700 
foot length, the number of benefited residences (10) yields a total reasonable allowance 
of $640,000 for each soundwall height.  Based on the engineer’s cost estimate including 
costs required to construct the abatement - cost of the wall, footings, traffic control, 
drainage, modified or additional plantings, and miscellaneous items, the 12-foot 
soundwall  is estimated to cost $410,000 ($48.81 per square foot).  Comparing the total 
reasonable allowances to the estimated construction costs, the soundwall SW-W1 is 
determined to be fiscally reasonable, within 10%, and is recommended to be constructed 
at a height of 12 feet. 

Barrier SW-E1 is acoustically feasible at a height of 16 feet. From the 752 foot length, 
the number of benefited residences (5) yields a total reasonable allowance of $320,000 
for each soundwall height.  Based on the engineer’s cost estimate including costs required 
to construct the abatement - cost of the wall, footings, traffic control, drainage, modified 
or additional plantings, and miscellaneous items, the 16-foot soundwall is estimated to 
cost $340,000 ($28.26 per square foot, respectively).  Comparing the total reasonable 
allowances to the estimated construction costs, the soundwall SW-E1 is determined to be 
fiscally reasonable, within 10%, and is recommended to be constructed at a height of 16 
feet. 

7. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE 

Public Hearing Process 
Upon approval of the DPR and DED, a Notice of Availability (NOA) to adopt a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration will be published in the local newspaper and filed with 
the Placer County Clerk to announce the availability of the DED for public comment.  
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Documents will be made available in local public places for easy accessibility.  The 
review and comment period will be 30 days, during which members of the public and 
others can comment on the document and attend a public hearing.  Any comments 
received will be responded to and the comments and responses will be incorporated into 
the Final ED.  

Route Matters 
Because the freeway and ramps already exist, new-connection approvals are not required.  
The project has been assigned a Project Development Category 4B. 

Permits 
The following permits, reviews, and approvals will be required for project construction: 

 
TABLE 6: PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

Agency Permit/Approval 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s (NOAA) National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

Section 7 Informal Consultation for Threatened and Endangered 
Species (Central Valley steelhead (steelhead) (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss) and Pacific Salmon Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for fall 
and late fall-run Chinook salmon (fall-run Chinook salmon) 
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) 

Section 404 Permit (Nationwide 14) for fill into Waters of the 
U.S. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification for discharges to a water 
body 

State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) 

Project will be subject to Section 402 National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit and 
constructed under a SWPPP. 

California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) 

Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement for modifications 
of the bed, bank, or channel of a stream, including impacts to 
vegetation 

 
Cooperative Agreements 
The project is a PCTPA lead effort. An existing cooperative agreement between PCTPA 
and Caltrans was executed on November 15, 2013 and covers Project Approval and 
Environmental Document (PA&ED) efforts. Cooperative Agreements for Plans, 
Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E), right of way, and construction will be executed 
prior to each phase. 

Any additional cooperative agreements required will be in place as needed prior to 
construction. 

Transportation Management Plan for Use During Construction 
A preliminary Transportation Management Plan (TMP) was prepared for the PA&ED 
phase of the project and is included in Attachment H. The following measures are 
recommended:  

• Because of high traffic volumes on I-80, work requiring traffic control on 
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mainline, ramps, and shoulders will be allowed generally from late evening to 
early morning hours. 

• Lane closures will be performed in accordance with Standard Plan Sheet T10, 
“Traffic Control System for Lane Closure on Freeways and Expressways”. 

• The use of stage construction K-rail will allow for daytime operations without 
restriction and roadway utilization by the public, and to minimize lane 
closures. 

• When K-rail is used, gawk screen will be required to prevent excessive 
slowing of traffic through the project limits.  However, during peak commute 
hours, the contractor may be ordered to halt all work behind K-rail, if adjacent 
traffic volumes become congested to the point where Public Safety and Public 
Convenience provisions of the contract apply. 

• Ramps will be stage-constructed to remain open during daytime hours and 
when complete nighttime closures are necessary, traffic will be detoured in 
accordance with traffic handling plans prepared by the Project Engineer 
during the PS&E design phase. 

• No lane closures, shoulder closures, or other traffic restrictions will be 
allowed on Special Days, designated holidays and the day preceding 
designated holidays. 

• Coordinating with the City of Roseville and the City of Rocklin is required to 
handle traffic through the work area. 

• Coordinating with adjacent projects within, or nearby the project limits will be 
required to avoid conflicts.  

• The Use of A+B Bidding is recommended to expedite the project. 
• Incentive/disincentive provision in the contract is recommended. 
• Ensure inside shoulders can support live traffic. 
• Work at this location will require a full time COZEEP presence.  
• Freeway Service Patrol (FSP) is recommended during construction. 
• Portable changeable message signs will be required in direction of traffic 

during construction for each lane or shoulder closure.  
• SSPs,  detailed lane closure charts and cost estimate will be developed for the 

final TMP prior to PS&E 
 
Stage Construction 
Work activities will include construction of outside shoulder barriers, retaining walls, 
soundwalls, overhead signs, pavement widening and bridge widening along I-80. In order 
to construct, K-rail will be installed the full length of the mainline widening.  The face of 
K-rail will be placed three feet into the slow lane from the edge of travel lane.  This will 
provide one foot of space from back of K-rail to the widening sawcut which will be at the 
edge of travel way. As a result of the K-rail encroaching into the outside lane, the three 
existing outside lanes of I-80 will be temporarily reduced to 11 feet to accommodate the 
K-rail. Lane width reductions will utilize standard transition tapers. Lastly, interchange 
ramps will be stage constructed in order to remain open during daytime hours. When 
complete ramp night closures are necessary, traffic will be temporarily detoured. 

• Lane closure charts should be prepared during the PS&E design phase 
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• Detours should be prepared during the PS&E design phase (Ensure trucks can 
safely make all necessary turning movements) 

Accommodation of Oversize Loads 
The project would not impact the ability for oversize loads to use I-80.   

 
Graffiti Control 
The project is not located within an identified graffiti-prone area.  However, retaining and 
soundwall designs will be prepared with the potential for vandalism in mind.  

8. FUNDING/PROGRAMMING 

Funding 
The project is funded through both the Federal High Priority Projects (HPP) and National 
Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program (NCIIP).    

It has been determined that this project is eligible for Federal-aid funding. 

Programming 
Partial funding for Alternative 1 is currently program from the I-80 Bottleneck earmark 
savings. Full funding for Alternative 1 and/or Alternative 2 is anticipated based on a 
Placer County transportation sales tax measure planned for 2016, as well as other 
available state and federal funding. Funding for Alternative 1 is shown below. 

Alternative 1 – Demo High Priority Projects – SAFETEA-LU Funding 
 Fiscal Year Estimate 
 Prior 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 Future Total 

Component In thousands of dollars ($1,000) 
PA&ED Support  350      350 
PS&E Support    500    500 
Right-of-Way 
Support      

    

Construction 
Support         

Right-of-Way    20    20 
Construction      4,120  4,120 

Total  350  520  4,120  4,990 
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Alternative 1 – National Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program Funding 
 Fiscal Year Estimate 
 Prior 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 Future Total 

Component In thousands of dollars ($1,000) 
PA&ED Support  470      470 
PS&E Support    630    630 
Right-of-Way 
Support         

Construction 
Support         

Right-of-Way    20    20 
Construction      4,790  4,790 

Total  470  650  4,790  5,910 
 

Alternative 1 – Unfunded 
 Fiscal Year Estimate 
 Prior 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 Future Total 

Component In thousands of dollars ($1,000) 
PA&ED Support         
PS&E Support         
Right-of-Way 
Support    20    20 

Construction 
Support      1,400  1,400 

Right-of-Way    2    2 
Construction      3,809  3,809 

Total    22  5,209  5,231 
 
The support cost ratio is 14%. 
 
Estimate 
The total estimated capital cost for Alternative 1 is $16,100,000, which includes right of 
way and constructions costs.  The total estimated capital cost for Alternative 2 is 
$17,900,000, which includes right of way and constructions costs.  See section 5A for 
breakdown of the cost estimate for both alternatives. 
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9. SCHEDULE 

 
Project Milestones Milestone Date 

(Month Year) 
PROGRAM PROJECT M015 May 2014 
BEGIN ENVIRONMENTAL M020 May 2014 
CIRCULATE DED EXTERNALLY M120 Oct 2015 
PA & ED M200 April 2016 
PS&E TO DOE M377 Feb 2017 
RIGHT OF WAY CERTIFICATION M410 March 2017 
READY TO LIST M460 Aug 2017 
FUND ALLOCATION M470 Aug 2017 
HEADQUARTERS ADVERTISE M480 Sept 2017 
AWARD M495 Oct 2017 
APPROVE CONTRACT M500 Nov 2017 
CONTRACT ACCEPTANCE M600 Dec 2017 
END PROJECT M800 Dec 2018 

10. RISKS 

A risk register has been developed for the project as a part of the PA&ED process and is 
included in Attachment L.  The plan will continue to be updated throughout PS&E by 
the project team as risk elements arise or change. 

11. FHWA COORDINATION 

This project is considered to be an Assigned Project in accordance with the current 
FHWA and Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Joint Stewardship and Oversight 
Agreement. 
 
As this project is not significantly modifying the existing interchanges within the project 
limits, a Modified Access Report (MAR) is not required for this project. 

 
12. PROJECT REVIEWS 

Caltrans Project Manager 
Caltrans District Design Oversight 
Caltrans District Hydraulics Engineer 
Caltrans District Right of Way Project Delivery Coordinator 
Caltrans District Traffic Forecasting & Modeling  
Caltrans District Landscape Architect 
Caltrans District NPDES Coordinator 
Caltrans District Utility Coordinator 
Caltrans Traffic operations 
Caltrans Structures 
Caltrans Environmental 
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Caltrans Design Coordinator 
Caltrans Design Reviewer/ FHWA Liaison  

13. PROJECT PERSONNEL 

Project Managers 
 
Rod Murphy 
Caltrans Project Manager 
Caltrans, District 3 
703 B Street 
Marysville, CA  95901 
 

(530) 701-1305 

Luke McNeel-Caird 
PCTPA Project Manager 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 

(530) 823-4033 

Liz Diamond 
Dokken Engineering Project Manager 
Dokken Engineering 
110 Blue Ravine Road, #200 
Folsom, CA 95630 
 

(916) 858-0642 

Project Engineer 
 
Nathan Donnelly 
Dokken Engineering 
110 Blue Ravine Road, #200 
Folsom, CA 95630 
 

(916) 858-0642 

Environmental 
 
Namat Hosseinion 
Environmental Manager 
Dokken Engineering 
110 Blue Ravine Road, #200 
Folsom, CA 95630 

(916) 858-0642 
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14. ATTACHMENTS  

A. Vicinity Map  
B. Geometric Approval Drawings  
C. Project Cost Estimate  
D. Traffic Analysis Report 
E. Advance Planning Studies  
F. Right of Way and Utility Data Sheets with Needs Maps  
G. Storm Water Data Report  
H. Traffic Management Plan  
I. Cooperative Agreement 
J. Noise Abatement Decision Report 
K. Life Cycle Cost Analysis 
L. Risk Management Plan  
M. Draft Environmental Document  
N. Project Study Report-Project Development Support Cover Pages  
O. Advisory/ Mandatory Fact Sheets 
 


