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2.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES, AND AVOIDANCE, 
MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
This chapter explains the impacts that the project would have on the human, physical, and 
biological environments in the project area. It describes the existing environment that could be 
affected by the project, potential impacts from the alternatives, and proposed avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures. Any indirect impacts are included in the general 
impacts analysis and discussions that follow.  
 
As part of the environmental analysis conducted, the following environmental issues were 
considered, but no potential for adverse impacts were identified. Consequently, there is no 
further discussion regarding these issues in the document: 
 

Agriculture and Forest Resources—No Important Farmland (which includes Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local 
Importance) is within or near the proposed project area as shown by the Placer County 
Important Farmland Map (2012). The nearest Important Farmland is approximately 1.5 
miles west of the project site. In addition, there is no Williamson Act contract land in the 
project study area.  
 
Coastal Zone: The project is not located in a coastal zone. 
 
Farmlands and Timberlands: The project location is not located in farmland and no Timber 
resources are impacted by the project according to the state database. 
 
Environmental Justice: The US Census database does not show any populations listed as 
“communities of concern” for income, ethnicity, housing, or disability within the project 
limits. Rocklin Estates, a mobile home community, exists to the northwest of Location 1, 
adjacent to westbound I-80. Impacts to this community were considered during 
environmental analysis; however, no potential for adverse impacts were identified. 
 
Mineral Resources: No mineral resources are located within the vicinity of the project area.  
 
Paleontology: There are no paleographic resources identified within the project limits. 
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers: The state database does not list the Cirby Creek or Sucker Ravine 
as a designated Wild and Scenic River. 

  
2.1 AESTHETICS 
 
REGULATORY SETTING 
 
CEQA establishes that it is the policy of the state to take all action necessary to provide the 
people of the state “with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental 
qualities (CA Public Resources Code Section 21001[b]).” 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The project location and setting provides for the context for determining the type of changes to 
the existing visual environment. Location 1 of the proposed project is located on eastbound 
I-80 between SR 65 and Rocklin Road in the City of Rocklin in Placer County, California. 
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Location 2 of the proposed project is located on westbound I-80 between Douglas Blvd and 
Riverside Ave in the City of Roseville in Placer County, California.  
 
The project is located in a transitional zone containing both the flat valley floor and the rolling 
hills of the western slope of the Sierra Nevada. The dominant natural vegetation is annual 
grassland and native oak trees occurring in varying densities. Water features in the region 
include Folsom Lake and the American River. A mix of agricultural, developed, and natural 
landscapes characterize the region. The landscape pattern is influenced by development 
occurring from existing cities and major roadways in the region. 
 
Development occurs along both sides of I-80, which bisects the cities of Roseville and Rocklin. 
Land uses include residential, commercial, industrial, and public. Development occurs most 
heavily within city limits and at freeway interchanges. Other developed features include utility 
lines and electrical towers. Open space consisting of annual grasslands and native oaks is 
present, especially at the eastern end of the project area near the I-80/SR 65 interchange. 
Cirby Creek, Linda Creek, Dry Creek, and Miners and Secret Ravines are the primary water 
features in the project area. Cirby Creek passes under I-80 approximately 1,000 feet northeast 
of the Cirby Way overcrossing. The water is not visible from I-80 at most locations, due to its 
lowered elevation and the visual obstruction of mature vegetation. The project corridor is 
defined as the area of land that is visible from, adjacent to, and outside the highway right-of-
way, and is determined by topography, vegetation, and viewing distance. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in essentially identical impacts. 
 
A Visual Impact Assessment for this project was approved by Caltrans in February 2015. As 
discussed in the assessment, the project would slightly alter the visual quality (described using 
“vividness,” “intactness,” and “unity”) of the existing corridor. The visual character of the 
proposed project will be somewhat compatible with the existing visual character of the corridor. 
The existing lines in the project area are very straight and linear, formed by I-80’s pavement 
and adjacent soundwalls. The existing dominant features in the project area are the asphalt, 
soundwalls, and adjacent vegetation along the soundwalls and undeveloped parcels. The color 
in the project area is largely defined by the asphalt and soundwalls, although the vegetation 
varies by the season, from dark greens to light browns. There is little diversity within the project 
area, as the vast majority of the area is made up by I-80’s lanes, with ruderally disturbed 
vegetation along the shoulders, with clusters of trees and residential and business 
development adjacent to the project area, largely obscured by soundwalls.  
 
The continuity of the site is high, as the interstate carries on in a largely straight and linear 
manner through Placer County. With the build alternative, the lines within the project area 
would become more defined as the roadway would continue to be the dominate feature within 
the area. The color in the site would change slightly to include additional black from the new 
asphalt pavement, while the seasonal colors would remain. The visual diversity within the 
project would remain the same with the new pavement and walls, and the continuity would 
remain about the same as the new lanes would continue to run adjacent to the residential and 
commercial development along I-80, often divided by retaining and soundwalls.  
 
The visual quality of the existing corridor would be slightly altered by the proposed project. 
Existing visual quality of the project area is moderately-low due to the vividness, intactness, 
and unity throughout the site. The vividness of the project area is moderately-low as the project 
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area consists of an interstate with adjacent clusters of trees and residential/commercial 
development, and lacks distinctive or memorable features. Intactness of the project area is 
moderate as the project area is largely developed and disturbed. Unity in the project area is 
moderate due to the largely developed area with the paved interstate, local roads and 
interchanges, and existing residential and commercial development adjacent to the highway.  
 
Resource Change (changes to visual resources as measured by changes in visual character 
and visual quality) would be low. The overall visual resource change as a result of the 
proposed project is expected to be low, as visual character and quality would change minimally 
from the current existing conditions. The change in visual character would be low, as all of the 
attributes which make up the visual character would only slightly change as a result of the 
proposed alternative. The project area would become more uniform with the addition of the 
proposed additional lanes. The proposed project would not change the visual character of the 
area through these additional lanes and associated retaining and soundwalls.  
 
Further the change in visual quality from the proposed project would be low as the vividness of 
the proposed project would be the same, the project area would continue to consist of an 
interstate with adjacent clusters of trees and residential/commercial development, and lack 
distinctive or memorable features. The intactness and unity of the area will remain the same 
due to the proposed project’s proximity to a largely developed and disturbed environment. With 
the proposed project, the area would continue to become developed. This project is not 
considered an adverse resource change as the project type is consistent with the planned 
development in this area. Visual impacts are determined by assessing changes to the visual 
resources and predicting viewer response to those changes.  
 
The proposed project would be visible from the existing residents in the project’s vicinity and 
motorists along the interstate and adjacent local roadways. The residents in proximity to the 
proposed project would have obscured views to the changes from the new lanes due to the 
existing and proposed soundwalls. Some soundwalls may be closer to resident’s homes as a 
result of the proposed project; however, this shift would be marginal and the change would 
result in very similar views for these residents. Vehicles are anticipated to travel each portion of 
I-80 each day. The viewer exposure duration for residents is considered to be fairly long and 
residents are highly aware of the surrounding visual environment. The viewer exposure 
duration for motorists is low, as the views would be brief and fleeting, although these viewers 
would not notice much change as this is an existing multi-lane facility. Overall visual impacts as 
a result of the proposed project would be moderate-low, as the viewer response would be 
moderate for residents and low for motorists. 
 
Construction 
 
Construction-related vehicle access and staging of construction materials would occur within 
disturbed or developed areas along the length of the project site. The project area is currently 
lighted at each interchange. With the proposed project, primary sources of light and glare in the 
area would include motor vehicle headlights, streetlights along local roads, and streetlights at 
each interchange along the interstate. Currently, light and glare exist at the residential and 
commercial areas adjacent to the proposed project. 
 
Project construction would expose surfaces, construction debris, equipment, and truck traffic to 
nearby viewers. Construction vehicle access and staging of construction materials would be 
visible from residents and commercial businesses located in the project vicinity. Temporary 
impacts due to project construction would be short-term and would cease upon project 
completion. Visible short-term fugitive dust associated with construction would be reduced 
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through the implementation of dust suppression measures outlined within Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District’s (PCAPCD’s) Rules 202 (Visible Emissions), 205 (Nuisance), and 
228 (Fugitive Dust) must be followed, as well as implementation of Caltrans Standard 
Specifications for Construction, such as Section 10 and 18 (Dust Control). Adhering to Caltrans 
Standard Specifications for Construction would also minimize visual impacts through the use of 
opaque temporary construction fencing that would be situated around construction staging 
areas. Additionally, implementation of Avoidance/Minimization Measure 4 (Construction 
Lighting) would require the review of construction lighting types, plans, and placement to 
minimize light and glare impacts to surrounding sensitive uses. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The project would have less than significant impacts relating to aesthetics with the following 
measures: 
 
VIS‐1:  Areas that have removed trees, shrubs and created soil disturbance due to 

construction activities will be re-established by applying a permanent erosion control 
and planting trees and shrubs where they are deemed appropriate. All finished slopes 
and graded areas shall be hydro seeded with a permanent seed mix composed of 
native plant species indigenous to the area. 

 
VIS-2:  All disturbed areas during each construction season shall utilize best management 

practices (BMPs) which will include temporary erosion control consisting of a native 
seed mix at the end of each construction season. 

 

VIS‐3:  Aesthetic elements, such as implementation of additional retaining walls and 
soundwalls, shall conform to existing aesthetic elements along I-80. If additional 
aesthetic elements, such as aesthetic treatments and/or landscaping, are 
incorporated during Final Design, such features would be designed and implemented 
in coordination with the project proponent, arborists, and environmental planners. 

 
VIS‐4:  Vegetation clearing must only occur within the delineated project boundaries. Where 

feasible, Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing will be established at the 
driplines of oak trees within or adjacent to construction. Where complete avoidance is 
not feasible, trees will be preferentially trimmed wherever possible. All tree trimming 
of a protected tree designated to be preserved must be supervised by the project 
biologist. Severe trimming likely to result in the decline and/or death of the tree must 
be mitigated as a full removal. 

 
VIS-5:  All disturbed areas including staging of vehicles and equipment will be restored to 

pre-construction contours and revegetated, either through hydroseeding or other 
means, with native species. 

 
VIS-6:  Construction lighting types, plans, and placement shall comply with Caltrans and local 

standards in order to minimize light and glare impacts on surrounding sensitive uses. 
 
VIS-7:  Implement dust suppression measures as applicable from PCAPCD’s Rules 202 

(Visible Emissions), 205 (Nuisance), and 228 (Fugitive Dust). 
 
VIS-8:  Reconstructed walls should match the most recent soundwall aesthetics of the 

surrounding region. 
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2.2 AIR QUALITY  
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) as amended in 1990 is the primary federal law that governs 
air quality while the California Clean Air Act is its companion state law. These laws and related 
regulations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) set standards for the concentration of pollutants in the air. At the 
federal level, these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards (Table 1) have been established for six 
transportation-related criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health concerns: 
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM), which is 
broken down for regulatory purposes into particles of 10 micrometers or smaller (PM10) and 
particles of 2.5 micrometers and smaller (PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). In addition, national 
and state standards exist for lead (Pb) and state standards exist for visibility reducing particles, 
sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride. The NAAQS and state standards are set at 
levels that protect public health with a margin of safety, and are subject to periodic review and 
revision. Both state and federal regulatory schemes also cover toxic air contaminants; some 
criteria pollutants are also air toxics or may include certain air toxics in their general definition. 
 
Federal air quality standards and regulations provide the basic scheme for project-level air 
quality analysis under the NEPA. In addition to this environmental analysis, a parallel 
“Conformity” requirement under the FCAA also applies.  
 
Conformity 
 
The conformity requirement is based on Federal Clean Air Act Section 176(c), which prohibits 
the U.S. Department of Transportation and other federal agencies from funding, authorizing, or 
approving plans, programs or projects that do not conform to the SIP for attainting the NAAQS. 
“Transportation Conformity” applies to highway and transit projects and takes place on two 
levels: the regional—or, planning and programming—level and the project level. The proposed 
project must conform at both levels to be approved.  
 
Conformity requirements apply only in nonattainment and “maintenance” (former 
nonattainment) areas for the NAAQS, and only for the specific NAAQS that are or were 
violated. EPA regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93 govern the conformity 
process. Conformity requirements do not apply in unclassifiable/attainment areas for NAAQS 
and do not apply at all for state standards regardless of the status of the area. 
 
Regional level conformity is concerned with how well the regional transportation system 
supports plans for attaining the NAAQS for CO, NO2, O3, PM10, PM2.5, and in some areas 
(although not in California) SO2. California has attainment or maintenance areas for all of these 
transportation-related criteria pollutants except SO2, and also has a nonattainment area for Pb; 
however, Pb is not currently required by the FCAA to be covered in transportation conformity 
analysis. Regional conformity is based on emissions analysis of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) and Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) that 
include all transportation projects planned for a region over a period of at least 20 years for the 
MTP and 4 years for the MTIP. MTP and MTIP conformity determinations use travel demand 
and emissions models to determine whether or not the implementation of those projects would 
conform to emissions budgets or other tests at various analysis years showing that 
requirements of the Clean Air Act and the SIP are met.  
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If the conformity analysis is successful, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), make 
determinations that the MTP and MTIP are in conformity with the SIP for achieving the goals of 
the FCAA. Otherwise, the projects in the MTP and/or MTIP must be modified until conformity is 
attained. If the design concept, scope, and “open-to-traffic” schedule of a proposed 
transportation project are the same as described in the MTP and MTIP, then the proposed 
project meets regional conformity requirements for purposes of project-level analysis. 
 
Conformity analysis at the project-level includes verification that the project is included in the 
regional conformity analysis and a “hot-spot” analysis if an area is “nonattainment” or 
“maintenance” for CO, PM10 and/or PM2.5. A region is “nonattainment” if one or more of the 
monitoring stations in the region measures a violation of the relevant standard and the EPA 
officially designates the area nonattainment. Areas that were previously designated as 
nonattainment areas but subsequently meet the standard may be officially redesignated to 
attainment by EPA and are then called “maintenance” areas. “Hot-spot” analysis is essentially 
the same, for technical purposes, as CO or PM analysis performed for NEPA purposes. 
Conformity does include some specific procedural and documentation standards for projects 
that require a hot-spot analysis. In general, projects must not cause the “hot-spot” related 
standard to be violated, and must not cause any increase in the number and severity of 
violations in nonattainment areas. If a known CO or PM violation is located in the project 
vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or eliminate the existing violation(s) as 
well. 
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Table 1. Ambient Air Quality Standards 
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(continued from previous page) 

  
Source: CARB 2013a 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Conformity 
 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 of the proposed project are listed in the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) financially constrained 2035 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) (SACOG 2016a). The project is also 
included in the SACOG financially constrained 2015/2018 Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (MTIP) (SACOG 2016b). SACOG adopted the Final 2015/18 MTIP, 
Amendment #20 to the MTP/SCS 2035, and Air Quality Conformity Analysis on February 18, 
2016. FHWA and FTA approved the 2015/18 MTIP and Air Quality Conformity Analysis on 
April 1, 2016. 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 2016 Air Quality Conformity Analysis (SACOG 2016a). 
 
Additionally, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 of the Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lanes project were 
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 April 1, 2016. 
 
The project meets the regional conformity requirements established by the federal Clean Air 
Act. 
 
Further, 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 in 
Summer 2015.  
 
Emissions 
 
The California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) Air Resources Board (ARB) air 
quality monitoring program collects accurate real-time measurements of ambient level 
pollutants at over 40 sites located throughout the state.  
 
The closest ARB air quality monitoring station to the project is located 0.1 mi to the east of 
Location 2, at 151 N Sunrise Ave, Roseville, CA 95661. A summary of 2011-2013 monitoring 
data from this station is included in Table 2. Ambient carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), and hydrogen sulfide (H2S) concentrations are not monitored at the 151 N Sunrise Ave 
location. The nearest station that monitors CO is located 5 mi to the southwest, at 7823 
Blackfoot Way, Antelope, CA 95843. CO data from the 7823 Blackfoot Way monitoring station 
are included in Table 2. The data in Table 2 were compiled from the California Air Resources 
Board's iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics (CARB 2014) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Monitor Values Report (EPA 2014). 
 
As shown in Table 2, the area surrounding the project did not exceed the state standards for 
PM2.5, 1-hour and 8-hour carbon monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide in the period 2011–2013. 
Levels of PM10 exceeded the state 24-hour standard 6.1 times in 2011, 0 times in 2012, and 
insufficient (or no) data was available for 2013. Levels of ozone exceeded the state 1-hour 
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23.0 14.9 18.9 

-- -- -- 

   

 

standard 11 times in 2011, 9 times in 2012, and 2 times in 2013, and exceeded state 8-hour 
standard 15 times in 2011, and 13 times in 2012, and twice in 2013.  
 

Table 2. Ambient Air Quality Data 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

Ambient Air 
Pollutant 

 
Ozone (O3) 

Quality Standard 
2011 2012 2013 

Maximum 1 Hour Concentration (ppm) 0.109 0.108  0.111 

Number of 

Days Exceeded 

State: > 0.09 11 9 2 

 
Maximum 8 Hour Concentration (ppm) 

  
0.094 

 
0.092 

 
0.083 

Number of State: > 0.07 15 13 2 

Days Exceeded     

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Maximum 24 Hour Concentration (µg/m
3
) 56.5 43.2 55.5 

Number of Days 

Exceeded (estimated) 

State: > 50   6   0 N/D 

 

Annual Arithmetic Mean Concentration (µg/m
3
) 

  
17.5 

 
15.3 

 
N/D 

Exceeded for State: > 20 No No N/D 

the Year     

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Maximum 24 Hour Concentration (µg/m
3
) 42.3 16.1 23.7 

 

98th Percentile 24 hour concentration (μg/m3) 
 

Exceeded 98th Percentile 
State: N/A  

 
State Annual Standard Design Value (μg/m3) 11.0 11.0 11.0 

Exceeded for the Year State: > 12 No No No 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) (7823 Blackfoot Way) 
Maximum 1 Hour Concentration (ppm) 2.3 2.1 1.9 

Number of 

Days 

Exceeded 

State: > 20 0 0 0  

Maximum 8 Hour Concentration (ppm) 1.9 1.7  1.4 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)  

Number of 

Days 

Exceeded 

State: > 9 0 0 0 

Maximum 1 Hour Concentration (ppb)    66    55                  56   

Number of 

Days 

Exceeded 

State: > 180 0 0 0 

   

Annual Arithmetic Mean Concentration (ppb)  
Exceeded for 

the Year 
State: >  30 N/A N/A N/A 
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State law requires the ARB to designate areas of the state as attainment, nonattainment, 
nonattainment-transitional, or unclassified for each California Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(CAAQS). An area is designated attainment for a given criteria pollutant if the state standard for 
that pollutant was not violated at any site in the area during a three-year period. An area is 
designated nonattainment for a given pollutant if there was at least one violation of a state 
standard for that pollutant in the area. A pollutant is designated nonattainment-transitional if the 
area is close to attaining the standard for that pollutant. A pollutant is designated unclassified if 
the data are incomplete and do not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment. To 
identify the severity of the problem and the extent of planning required, nonattainment areas are 
assigned a classification that is commensurate with the severity of their air quality problem (e.g., 
moderate, serious, severe, extreme). 
 
The size of the CAAQS designated areas may vary depending on the pollutant, the location of 
contributing emission sources, the meteorology, and the topographic features. Currently, areas 
for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, PM10, sulfates, and visibility reducing particles are designated at the 
air basin level. Areas for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, lead, and hydrogen sulfide are 
designated at the county level. Each year, the Board reviews the area designations and updates 
them as appropriate, based on the three most recent complete and validated calendar years of 
air quality data. 
 
Table 3 provides a summary of the CAAQS attainment status in the vicinity of the project. 
 

Table 3. NAAQS and CAAQS Attainment Status 

Pollutant CAAQS Designation/Classification 

Ozone – 8-Hour Nonattainment - Severe 

Ozone – 1-Hour Nonattainment 

PM10 Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment 

Sulfates Attainment 

Lead Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified 

Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified 

Sources: CARB 2013b, EPA 2014a 

 
Sensitive receptors are facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, people with illnesses 
or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Hospitals, schools, 
convalescent facilities, and residential areas are examples of sensitive receptors. Air quality 
problems arise when sources of air pollutants and sensitive receptors are located near one 
another. 
 
Location 1 of the project is located within 1,000 ft of the proposed Rocklin Park Senior Living 
Center, which is planned to be constructed adjacent to the potential staging area proposed 
project. No schools are adjacent to Location 1 of the proposed project; however, residential 
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neighborhoods consisting of both single and multi-family dwellings are adjacent to the project 
area. Location 2 of the project is located adjacent to Kaiser Permanente, a hospital located at 
the Riverside Ave off-ramp. Additionally, there is a school, George Cirby Elementary School, 
which is directly adjacent to the north of the project area. There are also residential 
neighborhoods, consisting of both single- and multi-family dwellings adjacent to the project area. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Project Impacts 
 
Implementation of the build alternative would serve to redistribute traffic from the local roadways 
to the mainline I-80 corridor, relieving congestion on the local roadway network. Based on the 
AADTs, higher volumes of traffic would travel along I-80 with the build alternative compared to 
the no build alternative. These higher volumes of traffic would travel at a higher rate of speed 
and with less vehicle hours of delay. This would result in improvements in operations at local 
intersections, as LOS and delay would improve due to the lower volumes of traffic at 
intersections within the region. Discussion of environmental consequences associated with 
Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 2 can be found below: 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 1 
compared to the No-Build Alternative: 
 
The project does not significantly increase traffic volumes. Alternative 1 provides auxiliary lanes 
along I-80 which will increase the number of vehicles traveling along the highway, decreasing 
the traffic on local roads. Location 1 will see a traffic volume increase of 3.1% while Location 2 
will see a traffic volume increase of 4.8%, which averages to a net traffic volume increase of 
4.0%. Additionally, average speeds will increase throughout the region as more vehicles will be 
traveling along the highway instead of local roads as a result of Alternative 1. 
 
The project is anticipated to improve traffic flow by alleviating congestion from local roads and 
providing auxiliary lanes for better traffic flow along I-80. The design year AM peak period 
average speed is anticipated to increase from 41.4 mph to 42.6, while the PM peak period 
average speed is anticipated to increase from 26.5 to 34.5. Additionally, the vehicle hours of 
delay for the AM peak period is anticipated to decrease from 6,590 to 5,970, while the PM peak 
period is anticipated to decrease from 22,320 to 13,270. Alternative 1 does not reduce average 
speeds or increase vehicles hours of delay, therefore, it is not anticipated to worsen traffic flow 
such that it results in worsening air quality. 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 2 
compared to the No-Build Alternative: 
 
The project does not significantly increase traffic volumes. Alternative 2 provides an auxiliary 
lane and an additional 5th lane along I-80 which will increase the number of vehicles traveling 
along the highway, decreasing the traffic on local roads. Location 1 will see a traffic volume 
increase of 3.5% while Location 2 will see a traffic volume increase of 5.9%, which averages to 
a net traffic volume increase of 4.7% for the project. Additionally, average speeds will increase 
throughout the region as more vehicles will be traveling along the highway instead of local roads 
as a result of Alternative 2. 
 
The project is anticipated to improve traffic flow by alleviating congestion from local roads and 
providing auxiliary lanes for better traffic flow along I-80. The design year AM peak period 
average speed is anticipated to increase from 41.4 mph to 42.5, while the PM peak period 
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average speed is anticipated to increase from 26.5 to 36.8. Additionally, the vehicle hours of 
delay for the AM peak period is anticipated to decrease from 6,590 to 6,060, while the PM peak 
period is anticipated to decrease from 22,320 to 11,210. Alternative 2 does not reduce average 
speeds or increase vehicles hours of delay, therefore, it is not anticipated to worsen traffic flow 
such that it results in worsening air quality. 
 
Construction Impacts 
 
Construction air quality impacts are generally attributable to dust generated by equipment and 
vehicles. Fugitive dust is emitted both during construction activity and as a result of wind erosion 
over exposed earth surfaces. Clearing and earth moving activities do comprise major sources of 
construction dust emissions, but traffic and general disturbances of soil surfaces also generate 
significant dust emissions. Further, dust generation is dependent on soil type and soil moisture. 
 
Adverse effects of construction activities include increased dust-fall and locally elevated levels 
of total suspended particulate. Dust-fall can be a nuisance to neighboring properties or 
previously completed developments surrounding or within the project area and may require 
frequent washing during the construction period. Further, asphalt-paving materials used during 
construction will present temporary, minor sources of hydrocarbons that are precursors of 
ozone. 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 1: 
 
Alternative 1 project’s construction is anticipated to take 12 months. The project’s construction 
emissions were estimated using the Roadway Construction Emissions Model by the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (Version 7.1.5.1 SMAQMD 2014), 
which is the accepted model for all CEQA roadway projects throughout California. As 
summarized in Table 4, construction activities from Alternative 1 of the project would not exceed 
emission thresholds established by the PCAPCD 
 
Table 4. Maximum Daily Construction Emissions and Local Thresholds for Alternative 1 

 
Project Maximum Daily  

Construction Emissions 

PCAPCD Air Quality 
Significance Thresholds 

NOx 81.1 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

ROG 8.7 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

PM10 54.0 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

CO 56.2 lbs/day Violation of CAAQS for CO 

Source: SMAQMD 2013, PCAPCD 2012 

 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 2: 
 
Construction of Alternative 2 is anticipated to take 16 months. The project’s construction 
emissions were estimated using the Roadway Construction Emissions Model by the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (Version 7.1.5.1 SMAQMD 2014), 
which is the accepted model for all CEQA roadway projects throughout California. As 
summarized in Table 4, construction activities from Alternative 2 of the project would not exceed 
emission thresholds established by the PCAPCD.  
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Table 5. Maximum Daily Construction Emissions and Local Thresholds for Alternative 2 

 
Project Maximum Daily  

Construction Emissions 

PCAPCD Air Quality 
Significance Thresholds 

NOx 81.1 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

ROG 8.7 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

PM10 54.0 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

CO 56.2 lbs/day Violation of CAAQS for CO 

Source: SMAQMD 2013, PCAPCD 2012 

 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would result in similar construction emissions, no air quality 
impacts are anticipated with either alternative if measures AQ-1 through AQ-3 are implemented. 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
Based on review of the map, A General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California – 
Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos (California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 2000), ultramafic rock occurrence is not mapped 
in the southwest portion of Placer County and therefore NOA is not expected to occur at the 
project site. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The following measures would be implemented as part of the project to minimize short term 
construction related air quality emissions: 
 
AQ-1:  The construction contractor shall comply with Caltrans’ Standard Specifications 

Section 14-9.03 Dust Control of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications (2010). 
  
AQ-2: The construction contractor shall comply with Section 7-1.02 Emissions Reduction and 

Section 18 Dust Palliative of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications (2010). 
 
AQ-3:  The Wind Erosion Control BMP (WE-1) from Caltrans’ Construction Site Best 

Management Practices Manual will be implemented as follows: 

 Water shall be applied by means of pressure-type distributors or pipelines 
equipped with a spray system or hoses and nozzles that will ensure even 
distribution. 

 All distribution equipment shall be equipped with a positive means of shutoff. 

 Unless water is applied by means of pipelines, at least one mobile unit shall be 
available at all times to apply water or dust palliative to the project. 

 If reclaimed water is used, the sources and discharge must meet California 
Department of Health Services water reclamation criteria and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board requirements. Non-potable water shall not be conveyed in 
tanks or drain pipes that will be used to convey potable water and there shall be no 
connection between potable and non-potable supplies. Non-potable tanks, pipes 
and other conveyances shall be marked “NON-POTABLE WATER – DO NOT 
DRINK.” 

 Materials applied as temporary soil stabilizers and soil binders will also provide 
wind erosion control benefits. 
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2.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
2.3.1 Natural Communities 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of this 
section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This section also 
includes information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. Wildlife corridors are areas 
of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. Habitat fragmentation involves the 
potential for dividing sensitive habitat and thereby lessening its biological value. 
 
Habitat areas that have been designated as Critical Habitat under the Federal Endangered 
Species Act are discussed in Section 2.3.5 of this document. Wetlands and other waters are 
also discussed in the following section, Section 2.3.2. 
  
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The project’s Biological Study Area (BSA) contains approximately 144 acres. The project area is 
heavily disturbed and urbanized. The landscape within the BSA is dominated by hardscape 
(roadway and urban developments) and landscaped vegetation. Smaller components of the 
BSA include isolated patches of Blue Oak Woodland Alliance (BOW) and Valley Foothill 
Riparian (VRI) (CDFW 2005).  
 
The BSA is located in the Great Central Valley floristic region. Regional vegetation typically 
includes trees dominated by valley oak, interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii), Fremont’s 
cottonwood (Populus fremontii), willows (Salix sp.), and box elder (Acer negundo) series. 
Understory plants that typically dominate the region include grassland vegetation in the 
California annual grassland series; shrublands such as toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) series, 
California yerba santa (Eriodictyon californicum) series, California wild grape (Vitis californica) 
series and lupine (Lupinus sp.) series (CNPS 1997). Vegetation communities specific to the 
BSA are BOW, VRI and Urban/Disturbed (see Figure 4: Vegetation Communities).  

Urban/Disturbed 
Urban/Disturbed lands typically occur in areas of existing roadways, urban development and 
landscaping. Within the BSA, Urban/Disturbed habitat consists of I-80, all city roadways, 
residential structures and roadway landscaping. Landscaping along I-80 consists of native and 
non-native vegetation including oak trees (Quercus sp.), pine trees (Pinus sp.), willow trees, 
cottonwoods (Populus sp.), Chinese pistache (Pistacia chinensis), and California sycamore 
(Platanus racemosa). Urban/Disturbed makes up a majority of the BSA, approximately 141 
acres (see Figure 4: Vegetation Communities).  
 
Blue Oak Woodland Alliance 
BOW is typically composed of broad-leaved trees intergrading with open annual grasslands. 
BOW is composed primarily of blue oaks with associated shrub species including poison oak 
(Toxicodendron diversiloba), California coffeeberry (Frangula californica), California buckeye 
and manzanita species (Arctostaphylos sp.) (CDFW 2005). Within the BSA dominant species in 
the BOW community include blue oaks, interior live oaks (Quercus wislizeni), canyon live oaks 
(Quercus chysolepis) with an understory of poison oak, horseweed (Erigeron Canadensis), field 
mustard (Brassica rapa) and annual grasslands. BOW habitat makes up approximately 3.45 
acres of the BSA (see Figure 4: Vegetation Communities). 
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The BOW alliance is a State Rank 4 community and is identified as a sensitive habitat under 
CDFW and is therefore afforded protection (CDFW 2010). Native BOW is a mix of broad-leaved 
trees forming open savannah-like strands on gentle slopes found at elevations between 500 to 
4,000 feet above mean sea level. Soils found in areas with oaks allow for deep roots and 
contain equal proportion of sand, silt, and clay characteristics. The BOW is comprised of blue 
oaks, interior live oaks, valley oak, and foothill pine with poison oak, coyote brush (Baccharis 
pilularis), ceanothus and intergrades with annual grasslands consisting of wild oat, ripgut brome, 
and fiddleneck (Amsinckia intermedia) (CNPS 1997). 
 
The natural BOW habitat is located in two locations within the BSA and is dominated by blue 
oaks and interior live oaks. The BOW located in Location 2 adjacent to Cirby Creek contains 
both mature oaks as well as developing oak woodlands with trees less than 6 inches diameter 
at breast height (dbh). The largest area of mature well established blue oaks is located in 
Location 1 with the majority of the population consisting of trees with trunks much greater than 6 
inches dbh. Within the approximate 2.97 acres of natural BOW habitat approximately 159 oak 
trees were counted equaling 6 inches dbh or greater (Table 6. Native Oaks Within the BSA).  

 
Table 6. Native Oaks Within the BSA 

Oak Location Type Number of Protected Oak Trees 
Blue Oak Woodland Alliance 159 

Isolated Native Oak 52 
Total 211 

 
Additional landscaped oaks and isolated oaks also occur within the Urban/Disturbed and VRI 
communities of the BSA. These areas consist of medians, road shoulders, creek banks and the 
remnants of extirpated oak woodlands with isolated mature trees. The majority of the oaks 
within these isolated areas are under 6 inches dbh. The BSA is estimated to contain an 
approximate total of 52 isolated native oaks with trunks greater than 6 inches dbh (Table 6. 
Native Oaks Within the BSA).  
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  
 
Blue Oak Woodland Alliance 
The project will have permanent and temporary effects to BOW. The permanent impacts include 
the removal of trees and understory habitat for areas where the proposed I-80 widening is 
anticipated (approximately 0.36 acres). The temporary impacts BOW include areas being used 
as access roadways and staging areas (approximately 1.10 acres) (see Figure 4: Vegetation 
Communities) (SCR-17). Impacts to BOW are anticipated to be the same for both Alternative 1 
and Alternative 2. The project anticipates to mitigate for temporary and permanent BOW 
impacts at an on or off-site agency approved location. 
 
Isolated Native Oaks 
The project will require the removal of isolated native oak trees for areas where the proposed 
I-80 widening are anticipated. Impacts to isolated native oaks are anticipated to be the same for 
both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 Protected trees will be avoided to the greatest extent 
practicable through the use of ESA fencing, restricted access roads and planned staging areas. 
The project anticipates to mitigate for the removal of isolated native oaks at an on or off-site 
agency approved location. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The project has been designed to minimize and avoid temporary and permanent impacts to oak 
woodlands and isolated oaks to the greatest extent practicable. The project will comply with the 
following measures: 

BIO-1: Vegetation clearing must only occur within the delineated project boundaries. Where 
feasible, ESA fencing will be established at the driplines of oak trees within or adjacent 
to construction (see Figure 3: Project Features). Where complete avoidance is not 
feasible, trees will be preferentially trimmed wherever possible. All tree trimming of a 
protected tree, designated to be preserved, must be supervised by the project 
biologist. Severe trimming likely to result in the decline and/or death of the tree must 
be mitigated as a full removal.  

 
BIO-2: All initial grading, cutting or filling within the dripline of a tree designated to be 

preserved must be supervised by the project biologist. The project biologist is 
responsible for maintaining protective fencing and ensuring the protected oak trees are 
not damaged by grading related activities. Damage likely to result in the decline and/or 
death of the tree must be mitigated as a full removal. 

 
BIO-3:  Mitigation for the removal of oak trees greater than or equal to 6 inches dbh must be 

compensated as follows: 
 

 Within the City of Rocklin’s jurisdiction, removed trees must be replaced at a ratio 
of 2:1 trees for native oaks and 5:1 trees for City of Rocklin designated heritage 
trees per with a dbh of 24 or greater as defined in the City of Rocklin Municipal 
Code Chapter 17.77 – Oak Tree Preservation.  

 Within the City of Roseville’s jurisdiction, removed trees must be mitigated by 
replacing a 15 gallon tree for every 1 inch dbh removed, a 24 inch box tree for 
every two inches dbh removed or a 36 inch box tree for every three inches dbh 
removed. The combined diameter of replacement trees must be equal or greater 
than the total tree dbh removed and 50 percent of the replacements must be 
native oaks. This condition also applies to all City of Roseville designated 
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heritage oak trees, as defined in the Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 19.66 – 
Tree Preservation Ordinance. 

 
2.3.2 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At the federal 
level, the Clean Water Act (33 U.S. Code [USC] 1344) is the primary law regulating wetlands 
and surface waters. The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. include navigable waters, interstate 
waters, territorial seas and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign commerce. To 
classify wetlands for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, a three-parameter approach is used 
that includes the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and 
hydric soils (soils formed during saturation/inundation). All three parameters must be present, 
under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a jurisdictional wetland under the 
Clean Water Act.  
 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a regulatory program that states that discharge 
of dredged or fill material cannot be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less 
damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s waters would be significantly degraded. 
The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) with 
oversight by the EPA. 
 
The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990) also regulates the activities of 
federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, this executive order states that a federal 
agency, such as the Federal Highway Administration, cannot undertake or provide assistance 
for new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds: 1) that there is no 
practicable alternative to the construction and 2) the proposed project includes all practicable 
measures to minimize harm. 
 
At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB). In certain circumstances, the Coastal 
Commission (or Bay Conservation and Development Commission or Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency) may also be involved. Sections 1600-1607 of the California Fish and Wildlife Code 
require any agency that proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural 
flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify CDFW before 
beginning construction. If CDFW determines that the project may substantially and adversely 
affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required. 
CDFW jurisdictional limits are usually defined by the tops of the stream or lake banks, or the 
outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. Wetlands under jurisdiction of the USACE 
may or may not be included in the area covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained 
from the CDFW. 
 
The RWQCBs were established under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee 
water quality. The RWQCBs also issue water quality certifications in compliance with Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act. Please see Section 2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional 
details. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
As part of the Natural Environment Study (2015), Biologists identified any jurisdictional features 
within the BSA. Evaluation of potential jurisdictional waters followed the guidelines provided in 
the United States Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands Delineation Manual and Arid West 
regional supplement to the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE 1987, USACE 2008). 
Wetlands and other waters within the project site consist of Valley Foothill Riparian, Riverine, 
and Fresh Emergent Wetland.  
 
Valley Foothill Riparian 
Field surveys identified less than 0.01 acres of associated Valley Foothill Riparian (VRI) within 
the BSA within Location 2. The remnant VRI is concentrated along the banks of Cirby Creek 
(see Figure 4: Vegetation Communities). The corridor is disturbed and thinly vegetated due to 
urbanization and prior construction projects.  

Riverine 
Field surveys identified approximately 0.11 acres of the Cirby Creek channel within the BSA at 
Location 2. Cirby Creek contains natural streambed bedrock upstream and downstream of the 
concrete lined stream way. However, Cirby Creek is completely concrete lined directly beneath 
the Linda Creek Bridge crossing and contains a low water fish passage approximately 1 foot 
deep and 2 feet wide (see Figure 4: Vegetation Communities). The low water fish passage is 
lined with riverbed cobble. During the October 2014 survey, a minimum depth of 6 inches of 
water was flowing within the low water fish passage.  

Freshwater Emergent Wetland 
Jurisdictional wetlands, approximately 0.04 acres, were observed within the BSA adjacent to 
westbound I-80 at Location 2 (see Figure 4: Vegetation Communities). The wetland feature is a 
result of ponding from roadside and commercial drainage and continues as a formalized, 
partially concrete lined drainage feature. At the time of the survey, the wetland feature contained 
standing water and hydrophytic vegetation such as cattails and sedges followed by transitions to 
willows and cottonwoods. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
The expansion of the Linda Creek Bridge will result in permanent and temporary impacts to 
Cirby Creek and associated VRI woodlands; no impacts to Freshwater Emergent Wetlands are 
anticipated (see Figure 5: Project Effects to Jurisdictional Waters). Table 7 outlines these effects 
to waters within the BSA.  

Table 7. Effects to Jurisdictional Waters 

 U.S. & State Jurisdiction CDFW Jurisdiction 

Jurisdictional 
Waters 

Permanent 
Impacts (acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts (acres) 

Permanent 
Impacts (acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts (acres) 

Valley Foothill 
Riparian 

-- -- <0.01 <0.01 

Riverine  
(Cirby Creek) 

<0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 

Total <0.01  0.01 <0.01 0.01 
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Valley Foothill Riparian 
The project will permanently affect less than 0.01 acres and temporarily affect less than 0.01 
acres of VRI (see Table 7. Effects to Jurisdictional Waters and Figure 5: Project Effects to 
Jurisdictional Waters). Impacts include installation of scour protection, which includes extending 
the concrete pavers under the structure to match with the existing conditions and the requisite 
temporary access. The new bridge extension will include placing approximately 200 square feet 
(4 cubic yards) of pavers and approximately 60 square feet (3 cubic yards) of concrete within 
the VRI. Impacts to VRI are anticipated to be the same for both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. 
To minimize impacts to VRI, the avoidance and minimization measures BIO-4 through BIO-8 
listed below will be implemented.  

Riverine 
The widening of Linda Creek Bridge over Cirby Creek is designed to fully span the active 
channel, with no piers to be permanently placed within Cirby Creek. However, installation of 
scour protection, which includes extending the existing 22 foot wide concrete lined channel 
approximately 12 feet downstream to match with the existing conditions, will permanently affect 
approximately 0.01 acres of Cirby Creek.  

The new bridge extension will include placing approximately 280 square feet (12 cubic yards) of 
concrete within Cirby Creek. To construct, Cirby Creek will be temporarily diverted (with pipes, 
k-rail and sandbags, or similar method) in stages to allow for isolated pouring and curing of the 
channel extension. At completion, the concrete will be approximately one foot thick.  The 
channel is designed to be consistent with the existing cobbled low water notch supportive of fish 
passage (See Table 7 and Figure 5). Impacts to Cirby Creek are anticipated to be the same for 
both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. 
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AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
To avoid and minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters the following avoidance and minimization 
efforts will be implemented:  
 
BIO-4: Prior to the start of construction activities, the project limits in proximity to jurisdictional 

waters (wetlands, Cirby Creek and VRI) must be marked with high visibility ESA 
fencing or staking, where permanent barriers currently do not exist, to ensure 
construction will not further encroach into waters. Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
will be incorporated into the project design and project management to minimize 
impacts on the environment including reduction of sedimentation and release of 
pollutants (oil, fuel, etc.). Examples of minimization efforts include the use of silt 
fencing, temporary energy dissipation facilities, and wattles.  

 
Implementation of BMPs will reduce the potential for impacts from occurring outside of the 
construction footprint. The following measures will be implemented to ensure BMPs. 
 
BIO-5: Erosion Control BMPs must be implemented during construction. To minimize the 

mobilization of sediment to adjacent water bodies, the following erosion control and 
sediment-control measures will be included in the construction specifications, based 
on standard Caltrans measures and standard dust-reduction measures. 

 Soil exposure will be minimized by limiting the area of construction and 
disturbance and through the use of temporary BMPs, groundcover, and 
stabilization measures. These measures may include mulches, soil binders and 
erosion control blankets, silt fencing, fiber rolls, temporary berms, sediment de-
silting basins, sediment traps, and check dams. 

 Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material that 
could trap wildlife must not be used. Acceptable substitutes include, but are not 
limited to, jute, coconut coir matting or tackified hydroseeding compounds. 

 Energy dissipaters and erosion control pads would be provided at the bottom of 
slope drains. Other flow conveyance control mechanisms may include earth 
dikes, swales, or ditches. Stream bank stabilization measures would also be 
implemented. 

 Existing vegetation would be protected where feasible to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation. Vegetation would be preserved by installing temporary fencing, or 
other protection devices, around areas to be protected. 

 Exposed soils would be covered by loose bulk materials or other materials to 
reduce erosion and runoff during rainfall events. 

 Exposed soils would be stabilized, through watering or other measures, to 
prevent the movement of dust at the project site caused by wind and construction 
activities such as traffic and grading activities. 

 All construction roadway areas would be properly protected to prevent excess 
erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution. 

 The contractor must conduct periodic maintenance of erosion- and sediment 
control measures. All erosion control measures and storm water control 
measures must be properly maintained until the site has returned to a pre-
construction state. 
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 All disturbed areas including staging of vehicles and equipment will be restored 
to pre-construction contours and revegetated, either through hydroseeding or 
other means, with native species. 

 All construction materials must be hauled off-site after completion of construction. 

BIO-6: To conform to water quality requirements, the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) must include the following: 

 Vehicle maintenance, staging and storing equipment, materials, fuels, lubricants, 
solvents, and other possible contaminants must be a minimum of 100 feet from 
riparian, wetlands or aquatic habitats. Any necessary equipment washing must 
occur where the water cannot flow into waterways, including Cirby Creek. The 
project proponent will prepare a spill prevention and clean-up plan. In the event 
of an emergency, maintenance would occur away from Cirby Creek; 

 Construction equipment will not be operated in flowing water; 

 Construction work must be conducted according to site-specific construction 
plans that minimize the potential for sediment input to Cirby Creek; 

 Raw cement, concrete or concrete washings, asphalt, paint or other coating 
material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be 
hazardous to aquatic life must be prevented from contaminating the soil or 
entering Cirby Creek; 

 All concrete curing activities must be conducted to minimize spray drift and 
prevent curing compounds from entering the waterway directly or indirectly. 

 Equipment used in and around Cirby Creek must be in good working order and 
free of dripping or leaking engine fluids; and, 

 Any surplus concrete rubble, asphalt, or other debris from construction must be 
taken to an approved disposal site. 

BIO-7: Within jurisdictional waters, where feasible, the project will cut vegetation at ground 
level and avoid grubbing of roots to allow riparian vegetation to re-sprout following 
construction. Upon completion of construction activities, any barriers to surface water 
flow must be removed in a manner that would allow flow to resume with the least 
disturbance to the substrate. 

 
BIO-8: Permanent impacts to Cirby Creek (U.S., state and CDFW jurisdiction) and VRI 

(CDFW jurisdiction) will be mitigated by obtaining a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification, Section 404 Nationwide Permit, and a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, which will require appropriate mitigation. A 2:1 mitigation ratio is 
anticipated and will be mitigated through payment into the in-lieu fee program or at an 
on or off-site, agency approved location. Temporary impacts to Cirby Creek will be re-
contoured to pre-construction conditions. For temporary impacts to VRI, the project is 
anticipated to, through permitting, mitigate at a 1:1 ratio with the installation of native 
hydroseed, native riparian plant materials, or a combination of both. Exact mitigation 
ratios and locations will be determined during the environmental permitting phase of 
the project. 
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2.3.3 PLANT SPECIES 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CDFW share regulatory responsibility for the 
protection of special-status plant species. “Special-status” species are selected for protection 
because they are rare and/or subject to population and habitat declines. Special status is a 
general term for species that are afforded varying levels of regulatory protection. The highest 
level of protection is given to threatened and endangered species; these are species that are 
formally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Please 
see Section 2.3.5 on threatened and endangered species in this document for detailed 
information.  
 
This section of the document discusses all the other special-status plant species, including 
CDFW fully protected species and species of special concern, USFWS candidate species, and 
non-listed California Native Plant Society (CNPS) rare and endangered plants. 
 
The regulatory requirements for FESA can be found at 16 USC, Section 1531, et seq. See also 
50 CFR Part 402. The regulatory requirements for CESA can be found at California Fish and 
Wildlife Code, Section 2050, et seq. Caltrans Projects are also subject to the Native Plant 
Protection Act, found at Fish and Wildlife Code, Section 1900-1913, and the California 
Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code, Sections 2100-21177. 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Based on preliminary literature research and aerial reconnaissance, habitat conditions within the 
BSA were determined to only be potentially suitable for Sanford's arrowhead. In addition, 
preliminary research determined the nearest known Sanford’s arrowhead population, CNDDB 
occurrence number 49, is 3 miles from potentially suitable habitat within the BSA. During the 
focused botanical survey on October 7, 2014 no Sanford's arrowhead were observed in suitable 
ditch habitats present within the BSA; therefore, all sensitive plant species are presumed 
absent. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
All special status plant species are presumed absent from the BSA. The project would have no 
impacts to special status plant species.  
 
2.3.4 Animal Species 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NOAA Fisheries Service) and the CDFW are responsible for implementing these laws. 
This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements associated with animals, 
including those not listed or proposed for listing under the federal or state Endangered Species 
Act. All other special-status animal species are also discussed here, including CDFW fully 
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protected species and species of special concern, and USFWS or NOAA Fisheries Service 
candidate species. 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Preliminary literature research determined special status animal species have the potential to 
occur in the project vicinity. On October 7, 2014 Dokken Engineering biologists Carolynn 
Daman and Angela Scudiere surveyed the BSA for sensitive wildlife. No special status species 
were observed within the BSA. However, four special status species, which include Central 
Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus), fall-run Chinook salmon, purple martin 
(Progne subis), and western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) have potential to occur. Central 
Valley steelhead are considered a federally threatened species, see under Section 2.3.5 
Threatened and Endangered Species for discussion of this special status species. 
 
Central Valley Fall/Late Fall-Run Chinook Salmon  
Review of available literature and occurrence data indicate that Cirby Creek historically served 
as a migration corridor for fall-run Chinook accessing spawning and rearing sites within Linda 
Creek. Although fall-run Chinook may have historically used Cirby Creek, the creek has become 
an urban stream and is no longer anticipated to regularly support fall-run Chinook. Cirby Creek 
lacks adequate deep pools for resting, has marginal to no in-stream cover for juvenile rearing, 
and during low flow seasons, lacks sufficient fall-run Chinook passage depth (Placer and 
Sacramento Counties 2003, NOAA 2014). However, should flow conditions be suitable, fall-run 
Chinook migrating up Dry Creek have entered Linda Creek to spawn. Therefore, Cirby Creek is 
anticipated to only be used as a migratory corridor for fall-run Chinook salmon entering Linda 
Creek (NOAA 2014). However, extremely low numbers of fall-run Chinook salmon, adults and 
juveniles, occur within Linda Creek indicating only a small, residual run migrates through Cirby 
Creek (GANDA 2001, Placer County 2004). Based on project location maps and NMFS EFH 
mapper, the project is located within designated Pacific Salmon EFH. 
 
The section of Cirby Creek present at the project site contains two channel substrate 
characteristics, concrete lined and natural bottomed. The natural channel downstream of the 
Linda Creek Bridge contains clear, shallow, riffles and gravel and cobble buried with silt and 
sand (a result of urban and floodway construction over the years). However, Cirby Creek 
located under the Linda Creek Bridge contains a concrete lined channel with a low water fish 
passage. Natural riparian vegetation present onsite is variable, with portions of the project area 
devoid of the tall, dense, woody overhanging vegetation necessary for salmonids. 
 
Purple Martin Survey Results 
The purple martin is listed by CDFW as a Special Species of Concern and is protected under 
the MBTA. This species is distributed throughout much of eastern North America and locally in 
the Pacific Coast at low to intermediate elevations (Shuford 2008). The species is a summer 
migrant in California, arriving in March and departing late September, with the breeding season 
occurring from May to mid-August. Purple martins inhabit riparian habitats with tall, old, isolated 
trees for nesting, in proximity to a body of water with abundance of dragon flies, and other aerial 
insects (Zeiner 1988-1990). They also inhabit manmade structures like hollow box bridges in 
Sacramento, which house some of the species largest colonies in the western U.S. (Shuford 
2008). 
 
The BSA contains highly disturbed VRI woodland (forest edges) and several bridge structures 
with potentially suitable habitat for purple martin foraging and nesting. The nearest recorded 
occurrence of the species is approximately 0.20 miles from the project within a bridge structure. 
It was determined the purple martin has a high potential to occur within the BSA.  
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Western Pond Turtle Survey Results 
Western pond turtle is listed by the CDFW as a species of special concern. It is a semiaquatic 
turtle distributed throughout non-Sierran California inhabiting ponds, marshes, rivers, and 
streams with aquatic vegetation. The species requires suitable basking sites such as logs, 
rocks, and exposed banks and associated upland habitat consisting of sandy banks or grassy 
open fields for reproduction. Young turtles are mostly carnivorous, feeding on small aquatic 
invertebrates gradually becoming more herbivorous as they age. The western pond turtle is 
known to hibernate underwater beneath a muddy bottom in colder climates and reproduce from 
March to August (Zeiner 1990). 
 
Literature searches showed recorded observations of western pond turtle within approximately 
four miles of the project area. Biological surveys on October 7, 2014 did not observe western 
pond turtle within the BSA. However, the BSA contains two locations that could provide suitable 
habitat for western pond turtle, Cirby Creek and the BOW community. Cirby Creek provides 
suitable migration and aquatic habitat with minimal upland habitat containing annual grasslands 
and oak woodlands. Additionally a water feature outside of the project area in Location 1 also 
contains suitable aquatic habitat, therefore the BOW community in Location 1 also supports 
suitable dispersal upland habitat for western pond turtle.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
Central Valley Fall/Late Fall-Run Chinook Salmon 
Widening of Linda Creek Bridge over Cirby Creek is anticipated to permanently disturb less than 
0.01 acres of streambed habitat and less than 0.01 acres of disturbance to Pacific Salmon EFH 
shaded riverine aquatic habitat. 
 
Potential construction related direct effects to fall-run Chinook salmon include the temporary 
increase in sedimentation and turbidity, the temporary increase in underwater noise and 
vibrations from pile driving, and risks associated with accidental spills of hazardous chemicals 
and materials into waters. Indirect effects include impacts associated with the removal of 
shaded riverine aquatic habitat. Considering the infrequent, small run size utilizing Cirby Creek 
and the proposed seasonality constraints for in-channel work which avoids the peak mid-
October to late December adult migratory season and the almost completely avoids the 
February-June juvenile emigration season, the likelihood of the species presence onsite is 
low/moderate; therefore, no direct effects to fall-run Chinook salmon are anticipated. The project 
may affect fall-run Chinook salmon individuals; however with the implementation of minimization 
and avoidance measures BIO-4 through BIO-17, the project will not impact the viability of the 
fall-run Chinook salmon population or adversely modify Pacific Salmon EFH (see Figure 6: 
Project Effects to Pacific Salmon EFH). 
 
Consistent with the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, Caltrans initiated 
Section 7 Consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service for potential impacts to 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 concluding that the project would not adversely affect Pacific Salmon EFH. The 
Letter of Concurrence from NMFS is included under Appendix D. 
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Purple Martin 
Although no purple martin were observed during surveys, potentially suitable nesting habitat 
occurs within the BSA. However, with the implementation of avoidance and minimization 
measures BIO-9 and BIO-18, impacts to the purple martin are not anticipated.  
 
Western Pond Turtle 
Although western pond turtle was not observed during the October 7, 2014 biological survey, 
the species has a low/moderate potential to occur within the BSA. The project will temporarily 
impact potentially suitable western pond turtle habitat by removing potentially suitable upland 
basking and breeding habitat and temporarily impacting potentially suitable aquatic foraging and 
refuge habitat. However, considering the scale of the project, duration of project activities and 
implementation of avoidance and minimization measures BIO-8 and BIO-19 through BIO-21, 
impacts to the viability of the overall population is not anticipated.  
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AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR ABATEMENT MEASURES 
 
In addition to measures BIO-4 through BIO-8, the following avoidance and minimization 
measures will be implemented for steelhead: 
  
BIO-9: Before any activities begin on the project, the project biologist will conduct 

environmental awareness training for all construction personnel. At a minimum, the 
training will include a description of sensitive species with potential to occur, including 
steelhead, their habitat, the project specific measures being implemented to conserve 
the species, and the boundaries within which the project may be accomplished. 

 
BIO-10: The project biologist must be onsite during the installation of any stream diversion or 

initial dewatering efforts.  
 
BIO-11: In-channel gravel and rock substrate removed during project construction must be set 

aside, rinsed, and placed in the newly extended concrete lined low water fish passage 
following the completion of in-channel construction. The substrate placed within the 
low water fish channel must allow for a minimum of 1 foot in depth for fish passage. 
The remaining substrate will be disposed at an approved site.  

 
BIO-12: All in-channel construction including creek diversions, creek crossings, or any work in 

the channel bed must occur within the June 1 – October 15 work window. 
 
BIO-13: Pile driving activities must occur within the June 1 – October 15 work window which 

coincides with the least likely occurrence of upstream migrating adults.  
 
In addition to the steelhead measures above, the following measures have been incorporated 
into the project design to minimize and avoid project effects to fall-run Chinook salmon.  
 
BIO-14: Project activities that may affect the flow of the creek through placement of fill, bridge 

construction, or diversion of the channel must comply with the 2001 NMFS Guidelines 
for Salmonid Passage at Stream Crossing, where applicable. The guidelines include 
but are not limited to: 

 

• A minimum water depth (12 inch for adults and 6 inch for juveniles) at the low fish 
passage; 

• A maximum hydraulic drop of 12 inch for adults and 6 inch for juveniles; 
• Avoidance of abrupt changes in water surface and velocities; and 
• Structures shall be aligned with the stream, with no abrupt changes in flow 

direction upstream or downstream of the crossing. 
 

BIO-15: Night work must not be conducted within the Cirby Creek channel or the adjacent 
banks to afford fish quiet, unobstructed passage during night time migratory hours. 

 

BIO-16: All water pumping or withdrawal from the creek must comply with 1997 NMFS Fish 
Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids, where applicable, to avoid entrainment 
of fish. The criteria include but are not limited to the following: 

 

• Screen design must provide for uniform flow distribution over the surface of the 
screen; 

• Screen material openings must not exceed 3/32 inches for fry (fish capable of 
feeding themselves) sized salmonids and must not exceed 1/4 inch for fingerling 
sized salmonids; 
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• Where physically practical, the screen must be constructed at the dewatering 
system entrance. The screen face should be generally parallel to river flow and 
aligned with the adjacent bankline; and 

• The design approach velocity must not exceed 0.33 feet per second for fry sized 
salmonids or 0.8 feet per second for fingerling sized salmonids. 

 
BIO-17: Permanent impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon EFH shaded riverine aquatic habitat is 

anticipated to be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio at an on or off-site agency approved location. 
Exact mitigation ratios and locations will be determined during the environmental 
permitting phase of the project. 

 
The following avoidance and minimization efforts will be implemented to avoid and minimize 
potential impacts to purple martin:  
 
BIO-18: All vegetation should be removed outside of the nesting season (February 15th – 

September 15th). If construction requires the removal of vegetation during the nesting 
season (February 15th – September 15th), a pre-construction nesting bird survey must 
be conducted within 7 days prior to vegetation removal. Within 2 weeks of the nesting 
bird survey, all vegetation cleared by the biologist must be removed by the contractor. 

 
A minimum 100 foot no-disturbance buffer must be established around any active nest 
to limit the impacts of construction activities. The contractor must immediately stop 
work in the nesting area until the appropriate buffer is established and is prohibited 
from conducting work that could disturb the birds (as determined by the project 
biologist and in coordination with wildlife agencies) in the buffer area until the project 
biologist determines the young have fledged.  

 
To minimize and avoid potential impacts to western pond turtle, the following avoidance and 
minimization efforts has been included into the project design: 
 
BIO-19: If sensitive species are encountered during the course of construction, construction will 

temporarily stop within the area of discovery. The project biologist will be contacted 
immediately for further guidance. Work will not resume in the area of discovery until 
the project biologist has cleared the area or the animal has passively left the 
construction area unharmed and unmolested.  

 
BIO-20: All food-related trash must be disposed into closed containers and must be removed 

from the project area daily. Construction personnel must not feed or otherwise attract 
wildlife to the project area. 

 
BIO-21: Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material that could 

trap wildlife must not be used. Acceptable substitutes include jute, coconut coir matting 
or tackified hydroseeding compounds. 

 
2.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA): 16 United States Code (USC) Section 1531, et seq. See 
also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402. This act and later amendments provide 
for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which 
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they depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the FHWA, are required to 
consult with the USFWS and the NOAA NMFS to ensure that they are not undertaking, 
funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is defined as 
geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered species. The 
outcome of consultation under Section 7 may include a Biological Opinion with an Incidental 
Take statement, a Letter of Concurrence and/or documentation of a No Effect finding. Section 
3 of FESA defines take as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or 
collect or any attempt at such conduct.” 
 
California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the CESA, California Fish and Game 
Code Section 2050, et seq. CESA emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to 
rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset 
project-caused losses of listed species populations and their essential habitats. CDFW is the 
agency responsible for implementing CESA. Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code 
prohibits "take" of any species determined to be an endangered species or a threatened 
species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as "hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill." CESA allows for take 
incidental to otherwise lawful development projects; for these actions an incidental take permit 
is issued by the CDFW. For species listed under both the FESA and CESA requiring a 
Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the FESA, the CDFW may also authorize impacts to 
CESA species by issuing a Consistency Determination under Section 2080.1 of the California 
Fish and Game Code. 
 
Another federal law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 
1976, was established to conserve and manage fishery resources found off the coast, as well 
as anadromous species and Continental Shelf fishery resources of the United States, by 
exercising (A) sovereign rights for the purposes of exploring, exploiting, conserving, and 
managing all fish within the exclusive economic zone established by Presidential Proclamation 
5030, dated March 10, 1983, and (B) exclusive fishery management authority beyond the 
exclusive economic zone over such anadromous species, Continental Shelf fishery resources, 
and fishery resources in special areas. 
  
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Central Valley Steelhead 
 
The NES (2015) included evaluation of threatened and/or endangered species potentially within 
the BSA. On October 7, 2014 Dokken Engineering biologists Carolynn Daman and Angela 
Scudiere surveyed the BSA for threatened and/or endangered species. Potential habitat for the 
federally threatened Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus) has potential to 
occur within the BSA. Review of available literature and occurrence data indicate that Cirby 
Creek historically served as a migration corridor for steelhead accessing spawning and rearing 
sites within Linda Creek. Although steelhead may have historically used Cirby Creek, the creek 
has become an urban stream and is no longer anticipated to be used by steelhead. Cirby Creek 
lacks adequate deep pools for resting, has marginal to no in-stream cover for juvenile rearing, 
and during low flow seasons, lacks sufficient steelhead passage depth (Placer and Sacramento 
Counties 2003, NOAA 2014). However, should flow conditions be suitable, there is some 
potential that steelhead migrating up Dry Creek could attempt to enter Linda Creek to spawn. 
Therefore, steelhead have a low/moderate potential to occur within Cirby Creek, both upstream 
and downstream of the project area. The nearest occurrence of steelhead is located within 
Secret Ravine approximately 3.5 creek miles from the project site in 2007 (approximately 3 
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creek miles upstream from the Dry Creek/Cirby Creek confluence). In addition, based on project 
location maps and NMFS 2005 steelhead Critical Habitat maps, the project is not located within 
designated Critical Habitat. The nearest designated steelhead Critical Habitat is located along 
Dry Creek, approximately 0.50 miles upstream of Cirby Creek from the project area. 
 
The section of Cirby Creek present at the project site contains two channel substrate 
characteristics, concrete lined and natural bottomed. The natural channel downstream of the 
Linda Creek Bridge contains clear, shallow, riffles and gravel and cobble buried with silt and 
sand (a result of urban and floodway construction over the years). However, Cirby Creek 
located under the Linda Creek Bridge contains a concrete lined channel with a low water fish 
passage. Natural riparian vegetation present onsite is variable, with portions of the project area 
devoid of the tall, dense, woody overhanging vegetation necessary for salmonids.  
 
In addition, the existing conditions at the Linda Creek Bridge over Cirby Creek include an 
existing 22 foot wide, 250 foot long concrete lining with an established 1 foot low water notch. A 
1-D model (HEC-RAS) of Cirby Creek was used to evaluate 50 % of the 2 year exceedance 
under the existing conditions. The HEC-RAS model determined that existing velocities exceed 
the NFMS requisite 3 feet/second velocity for crossings between 200 and 300 feet long (NMFS 
2001). These elevated velocities are a result of a more restricted stream channel and therefore, 
would act as a fish barrier during migrations, should salmonids attempt to enter Cirby Creek. 
Table 8 shown below summarizes the flows experienced under the existing conditions. Further, 
there is no indication in the model that backwater occurs under the bridge during flow events. 
Water depths both up and downstream of the bridge typically range between 5 and 6 feet during 
the 2 year flood event. 
 
Table 8. Existing Conditions: 1-D Model (HEC-RAS) 50% of the 2 Year Exceedance Within 

Cirby Creek at the Linda Creek Bridge 

HEC-RAS 

Channel 

Condition 

Upstream 

Velocities 
(30 feet) 

Upstream 

Velocities 
(Immediate) 

Under 

Linda 

Creek 

Bridge 

Velocities 

(Upstream 

Section) 

Under Linda 

Creek Bridge 

Velocities 

(Downstream 

Section) 

Downstream 

Velocities 
(Immediate) 

Downstream 

Velocities 
(120 feet) 

Existing 

Condition 

(Concrete 

Lined 

Channel) 

2 ft/s 5 ft/s 5 ft/s 8 ft/s 8 ft/s 3 ft/s 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Central Valley Steelhead 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
Widening of Linda Creek Bridge over Cirby Creek is anticipated to permanently disturb less than 
0.01 acres of streambed habitat for steelhead, with less than 0.01 acres of disturbance of 
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shaded riverine aquatic habitat for steelhead. In addition, less than 0.01 acres (20 linear feet) of 
Cirby Creek and approximately 0.01 acres of shaded riverine aquatic cover will be temporarily 
affected.  
 
Indirect effects to steelhead include impacts associated with the removal of shaded riverine 
aquatic habitat. However, considering the insufficient fish passage during the low flow seasons, 
the lack of current documented occurrences utilizing Cirby Creek, and the complete avoidance 
of the November-March adult migratory season and the March - May juvenile emigration 
season, the species is not anticipated to be present during in-channel construction activities. 
Therefore, no direct effects or take of steelhead are anticipated. With the implementation of 
minimization and avoidance measures BIO-4 through BIO-13, the project is not likely to 
adversely affect steelhead.  
 
The widening of Linda Creek Bridge over Cirby Creek will require the installation of scour 
protection, which includes extending the existing 22 foot wide, 250 foot long concrete lined 
channel by approximately 12.5 feet downstream to match with the existing conditions. However, 
Cirby Creek located under the Linda Creek Bridge currently contains a low water notch, 
supportive of fish passage, approximately 1-2 feet wide, approximately 1-2 feet deep and lined 
with clean native cobble, which are consistent with the 2001 NMFS Guidelines for Salmonid 
Passage at Stream Crossings. The 2001 NMFS Guidelines for Salmonid Passage at Stream 
Crossings requires a minimum water depth (12 inch for adults and 6 inch for juveniles) at the 
low fish passage with a maximum hydraulic drop of 12 inch for adults and 6 inch for juveniles. 
The project is designed to match the existing low water notch, supportive of fish passage. 
Further, the slope of the new approximate 12.5 foot channel extension will match the slope of 
the existing channel, which is at an approximate 0.3 % grade under the existing bridge 
structure. 
 
In addition, a 1-D model (HEC-RAS) of Cirby Creek was used to evaluate the 50 % 2 year 
exceedance flows. Pursuant to the 2001 NMFS Guidelines for Salmonid Passage at Stream 
Crossings, NMFS’ has determined crossings between 200 and 300 feet long with velocities over 
3 feet/second to be barriers to fish passage. Values generated from the HEC-RAS model 
determined that the velocities within the existing 250 foot concrete lined channel already exceed 
the NFMS’ 3 feet/second velocity threshold for crossings between 200 and 300 feet long. In 
addition to the existing condition, the model also evaluated what effect two additional channel 
conditions would have on fish passage flow velocities: the proposed approximate 12.5 foot 
concrete extension (Proposed Condition- Concrete Extension), and a hypothetical condition that 
assumes all concrete is absent from the existing channel (Existing Condition- Without 
Concrete).  
 
Based on the HEC-RAS model, all potential channel conditions (proposed condition, existing 
condition & hypothetical existing condition- without concrete) at the Linda Creek Bridge do not 
meet the NFMS requisite 3 feet/second velocity for crossings between 200 and 300 feet long 
(NMFS 2001). These elevated velocities are a result of a more restricted stream channel. 
Although the project would extend the existing concrete channel by 12.5 feet, no effective 
change in velocities would occur and therefore, the Linda Creek Bridge would remain a potential 
fish barrier. Table 9 summarizes the anticipated flow velocities with the Proposed Condition 
(Concrete Extension), Existing Condition (Concrete Lined Channel) and the hypothetical 
Existing Condition - Without Concrete.  
 
The project has further explored the fish passage at the bridge location and has determined that 
it would be infeasible to reduce flows to 3ft/s. As shown in Table 9, even with the hypothetical 
complete removal of the concrete lining within the channel, velocities would still be too high. 
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Short of completely exposing the columns and/or completely removing the existing bridge, there 
is no way to reduce the flows to 3ft/s. The cost associated with such a change would be in the 
millions and therefore prohibitively high.  
 
Incorporation of baffles to reduce velocities was also considered. Again, the roughness 
coefficient would have to be increased to 0.1, the piers exposed, and a variety of other 
modifications to the channel would have to be performed before the velocities reach the 3 ft/s 
threshold. A roughness coefficient of 0.1 corresponds with large trees and substantial 
vegetation being within the channel and impeding the flow. Therefore, it was determined that 
constructing baffles within either the low flow notch or within the channel will not help to achieve 
water velocities less than or equal to 3 ft/s. 
 

Table 9. 1-D Model (HEC-RAS) 50% of the 2-Year Exceedance Within Cirby Creek at the 
Linda Creek Bridge 

HEC-RAS 

Channel 

Condition 

Upstream 

Velocities 
(30 feet) 

Upstream 

Velocities 
(Immediate) 

Under 

Linda 

Creek 

Bridge 

Velocities 

(Upstream 

Section) 

Under Linda 

Creek Bridge 

Velocities 

(Downstream 

Section) 

Downstream 

Velocities 
(Immediate) 

Downstream 

Velocities 
(120 feet) 

Proposed 
Condition 

(12.5 Foot 

Concrete 

Extension) 

2ft/s 5ft/s 5ft/s 8ft/s 8 ft/s 3 ft/s 

Existing 

Condition 

(Concrete 

Lined 

Channel) 

2 ft/s 5ft/s 5ft/s 8ft/s 8 ft/s 3 ft/s 

Existing1 

Condition- 

Without 

Concrete  

2 ft/s 4 ft/s 4ft/s 7ft/s 8 ft/s 3 ft/s 

1
Hypothetical condition that assumes all concrete is absent from the channel; however, this condition is 

not a proposed design option and is mentioned for comparative discussions only. 

 
Consistent with the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, Caltrans initiated 
Section 7 Consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service for potential impacts to 
Central Valley Steelhead. 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. The Letter of Concurrence from NMFS is included under Appendix D. 
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Additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures included in the Letter of 
Concurrence from NMFS to protect fish during construction and are included below. With the 
implementation of minimization and avoidance measures BIO-4 through BIO-13 and BIO-22 
through BIO-25, the project is not likely to adversely affect steelhead. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
See BIO-4 through BIO-13 above for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures relating 
to Central Valley steelhead. Measures BIO-22 through BIO-25 below includes any additional 
measures from the NMFS Letter of Concurrence. 
 
BIO-22: Adequate flow will be maintained through the Action Area by diverting the active 

channel in Cirby Creek. A temporary water diversion will be installed using either 24-
inch plastic pipe or K-rail lined with plastic and clean gravel. Regardless of the method 
used, the water diversion will be covered and protected from debris, contaminants, and 
sediment. The diversion structure will be removed upon project completion and flow 
conditions will be returned to a pre-project state. 

 
BIO-23: Contractors must use biodegradable lubricants and hydraulic fluid in construction 

machinery. The use of petroleum alternatives can greatly reduce the risk of 
contaminants directly or indirectly entering the aquatic ecosystem. 

 
BIO-24: Contractors must use hydro seeding mulches that contain low concentrations of 

fertilizer to minimize harmful runoff and excessive inorganic nutrient input into the 
aquatic ecosystem. 

 
BIO-25: Signs must be posted in the Action Area about storm water pollution and runoff, 

advising citizens of the presence of listed fish species and to not discharge any 
chemicals, oils or other waste products near the stream.  

 
2.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
REGULATORY SETTING 
 
The term “cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all “built environment” 
resources (structures, bridges, railroads, water conveyance systems, etc.), culturally important 
resources, and archaeological resources (both prehistoric and historic), regardless of 
significance. 
 
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 , as amended, sets forth national policy 
and procedures for historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects included in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Section 106 
of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties and to allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to 
comment on those undertakings, following regulations issued by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation [36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800]. On January 1, 2014, the 
First Amended Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the Advisory Council, the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the 
Caltrans went into effect for Caltrans projects, both state and local, with FHWA involvement. 
The PA implements the Advisory Council’s regulations, 36 CFR 800, streamlining the Section 
106 process and delegating certain responsibilities to the Caltrans. The FHWA’s responsibilities 
under the PA have been assigned to the Caltrans as part of the Surface Transportation Project 
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Delivery Program (23 United States Code [USC] 327). 
 
The proposed project is a federal undertaking subject to 36 CFR Part 800, implementing 
regulations for Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and conducted 
under the guidelines of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal 
Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding 
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (January 1, 2014) (PA). 
The PA is the FHWA’s procedure for taking into account the effects of the Federal Aid 
Transportation Program on historic properties in California and meeting compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800). In addition, the project is subject to 
state historic preservation laws and regulations set forth in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (PRC§21000 et seq.). 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

In accordance with Attachment 3 of the PA, the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE) and 
archaeological survey area were established to encompass the maximum limits of all potential 
ground disturbing construction activities associated with the proposed work, including but not 
limited to, all existing and proposed new rights-of-way, temporary construction easements, utility 
relocations, and equipment staging areas. The Project Area limits found on Figure 3: Project 
Features is the project’s APE (see Figure 3: Project Features). 
 

Tribal consultation under Public Resources Code 21074 (aka Assembly Bill 52 [AB52]) was 
initiated as part of the project to determine potential impacts to tribal cultural resources (TCR). 
As part of the AB52 tribal consultation process, tribes and interested parties were contacted by 
letter based on the Section 106 consultation list provide by the Native American Heritage 
Commission. Only the Shingle Springs Rancheria responded, and no TCRs were identified 
within the project area during the consultation period.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
Caltrans archaeologists conducted an archaeological inventory of the project’s APE consisting 
of: (1) literature and records research at the North Central Information Center; (2) A search of 
district files and the Caltrans Cultural Resource Database (CCRD); (3) consultation with the 
Native American Heritage Commission, as well as with local Indian tribes/individuals; (4) 
consultation with local historic societies, museums, and interested members of the public; (5) 
examination of local historic maps and plans; and (6) an intensive pedestrian field survey of the 
APE conducted by professional archaeologists who meet the Secretary of Interior’s qualification 
standards. 
 
As a result of the cultural resource inventory, one cultural resource was within the project area; 
however, this resource has been removed during construction of the I-80/SR 65 interchange. 
The archaeological field investigations resulted in the identification of exempt historic-period 
resources. Additionally, based on the presence of bedrock outside the I-80 corridor, the fact that 
the soil within the corridor has been completely reworked due to the construction of I-80, and 
the presence of housing developments along the corridor, there is little potential for buried sites. 
Given that no known cultural resources exist within the project area, the project will have no 
effect on any cultural resources. 
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No TCRs were identified within the project area during tribal consultation; no substantial change 
to a TCR is anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 
 
With any project requiring ground disturbance, there is always the possibility that unmarked 
burials may be unearthed during construction. This impact is considered potentially significant. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 and CR-2 would reduce this impact to a less-than 
significant level. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The following avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented: 
 
CR-1: If previously unidentified cultural materials are unearthed during construction, work 

shall be halted in that area until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance 
of the find and develop a plan for documentation and removal of resources if 
necessary. Additional archaeological survey will be needed if project limits are 
extended beyond the present survey limits. 

 

CR-2: Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the California 
Health and Safety Code protect Native American burials, skeletal remains and grave 
goods, regardless of age and provide method and means for the appropriate handling 
of such remains. If human remains are encountered, work should halt in that vicinity 
and the county coroner should be notified immediately. At the same time, an 
archaeologist should be contacted to evaluate the situation. If the human remains are 
of Native American origin, the coroner must notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission within twenty-four hours of such identification. CEQA details steps to be 
taken if human burials are of Native American origin. 

 

2.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

REGULATORY SETTING 
 

For geologic and topographic features, a key federal law is the Historic Sites Act of 1935, which 
establishes a national registry of natural landmarks and protects “outstanding examples of major 
geological features.” Topographic and geologic features are also protected under the CEQA. 
 

This section also discusses geology, soils, and seismic concerns as they relate to public safety 
and project design.  
 

Earthquakes are prime considerations in the design and retrofit of structures.  
 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

The dominant soil types in the project area are composed of well drained mixed alluvium loams 
derived from granite. According to the NRCS, the soil series within the BSA include: Xerarents-
Fiddyment complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes; Xerorthents, cut and fill; Cometa-Fiddyment 
complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes; Caperton-Andregg coarse sandy loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes; 
Exchequer very stony loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes; and Andregg coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 
percent slopes (NRCS 2014) 
 

Landslides usually occur in locations with steep slopes and unstable soils. As with liquefaction, 
Placer County has not yet been mapped by the Seismic Hazards Zonation Program to 
determine landslide potential. In 2011, the State Department of Conservation issued a map 
showing Susceptibility to Deep-Seated Landslides in California. The map takes previously 
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known landslides, average annual rainfall, and earthquake shaking potential, as well as rock 
strength and slope class into account. Western Placer County is mostly rated as having no 
landslide susceptibility, with a few pockets of low to moderate susceptibility. 
 

The majority of the project area is situated on flat or very gently sloping topography where the 
potential for slope failure is minimal to low. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 

The project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
involving rupture of a known fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground 
failure, or landslides. The project is not on an Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone requiring 
special study for fault rupture hazard. Seismic-related failure, including liquefaction, is also a 
less than significant impact because the potential is believed to be slight at this predominantly 
flat, low-seismicity site. The project area is located on a flat area. No impact from landslides 
would occur with the project. Design and construction in accordance with Caltrans’ seismic 
design criteria will ensure that substantial impacts due to seismic forces and displacements are 
avoided or minimized to the extent feasible.  
 

Erosion and loss of top soil would be a less than significant impact with mitigation. Grading and 
earthwork during construction may result in erosion and sedimentation. This impact would be 
mitigated through implementation of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which 
would incorporate erosion control methods. Measure GEO-1 details this.  
 

The project is not on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project. On-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse is not anticipated. No mitigation is required. 
 

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

GEO-1: Project proponent and the contractor shall implement a SWPPP to include erosion 
control methods. This SWPPP shall be prepared for the Section 402 permit, NPDES 
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity.  

 

2.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

REGULATORY SETTING 
 

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and 
other elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of scientific research 
attributes these climatological changes to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly those 
generated from the production and use of fossil fuels. 
 

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and World 
Meteorological Organization in 1988 has led to increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions 
reduction and climate change research and policy. These efforts are primarily concerned with 
the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), 
HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 
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In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by 
transportation. In California, however, transportation sources (including passenger cars, light-
duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles) make up the largest source of GHG-emitting 
sources. The dominant GHG emitted is CO2, mostly from fossil fuel combustion.  
 

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change: 
“Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” and “Adaptation.” "Greenhouse Gas Mitigation" is a term for 
reducing GHG emissions to reduce or "mitigate" the impacts of climate change. “Adaptation" 
refers to the effort of planning for and adapting to impacts resulting from climate change (such 
as adjusting transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms and higher sea 
levels)1

. 

 

There are four primary strategies for reducing GHG emissions from transportation sources: 
1) improving the transportation system and operational efficiencies, 2) reducing travel activity, 
3) transitioning to lower GHG-emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle technologies/efficiency. 
To be most effective, all four strategies should be pursued cooperatively.2  
 

State 
With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly bills and 
Executive Orders, California launched an innovative and proactive approach to dealing with 
GHG emissions and climate change. 
 

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley, Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases, 2002: This bill 
requires the CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and light truck 
GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to automobiles and 
light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year.  
 

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 (June 1, 2005): The goal of this EO is to reduce California’s GHG 
emissions to 1) year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by 2020, and 3) 80 percent below 
the year 1990 levels by 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the passage of 
Assembly Bill 32. 
 

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), Núñez and Pavley, The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: AB 32 
sets the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals as outlined in EO S-3-05, while further 
mandating that ARB create a scoping plan and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, 
cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.”  
 

Executive Order S-20-06 (October 18, 2006): This order establishes the responsibilities and 
roles of the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) and state 
agencies with regard to climate change. 
 

Executive Order S-01-07 (January 18, 2007): This order set forth the low carbon fuel standard 
for California. Under this EO, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is to be 
reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020. 
 

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) Chapter 185, 2007, Greenhouse Gas Emissions: This bill required the 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop recommended amendments to 
the CEQA Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions. The amendments became effective on 
March 18, 2010. 
 

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), Chapter 728, 2008, Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection: 
This bill requires the CARB to set regional emissions reduction targets from passenger vehicles. 
                                                
1
 http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/ 

2
 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/climate_change/mitigation/ 

http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/climate_change/mitigation/
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The MPO for each region must then develop a "Sustainable Communities Strategy" (SCS) that 
integrates transportation, land-use, and housing policies to plan for the achievement of the 
emissions target for their region. 
 

Senate Bill 391 (SB 391) Chapter 585, 2009 California Transportation Plan: This bill requires the 
State’s long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals under AB 32. 
 
Federal 
 

Although climate change and GHG reduction are a concern at the federal level, currently no 
regulations or legislation have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions 
and climate change at the project level. Neither the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) nor the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has issued explicit 
guidance or methods to conduct project-level GHG analysis.3 FHWA supports the approach that 
climate change considerations should be integrated throughout the transportation decision-
making process–from planning through project development and delivery. Addressing climate 
change mitigation and adaptation up front in the planning process will assist in decision-making 
and improve efficiency at the program level, and will inform the analysis and stewardship needs 
of project-level decision-making. Climate change considerations can be integrated into many 
planning factors, such as supporting economic vitality and global efficiency, increasing safety 
and mobility, enhancing the environment, promoting energy conservation, and improving the 
quality of life.  
 

The four strategies outlined by FHWA to lessen climate change impacts correlate with efforts 
that the state is undertaking to deal with transportation and climate change; these strategies 
include improved transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, and a 
reduction in travel activity.  
 

Climate change and its associated effects are also being addressed through various efforts at 
the federal level to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency, such as the “National Clean 
Car Program” and EO 13514 - Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic 
Performance.  
 

Executive Order 13514 (October 5, 2009): This order is focused on reducing greenhouse gases 
internally in federal agency missions, programs and operations, but also directs federal 
agencies to participate in the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, which is 
engaged in developing a national strategy for adaptation to climate change.  
 

The U.S. EPA’s authority to regulate GHG emissions stems from the U.S. Supreme Court 
decision in Massachusetts v. EPA (2007). The Supreme Court ruled that GHGs meet the 
definition of air pollutants under the existing Clean Air Act and must be regulated if these gases 
could be reasonably anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. Responding to the Court’s 
ruling, U.S. EPA finalized an endangerment finding in December 2009. Based on scientific 
evidence it found that six greenhouse gases constitute a threat to public health and welfare. 
Thus, it is the Supreme Court’s interpretation of the existing Act and EPA’s assessment of the 
scientific evidence that form the basis for EPA’s regulatory actions. U.S. EPA in conjunction with 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) issued the first of a series of GHG 
emission standards for new cars and light-duty vehicles in April 2010.4  
 

                                                
3
 To date, no national standards have been established regarding mobile source GHGs, nor has U.S. EPA established any ambient 

standards, criteria or thresholds for GHGs resulting from mobile sources. 
4
 http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/epa/greenhouse-gas-regulation-faq 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/climate_change/mitigation/q_and_a/
http://www.oyez.org/cases/2000-2009/2006/2006_05_1120/
http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/
http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/epa-endangerment-finding
http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/vehicle-standards
http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/epa/greenhouse-gas-regulation-faq
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The U.S. EPA and the NHTSA are taking coordinated steps to enable the production of a new 
generation of clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved fuel efficiency from on-
road vehicles and engines. These next steps include developing the first-ever GHG regulations 
for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty vehicle GHG regulations.  
 

The final combined standards that made up the first phase of this national program apply to 
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model years 
2012 through 2016. The standards implemented by this program are expected to reduce GHG 
emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime 
of the vehicles sold under the program (model years 2012-2016).  
 

On August 28, 2012, U.S. EPA and NHTSA issued a joint Final Rulemaking to extend the 
National Program for fuel economy standards to model year 2017 through 2025 passenger 
vehicles. Over the lifetime of the model year 2017-2025 standards this program is projected to 
save approximately four billion barrels of oil and two billion metric tons of GHG emissions. 
 

The complementary U.S. EPA and NHTSA standards that make up the Heavy-Duty National 
Program apply to combination tractors (semi trucks), heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, and 
vocational vehicles (including buses and refuse or utility trucks). Together, these standards will 
cut greenhouse gas emissions and domestic oil use significantly. This program responds to 
President Barack Obama’s 2010 request to jointly establish greenhouse gas emissions and fuel 
efficiency standards for the medium- and heavy-duty highway vehicle sector. The agencies 
estimate that the combined standards will reduce CO2 emissions by about 270 million metric 
tons and save about 530 million barrels of oil over the life of model year 2014 to 2018 heavy 
duty vehicles. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

An individual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global 
climate change. Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact. This means that a project 
may contribute to a potential impact through its incremental change in emissions when 
combined with the contributions of all other sources of GHG.5 In assessing cumulative impacts, 
it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination, the incremental 
impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current, and probable future 
projects. To gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and future 
projects to make this determination is a difficult, if not impossible, task.  
 

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 includes the main strategies California will use to 
reduce GHG emissions. As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan, the 
ARB released the GHG inventory for California (forecast last updated: October 28, 2010). The 
forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to occur in 2020 if none of the foreseeable 
measures included in the Scoping Plan were implemented (see Figure 7). The base year used 
for forecasting emissions is the average of statewide emissions in the GHG inventory for 2006, 
2007, and 2008. 
 

                                                
5
 This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals on How to Analyze 

GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), as well as the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA Guide, April 2011) and the U.S. Forest Service (Climate Change Considerations in 
Project Level NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009). 

http://epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations.htm#1-2
http://epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations.htm#1-2
http://epa.gov/otaq/climate/letters.htm#2010al
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/reductions_from_scoping_plan_measures_2010-10-28.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/reductions_from_scoping_plan_measures_2010-10-28.pdf
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Figure 7. California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecast 

 
 Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm 

 
The Caltrans and its parent agency, the Transportation Agency, have taken an active role in 
addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change. Recognizing that 98 percent of 
California’s GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human 
made GHG emissions are from transportation, the Caltrans has created and is implementing the 
Climate Action Program at Caltrans that was published in December 2006.6  

 
One of the main strategies in the Caltrans’s Climate Action Program to reduce GHG emissions 
is to make California’s transportation system more efficient. The highest levels of CO2 from 
mobile sources such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0-25 miles per hour) and at 
speeds over 55 miles per hour; the most severe emissions occur from 0-25 miles per hour (see 
Figure 8 below). To the extent that a project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and 
improving travel times in high congestion travel corridors GHG emissions, particularly CO2, may 
be reduced.  
 

Figure 8. Traffic Operation Strategies and On-Road CO2 Emissions7 

 
 

                                                
6
 Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.pdf 
7
 Traffic Congestion and Greenhouse Gases: Matthew Barth and Kanok Boriboonsomsin (TR News 268 May-June 

2010)<http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trnews/trnews268.pdf> 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.pdf
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trnews/trnews268.pdf
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The project is designed to reduce congestion and vehicle delays. As discussed in the project’s 
Design Year Traffic Operations Analysis Results (Fehr & Peers 2015), the Build Alternative 
would increase vehicle miles traveled, but would also reduce vehicle hours of delay (VHD) in the 
project area by 9% - 50% (compared to the No-Build Alternative). Additionally, as discussed in 
the 2035 MTP/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) by SACOG, implementation of the 
MTP/SCS was “developed to not only achieve the goals of SB 375, but create an efficient land 
use plan and robust transportation network that would meet AB 32 goals and further reduce our 
impact on climate change.” As an integral part of the MTP/SCS, implementation of the project 
would therefore be a part of this regional GHG emissions reduction. 
 
Quantitative Analysis 
Table 10 gives projected CO2 emissions for existing, opening year No-Build, opening year Build, 
future year No Build, and future year Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 2 for the entire 
project (Location 1 and 2). Daily CO2 emissions in the design year are expected to be 
approximately 132% higher than existing conditions, whether or not the project is implemented. 
This large increase in CO2 emissions can be attributed to the large projected increases in traffic 
volume, VMT, and VHD. 
 

Table 10. Existing and 2040 CO2 Emissions (tons/day) for Location 1 and 2 

Existing 
Alternatives (Opening) Alternatives (Future) 

No Build 1 2 No Build 1 2 

182.4 249.518 252.147 252.799 423.622 391.446 383.385 

Change from 
No-Build: 

 +2.629 +3.281  -32.176 -40.237 

*Based on CT-EMFAC Version 5.0.0.14319 and Transportation Analysis Results (TAR) (2015). Truck percentage and vehicles/hour 
was calculated using Table 13 of the TAR, Avg. Idling Time used PM Peak Period Average Delay per Vehicle (min) from Table 15 
of the TAR, and VMT Distribution by Speed Bin (mph) was calculated using the PM Peak Period VMT from the VMT by Speed Bin 

located in the TAR Appendix. 

 

Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 1: 
 
Under Build Alternative 1 conditions, CO2 emissions will be lower than under No-Build 
conditions. Build Alternative 1 is projected to have higher traffic volume and VMT than the 
No-Build, but higher average speeds and lower average delay per vehicle through the project 
area. In other words, implementing the project will result in a substantial increase in travel 
speeds and decrease in VHD. Build Alternative 1 will have a positive effect on reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions compared to the No-Build alternative. 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 2: 
 
Under Build Alternative 2 conditions, CO2 emissions will be lower than both the No-Build 
conditions and Build Alternative 1. Build Alternative 2 is projected to have higher traffic volume 
and VMT than the Build Alternative 1 and No-Build, but higher average speeds and lower 
average delay per vehicle through the project area. In other words, implementing the project will 
result in a substantial increase in travel speeds and decrease in VHD compared to the other 
alternatives. Build Alternative 2 will have a positive effect on reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions, more so than Build Alternative 1, resulting in lower emissions. 

 
It should be noted that while these emission numbers are useful for comparing alternatives, they 
do not necessarily accurately reflect what the true CO2 emissions will be because CO2 
emissions are dependent on other factors that are not part of the model, such as the fuel mix 
(EMFAC model emission rates are only for direct engine-out CO2 emissions, not full fuel cycle; 
fuel cycle emission rates can vary dramatically depending on the amount of additives like 
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ethanol and the source of the fuel components), rate of acceleration, and the aerodynamics and 
efficiency of the vehicles. The relative magnitudes however, as used for the comparison above, 
can be assumed to be reasonably accurate. 
 
Construction Emissions 
Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced 
during construction and those produced during operations. Construction GHG emissions include 
emissions produced as a result of material processing, emissions produced by on-site 
construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays due to construction. These 
emissions will be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency 
and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by 
implementing better traffic management during construction phases.  
 

In addition, with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic management plans, 
and changes in materials, the GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to 
some degree by longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation events. Per measure 
CC-2 and Caltrans standards, construction activities will be in compliance with the PCAPCD.  
 

CEQA Conclusion  
While Caltrans has included this good faith effort in order to provide the public and decision-
makers as much information as possible about the project, it is Caltrans determination that in 
the absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to GHG emissions and CEQA 
significance, it is too speculative to make a significance determination regarding the project’s 
direct and indirect impact with respect to climate change. Caltrans does remain firmly committed 
to implementing measures to help reduce the potential effects of the project. These measures 
are CC-1 and CC-2. 
 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies  
Caltrans continues to be involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as the ARB works to 
implement Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set forth in AB 
32. Many of the strategies the Caltrans is using to help meet the targets in AB 32 come from 
then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan for California. The Strategic 
Growth Plan targeted a significant decrease in traffic congestion below 2008 levels and a 
corresponding reduction in GHG emissions, while accommodating growth in population and the 
economy. The Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete systems approach to attain CO2 
reduction goals: system monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land 
use and demand management, and operational improvements as shown in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Mobility Pyramid 

 
Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and implementing 
smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-oriented communities, and 
high-density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans works closely with local jurisdictions on 
planning activities, but does not have local land use planning authority. The Caltrans assists 
efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel 
economy in new cars, light and heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing this by supporting ongoing 
research efforts at universities, by supporting legislative efforts to increase fuel economy, and 
by participating on the Climate Action Team. It is important to note, however, that control of fuel 
economy standards is held by the U.S. EPA and ARB.  
 
Caltrans is also working towards enhancing the State’s transportation planning process to 
respond to future challenges. Similar to requirements for regional transportation plans under 
Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Steinberg 2008), SB 391(Liu 2009) requires the State’s long-range 
transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals under Assembly Bill (AB) 32. 
 
The California Transportation Plan is a statewide, long-range transportation plan to meet our 
future mobility needs and reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The CTP defines 
performance-based goals, policies, and strategies to achieve our collective vision for California’s 
future, statewide, integrated, multimodal transportation system. 
 
The purpose of the CTP is to provide a common policy framework that will guide transportation 
investments and decisions by all levels of government, the private sector, and other 
transportation stakeholders. Through this policy framework, the CTP 2040 will identify the 
statewide transportation system needed to achieve maximum feasible GHG emission reductions 
while meeting the State’s transportation needs. 
 
Table 11 summarizes the Departmental and statewide efforts that Caltrans is implementing to 
reduce GHG emissions. More detailed information about each strategy is included in the 
Climate Action Program published by Caltrans (December 2006). 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.pdf
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Table 11. Climate Change/CO2 Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Program 
Partnership 

Method/Process 

Estimated CO2 Savings 
(million metric tons) 

Lead Agency 2010 2020 

Smart Land 
Use 

Intergovernmental 
Review (IGR) 

Caltrans 
Local 
governments 

Review and seek to 
mitigate development 
proposals 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Planning Grants Caltrans 

Local and 
regional 
agencies & 
other 
stakeholders 

Competitive selection 
process 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Regional Plans 
and Blueprint 
Planning 

Regional 
Agencies 

Caltrans 
Regional plans and 
application process 

0.975 7.8 

Operational 
Improvements 
& Intelligent 
Transportation 
System (ITS) 
Deployment 

Strategic Growth 
Plan 

Caltrans Regions 
State ITS; Congestion 
Management Plan 

0.07 2.17 

Mainstream 
Energy & 
GHG into 
Plans and 
Projects 

Office of Policy 
Analysis & 
Research; 
Division of 
Environmental 
Analysis 

Interdepartmental effort 
Policy establishment, 
guidelines, technical 
assistance 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Educational & 
Information 
Program 

Office of Policy 
Analysis & 
Research 

Interdepartmental, 
CalEPA, ARB, CEC 

Analytical report, data 
collection, publication, 
workshops, outreach 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Fleet 
Greening & 
Fuel 
Diversification 

Division of 
Equipment 

Department of General 
Services 

Fleet Replacement 
B20 
B100 

0.0045 
0.0065 
0.045 
0.0225 

Non-vehicular 
Conservation 
Measures 

Energy 
Conservation 
Program 

Green Action Team 
Energy Conservation 
Opportunities 

0.117 0.34 

Portland 
Cement 

Office of Rigid 
Pavement 

Cement and 
Construction Industries 

2.5 % limestone 
cement mix 
25% fly ash cement 
mix 
> 50% fly ash/slag mix 

1.2 
 

0.36 

4.2 
 

3.6 

Goods 
Movement 

Office of Goods 
Movement 

Cal EPA, ARB, BT&H, 
MPOs 

Goods Movement 
Action Plan 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Total    2.72 18.18 
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Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (June 22, 2012): is intended to establish 
a Department policy that will ensure coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change into 
Departmental decisions and activities.  
 
Caltrans Activities to Address Climate Change (April 2013)8 provides a comprehensive overview 
of activities undertaken by Caltrans statewide to reduce greenhouse gas emissions resulting 
from agency operations. 
 
Measures CC-1 and CC-2, found in the Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation section will also 
be included in the project to reduce the GHG emissions and potential climate change impacts 
from the project: 

 
Adaptation Strategies  
“Adaptation strategies” refer to how the Caltrans and others can plan for the effects of climate 
change on the state’s transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from 
damage. Climate change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising 
temperatures, rising sea levels, variability in storm surges and intensity, and the frequency and 
intensity of wildfires. These changes may affect the transportation infrastructure in various ways, 
such as damage to roadbeds from longer periods of intense heat; increasing storm damage 
from flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels. These effects will vary by 
location and may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or redesigned. 
There may also be economic and strategic ramifications as a result of these types of impacts to 
the transportation infrastructure. 
 
At the federal level, the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, co-chaired by the White House 
CEQ, the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), released its interagency task force progress report on 
October 28, 20119, outlining the federal government's progress in expanding and strengthening 
the Nation's capacity to better understand, prepare for, and respond to extreme events and 
other climate change impacts. The report provides an update on actions in key areas of federal 
adaptation, including: building resilience in local communities, safeguarding critical natural 
resources such as freshwater, and providing accessible climate information and tools to help 
decision-makers manage climate risks .  
 
Climate change adaptation must also involve the natural environment as well. Efforts are 
underway on a statewide-level to develop strategies to cope with impacts to habitat and 
biodiversity through planning and conservation. The results of these efforts will help California 
agencies plan and implement mitigation strategies for programs and projects. 
 
On November 14, 2008, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-13-08, which directed 
a number of state agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea level rise caused by 
climate change. This EO set in motion several agencies and actions to address the concern of 
sea level rise. 
 
In addition to addressing projected sea level rise, the California Natural Resources Agency was 
directed to coordinate with local, regional, state and federal public and private entities to 

                                                
8
 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/climate_change/projects_and_studies.shtml 

 
9
 http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/ceq/initiatives/adaptation 

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/climate_change/projects_and_studies.shtml
http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/ceq/initiatives/adaptation
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develop The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (Dec 2009)10, which summarizes the best-
known science on climate change impacts to California, assesses California's vulnerability to the 
identified impacts, and then outlines solutions that can be implemented within and across state 
agencies to promote resiliency.  
 
The strategy outline is in direct response to EO S-13-08 that specifically asked the Resources 
Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing 
precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural events. Numerous other state 
agencies were involved in the creation of the Adaptation Strategy document, including the 
California Environmental Protection Agency; Business, Transportation and Housing; Health and 
Human Services; and the Department of Agriculture. The document is broken down into 
strategies for different sectors that include: Public Health; Biodiversity and Habitat; Ocean and 
Coastal Resources; Water Management; Agriculture; Forestry; and Transportation and Energy 
Infrastructure. As data continues to be developed and collected, the state's adaptation strategy 
will be updated to reflect current findings.  
 
The National Academy of Science was directed to prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment 
Report11 to recommend how California should plan for future sea level rise. The report was 
released in June 2012 and included:  
 

 Relative sea level rise projections for California, Oregon and Washington, taking into 
account coastal erosion rates, tidal impacts, El Niño and La Niña events, storm surge 
and land subsidence rates. 

 The range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise projections.  

 A synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to state 
infrastructure (such as roads, public facilities and beaches), natural areas, and 
coastal and marine ecosystems.  

 A discussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise.  

In 2010, interim guidance was released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-CAT) 
as well as Caltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential risks to the states 
infrastructure due to projected sea level rise. Subsequently, CO-CAT updated the Sea Level 
Rise guidance to include information presented in the National Academy’s Study. 
 
All state agencies that are planning to construct projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level 
rise are directed to consider a range of sea level rise scenarios for the years 2050 and 2100 to 
assess project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks and increase 
resiliency to sea level rise. Sea level rise estimates should also be used in conjunction with 
information on local uplift and subsidence, coastal erosion rates, predicted higher high water 
levels, storm surge and storm wave data. 
 
All projects that have filed a Notice of Preparation as of the date of EO S-13-08, and/or are 
programmed for construction funding from 2008 through 2013, or are routine maintenance 
projects may, but are not required to, consider these planning guidelines. The Placer I-80 
Auxiliary Lanes project is outside the coastal zone and direct impacts to transportation facilities 
due to projected sea level rise are not expected. 
 

                                                
10

 http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF 
11

 Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (2012) is available at 
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. 

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/adaptation/
http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=11036
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389
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Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to 
prepare a report to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level rise affecting 
safety, maintenance and operational improvements of the system, and economy of the state. 
The Caltrans continues to work on assessing the transportation system vulnerability to climate 
change, including the effect of sea level rise. 
 
Currently, the Caltrans is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest risk 
from climate change effects. However, without statewide planning scenarios for relative sea 
level rise and other climate change effects, the Caltrans has not been able to determine what 
change, if any, may be made to its design standards for its transportation facilities. Once 
statewide planning scenarios become available, the Caltrans will be able review its current 
design standards to determine what changes, if any, may be needed to protect the 
transportation system from sea level rise. 

 
Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning and risk 
management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system from increased precipitation 
and flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of storms and wildfires; rising temperatures; 
and rising sea levels. The Caltrans is an active participant in the efforts being conducted in 
response to EO S-13-08 and is mobilizing to be able to respond to the National Academy of 
Science Sea Level Rise Assessment Report.  
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The following measures will also be included in the project to reduce the GHG emissions and 
potential climate change impacts from the project: 
 
CC-1:  The project would incorporate the use of energy-efficient lighting, such as LED traffic 

signals. LED bulbs cost $60 to $70 each, but last five to six years, compared to the 
one-year average lifespan of the incandescent bulbs previously used. The LED bulbs 
themselves consume 10 percent of the electricity of traditional lights, which will also 
help reduce the project’s CO2 emissions.  

 
CC-2:  According to the Caltrans’s Standard Specifications, the contractor must comply with 

all local Air Quality Management District rules, ordinances, and regulations for air 
quality restrictions.  

 
2.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
REGULATORY SETTING 
 

California regulates hazardous materials, waste, and substances under the authority of the 

CA Health and Safety Code and is also authorized by the federal government to implement 

RCRA in the state. California law also addresses specific handling, storage, transportation, 

disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup and emergency planning of hazardous waste. The 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act also restricts disposal of wastes and requires 

cleanup of wastes that are below hazardous waste concentrations but could impact ground 

and surface water quality. California regulations that address waste management and 

prevention and clean up contamination include Title 22 Division 4.5 Environmental Health 

Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste, Title 23 Waters, and Title 27 

Environmental Protection. 
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Hazardous materials, including hazardous substances and wastes, are regulated by many 

state and federal laws. Statutes govern the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of 

hazardous materials, substances, and waste, and also the investigation and mitigation of 

waste releases, air and water quality, human health and land use. 

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA). The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as 

“Superfund,” is to identify and clean up abandoned contaminated sites so that public health and 

welfare are not compromised. The RCRA provides for “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous 

waste generated by operating entities. Other federal laws include: 

 Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992 

 Clean Water Act 

 Clean Air Act 

 Safe Drinking Water Act 

 Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 

 Atomic Energy Act 

 Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 

 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 

 

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order (EO) 12088, Federal Compliance with 

Pollution Control Standards, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control 

environmental pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are involved. 

Worker and public health and safety are key issues when addressing hazardous 

materials that may affect human health. It is vital that if hazardous waste is found, 
disturbed, or generated during project construction that the proper management and 

disposal of the material occur. 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
  
This section presents results of an Initial Site Assessment (ISA) for property associated with the 
Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lane project conducted in December 2014. The purpose of the ISA is to 
evaluate the Subject Properties for the presence of Recognized Environmental Conditions 
(RECs) and/or Activity and Use Limitations (AULs), which are: 
 
REC: “…the presence or the likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 
hydrocarbons on the (Subject Property) that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a 
material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum hydrocarbons into 
structures or into the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the subject property.” 
 
AUL: “…an explicit recognition by a federal, tribal, state, or local agency that residual levels of 
hazardous substances or petroleum hydrocarbons may be present on the property, and that 
unrestricted use of the property may not be acceptable.” 
 
For Location 1, the proposed project would impact the east side of I-80 between the SR 65 
connector and Rocklin Road interchange and observations were limited to this area. I-80, an 
existing 6-lane, Caltrans facility, is bounded to the east by chain link fences and a soundwall 
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between the highway and frontage road. The frontage road, China Garden Road, is a two-lane, 
24-foot roadway that runs parallel to the east side of I-80 for approximately 1-mile south of the 
Rocklin Road interchange. The potential staging area southeast of the Rocklin Road 
interchange and east of China Garden Road was observed from the roadway at the western 
property boundary as an undeveloped property comprised of relatively flat topography with 
grass currently bounded by a barbed wire fence.  
 
The majority of adjacent areas were observed from China Garden Road and land uses were 
comprised of a hotel, single-family residential properties and undeveloped land with rolling hills, 
trees and grasses. A minor street, Monument Springs Drive off China Garden Road was driving 
traversed and a North Placer Municipal Utility District Pump Station was observed at the end of 
the roadway before the entrance to a private residential community. At the southeast corner of 
the Rocklin Road interchange lies an AM/PM gas station that is listed on the EDR (Table 4.2, 
ID# 21-24) with no current open cases of remediation. On the northeast corner of the 
interchange is undeveloped land with trees and grasses. 
 
The Subject Properties were comprised mostly of existing roadway, with the exception of the 
potential staging area. No evidence of RECs and structures that may include asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs) were evident.  
 
For Location 2, the proposed project would impact the west side of I-80 between the Riverside 
Avenue and Douglas Boulevard interchanges and observations were limited to this and the 
adjacent areas. I-80, an existing 9-lane, Caltrans facility, is bounded to the west by soundwalls 
and berms between the highway and the residential properties adjacent to the highway. The 
land use adjacent to westbound I-80 is high density single-family residential.  
 
While I-80 was traversed only by driving, the adjacent areas were walking traversed when 
accessible. Cirby Creek crosses underneath I-80 via an existing bridge and the substructure 
was explored. Bearing pad shims, a potential source of ACM’s, were apparent. An undeveloped 
parcel to the north of Cirby Creek and adjacent to westbound I-80 was viewed from the end of 
Jo Anne Lane and was comprised of many trees and grasses. The Charter Hospital of 
Sacramento, a site approximately 300 feet west of I-80 listed on the EDR was explored. A 
generator was located on a concrete pad behind a chain link fence. No evidence of leakage was 
apparent.  
 
One residence that may be impacted by the proposed project at the end of Melrose Avenue was 
explored from the front of the property. A work truck and equipment was observed parked at the 
end of Melrose Avenue, abutting the soundwall adjacent to westbound I-80. A potential staging 
area was observed through a fence from South Harding Boulevard. The property has some 
vegetation mixed with asphalt and appears to be a storage area for truck trailers. 
 
The southwest corner of the Douglas Boulevard interchange is occupied by medical office 
buildings and a copy/printing business.  
 
The Subject Properties were comprised mostly of existing roadway, Linda Creek Bridge, and a 
potential staging area on an undeveloped parcel. Information provided from a previous project 
along I-80 indicates that there is potential for the Linda Creek Bridge Metal Beam Guardrail 
Bearing Pad Shims to be asbestos-containing materials. In addition, pavement striping on the 
existing roadways that need to be removed may contain lead and other heavy metals.  
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No evidence of RECs or AULs within the project boundaries were found, except those described 
in Table 12. 
 

TABLE 12: REC OR AUL EVIDENCE 

Location Description of REC Evidence Found 

Description 
of 

Associated 
AUL 

Existing roadways within 
project boundaries 
including Eastbound I-80 
btwn SR 65 and Rocklin 
Road and Westbound I-80 
btwn Riverside Avenue 
and Douglas Blvd 
interchanges 

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, 

None Found 
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TABLE 12: REC OR AUL EVIDENCE 

Location Description of REC Evidence Found 

Description 
of 

Associated 
AUL 

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. 

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 

 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) can occur in serpentine rock. The most common forms of 
NOA minerals are chrysotile, actinolite, and tremolite. A review of the “General Location Guide 
for Ultramafic Rocks in California – Areas likely to Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos” (CGS 
Open-file Report 2000-19, 2000) indicated that ultramafic rock occurrence is not mapped in the 
southwest portion of Placer County and therefore NOA is not expected to occur at the project 
site. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
Based on the results of the ISA, potential RECs within the project site can be considered of low 
risk to the project. However, the ISA did not include verification of RECs based upon 
environmental testing. Based on the governmental records search, aerial photograph and 
topographic map review and visual site survey, additional actions are recommended to verify 
the presence/extent of RECs prior to, and during, construction. With the implementation of HAZ-
1 through HAZ-4, any potential impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level.  
 
A sliver acquisition at the one residence at the end of Melrose Avenue has been determined to 
be possible without affecting the structure. No avoidance or minimize measures related to 
alteration or demolition of buildings are required. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
HAZ-1:  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. 
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HAZ-2:  The Linda Creek Bridge bearing pad shims 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. 

 
HAZ-3:  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. 

 
HAZ-4:  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.  

 
2.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
Section 401 of the CWA requires water quality certification from the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) or from a RWQCB when the project requires a CWA Section 404 
permit. Section 404 of the CWA requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the United States.  
 
Along with CWA Section 401, CWA Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the discharge of any pollutant into waters of the United 
States. The federal Environmental Protection Agency has delegated administration of the 
NPDES program to the SWRCB and nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB and RWQCB also regulate 
other waste discharges to land within California through the issuance of waste discharge 
requirements under authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.  
 
The SWRCB has developed and issued a statewide NPDES permit to regulate storm water 
discharges from all Caltrans activities on its highways and facilities. Caltrans construction 
projects are regulated under the Statewide permit, and projects performed by other entities on 
Caltrans right-of-way (encroachments) are regulated by the SWRCB’s Statewide General 
Construction Permit. All construction projects over 1 acre require a SWPPP to be prepared and 
implemented during construction. Caltrans activities less than 1 acre require a Water Pollution 
Control Program. 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
This section presents results of a Water Quality Assessment Report (2015) and Location 
Hydraulic Study (2015) associated with the Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lane project. 
 
Hydrology 
 
The proposed project falls within the Secret Ravine Hydrologic Sub-Area (HSA 514.24) in the 
Foothill Drain Hydrologic Area and the American River Hydrologic Unit. 
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Location 1 crosses over Sucker Ravine, which drains into Secret Ravine. Sucker Ravine is a 
perennial stream and a tributary of Secret Ravine. Sucker Ravine flows from northeast to 
southwest within the City of Rocklin and is part of the Dry Creek watershed. The approximately 
five mile stream joins Secret Ravine after crossing under I-80 and China Garden Road, near 
Greenbrae Road. 
 
Secret Ravine runs adjacent and nearly parallel to Eastbound I-80 in a southwesterly direction. 
Secret Ravine is a 7.8-mile long perennial stream that has a contributing watershed area of 
approximately 22.3 square miles. Secret Ravine and Sucker Ravine drain the eastern side of 
the Loomis basin, which discharge ultimately into Dry Creek. 
 
Location 2 crosses over Cirby Creek via an existing bridge approximately 2,900 feet east of the 
Riverside interchange. Cirby Creek is a perennial stream approximately 2.7 miles long with a 
watershed area of approximately 3.4 square miles. Linda Creek comprises the upstream 
sub-watershed and Cirby Creek outflows directly into Dry Creek. The Cirby Creek watershed is 
almost entirely within the urbanized area of the City of Roseville.  
 
The Dry Creek Watershed is composed of eight named streams, which includes Cirby Creek 
and Secret Ravine, and covers approximately 101 square miles in southwestern Placer County 
and northern Sacramento County. Headwaters of the Dry Creek watershed originate in the 
Sierra Nevada foothills near Newcastle, flow southwesterly into the Sacramento Valley, and 
empty into the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal. The Natomas East Main Drainage Canal 
drains into the Sacramento River downstream of Sutter County. The Dry Creek watershed 
bridges the Sierra Nevada and Central Valley geologic provinces and has year-round flows in its 
major watercourses. 
 
Floodplains 
 
Location 1 of the project lies within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-
year Zone AO and AE floodplain map, and Location 2 lies within Zone AE (FEMA 2015).  
 
Areas within Zone AO have a High flood risk. Flood insurance is mandatory and local floodplain 
development codes apply. River or stream flood hazard areas, and areas with a one percent or 
greater chance of shallow flooding each year, usually in the form of sheet flow, with an average 
depth of one to three feet. These areas have a 26 percent chance of flooding over the life of a 
20‐year mortgage.  
 
Areas within Zone AE have a High flood risk. Base flood elevations have been determined. 
Flood insurance is mandatory and local floodplain development codes apply. These properties 
have a 1 percent annual chance of flooding and a 26 percent chance of flooding over the life of 
a 30‐ year mortgage.  
 
Groundwater 
 
Roseville and Rocklin, as well as portions of Sacramento and Sutter Counties, are situated over 
the north-central portion of the Central Valley groundwater basin, which is estimated to contain 
114 million acre-feet of water. An average of 2 million acre-feet is pumped annually for 
agricultural irrigation and domestic and industrial uses. Groundwater in this area is recharged 
primarily by rainwater that infiltrates through stream and river bottoms. 
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According to Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) Groundwater Bulletin 118 (DWR 2003), 
Placer County overlies the North American subbasin in the eastern central portion of the 
Sacramento Groundwater Basin. The subbasin is bordered by the Bear River in the north, the 
Feather River in the west, and the Sacramento River is the southern boundary. The eastern 
boundary is a north-south line from the Bear River south to Folsom Lake, which passes 
approximately 2 miles east of the Town of Loomis. The eastern boundary aligns approximately 
with the border of the alluvial basin, and little or no groundwater flows in or out of the 
groundwater basin from the rock of the Sierra Nevada. The eastern portion of the subbasin is 
characterized by lowrolling separated uplands. The western portion is nearly a flat flood basin 
for the Bear, Feather, Sacramento and American rivers and multiple smaller eastern tributaries. 
The general direction of drainage is west-southwest at an average grade of about 5%. 
 
Storage capacity for the North American subbasin is estimated by DWR (DWR 1997) to be 4.9 
million acre-feet. The groundwater quality of the subbasin has been assessed by DWR and 
determined to be of good quality in many areas. The three major groundwater types include 
magnesium calcium bicarbonate, magnesium sodium bicarbonate, and sodium calcium 
bicarbonate. 
 
According to data from DWR, groundwater levels in Roseville are historically 112–122 feet 
below land surface between the years of 1982–1992 DWR (DWR 1997). 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
The project would include extension of the Linda Creek Bridge over Cirby Creek and extend the 
existing concrete lined channel with a low water fish passage within Cirby Creek approximately 
an additional 15 feet. The addition of an auxiliary lane adjacent to Secret Ravine as well as the 
addition of an auxiliary lane or a through lane above Cirby Creek would result in an increase to 
the impervious surface areas on I-80. The project’s Total Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) for 
Alternative 1 for both Location 1 and Location 2 is approximately 16 acres, with Location 1 
having 8 acres of DSA (see Figure 3, Pages 2-5) and Location 2 having 8 acres of DSA (see 
Figure 3, Pages 6-10). The project’s DSA for Alternative 2 for both Location 1 and Location 2 is 
approximately 19 acres, with Location 1 having 8 acres of DSA (see Figure 3, Pages 2-5) and 
Location 2 having 11 acres of DSA (see Figure 3, Pages 6-10). The project’s total increase of 
impervious surfaces is approximately 3 acres for Alternative 1, and 4 acres with Alternative 2.  
 
Construction of the proposed project could potentially increase the volume of storm water runoff 
from the roadways surface that could enter the drainage system and eventually either Secret 
Ravine, Sucker Ravine, or Cirby Creek. Sucker Ravine is currently contained under I-80 through 
a culvert; however, the proposed project may tie in to existing drainage systems that connects 
to this waterway. The increased amount of storm water runoff will be determined during final 
design. Roadway runoff may contain oil, grease, petroleum products, zinc, copper, lead, 
cadmium, iron, or other trace metals, which could harm aquatic life. Concentrations of these 
pollutants in storm water runoff would be greatest during the "first flush" storm event, generally 
the first major rains of the season. Additional water quality impacts may result from sediment –
laden storm water discharged into either Secret Ravine or Cirby Creek. 
 
The project will have permanent or temporary impacts to Stream/Riparian habitats. The project 
will have approximately less than 0.01 acres of permanent affects and 0.01 acres of temporary 
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impacts to Cirby Creek. The concrete lined Cirby Creek stream will be continued downstream 
approximately 15 feet beyond the edge of bridge with the inclusion of a riverbed cobbled low 
water fish passage. 
 
Cirby Creek is not included in the RWQCB’s list of impaired waters. Although there is the 
potential for a slight increase in polluted runoff due to increased impervious surfaces (that will 
be calculated during final design), the project impacts to water quality would be minimal. 
 
The proposed project has a medium sediment risk and a high receiving water risk based on the 
Risk Determination Worksheet. As a result, the combined risk level for this project has been 
determined to be 2. 
 
Project features adjacent to Sucker Ravine and Secret Ravine are not anticipated to change the 
biological characteristics of the aquatic environment. Project features over Cirby Creek would be 
an extension of the existing Linda Creek Bridge, while project features within Cirby Creek 
include extending the existing concrete lined channel with a low water fish passage 
approximately an additional 15 feet. The fish passage is anticipated to be extended in order to 
ensure scour does not occur within this segment of the channel. The biological characteristics of 
the aquatic environment at Cirby Creek are anticipated to remain relatively the same due to the 
minor changes to the channel. The channel will continue to allow potential fish passage and 
disturbance to riparian vegetation will be minimize. Changes to the habitat for fish and other 
aquatic organisms, fish passage, wildlife habitat, wildlife passage, endangered species, or 
invasive species are not anticipated as a result of the project. Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2 are anticipated to minimize change to the biological characteristics 
of the aquatic environment.  
 
Given the characteristics of this transportation project, and the existing conditions of Sucker 
Ravine, Secret Ravine, and Cirby Creek, existing and potential water supplies, water 
conservation, recreation, navigation, and aesthetics are not likely to be negatively impacted as a 
result of the project.  
 
Temporary Impacts 
 
Construction activities associated with the project would include disturbances to the ground 
surface from earthwork, including grading and fill within Cirby Creek. Removal of some of the 
existing riparian vegetation would be required due to project construction, which could increase 
the potential for slope erosion. These activities could potentially increase the amount of 
sediments entering Cirby Creek. Runoff during the winter season is of greater concern due to 
the potential erosion of unprotected or graded surfaces during rain events. Sediments could 
potentially harm aquatic resources and water quality. However, standard BMPs would be 
included in the project under Avoidance and Minimization Measure WQ-1 to avoid or minimize 
the release of pollutants, including sediments and chemical toxins, into the environment during 
construction. 
 
Materials used during construction of the project (e.g., concrete curing compounds) could have 
chemicals that are potentially harmful to aquatic resources and water quality. Accidents or 
improper use of these materials could result in the release of contaminants into the 
environment, including the creeks themselves. Additionally, oil and other petroleum products 
used to maintain and operate construction equipment could be accidentally released. However, 
standard BMPs would be included in the project to avoid or minimize the release of pollutants, 
including chemical toxins, into the environment during construction. 
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The project would be constructed in accordance with applicable water quality regulations and 
would not be expected to result in substantial water quality impacts during construction. 
 
Construction activities associated with the project would include disturbances to the ground 
surface from earthwork, including grading and excavation for foundations. Materials used during 
construction of the project (e.g., concrete curing compounds) could have chemicals that are 
potentially harmful to water quality. Accidents or improper use of these materials could result in 
the release of contaminants into the environment, including the Sucker Ravine, Secret Ravine, 
and/or Cirby Creek itself. Such potential short-term impacts would be avoided and minimized 
through BMPs included in Avoidance and Minimization Measure WQ-1. Through implementation 
of Avoidance and Minimization Measure WQ-1, exposed soils would be stabilized and 
construction areas would be protected to prevent items from entering the waterway. 
 
Given the characteristics of this transportation project, and the existing conditions of the Cirby 
Creek, the biological characteristics of the aquatic environment would be temporarily impacted 
during construction during extension of the Linda Creek Bridge and concrete lined channel with 
a low water fish passage. While aquatic habitat is present within Cirby Creek, special-status 
species would be addressed through measures noted in the Biological Resources section of this 
document.  
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Short term impacts to surface water quality could occur during construction of the project. Since 
a portion of the construction will take place within Cirby Creek, it is important that water features 
are protected from increases in sediment load, turbidity, and total dissolved solids generated 
during construction. While the proposed project would require a Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement through the CDFW to ensure protection from impacts to the streambed, 
along with a Water Quality Certification (401) from the RWQCB and a Nationwide Permit for 
impacts to Waters of the U.S. (404) from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the following 
measures are recommended for inclusion on applicable plans prepared for the project. 
 
BMPs will be incorporated into project design and project management to minimize impacts on 
the environment including reduction of sedimentation and release of pollutants (oil, fuel, etc.). 
Examples of minimization efforts include the use of silt fencing, temporary energy dissipation 
facilities, and wattles. Implementation of BMPs will reduce the potential for impacts from 
occurring outside of the construction footprint. All BMPs and other measures will be prepared in 
consultation with the project proponent, the RWQCB, and other regulatory agencies. 
 
WQ-1: The following measures will be implemented to ensure best management practices: 

 

 The area of construction and disturbance would be limited to as small an area as 
feasible to reduce erosion and sedimentation. 

 Measures would be implemented during land-disturbing activities to reduce erosion 
and sedimentation. These measures may include mulches, soil binders and 
erosion control blankets, silt fencing, fiber rolls, temporary berms, sediment de-
silting basins, sediment traps, and check dams. 

 Existing vegetation would be protected where feasible to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation. Vegetation would be preserved by installing temporary fencing, or 
other protection devices, around areas to be protected. 



 
I-80 AUXILIARY LANE PROJECT INITIAL STUDY 

93 

 Exposed soils would be covered by loose bulk materials or other materials to 
reduce erosion and runoff during rainfall events. 

 Exposed soils would be stabilized, through watering or other measures, to prevent 
the movement of dust at the project site caused by wind and construction activities 
such as traffic and grading activities. 

 All construction roadway areas would be properly protected to prevent excess 
erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution. 

 All vehicle and equipment maintenance procedures would be conducted off-site. In 
the event of an emergency, maintenance would occur away from Cirby Creek. 

 All concrete curing activities would be conducted to minimize spray drift and 
prevent curing compounds from entering the waterway directly or indirectly. 

 All construction materials, vehicles, stockpiles, and staging areas would be situated 
outside of the stream channel as feasible. All stockpiles would be covered, as 
feasible. 

 Energy dissipaters and erosion control pads would be provided at the bottom of 
slope drains. Other flow conveyance control mechanisms may include earth dikes, 
swales, or ditches. Stream bank stabilization measures would also be 
implemented. 

 All erosion control measures and storm water control measures would be properly 
maintained until the site has returned to a pre-construction state. 

 All disturbed areas would be restored to pre-construction contours and 
revegetated, either through hydroseeding or other means, with native or approved 
non-invasive exotic species. 

 All construction materials would be hauled off-site after completion of construction. 
 

WQ-2: Any requirements for additional avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures will 
be identified in the permits obtained from all required regulatory agencies. 

 
WQ-3: The proposed project would require a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) General Construction Permit for Discharges of storm water associated with 
construction activities (Construction General Permit 2012-0006-DWQ). A Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would also be developed and implemented as part 
of the Construction General Permit. 

 
WQ-4:  The construction contractor shall adhere to the SWRCB Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ 

NPDES Permit pursuant to Section 402 of the CWA. This permit authorizes storm water 
and authorized non-storm water discharges from construction activities. As part of this 
Permit requirement, a SWPPP shall be prepared prior to construction consistent with the 
requirements of the RWQCB. This SWPPP will incorporate all applicable BMPs to 
ensure that adequate measures are taken during construction to minimize impacts to 
water quality. 

 
WQ-5: Post-construction storm water control requirements will be addressed in accordance with 

Caltrans’ MS4 permit for areas within Caltrans right-of-way. Permanent treatment control 
BMPs will be evaluated based on effectiveness and feasibility and incorporated into the 
final design as applicable. 

 



 
I-80 AUXILIARY LANE PROJECT INITIAL STUDY 

94 

2.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
According to the City of Rocklin General Plan, Location 1 of the project area is zoned for 
residential single family, planned development residential, pre-zoned planned development 
residential, and planned development commercial. According to the City of Roseville General 
Plan, Location 2 of the project area is zoned for low density residential, medium density 
residential, open space, community commercial, and business professional. No agricultural 
lands are located within or adjacent to the proposed project.  
 
The proposed project is consistent with the general plans from Placer County, City of Roseville, 
and the City of Rocklin. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 of the project are included within SACOG 
MTP and MTIP. Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable 
state, regional, or local plans. 
 
Additionally, the project site is not located within a Habitat Conservation Plan area.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
The project would not divide an established community. Residential neighborhoods are located 
to the south and north of the project site and adding an auxiliary lane or through lane to the 
interstate will not change access to these communities.  
 
The project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation of an 
environmental effect.  
 
The proposed project would accommodate traffic associated with planned land uses. The 
project is needed to improve safety and reduce congestion during high traffic flow. 
 
The project would not conflict with habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation 
plans. There are currently no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation 
plans in this area.  
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
2.10 NOISE 
 
REGULATORY SETTING  
 
CEQA, along with local regulations and standards, provide the broad basis for analyzing and 
abating traffic noise and vibration effects. The intent of these laws is to promote the general 
welfare and to foster a healthy environment.   
 
There are no Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or State standards for vibration impacts. 
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The traditional view has been that highway traffic and most construction vibrations pose no 
threat to buildings and structures, and that annoyance to people is similar to typical noise issues 
experienced from living near highways. 
 
The following information was taken from the Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lanes Noise Study Report 
(2015). 
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
CEQA requires a strictly baseline versus build analysis to assess whether a proposed project 
will have a noise impact. If a proposed project is determined to have a significant noise impact 
under CEQA, then CEQA dictates that mitigation measures must be incorporated into the 
project unless those measures are not feasible.  
 
A substantial increase in noise would be considered to occur when the project’s predicted worst-
hour design year noise level exceeds the existing worst-hour noise level by 12 dBA or more. 
The use of 12 dB was established in California many years ago and is based on the concept 
that a 10 dB increase generally is perceived as a doubling of loudness. A collective decision by 
Caltrans staff, which was approved by FHWA, was made to use 12 dB. In general, a 3 dBA 
difference is generally the point at which the human ear will perceive a difference in noise level. 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Noise 
 
The noise environment near the proposed project is dominated by traffic sources. Background 
noise levels are influenced by I-80 surrounded by residential and commercial uses.  
 
One (1) long-term location and eight (8) short-term locations were identified within the proposed 
project area and noise measurements were taken from these locations. A total of fifty-six (56) 
receiver locations with outdoor frequent human use areas were evaluated for the proposed 
project to determine the existing peak noise levels. Existing peak hour traffic data from the 
Placer I-80 Auxiliary Lanes Transportation Analysis Report (2015) was entered into Traffic 
Noise Model (TNM) 2.5, a program used to determine noise volumes, with existing roadway 
coordinates to estimate existing peak hour traffic noise levels. The measured noise levels from 
the short-term receivers were used to calibrate the TNM 2.5 results to more accurately predict 
existing peak noise levels. Existing noise levels during the noisiest hour range at sensitive 
receivers range from 58 to 69 dBA Leq(h) (see Table 13 below) 
 

Table 13. Summary of Modeled Existing Peak Hour Noise Levels 

Receiver ID Location 
Type of 

Land 
Use 

Number of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Measured 
Noise 

Level, dBA 
Leq 

Modeled 
Existing Peak 
Noise Level, 
dBA Leq(h) 

WB-1 300 Cirby Hills Drive MFR 6 -- 66 

WB-2/ST1 300 Cirby Hills Drive MFR 4 66 69 

WB-3/ST2/LT1 812 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 62 64 

WB-4 810 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-5 808 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-6 806 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 61 
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Table 13. Summary of Modeled Existing Peak Hour Noise Levels 

Receiver ID Location 
Type of 

Land 
Use 

Number of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Measured 
Noise 

Level, dBA 
Leq 

Modeled 
Existing Peak 
Noise Level, 
dBA Leq(h) 

WB-7 804 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 60 

WB-8 802 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 61 

WB-9 737 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 64 

WB-10/ST3 735 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 59.9 62 

WB-11 733 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 62 

WB-12 731 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 62 

WB-13 729 Jo Anne Lane SFR 1 -- 61 

WB-14 814 Darling Way SCHL 1 -- 62 

WB-15 814 Darling Way SCHL 1 -- 62 

WB-16 814 Darling Way SCHL 1 -- 63 

WB-17 814 Darling Way SCHL 1 -- 64 

WB-18 1007 Darling Way SFR 1 -- 64 

WB-19 1010 Linier Court SFR 1 -- 59 

WB-20 1014 Linier Court SFR 1 -- 61 

WB-21/ST4 1017 Linier Court SFR -- 60.3 63 

WB-22 1017 Linier Court SFR 1 -- 62 

WB-23 1018 Azure Court SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-24 1020 Azure Court SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-25 1025 Azure Court SFR 1 -- 64 

WB-26 1026 Colnar Street SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-27 1031 Colnar Street SFR 1 -- 62 

WB-28 410 Lemar Street SFR 2 -- 63 

WB-29 407 Lemar Drive SFR 1 -- 64 

WB-30/ST5 405 Lemar Drive SFR 2 59.4 63 

WB-31 1104 Hillcrest Avenue SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-32 1106 Hillcrest Avenue SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-33 1111 Hillcrest Avenue SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-34 1112 Melrose Avenue SFR 2 -- 62 

WB-35 1114 Melrose Avenue SFR 1 -- 62 

WB-36 1116 Melrose Avenue SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-37 313 Marian Way SFR 1 -- 63 

WB-38 311 Marian Way SFR 1 -- 67 

WB-39 309 Marian Way SFR 1 -- 65 

EB-1 4050 Creek view Court SFR 1 -- 59 

EB-2 4040 Creek view Court SFR 1 -- 60 

EB-3 4030 Creek view Court SFR 1 -- 63 

EB-4 4020 Creek view Court SFR 1 -- 66 

EB-5/ST6 4010 Creek view Court SFR 1 64.9 66 
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Table 13. Summary of Modeled Existing Peak Hour Noise Levels 

Receiver ID Location 
Type of 

Land 
Use 

Number of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Measured 
Noise 

Level, dBA 
Leq 

Modeled 
Existing Peak 
Noise Level, 
dBA Leq(h) 

EB-6 6375 Rustic Hills Drive SFR 1 -- 65 

EB-7 6385 Rustic Hills Drive SFR 1 -- 67 

EB-8 6395 Rustic Hills Drive SFR 1 -- 65 

EB-9/ST7 6390 Rustic Hills Drive SFR 1 53.8 57 

EB-10 6000 Rustic Hills Drive SFR 1 -- 61 

EB-11 4105 Pine crest Court SFR 1 -- 58 

EB-12 4115 Pine crest Court SFR 1 -- 62 

EB-13 4125 Pine crest Court SFR 1 -- 62 

EB-14/ST8
1
 5880 China Garden Road -- 1 73.3 73 

EB-15 5880 China Garden Road SFR 1 -- 63 

EB-16 5745 Keller Court SFR 1 -- 63 

EB-17 5765 Keller Court SFR 1 -- 62 

Source: Entech Consulting Group, November 2014 
Notes: -- denotes a short-term noise measurement was not taken at this receiver location. 
1
 Receiver location is only for model validation. Location is not representative of an area of frequent human use. 

MFR – Multi-family residence, SFR – single family residence, SCHL - school 

 
Receivers WB-1 through WB-2 represent the Windscape Apartment complex located near Cirby 
Hills Drive on the westbound side of I-80. These receivers are not shielded by an existing sound 
wall. WB-3 through WB-13 represent single family residences along Jo Anne Lane. These 
receivers are shielded by an existing edge of shoulder sound wall, EX-W1 at a height of 10 feet. 
Further, an elementary school, George Cirby Elementary school is located in the proposed 
project area, represented by receivers WB-14 through WB-16. Another existing 14 foot sound 
wall, EX-W2, located on the right of way of I-80 partially overlaps EX-W1. Additional sensitive 
receivers, WB-17 through WB-39 were identified northeast of the elementary school along I-80. 
These receivers represent single family residences along I-80. Receivers WB-38 and WB-39 
are partially shielded by an existing 14 foot sound wall, EX-W2, located on the I-80 right of way. 
All of the westbound receivers are located within the City of Roseville and the dominant noise 
source is I-80.  
 
Receivers EB-1 through EB-13 represent single family residences located near the China 
Garden Road, a frontage road on the eastbound side of I-80 where the noise from I-80 is the 
dominant noise source. EB-9 through EB-13 are shielded by an existing 16 foot sound wall, EX-
E1, located along the I-80 right of way. Receivers EB-14 through EB-17 represent four single-
family residences located near Keller Court. These four receivers are not shielded by an existing 
barrier. The dominant noise source for these receivers is traffic traveling on I-80. All of the 
eastbound receivers are located within the City of Rocklin. 
 
See Figure 10 below for locations of receivers and existing sound barrier locations. 
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Vibration 
 
There are three types of transportation-related earth-borne vibration sources: normal highway 
traffic, light and heavy rail operations, and construction equipment and operations. Of the three 
transportation vibration sources listed above, construction vibrations are of greatest concern 
because of the nature of the sound waves produced and the potential for greater impacts. 
Construction equipment and operations on large jobs such as this one usually entail pile driving, 
excavation, and paving operations, which generate construction vibrations.  
 
Even so, ground vibrations from construction activities do not often reach the levels that can 
damage structures, but they can achieve the audible and perceptible (i.e., “feelable”) ranges in 
buildings very close to the site. Pile driving has potential impacts to buildings at distances of 
less than 100 feet from the vibration source. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
The design year traffic noise modeling results from the project range from 59 to 71 dBA Leq(h) 
taken from the Noise Study Report (2015). The traffic noise modeling results for the design year 
No-Build Alternative range from 58 to 69 dBA Leq(h) 
 
Noise levels from Existing to the Build Alternative conditions are expected to increase by up to 5 
dB (see Table 14: Predicted Future Noise Levels). Noise levels from Existing to No-Build 
conditions are expected to increase by up to 2 dB. The increase in noise levels from the Existing 
to Build Alternative conditions is due to the proposed improvements which bring traffic closer to 
nearby receivers and results in increased noise levels. The increase in noise levels from the 
Existing to No-Build conditions is due to the increases in traffic volumes from Existing to No-
Build conditions. These noise level increases do not exceed the CEQA thresholds of 
significance; however, noise barriers were evaluated to reduce the overall volumes for residents 
along I-80 where volumes were near or exceeding 67 dBA Leq in the design year.  
 
Sound Barrier Locations 
 
Two sound barriers are anticipated be included as parts of the project’s features to further 
reduce volumes for residents adjacent to the proposed project (see Figure 11: Sound Barrier 
Locations). Any sound barriers required to be removed to accommodate the proposed project 
will be replaced in-kind at the new edge of the shoulder. The two sound barriers anticipated to 
be included as parts of the project’s features are described below: 
 
Sound Barrier SW-W1: SW-W1 will reduce the sound volumes for receivers WB-1 and WB-2, 
which represent the Windscape Apartment complex, a multifamily residential community, 
located on the westbound side of I-80. The addition of the westbound auxiliary lane or 5th lane 
addition will remove the existing 10 foot edge of shoulder sound wall and bring traffic closer to 
receivers WB-1 and WB-2 causing noise levels to exceed 67 dBA Leq. The existing 10 foot 
sound wall will be replaced in-kind at the edge of the shoulder along I-80. SW-W1 will begin at 
the replaced in-kind soundwall and was evaluated at a height of 12 feet on the edge of shoulder 
along I-80 to shield receivers WB-1 and WB-2 (see Figure 11: Sound Barrier Locations). SW-
W1 was found to be effective in reducing overall volumes for these residents. The sound wall at 
this height is also able to break the line of sight of an 11.5 foot truck stack.  
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Sound Barrier SW-E1: SW-E1 will reduce the sound volumes for receivers EB-4 through EB-8, 
which represent single family homes located along Creekview Court located on the eastbound 
side of I-80. Currently, there is an existing 16 feet wall along the I-80 right of way that partially 
shields receivers EB-7 and EB-8 (see Figure 11: Sound Barrier Locations). The proposed 
eastbound auxiliary lane addition will bring traffic closer to receivers EB-4 through EB-5 causing 
noise levels to exceed 67 dBA Leq. Alternatives 1 and 2 share the same design year noise 
levels. SW-E1 was evaluated adjacent to the existing 16 foot sound wall at a height of 16 feet 
and was found to be effective in reducing overall volumes for these residents. The sound wall at 
this height is also able to break the line of sight of an 11.5 foot truck stack.  
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Noise Prediction with Barrier. Barrier Insertion Loss (I.L.), and 

Number of Benefited Receivers (NBR) 

6 feet 8 feet 1U feet 12 feet 14 feet 16 feet 

j N
  B

R
 

,...6- 

S. 

4.1 
CO 

Z j  '-' z -T 741  z j III  z - M  z 
ES I 

— 
1 SFR 4050 Creekview Court 59 60 61 1 1 B (67) No -- -- --- 

.--- 
— -- -- -- -- — — -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 

EB2 1 SFR 4040 .Creekview Court 60 61 63 1 2 13 (67) None — -- --- -- -- -- -- -- — -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 

ES3 1 SFR 4030 Creekview Court 63 64 65 1 1 B (67) None -- -- — -- -- -- -- -- -- — -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 

ES4 

SW-E1 
Right of Way 

E.-
' 1  

1 SFR 4020 Creekview Court 66 67 68 1 1 13 (67) NE 543 2 0 65 3 0 64 4 0 63 3. 1 63 5 1 81  7 
EB5IST6 1 SFR 4010 Creekview Court 66 67 68 1 1 B (67) NE 66 2 0 65 3 0 64 4 0 63 ;- 1 62 6 1 61 T  7 1 

SFR 5375 Rustic Hills Drive 65 66 67 1 1 B (67) AiE 643 1 0 64 3 0 63 4 0 83 4 0 61 6 1 60 T  7 1 

EB7 SFR 6385 Rustic Hills Drive 67 68 69 1 1 13(67) AlE 57 2 0 67 2 0 65 4 0 ',.4 3 63 6 1 63 - ( 

EB8 1 SFR 6395 Rustic Hills Drive 65 66 67 1 1 13 (67) NE 643 1 0 65 2 0 63 4 0 63 4 0 62 5 1 61 T  6 

EBaST7' ' 

-- 

1 SFR 6390: Rustic Hills Drive 57 58 59 1 1 13(67) None -- -- — -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- — -- -- 
E1310 1 SFR 6000: Rustic Hills Drive 61 62 62 1 13 (67) None -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 

EB11
, 

1 SFR 4105 Pinecrest Court 58 59 60 1 1 13 (67) None -- -- — -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 
EB12 , 1 SFR 4115 Pinecrest Court 62 63 64 1 1 B (67) None -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 
EC EB13 I SFR 4125 Pinecrest Court 62 63 65 1 2 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

-- -- 5880 China Garden Road 73 74 75 1 1 -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 
EB15 1 -SFR 588)0 China Garden Road 63 64 65  1 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

ES16 1 SFR 5745 Keller Court 63 64 65 1 1 B (67) None -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- — -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- 

E1317 1 -SFR 5765 Keller Court 62 64 64 2 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Notes: 
1. Receivers EB14/ST8 was chosen for monitoring purposes and was not located at an outdoor use area; however, this site is representative of nearby outdoor use areas_ 
2. Impact types: AIE - Future noise conditions approach (within 1 dBA) or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria NAG). 
3. I.L. = Insertion Loss 
4. '— A barrier was not analyzed for this receiver. 
5. SFR = Single Family Residence 
6. T - rvlinimum height required to block the line-of-sight from the receiver to truck exhaust stacks. 
7. W - Includes the benefit of an existing soundwall. 
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Table B-1. Predicted Future Noise Levels - Westbound Auxiliar I5th Lane (Alternative 1 & 2) 
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Noise Prediction with Barrier, Barrier Insertion Loss (11.), and 
Number of Benefited Receivers (NBR) 

6 feet 8 feet 10 feet 12 feet 14 feet 16 feet 

2' 
} . 

J 
CI3  
Z 

2 
Z 

J 
. 

J 
1:1/ 
Z 

2 
Z. 

-1 
• 

J 
CO 

Z 

— 

Fkar  

- J 

CC 

Z -I J 

CC 

Z -I 

WB1 SW-W1 & 
EX - SW1 
Shoulder 

6 MFR 300 Cirby Hills Drive 66 66 69 0 3 B (67) Ai E 65 4 0 64 5 6 64 5 6 62 T  7 6 62 7 6 -- 6  

WB2'ST1 4 MFR 300 Cirby Hills Drive 69 69 71 0 2 B (67) A' E 68 3 0 67 4 0 67 4 0 65 T  6 4 64 7 4 - 

WB3IST2 ' 

_ 
WB12 '" 1 

1 SFR 812 Jo Anne Lane 64 64 65 0 1 B (67) None -- - -- - - -- - -- - -- -- -- - -- -- 
WB4 v 1 SFR 810 Jo Anne Lane 63 64 65 1 1 B (67) None -- - -- - - -- - -- - -- - - - -- -- 
WB5 .0, 1 SFR 808 Jo Anne Lane 63 63 64 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- I -- I -- 

WB6 ..,, 1 SFR 806 Jo Anne Lane 61 61 63 0 2 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
WB7 . 1 SFR 804 Jo Anne Lane 60 61 63 1 2 B (67) None -- - -- - - -- - -- - -- - - - -- -- 
WBS A 1 SFR 802 Jo Anne Lane 61 61 63 0 2 B (67) None -- - -- -- - -- - -- -- -- - - -- I -- I -- 

WB9 ..,, 1 SFR 737 Jo Anne Lane 64 64 65 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
WB10/ST3 ' 1 SFR 735 Jo Anne Lane 62 62 64 0 2 B (67) None -- - -- - - -- - -- - -- - - - -- -- 
WB11 A 1 SFR 733 Jo Anne Lane 62 62 64 0 2 B (67) None -- - -- -- - -- - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- 

SFR 731 Jo Anne Lane 62 62 63 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- I -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
WB13 . 1 SFR 729 Jo Anne Lane 61 61 62 0 1 B (67) None -- - -- - - -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
WB14 A 1 SCH 814 Darling Way 62 62 63 0 1 C (67) None -- - -- -- - -- - -- -- -- - - - -- -- 

WB15 ,.,, 1 SCH 814 Darling Way 62 63 63 1 0 C (67) None - - -- -- - -- - -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- 
WB16 . 1 SCH 814 Darling Way 63 63 64 0 1 C (67) None - - -- - - -- - -- - -- -- -- - -- -- 

WB17 '0, 1 SCH 814 Darling Way 64 64 65 0 1 C (67) None - - -- - - -- - -- - -- - -- - -- -- 
WB16 . 1 SFR 1007 Darling Way 64 64 64 0 0 8 (67) None -- - -- -- - -- - -- -- -- - - - -- -- 
WB19 ..,, 1 SFR 1010 Linier Court 59 59 60 0 1 B (67) None - - -- - - -- - -- - -- - - - -- -- 

WB20 Od 1 SFR 1014 Linier Court 61 62 62 1 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- 
Notes: 
1. Receivers EB21/ST4 was chosen for monitoring purposes and was not located at an outdoor use area; however, this site is representative of nearby outdoor use areas. 
2. Impact types: NE - Future noise conditions approach (within 1 dBA) or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), 
3. I.L. Insertion Loss 
4. '-- A barrier was not analyzed for this receiver. 
5. SFR = Single Family Residence, SCH = School 
6. Per the Highway Design Manual, the maximum height of a noise barrier should not exceed 14 feet in height when located 16 feet or less from edge of traveled way. 
7. T - Minimum height required to block the line-of-sight from the receiver to truck exhaust stacks.  
8. W - Includes the benefit of an existing soundwall. 
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Appendix B Predicted Future Noise Levels 

Table B-1. Predicted Future Noise Levels - Westbound Auxi liar f5th Lane (Alternative 1 & 2) 

d 
• 

CC B
a
rr

ie
r  F

.D
.  

N
u
m

b
e
r  
o
f 
D

w
e

lli
n
g
  U

n
it
s
  

.
 

. 

a 

P 
:1 . A

d
d

re
s
s
  

m 

— 
.; 

71: 
> 
-J 

0 z 

x 
1.1.1 

1-80 Auxiliary Lanes Future Worst Hour Noise Levels - 1.4h), dBA 

D
e
s
ig

n
  Y

e
a

r  
N

o
is

e
  L

e
ve

l w
it

h
o
u
t  

P
ro

je
c
t  

D
e

s
[g

n
  Y

e
a
r  

N
o

is
e
  L

e
v
e
l
 

1,7
  it

  fi
  P

ro
te

c
t  

'1,  
q) _ 
2 
a. 

r2
., 

-- ,,- - ...t: a •-• 

...I c  

0  0 

;_ •„,,=; 03 61  .1) .- 

o = 
•.= 
0= D

e
s
ig

n
  Y

e
a
r  

N
o
is

e
  L

ev
e

l w
it
h
 P
ro

je
c
t  

m
in

u
s
  N

o
  P

ro
je

c
t  

C
o
n
d
it

io
n

s
  

A
c
ti

v
it
y
  C

a
te

g
o

ry
  (

N
A

C
)  

c„cl,  

c,- >-. 

CI. 
= .- 

Noise Prediction with Barrier, Barrier Insertion Loss (11.), and 

Number of Benefited Receivers (NBR) 

6 feet 8 feet 10 feet 12 feet 14 feet 16 feet 

---,.. 

• 

Li] 
7" • 

---,.. 

• 

, • 
_  . 

i= 
Z 

--, 
J 

'''' 
_ -I _ ..._. . 

-I 
• -  • Z • -I • ,2,. Z 

WB21/ST4 ' 

-- 

-- -- 1017 Linier Court 63 63 64 0 1 - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

W1322 tv 1 SFR 1017 Linier Court 62 63 63 1 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB23 1.1r 1 SFR 1018 Azuure Court 63 63 64 0 1 B (67) flcne -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB24 tv 1 SFR 1020 Azure Court 63 64 65 1 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

W925 IN 1 SFR 1025 Azure Court 64 64 65 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

W826 IN 1 SFR 1026 Colnar Street 63 64 65 1 1 B (67) None -- 

WB27 tv 1 SFR 1031 Colnar Street 62 63 63 1 0 B (67) None -- 

WB28 IN 2 SFR 410 Lemar Street 63 63 84 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB29 tv 1 SFR 407 Lemar Drive 64 64 65 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB30/ST5 ' 2 SFR 405 Lemar Drive 63 64 64 1 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB31 v.. 1 SFR 1104 Hillcrest Avenue 63 63 63 0 0 B (67) None -- 

WB32 tv 1 SFR 1106 hH ill crest Avenue 63 63 64 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB33 tv 1 SFR 1111 Hillcrest Avenue 63 63 63 0 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

W934 tv 2 SFR 1112 Melrose Avenue 62 62 62 0 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB35 tv 1 SFR 1114 Melrose Avenue 62 62 63 0 1 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

W836 tl.. 1 SFR 1116 Melrose Avenuve 63 63 65 0 2 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

WB37 ' 1  SFR 313 Marian Way 63 64 64 1 0 B (67) None -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
• 1 

-- -- -- -- 
. 1 

 

W938 SW-W2 & 
EX-SW2 

Right-of-Way 

1 SFR 311 Marian Way 67 67 69 0 2 B (67) A E 08 1 0 08 1 0 67 2 0 60 'i) 0 05 4 0 04 T  5 1 

WB39 1 SFR 309 Marian Way 65 66 67 1 1 B (67) AE 67 0 0 00 1 0 013 1 0 05 2 0 64 '--;., 0 02 T 5 1 

Notes: 
1. Receivers EB21...S1-4 was chosen for monitoring purposes and was not located at an outdoor use areal however, this site is representative of nearby outdoor use areas. 
2. Impact types: kE - Future noise conditions approach (within 1 dBA) or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). 
3. 11.. Insertion Loss 
4. "-- A barrier was not analyzed for this receiver. 
5. SFR Single Family Residence, SGH i School 
6. Per the Highway Design Manual, the maximum height of a noise barrier should not exceed 14 feet in height when located 15 feet or less from edge of traveled way. 
7. T - Minimum height required to block the line-of-sight from the receiver to truck exhaust stacks. 
8. W - Includes the benefit of an existing soundwall. 
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Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 relate to the implementation of these sound barriers. Other potential 
impacts due to noise as a result of the Build Alternatives will be minimized through the 
implementation of measure NOI-3 which will require the project to utilize rubberized asphalt or 
open grade pavement. These surfaces have been shown to reduce the noise volume from 
vehicles traveling between 7-10 dB which would reduce the two modeled locations to an 
acceptable exterior volume.  
 
Based on the CEQA analysis considerations discussed in the Noise Study Report (2015), the 
proposed project would not have a significant impact on noise. 
 
Construction Impacts 
 
During construction of the project, noise from construction activities may intermittently dominate 
the noise environment in the immediate area of construction. Table 15 summarizes noise levels 
produced by construction equipment that is commonly used on roadway construction projects. 
Construction equipment is expected to generate noise levels ranging from 70 to 90 dB at a 
distance of 50 feet, and noise produced by construction equipment would be reduced over 
distance at a rate of about 6 dB per doubling of distance.  
 

Table 15. Construction Equipment Noise 

Equipment 
Maximum Noise 

Level (dBA at 50 feet) 

Scrapers 89 

Bulldozers 85 

Heavy Trucks 88 

Backhoe 80 

Pneumatic Tools 85 

Concrete Pump 82 
Source: Federal Transit Administration 1995  

 
No adverse noise impacts from construction are anticipated due to measures NOI-4 and NOI-5. 
Construction would be conducted in accordance with Standard Specification 14-8.02, SSP14-
8.02. Construction noise would be short-term, intermittent, and overshadowed by local traffic 
noise.  
 
Certain activities, such as operation of noisy, construction-related equipment which would 
require lane shifting activities, are exempt from these requirement when public safety concerns 
would be present, including if the work is done during high traffic volumes. 
 
Vibration 
 
No adverse vibration impacts from either transportation or construction are anticipated as a 
result of the proposed project. No impacts due to transportation are anticipated as vehicles 
traveling on highway are supported on flexible suspension systems and pneumatic tires and are 
not an efficient source of ground vibration. Continuous traffic traveling on a smooth highway 
creates a fairly continuous but relatively low level of vibration (Caltrans 2004). Further, no 
adverse impacts during construction are anticipated as all structures are more than 100 feet 
from the pile driving vibration source. 
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AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR ABATEMENT MEASURES 
 
The following avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
NOI-1:  The project will consider constructing sound barriers SW-W1 and SW-E1 to protect 

residents from increased noise volumes as a result of the proposed project, subject to 
final design.  

 
NOI-2: To the maximum extent feasible, the sound barriers should be constructed prior to 

initiation of construction along I-80. 
 
NOI-3:  The project shall utilize rubberized asphalt or open grade pavement to reduce the 

noise volume from vehicles traveling between 7-10 dB.  
 
NOI-4:  To minimize the construction-generated noise, abatement measures from Standard 

Specification 14-8.02 “Noise Control” and SSP 14-8.02 must be followed: 

 Do not exceed 86 dBA at 50 feet from the job site activities from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.  

 Equip an internal combustion engine with the manufacturer recommended 
muffler.  

 Do not operate an internal combustion engine on the job site without the 
appropriate muffler.  

 
NOI-5: The following Standard Special Provision (SSP 14-8.02) will be edited specifically for 

this project during the PS&E phase. During this phase, certain activities, such as 
operation of noisy, construction-related equipment which would require lane shifting 
activities, are exempt from these requirement when public safety concerns would be 
present, including if the work is done during high traffic volumes. The Stand Special 
Provision to be edited during the PS&E phase is as follows: 

 

Section 14-8.02. Use for work in a residential or urban area (1) at night or (2) if 
night or Sunday noise restrictions exist. 

Choose either par. 1 or 2. 
 
1. Edit to include (1) specific local noise ordinances that the project manager has 
agreed to comply with or (2) work needing noise level restrictions that differ from those 
specified in section 14. List exceptions in the table. Delete " except . . . table:" and the 
table if exceptions are not needed. Delete par. 2. 

Do not exceed 86 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the job site activities from _____ p.m. to 
_____ a.m. except you may perform the following activities during the hours and for 
the days shown in the following table: 

 
Noise Restriction Exceptions 

Activity Hours Days 

From To From Through 
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2.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

REGULATORY SETTING  
 

CEQA also requires the analysis of a project’s potential to induce growth. CEQA guidelines, 
Section 15126.2(d), require that environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment…”  
 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

As discussed in Section 2.9 Land Use and Planning, Location 1 of the project area is zoned for 
residential single family, planned development residential, pre-zoned planned development 
residential, and planned development commercial. Location 2 of the project area is zoned for 
low density residential, medium density residential, open space, community commercial, and 
business professional.  
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 

Implementation of the proposed project would improve the carrying capacity and connectivity of 
the existing circulation system, but would have no direct effect on regional population growth 
and is not anticipated to increase the development of additional housing. 
 

The project would not likely shift the location of future growth in the surrounding area. The 
interstate is already six to seven lanes total in Location 1 and nine lanes total in Location 2. The 
proposed project will be adding one lane and will decrease congestion during high traffic 
periods. As a result, implementation of the proposed project is not expected to shift the locations 
of planned growth in the surrounding area.  
 

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
2.12 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Public services serving the project area include the public schools, community services, llibrary, 
police, fire protection, landscape and lighting, water supply, wastewater and storm water, solid 
waste, and energy. 
 
The Rocklin Fire Department, 3970 Rocklin Rd, approximately 0.75 miles west of the project 
area at Location 1, and Roseville Fire Station #3, 1300 Cirby Way, approximately 1 mile east of 
the proposed project area at Location 2 serves the area. The nearest public school is George 
Cirby Elementary School, 814 Darling Way, is adjacent to the project to the northwest. The 
nearest designated park at Location 1 is Woodside Park, 3290 Westwood Drive, which is closed 
for the season due to the drought, is located slightly north of the project area, and the nearest 
public park at Location 2 is Eastwood Park, 950 Madden Ln, which is located 0.25 east of the 
project area. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
The proposed project would not result in un-planned population increase; as the project 
accommodates existing and planned growth. The project would not create an un-planned 
increase in demand for fire or police services, schools, or recreation facilities. 
 
There will be no change in access to I-80 as a result of the project. The project will not have 
substantial effects on emergency access, because emergency vehicles could travel on 
shoulders along the interstate using sirens during an emergency. The roadway widening work 
may require a temporary closure of existing lanes creating more congestion during construction. 
Appropriate signage would be provided including flag persons and California Highway Patrol 
vehicles as necessary. Response times are not anticipated to be affected during construction.  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would improve the ability of medical and police services 
to serve the community. The proposed project would reduce congestion in the area, which 
would reduce response times for fire, medical, and police services. Therefore, implementation of 
the proposed project would not disrupt these public services. 
 
Minor traffic control, as described in measure PS-1/TRA-1, would further minimize effects. Utility 
relocations may be required and would occur in consultation with the owners or operators of the 
affected utilities.  
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The following measure is also found under Section 2.14 of this document: 
 
PS-1/TRA-1: Temporary impacts to traffic flow as a result of construction activities would be 

minimized through construction phasing and signage and a traffic control plan. 
 

2.13 RECREATION 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
As stated in Section 2.12, the nearest public park at Location 1 is Woodside Park, 3290 
Westwood Drive, located slightly north of the project area, and the nearest public park at 
Location 2 is Eastwood Park, 950 Madden Ln, which is located 0.25 east of the project area. 
One half mile of the project is also zoned for “Parks and Open Space.” 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated. Access to these local parks will not be impacted during construction. Other 
parks in the area are also accessible through local roads. 
 
The proposed project does not include other recreational facilities, nor does it require the 
construction or expansion of other recreational facilities.  
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AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
2.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
The following section has been taken from the Transportation Analysis Report (2015) in support 
of the IS/MND.  
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Interstate 80 is a major east-west route that extends from the San Francisco Bay area through 
Sacramento to the Nevada State line and continues to the East Coast. Interstate 80 is 
designated as part of the National Network for large commercial vehicles and serves cross-
country travel, recreational traffic to and from the Lake Tahoe region, as well as daily commuter 
traffic within the greater Sacramento urban area. 
 
The traffic operation analysis results are expressed in a descriptive term known as level of 
service (LOS). LOS is a measure of traffic operating conditions, which varies from LOS A 
(indicating free-flow traffic conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (representing 
oversaturated conditions where traffic flows exceed design capacity resulting in long queues 
and delays). The LOS is determined differently depending on the type of control at the 
intersection. Freeway, multilane highway, and urban street facility operations are also described 
in terms of LOS. The service level for a freeway section and multilane highway is based on 
vehicle density expressed as passenger/cars/lane/mile, and the service level for urban streets is 
based on average through-vehicle speed for each roadway segment, which is influenced both 
by the number of signals per mile and by the intersection control delay. LOS standards on 
Caltrans facilities are based on the Transportation Concept Report for each facility, or applied 
by jurisdiction. 
 
The travel demand forecasts were developed using a validated sub-area model derived from the 
SACMET regional travel demand forecasting (TDF) model developed by SACOG.  
 
Construction Year Operational Analysis 
 
Overall network performance statistics for AM and PM peak period operations are summarized 
for each alternative in Tables 16 and 17 below, respectively.  
 

Table 16. Comparison of Overall Network Performance –Construction Year AM Peak Period 
Performance 

Measure 
Existing 

Conditions 

Construction Year Conditions 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Volume Served 
(% of total demand) 

143,450 
(100%) 

171,240 
(99%) 

170,820 
(99%) 

169,930 
(99%) 

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 645,270 788,590 780,990 774,080 

Person Miles of Travel 786,260 963,610 957,010 948,490 

Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) 13,760 18,190 17,590 18,270 

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

2,670 
(19%) 

4,630 
(26%) 

4,150 
(24%) 

4,950 
(27%) 

Average Delay per Vehicle (min) 1.12 1.62 1.46 1.75 

Person Hours of Delay 3,240 5,510 4,950 5,920 

Average Speed 46.9 43.4 44.4 42.4 

Average Speed for HOVs 47.0 45.4 46.3 44.3 
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Performance 
Measure 

Existing 
Conditions 

Construction Year Conditions 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Eastbound Travel Time: 
Auburn Blvd to  
Sierra College Blvd 

SOV 6:41 6:38 6:39 6:39 

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

Westbound Travel 
Time: 
Sierra College Blvd to 
Antelope Rd 

SOV 8:27 9:00 8:26 11:56 

HOV 8:18 8:27 8:16 9:08 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 
Table 17. Comparison of Overall Network Performance – Construction Year PM Peak Period 

Performance 
Measure 

Existing 
Conditions 

Construction Year Conditions 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Volume Served 
(% of total demand) 

198,170 
(101%) 

240,990 
(100%) 

239,920 
(100%) 

240,610 
(100%) 

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 730,100 920,520 909,680 913,210 

Person Miles of Travel 880,180 1,131,610 1,121,460 1,124,110 

Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) 16,850 24,190 23,570 24,680 

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

3,950 
(23%) 

7,930 
(33%) 

7,490 
(32%) 

8,550 
(35%) 

Average Delay per Vehicle (min) 1.20 1.97 1.87 2.13 

Person Hours of Delay 4,670 9,550 9,030 10,250 

Average Travel Speed 43.3 38.1 38.6 37.0 

Average HOV Speed 44.7 39.9 40.4 39.1 

Eastbound Travel Time: 
Auburn Blvd to  
Sierra College Blvd 

SOV 6:35 6:49 6:57 10:20 

HOV 6:23 6:38 6:40 7:23 

Westbound Travel 
Time: 
Sierra College Blvd to 
Antelope Rd 

SOV 8:11 8:23 8:18 9:23 

HOV 8:01 8:13 8:10 8:31 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 

The Construction Year operations analysis results presented in Tables 15 and 16 are 
summarized below: 
 

 The three project alternatives would serve about the same volume through the network 
during the peak periods. 

 During both peak periods, Alternative 1 (Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes) has 
the highest VMT, Alternative 2 (Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane) has 
the lowest overall delay, and Alternative 3 (No Build) has the lowest average speed.  

 Overall, Alternative 1 serves more vehicles, but Alternative 2 has lower delay.  

 Westbound travel time is improved under the build alternatives compared to the no build 
alternative. 

 

Design Year Operations Analysis 
 

Overall network performance statistics for AM and PM peak period operations are summarized 
for each alternative in Tables 17 and 18 below, respectively.  
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Table 18. Comparison of Overall Network Performance – Design Year AM Peak Period 
Performance 

Measure 
Existing 

Conditions 

Design Year Conditions 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

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 

 
Table 19. Comparison of Overall Network Performance – Design Year PM Peak Period 

Performance 
Measure 

Existing 
Conditions 

Design Year Conditions 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

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 Design Year operations analysis results presented in Tables 17 and 18 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. 
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 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. 
 
Accident History 
 
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, 2009 and September 30, 2012. Within 
the study area, 218 collisions occurred in the three-year period. Table 19 summarizes collisions 
on I-80 by direction.  

 
Table 20. Accident History 

Direction 

Total 
Accident

s  
Total 

Fatalities 

Actual  
Collision Rate

1 
Average  

Collision Rate
1
 

F F&I Total F F&I Total 

Westbound (PM 0.1-2.2) 125 0 0.000 0.23 0.67 0.004 0.29 0.92 

Eastbound (PM 4.1-6.0) 93 1 0.008 0.24 0.78 0.004 0.27 0.87 

Total 218 1 0.004 0.24 0.73 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, 2009 to September 30, 2012 

 
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 20 categorizes the collisions by type. The most frequent collision type (56 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 5 percent 
of all collisions. The westbound direction has both a higher number of collisions and a higher 
number of rear end collisions. 

 
Table 21. Mainline Collisions By Type 

Direction Head On 
Side 

Swipe 
Rear 
End 

Broad-
side 

Hit 
Object 

Over-
turn 

Auto-
Ped Other 

Westbound  0 26 73 6 19 0 0 1 

Eastbound 0 23 50 1 17 0 1 1 

Total 
0 

(0%) 
49 

(22%) 
123 

(56%) 
7 

(3%) 
36 

(17%) 
0 

(0%) 
1 

(0.5%) 
2 

(1%) 
Source: Caltrans District 3 TASAS - Table B, October 1, 2009 to September 31, 2012 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 

The project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. The nearest airport is 
the McClellan Airfield, which is approximately 7 miles southwest. Design features would comply 
with City standards, or as appropriate, would be approved as non-standard features. The project 
would not increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. The project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 
 

The project would have less than significant impact on emergency access. Response times are 
not anticipated to be affected during construction. In the long-term, it is anticipated that widening 
the road would better serve emergency vehicles by improving traffic capacity. 
 

There would be no conflicts with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, and performance or safety of such facilities.  
 

Operations Consequences 
 

Environmental consequences discussed below includes a comparative analysis between Build 
Alternative 1, Build Alternative 2, and No-Build (Alternative 3). A summary is provided at the end 
of the section which summarizes the impacts for Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 2.  
 

The addition of a through lane, or installation of auxiliary lanes, would all contribute to the 
reduction of traffic congestion on I-80. However, the level of improvement varies between the 
alternatives. Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are expected to achieve the goal of reduced 
congestion and improved safety. Alternative 3, the No Build Alternative, would not improve the 
traffic operations. Table 21 below compares the project alternatives under design year 
conditions across a range of performance measures based on the project objectives. The 
performance measures are network-wide throughput and delay, study location deficiencies, and 
westbound I-80 travel time. 
 

Table 22. Project Alternative Comparison Summary – Design Year Peak Period Conditions 
Category Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

 

Network Throughput (vehicles)
 

507,320 507,290 496,010 

Network Delay (vehicle-hours)
 

19,240 17,270 28,910 

Freeway Deficiencies 16 8 34 

Intersection Deficiencies 21 18 23 

Westbound I-80 AM Peak Hour Travel Time 9:24 8:26 10:50 

Westbound I-80 PM Peak Hour Travel Time 13:27 8:24 17:11 
Note: 1. The alternative with the better performance is listed in parentheses. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 

In Table 19, two performance measures for the overall network performance are provided: the 
sum of the AM and PM peak period throughput (volume served) and vehicle hours of delay. The 
two build alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) would have similar volume served and would serve 
more than 2 percent more traffic during the peak periods than the no build alternative 
(Alternative 3).  
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The build alternatives would also reduce the analysis locations operating at an unacceptable 
LOS. For freeway locations, Alternative 1 (Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes) would 
have less than half the deficient locations as Alternative 3 (No Build). Alternative 2 would have 
even fewer deficient locations – less than one-fourth the locations as Alternative 3. Although the 
project improvements are located on the freeway network, intersection operations would 
improve due to the changes in travel patterns. As a result, Alternative 1 would have two fewer 
and Alternative 2 would have five fewer deficient intersections than Alternative 3.  
 

The widening for westbound I-80 in the build alternatives will improve peak hour travel time 
compared to the no build alternative. Alternative 1 would have a westbound travel time savings 
of almost one and a half minutes during the AM peak hour and nearly four minutes during the 
PM peak hour. For Alternative 2, the travel time savings would be even larger: two and a half 
minutes for the AM peak hour and almost nine minutes during the PM peak hour.  
 

In summary, the build alternatives would provide a significant improvement in freeway and 
intersection operations under design year conditions.  
 

Table 23 compares the performance measures for the project alternatives under construction 
year conditions. For most performance measures, the build alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) 
have better performance than the no build alternative (Alternative 3). The one exception is for 
intersection deficiencies. The changing travel patterns result in two more deficient intersections 
under Alternative 1 and one more under Alternative 2.  

 

Table 23. Project Alternative Comparison Summary – Construction Year Peak Period 
Conditions 

Category Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
 

Network Throughput (vehicles)
 

412,230 410,740 410,540 

Network Delay (vehicle-hours)
 

12,560 11,640 13,500 

Freeway Deficiencies 16 14 25 

Intersection Deficiencies 14 13 12 

Westbound I-80 AM Peak Hour Travel Time 9:00 8:26 11:56 

Westbound I-80 PM Peak Hour Travel Time 8:13 8:10 8:31 
Note: 1. The alternative with the better performance is listed in parentheses. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 

Build Alternative Comparison 
 

Table 24 compares the build alternatives under design year conditions across a range of 
performance measures based on the project objectives. As listed in Section 1.3, the project 
objectives can be summarized as reducing congestion and improving safety. 

 

Table 24. Build Alternative Comparison Summary – Design Year Peak Period Conditions 
Category Alternative 2 Difference

1 

Network Throughput (vehicles)
 

507,290 30 (1) 

Network Delay (vehicle-hours)
 

17,270 -1,970 (2) 

Freeway Impacts 5 1 (1) 

Intersection Impacts 5 1 (1) 

Westbound I-80 AM Peak Hour Travel Time 8:26 -0:58 (2) 

Westbound I-80 PM Peak Hour Travel Time 8:24 -5:03 (2) 

Note: 1. The alternative with the better performance is listed in parentheses. 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 
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In Table 22, two performance measures for the overall network performance are provided: the 
sum of the AM and PM peak period volume served (throughput) and vehicle hours of delay. The 
two build alternatives have similar volume served, with less than 0.1 percent difference, but the 
difference in delay is relatively large. Alternative 2 (Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 
5th Lane) has the best network performance primarily due to the improved operation for 
westbound I-80 in Placer County.  
 
The comparison table also lists the total number of design year AM and PM peak hour impacts 
for study freeway sections and intersections. Although the number of impacts is about the same, 
Alternative 1 (Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes) has the fewest freeway and 
intersection impacts. Alternative 2 has more impacts primarily for westbound I-80 in Sacramento 
County. Westbound travel time from Sierra College Boulevard to Antelope Road is better for 
Alternative 2, with a one minute savings during the AM peak hour and about five minutes during 
the PM peak hour. 
 
Table 25 compares the build alternatives under construction year conditions across a range of 
performance measures based on the project objectives. For the network wide delay and 
westbound travel time, Alternative 2 would have better performance than the Alternative 1. 
While both alternatives would have the same number of intersection impacts, Alternative 2 
would have three more freeway impacts. 

 
Table 25. Build Alternative Comparison Summary – Construction Year Peak Period Conditions 

Category Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Difference
1 

Network Throughput (vehicles)
 

412,230 410,740 1,490 (1) 

Network Delay (vehicle-hours)
 

12,560 11,640 -920 (2) 

Freeway Impacts 10 13 3 (1) 

Intersection Impacts 6 6 0 (-) 

Westbound I-80 AM Peak Hour Travel Time 9:00 8:26 -0:34 (2) 

Westbound I-80 PM Peak Hour Travel Time 8:13 8:10 -0:03 (2) 

Note: 1. The alternative with the better performance is listed in parentheses. 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 
In summary, while both build alternatives would meet the project need and purpose, Alternative 
2 would provide better westbound freeway operations in Placer County, lower westbound 
corridor travel time, and lower network-wide delay under both construction and design year 
conditions.  
 
Environmental consequences summary below are associated with Build Alternative 1: 
 
Build Alternative 1 would provide better westbound freeway operations in Placer County, lower 
westbound corridor travel time, and lower network-wide delay under both construction and 
design year conditions compared to the No-Build Alternative (Alternative 3). Alternative 1 has 
the fewest freeway and intersection impacts. While both alternatives would have the same 
number of intersection impacts, Alternative 2 would have three more freeway impacts. 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with Build Alternative 2: 
 
Build Alternative 2 would provide better westbound freeway operations in Placer County, lower 
westbound corridor travel time, and lower network-wide delay under both construction and 
design year conditions compared to Build Alternative 1 and the No-Build Alternative (Alternative 
3). Westbound travel time from Sierra College Boulevard to Antelope Road is better for 
Alternative 2, with a one minute savings during the AM peak hour and about five minutes during 
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the PM peak hour. While both alternatives would have the same number of intersection impacts, 
Alternative 2 would have three more freeway impacts. Lastly, Alternative 2 has the best network 
performance primarily due to the improved operation for westbound I-80 in Placer County.  
 
Transportation Safety Comparison 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
The build alternatives will likely provide similar improvements to transportation safety. A key 
improvement will be provided by congestion reduction on the freeway. Rear-end collisions on 
the freeway are associated with congested conditions. As noted in the existing conditions 
section, rear-end collisions in the study area are highest on westbound I-80 during the 
congested AM and PM peak periods. Since the build alternatives will reduce congestion 
compared to Alternative 3 (No Build), the expected number of rear-end end collision would be 
reduced with the build alternatives. 
 
Roadway design standards are used to provide consistent expectations for drivers, which helps 
improve transportation safety by reducing collision risks. When these standards are not met, 
collision risks may increase. The currently proposed design exceptions are located on the 
westbound on-ramps at Douglas Boulevard, the northbound to westbound on-ramp at Riverside 
Avenue, and the eastbound off-ramp to Rocklin Road. In each case, the proposed design will 
either maintain or improve an existing condition that does not meet suggested design 
guidelines. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
PS-1/TRA-1: Temporary impacts to traffic flow as a result of construction activities would be 

minimized through construction phasing and signage and a traffic control plan.  
 
Regional Coordination for Transportation Improvements 
 
In addition to PS-1/TRA-1 above, the Transportation Analysis Report assumed modifications to 
the existing transportation network according to improvement projects anticipated to be 
constructed by the construction (2020) and design (2040) years (refer to Transportation 
Analysis Report). These projects are based on the financially constrained project list contained 
in the 2035 MTP/SCS, but also consider projects the project development team agreed would 
likely be constructed by the design year (2040). 
The rationale for adding projects to the MTP/SCS list was that the design year is five years 
beyond the 2035 horizon of the MTP/SCS. This creates a longer timeframe for revenue to 
accumulate. Further, the additional socioeconomic growth added to the model would also be 
contributing to transportation revenue to help pay for these improvements. 
 
Based on results from the Transportation Analysis Report, it was determined that even with 
transportation improvements assumed through year 2040, the following specific locations in the 
project boundary may operate below acceptable thresholds and potential future improvements 
are identified below: 
 
Eastbound I-80 

 Alternative 2 (Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane) impacts from Douglas 
Boulevard to Eureka Road under construction year conditions can be mitigated by 
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constructing an auxiliary lane, which is part of the planned I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Improvements project. 

 An alternate mitigation to the above widening options would be to operate the ramp 
meters on eastbound I-80 at a more restrictive rate under construction year conditions. 
With the more restrictive rates, longer ramp queues may cause secondary impacts to 
local streets. 

 
Westbound I-80 

 Impacts at the westbound Douglas Boulevard on-ramp for design year conditions under 
Alternative 1 (Eastbound and Westbound Auxiliary Lanes) can be mitigated by 
constructing Alternative 2 (Eastbound Auxiliary Lane and Westbound 5th Lane).  

 Impacts from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Boulevard can be mitigated by providing a full 
auxiliary lane from the truck scales to Elkhorn Boulevard or adding a through lane at 
Elkhorn Boulevard.  

 An alternate mitigation to the above widening options would be to operate the ramp 
meters on westbound I-80 and southbound SR 65 at a more restrictive rate. With the 
more restrictive rates, longer ramp queues may cause secondary impacts to local 
streets. 

 
Southbound SR 65 

 Impacts at the westbound Blue Oaks Boulevard on-ramp can be mitigated by widening 
SR 65 as proposed in the SR 65 Capacity and Operational Improvements project. 

 An alternate mitigation to the above widening option would be to operate the ramp 
meters on southbound SR 65 at a more restrictive rate. With the more restrictive rates, 
longer ramp queues may cause secondary impacts to local streets. 

 
Intersections 

 Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard/SR 65 Southbound Ramps – This impact 
can be mitigated by widening the approaches to this deficient intersection. 

 Stanford Ranch Road/Five Star Boulevard – The impact may be mitigated by converting 
the eastbound middle lane from a shared left-turn/through lane to a shared left-
turn/through/right-turn lane. 

 Galleria Boulevard/Roseville Parkway – The impact can likely be mitigated by modifying 
signal timing although this may have secondary impacts at adjacent intersections. 
Additional intersection widening or reconstruction would be needed to address the 
operational deficiency. 

 Roseville Parkway/Creekside Ridge Drive – The impact is caused by queues from the 
Roseville Parkway intersection, so increasing capacity or modifying signal timing at that 
intersection would mitigate this impact.  

 Douglas Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue – This impact may be mitigated by providing a 
second southbound right turn lane to increase capacity. 

 Rocklin Road/I-80 Westbound Ramps – This construction year impact can be mitigated 
by constructing the planned I-80/Rocklin Road Interchange project. 

 Rocklin Road/I-80 Eastbound Ramps – The construction year impact can be mitigated 
by constructing the planned I-80/Rocklin Road Interchange project. The design year 
impact may be mitigated by providing additional storage for the ramp meter on the 
westbound on-ramp to reduce queuing onto the local street. 

 Rocklin Road/Aguilar Road – The construction year impact can be mitigated by 
constructing the planned I-80/Rocklin Road Interchange project. To address the design 
year impact, further widening or intersection reconstruction would be needed. 
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Some of the improvements identified above are already being considered as part of the SR 65 
Widening (http://pctpa.net/projects/sr65widening/) and I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvement 
Project (http://8065interchange.org/) projects. Other improvements identified above are 
preliminary and need further study, including inclusion in the Placer County Regional 
Transportation Plan and SACOG MTP/SCS, environmental clearance and public outreach, 
project approval from Caltrans and/or FHWA, project design, and potential right of way 
acquisition, before the improvements can be constructed and open to the traveling public. 
Depending on the project size and cost, infrastructure improvements on federal and state 
highways can take an average of 16 years. If a project is not controversial, fully funded, and 
within existing right of way, then typically those projects can be constructed within five to ten 
years. 
 
The need for additional transportation improvements after year 2040 is based on growth in 
traffic demand from development over a wide area. Jurisdictions in Placer County currently have 
traffic impact fee programs both at the local jurisdiction and regional county levels. Traffic 
impact fees on new development are a potential source of funding for the above identified 
improvements. Placer County has a history of planning for both local and regional transportation 
improvements, including the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority 
(http://pctpa.net/sprta/). Caltrans, PCTPA, and local jurisdictions continuously update and add 
new projects that are identified to accommodate future population and employment growth. The 
specific intersection and roadway improvements identified above, which are all located on 
Caltrans facilities or within the City of Rocklin and City of Roseville, will be addressed as part of 
current ongoing projects, capital improvement program updates, and traffic impact fee updates. 
 
2.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
As described in Section 2.13, public services serving the project area include the following: 
Rocklin Fire Department, Roseville Fire Station #3, George Cirby Elementary School and 
Woodside and Eastside Park. Electric, gas, sewer, and storm drain utilities exist along I-80 and 
at the existing residential housing and retail businesses along the project.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
The proposed project would not result in a population increase. The proposed project 
accommodates existing and planned growth in the area. As a result, the project would not 
create an increase in demand for fire or police services, schools, or recreation facilities. No 
mitigation is required for effects to public services.  
 
No permanent impacts to public utilities are anticipated. As a project along the interstate, there 
would be no exceedances of wastewater treatment requirements and construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities would not need to be expanded. The project would not 
generate substantial solid waste during operation. Solid waste may be generated during 
construction, however, the amount will not exceed landfill capacities. 
 
The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 

http://pctpa.net/projects/sr65widening/
http://8065interchange.org/
http://pctpa.net/sprta/
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related to solid waste. 
 
Utilities within the project footprint would be protected in place or accommodated. Coordination 
with utility owners would take place during final design of the project.  
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
2.16 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
REGULATORY SETTING 
 
The CEQA Checklist includes the following questions under Mandatory Findings of Significance: 
 
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 
 
Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects)? 
 
Does the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
 
Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental consequences discussed below are associated with both Build Alternative 1 and 
Build Alternative 2, as each build alternative would result in identical impacts. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.2, Air Quality, the project would have a less than significant impact 
with mitigation implemented. Avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented to 
reduce impacts to air quality. Further, the regional emissions modeling and analysis conducted 
by SACOG for the MTP/SCS considers all planned and programmed transportation projects 
included in the MTP and MTIP. The transportation projects listed have been analyzed and found 
not to contribute to a substantial impact on air quality. These include projects along the state 
highway system including the I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvement Project and State Route 65 
Widening Project. These projects, which are in conformance with the regional air quality plan 
and meet regional air pollutant budgets (based on air quality models and analyses), are not 
expected to result in a cumulative impact on air quality. Therefore, impacts of the proposed 
project on air quality are not expected to be cumulatively considerable. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.3, Biological Resources, the project would have a less than significant 
impact with mitigation implemented. Avoidance measures and pre-construction surveys would 
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be conducted for special-status species. Additionally, the project will require mitigation for 
impacts to waters and sensitive species. Projects within the region were evaluated and found to 
not cumulatively contribute to biological impacts, including cumulative impacts to Cirby Creek. 
With these measures, cumulatively considerable impacts are not anticipated. 
As discussed in Section 2.4, Cultural Resources, cultural studies concluded that the project 
would not impact historical resources or unique archaeological sites. Standard measures for 
inadvertent discovery would also avoid potential impacts. As no impacts are anticipated, no 
cumulative impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  
 
Further, as discussed in Section 2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Resources, the project would 
have a less than significant impact with avoidance and minimization measures implemented. 
Avoidance measures would be implemented in the case of confirmation of hazardous materials 
prior to construction. No cumulative impacts to hazards and hazardous resources are 
anticipated. 
 
The project would not have adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. The 
project is not anticipated to require relocation of housing. Impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, land use and 
planning, noise, and transportation/traffic are all anticipated to be less than significant with 
avoidance and minimization incorporated. 
 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
All proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are listed below and can also be 
found under Appendix C: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
VIS‐1:  Areas that have removed trees, shrubs and created soil disturbance due to 

construction activities will be re-established by applying a permanent erosion control 
and planting trees and shrubs where they are deemed appropriate. All finished slopes 
and graded areas shall be hydro seeded with a permanent seed mix composed of 
native plant species indigenous to the area. 

 
VIS-2:  All disturbed areas during each construction season shall utilize best management 

practices (BMPs) which will include temporary erosion control consisting of a native 
seed mix at the end of each construction season. 

 

VIS‐3:  Aesthetic elements, such as implementation of additional retaining walls and 
soundwalls, shall conform to existing aesthetic elements along I-80. If additional 
aesthetic elements, such as aesthetic treatments and/or landscaping, are incorporated 
during Final Design, such features would be designed and implemented in 
coordination with the project proponent, arborists, and environmental planners. 

 
VIS‐4:  Vegetation clearing must only occur within the delineated project boundaries. Where 

feasible, Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing will be established at the 
driplines of oak trees within or adjacent to construction. Where complete avoidance is 
not feasible, trees will be preferentially trimmed wherever possible. All tree trimming of 
a protected tree designated to be preserved must be supervised by the project 
biologist. Severe trimming likely to result in the decline and/or death of the tree must 
be mitigated as a full removal. 
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VIS-5:  All disturbed areas including staging of vehicles and equipment will be restored to pre-
construction contours and revegetated, either through hydroseeding or other means, 
with native species. 

 
VIS-6:  Construction lighting types, plans, and placement shall comply with Caltrans and local 

standards in order to minimize light and glare impacts on surrounding sensitive uses. 
 
VIS-7:  Implement dust suppression measures as applicable from PCAPCD’s Rules 202 

(Visible Emissions), 205 (Nuisance), and 228 (Fugitive Dust). 
 
VIS-8:  Reconstructed walls should match the most recent soundwall aesthetics of the 

surrounding region. 
 
AQ-1:  The construction contractor shall comply with Caltrans’ Standard Specifications 

Section 14-9.03 Dust Control of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications (2010). 
  
AQ-2: The construction contractor shall comply with Section 7-1.02 Emissions Reduction and 

Section 18 Dust Palliative of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications (2010). 
 
AQ-3:  The Wind Erosion Control BMP (WE-1) from Caltrans’ Construction Site Best 

Management Practices Manual will be implemented as follows: 

 Water shall be applied by means of pressure-type distributors or pipelines 
equipped with a spray system or hoses and nozzles that will ensure even 
distribution. 

 All distribution equipment shall be equipped with a positive means of shutoff. 

 Unless water is applied by means of pipelines, at least one mobile unit shall be 
available at all times to apply water or dust palliative to the project. 

 If reclaimed water is used, the sources and discharge must meet California 
Department of Health Services water reclamation criteria and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board requirements. Non-potable water shall not be conveyed in 
tanks or drain pipes that will be used to convey potable water and there shall be no 
connection between potable and non-potable supplies. Non-potable tanks, pipes 
and other conveyances shall be marked “NON-POTABLE WATER – DO NOT 
DRINK.” 

 Materials applied as temporary soil stabilizers and soil binders will also provide 
wind erosion control benefits. 

 
BIO-1: Vegetation clearing must only occur within the delineated project boundaries. Where 

feasible, ESA fencing will be established at the driplines of oak trees within or adjacent 
to construction (see Figure 3: Project Features). Where complete avoidance is not 
feasible, trees will be preferentially trimmed wherever possible. All tree trimming of a 
protected tree, designated to be preserved, must be supervised by the project 
biologist. Severe trimming likely to result in the decline and/or death of the tree must 
be mitigated as a full removal.  

 
BIO-2: All initial grading, cutting or filling within the dripline of a tree designated to be 

preserved must be supervised by the project biologist. The project biologist is 
responsible for maintaining protective fencing and ensuring the protected oak trees are 
not damaged by grading related activities. Damage likely to result in the decline and/or 
death of the tree must be mitigated as a full removal. 
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BIO-3:  Mitigation for the removal of oak trees greater than or equal to 6 inches dbh must be 

compensated as follows: 
 

 Within the City of Rocklin’s jurisdiction, removed trees must be replaced at a ratio 
of 2:1 trees for native oaks and 5:1 trees for City of Rocklin designated heritage 
trees per with a dbh of 24 or greater as defined in the City of Rocklin Municipal 
Code Chapter 17.77 – Oak Tree Preservation.  

 Within the City of Roseville’s jurisdiction, removed trees must be mitigated by 
replacing a 15 gallon tree for every 1 inch dbh removed, a 24 inch box tree for 
every two inches dbh removed or a 36 inch box tree for every three inches dbh 
removed. The combined diameter of replacement trees must be equal or greater 
than the total tree dbh removed and 50 percent of the replacements must be 
native oaks. This condition also applies to all City of Roseville designated 
heritage oak trees, as defined in the Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 19.66 – 
Tree Preservation Ordinance. 

 
BIO-4: Prior to the start of construction activities, the project limits in proximity to jurisdictional 

waters (wetlands, Cirby Creek and VRI) must be marked with high visibility ESA 
fencing or staking, where permanent barriers currently do not exist, to ensure 
construction will not further encroach into waters. Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
will be incorporated into the project design and project management to minimize 
impacts on the environment including reduction of sedimentation and release of 
pollutants (oil, fuel, etc.). Examples of minimization efforts include the use of silt 
fencing, temporary energy dissipation facilities, and wattles.   

 
BIO-5: Erosion Control BMPs must be implemented during construction. To minimize the 

mobilization of sediment to adjacent water bodies, the following erosion control and 
sediment-control measures will be included in the construction specifications, based 
on standard Caltrans measures and standard dust-reduction measures. 

 Soil exposure will be minimized by limiting the area of construction and 
disturbance and through the use of temporary BMPs, groundcover, and 
stabilization measures. These measures may include mulches, soil binders and 
erosion control blankets, silt fencing, fiber rolls, temporary berms, sediment de-
silting basins, sediment traps, and check dams. 

 Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material that 
could trap wildlife must not be used. Acceptable substitutes include, but are not 
limited to, jute, coconut coir matting or tackified hydroseeding compounds. 

 Energy dissipaters and erosion control pads would be provided at the bottom of 
slope drains. Other flow conveyance control mechanisms may include earth 
dikes, swales, or ditches. Stream bank stabilization measures would also be 
implemented. 

 Existing vegetation would be protected where feasible to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation. Vegetation would be preserved by installing temporary fencing, or 
other protection devices, around areas to be protected. 

 Exposed soils would be covered by loose bulk materials or other materials to 
reduce erosion and runoff during rainfall events. 

 Exposed soils would be stabilized, through watering or other measures, to 
prevent the movement of dust at the project site caused by wind and construction 
activities such as traffic and grading activities. 
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 All construction roadway areas would be properly protected to prevent excess 
erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution. 

 The contractor must conduct periodic maintenance of erosion- and sediment 
control measures. All erosion control measures and storm water control 
measures must be properly maintained until the site has returned to a pre-
construction state. 

 All disturbed areas including staging of vehicles and equipment will be restored 
to pre-construction contours and revegetated, either through hydroseeding or 
other means, with native species. 

 All construction materials must be hauled off-site after completion of construction. 

BIO-6: To conform to water quality requirements, the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) must include the following: 

 Vehicle maintenance, staging and storing equipment, materials, fuels, lubricants, 
solvents, and other possible contaminants must be a minimum of 100 feet from 
riparian, wetlands or aquatic habitats. Any necessary equipment washing must 
occur where the water cannot flow into waterways, including Cirby Creek. The 
project proponent will prepare a spill prevention and clean-up plan. In the event 
of an emergency, maintenance would occur away from Cirby Creek; 

 Construction equipment will not be operated in flowing water; 

 Construction work must be conducted according to site-specific construction 
plans that minimize the potential for sediment input to Cirby Creek; 

 Raw cement, concrete or concrete washings, asphalt, paint or other coating 
material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be 
hazardous to aquatic life must be prevented from contaminating the soil or 
entering Cirby Creek; 

 All concrete curing activities must be conducted to minimize spray drift and 
prevent curing compounds from entering the waterway directly or indirectly. 

 Equipment used in and around Cirby Creek must be in good working order and 
free of dripping or leaking engine fluids; and, 

 Any surplus concrete rubble, asphalt, or other debris from construction must be 
taken to an approved disposal site. 

BIO-7: Within jurisdictional waters, where feasible, the project will cut vegetation at ground 
level and avoid grubbing of roots to allow riparian vegetation to re-sprout following 
construction. Upon completion of construction activities, any barriers to surface water 
flow must be removed in a manner that would allow flow to resume with the least 
disturbance to the substrate. 

 
BIO-8: Permanent impacts to Cirby Creek (U.S., state and CDFW jurisdiction) and VRI 

(CDFW jurisdiction) will be mitigated by obtaining a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification, Section 404 Nationwide Permit, and a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, which will require appropriate mitigation. A 2:1 mitigation ratio is 
anticipated and will be mitigated through payment into the in-lieu fee program or at an 
on or off-site, agency approved location. Temporary impacts to Cirby Creek will be re-
contoured to pre-construction conditions. For temporary impacts to VRI, the project is 
anticipated to, through permitting, mitigate at a 1:1 ratio with the installation of native 
hydroseed, native riparian plant materials, or a combination of both. Exact mitigation 
ratios and locations will be determined during the environmental permitting phase of 
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the project. 
 
BIO-9: Before any activities begin on the project, the project biologist will conduct 

environmental awareness training for all construction personnel. At a minimum, the 
training will include a description of sensitive species with potential to occur, including 
steelhead, their habitat, the project specific measures being implemented to conserve 
the species, and the boundaries within which the project may be accomplished. 

 
BIO-10: The project biologist must be onsite during the installation of any stream diversion or 

initial dewatering efforts.  
 
BIO-11: In-channel gravel and rock substrate removed during project construction must be set 

aside, rinsed, and placed in the newly extended concrete lined low water fish passage 
following the completion of in-channel construction. The substrate placed within the 
low water fish channel must allow for a minimum of 1 foot in depth for fish passage. 
The remaining substrate will be disposed at an approved site.  

 
BIO-12: All in-channel construction including creek diversions, creek crossings, or any work in 

the channel bed must occur within the June 1 – October 15 work window. 
 
BIO-13: Pile driving activities must occur within the June 1 – October 15 work window which 

coincides with the least likely occurrence of upstream migrating adults.  
 
BIO-14: Project activities that may affect the flow of the creek through placement of fill, bridge 

construction, or diversion of the channel must comply with the 2001 NMFS Guidelines 
for Salmonid Passage at Stream Crossing, where applicable. The guidelines include 
but are not limited to: 

 

• A minimum water depth (12 inch for adults and 6 inch for juveniles) at the low fish 
passage; 

• A maximum hydraulic drop of 12 inch for adults and 6 inch for juveniles; 
• Avoidance of abrupt changes in water surface and velocities; and 
• Structures shall be aligned with the stream, with no abrupt changes in flow 

direction upstream or downstream of the crossing. 
 

BIO-15: Night work must not be conducted within the Cirby Creek channel or the adjacent 
banks to afford fish quiet, unobstructed passage during night time migratory hours. 

 

BIO-16: All water pumping or withdrawal from the creek must comply with 1997 NMFS Fish 
Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids, where applicable, to avoid entrainment 
of fish. The criteria include but are not limited to the following: 

 

• Screen design must provide for uniform flow distribution over the surface of the 
screen; 

• Screen material openings must not exceed 3/32 inches for fry (fish capable of 
feeding themselves) sized salmonids and must not exceed 1/4 inch for fingerling 
sized salmonids; 

• Where physically practical, the screen must be constructed at the dewatering 
system entrance. The screen face should be generally parallel to river flow and 
aligned with the adjacent bankline; and 
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• The design approach velocity must not exceed 0.33 feet per second for fry sized 
salmonids or 0.8 feet per second for fingerling sized salmonids. 

 
BIO-17: Permanent impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon EFH shaded riverine aquatic habitat is 

anticipated to be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio at an on or off-site agency approved location. 
Exact mitigation ratios and locations will be determined during the environmental 
permitting phase of the project. 

 
BIO-18: All vegetation should be removed outside of the nesting season (February 15th – 

September 15th). If construction requires the removal of vegetation during the nesting 
season (February 15th – September 15th), a pre-construction nesting bird survey must 
be conducted within 7 days prior to vegetation removal. Within 2 weeks of the nesting 
bird survey, all vegetation cleared by the biologist must be removed by the contractor. 

 
A minimum 100 foot no-disturbance buffer must be established around any active nest 
to limit the impacts of construction activities. The contractor must immediately stop 
work in the nesting area until the appropriate buffer is established and is prohibited 
from conducting work that could disturb the birds (as determined by the project 
biologist and in coordination with wildlife agencies) in the buffer area until the project 
biologist determines the young have fledged.   

 
BIO-19: If sensitive species are encountered during the course of construction, construction will 

temporarily stop within the area of discovery. The project biologist will be contacted 
immediately for further guidance. Work will not resume in the area of discovery until 
the project biologist has cleared the area or the animal has passively left the 
construction area unharmed and unmolested.  

 
BIO-20: All food-related trash must be disposed into closed containers and must be removed 

from the project area daily. Construction personnel must not feed or otherwise attract 
wildlife to the project area. 

 
BIO-21: Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material that could 

trap wildlife must not be used. Acceptable substitutes include jute, coconut coir matting 
or tackified hydroseeding compounds. 

 
BIO-22: Adequate flow will be maintained through the Action Area by diverting the active 

channel in Cirby Creek. A temporary water diversion will be installed using either 24-
inch plastic pipe or K-rail lined with plastic and clean gravel. Regardless of the method 
used, the water diversion will be covered and protected from debris, contaminants, and 
sediment. The diversion structure will be removed upon project completion and flow 
conditions will be returned to a pre-project state. 

 
BIO-23: Contractors must use biodegradable lubricants and hydraulic fluid in construction 

machinery. The use of petroleum alternatives can greatly reduce the risk of 
contaminants directly or indirectly entering the aquatic ecosystem. 

 
BIO-24: Contractors must use hydro seeding mulches that contain low concentrations of 

fertilizer to minimize harmful runoff and excessive inorganic nutrient input into the 
aquatic ecosystem. 
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BIO-25: Signs must be posted in the Action Area about storm water pollution and runoff, 
advising citizens of the presence of listed fish species and to not discharge any 
chemicals, oils or other waste products near the stream.  

 
CR-1: If previously unidentified cultural materials are unearthed during construction, work 

shall be halted in that area until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance 
of the find and develop a plan for documentation and removal of resources if 
necessary. Additional archaeological survey will be needed if project limits are 
extended beyond the present survey limits. 

 
CR-2: Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the California 

Health and Safety Code protect Native American burials, skeletal remains and grave 
goods, regardless of age and provide method and means for the appropriate handling 
of such remains. If human remains are encountered, work should halt in that vicinity 
and the county coroner should be notified immediately. At the same time, an 
archaeologist should be contacted to evaluate the situation. If the human remains are 
of Native American origin, the coroner must notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission within twenty-four hours of such identification. CEQA details steps to be 
taken if human burials are of Native American origin. 

 
GEO-1: Project proponent and the contractor shall implement a SWPPP to include erosion 

control methods. This SWPPP shall be prepared for the Section 402 permit, NPDES 
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. 

 
CC-1:  The project would incorporate the use of energy-efficient lighting, such as LED traffic 

signals. LED bulbs cost $60 to $70 each, but last five to six years, compared to the 
one-year average lifespan of the incandescent bulbs previously used. The LED bulbs 
themselves consume 10 percent of the electricity of traditional lights, which will also 
help reduce the project’s CO2 emissions.  

 
CC-2:  According to the Caltrans’s Standard Specifications, the contractor must comply with 

all local Air Quality Management District rules, ordinances, and regulations for air 
quality restrictions.  

 
HAZ-1:  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. 

 
HAZ-2:  The Linda Creek Bridge bearing pad shims 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. 

 
HAZ-3:  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. 
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HAZ-4:  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.  

WQ-1: The following measures will be implemented to ensure best management practices: 
 

 The area of construction and disturbance would be limited to as small an area as 
feasible to reduce erosion and sedimentation. 

 Measures would be implemented during land-disturbing activities to reduce erosion 
and sedimentation. These measures may include mulches, soil binders and 
erosion control blankets, silt fencing, fiber rolls, temporary berms, sediment de-
silting basins, sediment traps, and check dams. 

 Existing vegetation would be protected where feasible to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation. Vegetation would be preserved by installing temporary fencing, or 
other protection devices, around areas to be protected. 

 Exposed soils would be covered by loose bulk materials or other materials to 
reduce erosion and runoff during rainfall events. 

 Exposed soils would be stabilized, through watering or other measures, to prevent 
the movement of dust at the project site caused by wind and construction activities 
such as traffic and grading activities. 

 All construction roadway areas would be properly protected to prevent excess 
erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution. 

 All vehicle and equipment maintenance procedures would be conducted off-site. In 
the event of an emergency, maintenance would occur away from Cirby Creek. 

 All concrete curing activities would be conducted to minimize spray drift and 
prevent curing compounds from entering the waterway directly or indirectly. 

 All construction materials, vehicles, stockpiles, and staging areas would be situated 
outside of the stream channel as feasible. All stockpiles would be covered, as 
feasible. 

 Energy dissipaters and erosion control pads would be provided at the bottom of 
slope drains. Other flow conveyance control mechanisms may include earth dikes, 
swales, or ditches. Stream bank stabilization measures would also be 
implemented. 

 All erosion control measures and storm water control measures would be properly 
maintained until the site has returned to a pre-construction state. 

 All disturbed areas would be restored to pre-construction contours and 
revegetated, either through hydroseeding or other means, with native or approved 
non-invasive exotic species. 

 All construction materials would be hauled off-site after completion of construction. 
 

WQ-2: Any requirements for additional avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures 
will be identified in the permits obtained from all required regulatory agencies. 

 
WQ-3: The proposed project would require a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) General Construction Permit for Discharges of storm water associated with 
construction activities (Construction General Permit 2012-0006-DWQ). A Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would also be developed and implemented as part 
of the Construction General Permit. 
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WQ-4:  The construction contractor shall adhere to the SWRCB Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ 
NPDES Permit pursuant to Section 402 of the CWA. This permit authorizes storm 
water and authorized non-storm water discharges from construction activities. As part 
of this Permit requirement, a SWPPP shall be prepared prior to construction consistent 
with the requirements of the RWQCB. This SWPPP will incorporate all applicable 
BMPs to ensure that adequate measures are taken during construction to minimize 
impacts to water quality. 

 

WQ-5: Post-construction storm water control requirements will be addressed in accordance 
with Caltrans’ MS4 permit for areas within Caltrans right-of-way. Permanent treatment 
control BMPs will be evaluated based on effectiveness and feasibility and incorporated 
into the final design as applicable. 

 

NOI-1:  The project will consider constructing sound barriers SW-W1 and SW-E1 to protect 
residents from increased noise volumes as a result of the proposed project, subject to 
final design.  

 

NOI-2: To the maximum extent feasible, the sound barriers should be constructed prior to 
initiation of construction along I-80. 

 

NOI-3:  The project shall utilize rubberized asphalt or open grade pavement to reduce the 
noise volume from vehicles traveling between 7-10 dB.  

 

NOI-4:  To minimize the construction-generated noise, abatement measures from Standard 
Specification 14-8.02 “Noise Control” and SSP 14-8.02 must be followed: 

 Do not exceed 86 dBA at 50 feet from the job site activities from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.  

 Equip an internal combustion engine with the manufacturer recommended 
muffler.  

 Do not operate an internal combustion engine on the job site without the 
appropriate muffler.  

 

NOI-5: The following Standard Special Provision (SSP 14-8.02) will be edited specifically for 
this project during the PS&E phase. During this phase, certain activities, such as 
operation of noisy, construction-related equipment which would require lane shifting 
activities, are exempt from these requirement when public safety concerns would be 
present, included if the work is done during high traffic volumes. The Stand Special 
Provision to be edited during the PS&E phase is as follows: 

 

Section 14-8.02. Use for work in a residential or urban area (1) at night or (2) if 
night or Sunday noise restrictions exist. 

Choose either par. 1 or 2. 
 

1. Edit to include (1) specific local noise ordinances that the project manager has 
agreed to comply with or (2) work needing noise level restrictions that differ from those 
specified in section 14. List exceptions in the table. Delete " except . . . table:" and the 
table if exceptions are not needed. Delete par. 2. 

Do not exceed 86 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the job site activities from _____ p.m. to 
_____ a.m. except you may perform the following activities during the hours and for 
the days shown in the following table: 
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Noise Restriction Exceptions 

Activity Hours Days 

From To From Through 

     

     

 
PS-1/TRA-1: Temporary impacts to traffic flow as a result of construction activities would be 

minimized through construction phasing and signage and a traffic control plan. 
 

  


