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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and List of Commenters

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) includes all agency and public comments
received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR, SCH #2014052071) for the
Village 5 Specific Plan (V5SP or proposed project) for the City of Lincoln. Written comments
were received by the City of Lincoln during the public comment period from August 26, 2016
through October 11, 2016. This document also includes written responses to each comment
received on the Draft EIR. These responses correct, clarify, and amplify text in the Draft EIR, as
appropriate. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

This Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and together with the Draft EIR (and Appendices) constitutes the EIR for the proposed
project that will be used by the Lincoln Planning Commissioners and Lincoln City Council
Members during project hearings, as well as other responsible and trustee agencies issuing
discretionary permits for the project.

1.2 Summary of Proposed Project

The proposed V5SP would provide the City of Lincoln with a mix of master planned residential,
retail, and office uses, and public/semi-public facilities, including a high school, a junior high
school and three elementary schools, parks, and open space land uses. Currently, the adopted
General Plan for the City identifies the Plan Area as a “village” designated for future
development as part of a specific plan. The City of Lincoln is processing the application for the
Specific Plan and associated approvals, including annexation to the City.

The Plan Area would be comprised of residential and employment-generating uses along with
recreational, open space, public and educational land uses. The variety of housing types and
densities proposed would accommodate families, singles, seniors, and people with special needs.
Housing types proposed include rural residential homes, country estates, and low, medium, and
high density residential detached and attached single-family homes, including apartments,
condominiums, townhouses and live-work buildings. Buildout of the Plan Area is estimated to
accommaodate development of approximately 8,206 dwelling units. Approximately 4.6 million
square feet total of employment-generating and commercial land uses are proposed as part of the
proposed project.

Village 5 Specific Plan 1-1 ESA / 130368
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

1.3 Project Actions

The proposed project is anticipated to include, but may not be limited to, the following City
actions:

o Certification of the EIR to determine that the EIR was completed in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA, that the decision-making body has reviewed and considered the
information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City of
Lincoln;

. Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP), which specifies the methods for
monitoring mitigation measures required to eliminate or reduce the project’s significant
effects on the environment;

° Adoption of Findings of Fact, and for any impacts determined to be significant and
unavoidable, a Statement of Overriding Considerations;

o Approval of one or more amendments to the General Plan;

. Adoption of Prezoning and Zoning Text Amendments;

o Adoption of a Public Facilities Financing Plan for the Village 5 Specific Plan;

. Approval of annexation(s) and petition(s) for annexation by LAFCo;

. Approval of a Water Supply Assessment; Approval of the Village 5 Specific Plan;

. Approval of the Village 5 General Development Plan for Area A, a portion of the Plan Area
(Appendix B);

. Approval of the Village 5 General Development Plans for Area B through J;

. Approval of an Operating Agreement for Electronic Message Center;

° Approval of Conditional Use Permits;

° Approval of (Vesting) Tentative Subdivision Maps;

o Approval of one or more Development Agreements for the Village 5 Specific Plan;
o Approval of Site Plans for the Village 5 Specific Plan; and

o Approval of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Richland Communities, the
City, and Placer United Soccer relating to the 72-acre Sports Complex.

The proposed project is anticipated to include, but may not be limited to, the following actions of
approval by entities other than the City:

Village 5 Specific Plan 1-2 ESA / 130368
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

° Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo): approval of annexation of
the Plan Area to the City of Lincoln;

° California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): encroachment permits for alterations to
SR 65 until such time as it is relinquished to the City; issuance and renewals of permits for
messaging center under the Outdoor Advertising Act;

. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): Streambed Alteration Agreements
(Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code);

. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB): Water Quality
Certification (Section 401 of the Clean Water Act);

. Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD): Authority to Construct; Permit to
Operate stationary sources of air pollution (e.g., storm drain pump stations);

o Placer County Board of Supervisors: coverage under PCCP (if and when adopted);
° Placer County Water Agency (PCWA): provision of water supplies;
. Nevada Irrigation District (NID): provision of water supplies;

. Western Placer Unified School District (WPUSD): approval of school sites and approval of
a mitigation agreement with the project applicant;

o United States Army Corp of Engineers: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act;

. United States Fish and Wildlife Service: authorizations pursuant to the federal Endangered
Species Act, for effects related to federally-listed flora and fauna; and

. National Marine Fisheries Service/NOAA: authorizations pursuant to the federal
Endangered Species Act, for effects on federally-listed anadromous fish that may be
present in Auburn Ravine.

1.4  Organization of the Final EIR

The Final EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters: This chapter summarizes the project under
consideration and describes the contents of the Final EIR. This chapter also contains a list of all
of the agencies or persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review
period, presented in order by agency, organization, individual and date received.

Chapter 2 — Revisions to the Draft EIR: This chapter describes changes and refinements made
to the proposed project since publication of the Draft EIR. These refinements, clarifications,
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

amplifications, and corrections, which are described as a narrative in the beginning of the chapter,
would not change the environmental analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR for the
reasons discussed in Chapter 2. This chapter also summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR
in response to comments made on the Draft EIR and/or staff-initiated text changes. Changes to
the text of the Draft EIR are shown by either a line through the text that has been deleted or
double underlined where new text has been inserted.

Chapter 3 — Comments and Responses: This chapter contains the comment letters received on
the Draft EIR followed by responses to individual comments. Each comment letter is presented
with brackets indicating how the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment
is given a binomial with the letter number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For
example, comments in Letter Al are numbered Al-1, Al1-2, A1-3, and so on. Immediately
following the letter are responses, each with binomials that correspond to the bracketed
comments.

If the subject matter of one letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to
more than one group of comments and responses to review all information on a given subject.
Where this occurs, cross-references to other comments are provided.

Some comments that were submitted to the City neither pertain to CEQA environmental issues
nor address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Responses to such
comments, though not required, are included to provide additional information. When a comment
does not directly pertain to environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR, does not ask a
guestion about the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, expresses an opinion
related to the merits of the proposed project, or does not question an element of or conclusion of
the Draft EIR, the response acknowledges the comment and may provide additional information
where appropriate. The intent is to recognize the comment. Many comments express opinions
about the merits or specific aspects of the proposed project, and these are included in the Final
EIR for consideration by the decision-makers.

Chapter 4 — Mitigation Monitoring Plan: This chapter contains the Mitigation Monitoring Plan
(MMP) to aid the City in its implementation and monitoring of measures adopted in the EIR, and
to comply with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a).

1.5 Public Participation and Review

The City of Lincoln has complied with all noticing and public review requirements of CEQA.
This compliance included notification of all responsible and trustee agencies and interested
groups, organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR was available for review. The following
list of actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR:

. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse on
May 22, 2014. The 30-day public review comment period for the NOP ended on June 23,
2014. The NOP was distributed to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons
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interested in the proposed project. The City sent the NOP to agencies with statutory
responsibilities for the proposed project with the request for their input on the scope and
content of the environmental information that should be addressed in the EIR. The NOP
was also published on the City’s website and filed at the County Clerk’s office.

. A public scoping meeting for the EIR was held on June 12, 2014.

o A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State
Clearinghouse on August 26, 2016. An official 45-day public review period for the Draft
EIR was established by the State Clearinghouse, ending on October 11, 2016. A Notice of
Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR was published in the Lincoln News Messenger on
August 26, 2016 and sent to appropriate public agencies, all property owners within the
project area, and property owners within 400 feet of the property area. The Draft EIR was
also published on the City’s website at http://www.lincolnca.gov/city-hall/departments-
divisions/community-development/environmental-documents.

. Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following publicly accessible
locations:

City of Lincoln

Community Development Department
600 Sixth Street, Third Floor

Lincoln, CA 95648

Lincoln Public Library
485 Twelve Bridges Drive
Lincoln, CA 95648

. Public comments were invited and accepted during a City of Lincoln Planning Commission
meeting on September 21, 2016. Public comments followed a presentation by City staff,
which included a brief presentation on the proposed project and presentation of significant
environmental impacts.

1.6 List of Commenters

The City of Lincoln received 25 comment letters during the comment period on the Draft EIR for
the proposed project. Table 1-1 below indicates the numerical designation for each comment
letter, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.
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TABLE 1-1

COMMENT LETTERS REGARDING THE DRAFT EIR

Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date of Comment
Letter/e-mail

Agencies - Federal, State, and Local

Al Auburn Rancheria September 14, 2016
California Department of Fish and Angela Calderaro, Senior

A2 Wildlife, North Central Region Environmental Scientist (Specialist) September 20, 2016
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Stephanie Tadlock, Environmental

A3 Control Board (CVRWQCB) Scientist September 30, 2016
Placer County Airport Land Use Celia McAdam, FAICP CTP,

A4 Commission (ALUC) Executive Director October 6, 2016
Department of Air Force, 9th Mission Col. Danielle L. Barnes, Commander

A5 Support Group (ACC), Beale Air Force October 7, 2016
Base, California

A6 California De_par_tment of Transportation Kevin Yount, (Acting) Branch Chief October 10, 2016
(Caltrans), District 3

A7 City of Rocklin David Mohlenbrok, Environmental October 10, 2016

Services Manager

Placer County Air Pollution Control Yushuo Chang, Planning & Monitoring

A8 District (PCAPCD) Section Manager October 11, 2016

A9 County of Placer Crystal Jacobsen, Principal Planner October 11, 2016

A10 City of Roseville Mark Morse, Environmental October 11, 2016

Coordinator
All Western Placer Unified School District Michael Adell, Director of Facilities October 11, 2016

United Auburn Indian Community of the

Organizations

o1 Lincoln Open Space Committee Paul Denzier, Chairman October 4, 2016
02 Placer Community Foundation Veronica Blake, CEO October 10, 2016
03 Cal_ifornia Farm Bureau Federation, Chris Scheuring, Managing Counsel October 11, 2016
Office of the General Counsel
04 gggét?gg%ggfe r;seling & Family Gary McDonald, Executive Director October 11, 2016
Individuals
11 Albert Scheiber (1) September 21, 2016
12 Albert Scheiber (2) October 3, 2016
13 Albert Scheiber (3) October 10, 2016
14 Law Offices of Matthew Emrick Matthew Emrick October 10, 2016
15 Greg and Michelle Risse October 10, 2016
16 Dorothy Voight October 11, 2016
17 Ronald C. Smith October 11, 2016
18 Joann Hilton October 11, 2016
19 Frayji Design Group, Inc. Tony Frayji, P.E. October 11, 2016
110 Andy and Trudi Nielson N/A

Gene Whitehouse, Chairman

Planning Commission Meeting Transcript

Transcript of Planning Commission Multiple
Meeting on September 21, 2016 September 21, 2016
Village 5 Specific Plan 1-6 ESA / 130368
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CHAPTER 2

Revisions to the Draft EIR

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes both changes made to the proposed project since the publication of the
Draft EIR and text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment letter or
initiated by City staff or in response to a modification to the proposed project.

Under CEQA, an EIR can require recirculation if significant new information is added after
public review and prior to certification. According to State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a),
new information is not considered significant “unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives
the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible
project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.” More specifically,
the Guidelines define significant new information as including:

. A new significant environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation
measure;
. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would not be reduced

to insignificance by adopted mitigation measures;

. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from those
analyzed in the Draft EIR that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the
project and which the project proponents decline to adopt; and

. A Draft EIR that is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The changes to the proposed project described below update, refine, and clarify the design
information and analyses presented in the Draft EIR. No new significant impacts are identified,
and no information is provided that would reflect a substantial increase in severity of a significant
impact that would not be mitigated by measures agreed to by the project applicant. In addition, no
new or considerably different project alternatives or mitigation measures have been identified.
Finally, there are no changes or set of changes that would reflect fundamental inadequacies in the
Draft EIR. Recirculation of any part of the EIR therefore is not required.

Village 5 Specific Plan 2-1 ESA /130368
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

2.2 Changes to the Proposed Project

This section summarizes changes made to the proposed project. The summary included here is
intended to succinctly describe changes to the project design, refinement of project elements, or
changes to project images since publication of the Draft EIR. Specific text changes to the Draft
EIR are noted below in section 2.3, Text Changes to the Draft EIR. Revised Draft EIR figures are
included at the end of this chapter. These changes are minor and do not change the
environmental analysis or significance conclusions described in the Draft EIR.

2.3 Text Changes to the Draft EIR

This section summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment
letter or initiated by City staff or in response to a modification to the proposed project. New text
is indicated in double underline and text to be deleted is reflected by a strike-through. Text
changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR.

The text revisions provide clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified
since publication of the Draft EIR. The text changes do not result in a change in the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Chapter 2, Project Description

Pages 2-43 and 2-44, the text under the heading The City of Lincoln is revised to reflect more
precise anticipated actions to be undertaken by the City of Lincoln in relation to the proposed
project:

241 The City of Lincoln

According to sections 15050 and 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Lincoln is
the Lead Agency for the project under CEQA. To implement the proposed project the

Clty of Llncoln Would need to eeﬁfi%l—thﬂ—E}R—adept—GEQA—Fmdmgs—aﬂd—a—S%a{emenPef

e&&ﬂeme&ts—undertake the followmg actions:

° Certification of the EIR to determine that the EIR was completed in compliance
with the requirements of CEQA, that the decision-making body has reviewed and
considered the information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent
judgment of the City of Lincoln;

° Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP), which specifies the methods for
monitoring mitigation measures required to eliminate or reduce the project’s
significant effects on the environment;

° Adoption of Findings of Fact, and for any impacts determined to be significant and
unavoidable, a Statement of Overriding Considerations;

° Approval of one or more amendments to the General Plan;

Village 5 Specific Plan 2-2 ESA /130368
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

. Adoption of Prezoning and Zoning Text Amendments;
Subdivision Maps:
Devel )-for-the Vil S Swecific Plan:
. Adoption of Public Facilities Financing Plan for the V5SP;
: Water Supply-Assessment;
. Approval of Annexation(s) and petition(s) for annexation by LAFCo;

° Approval of a Water Supply Assessment;
) Approval of the Village 5 Specific Plan;

° Approval of the Village 5 General Development Plan for Area A, a portion of the
Plan Area (Appendix B);

. Approval of the Village 5 General Development Plans for Areas B through J;
Site Plan Reviews:
. Approval of an Operating Agreement for Electronic Message Center;

° Approval of Conditional Use Permits; and
° Approval of (Vesting) Tentative Subdivision Maps;

) Approval of one or more Development Agreements for the Village 5 Specific Plan;

° Approval of Site Plans for the Village 5 Specific Plan; and

. Approval of a Memorandums of Understanding (MOUSs) ferparks between

Richland Communities, the City, and Placer United Soccer relating to the 72-acre
Sports Complex.

Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures

Section 3.3, Air Quality

Page 3.3-33, first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 a) is revised to read:

a)  Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, (whichever occurs first),
on project sites greater than one acre, the applicant shall submit a
Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan to the Placer County Air Pollution

Village 5 Specific Plan 2-3 ESA /130368
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 3.3-35, second

Section 3.4, Bi

Control Dlstrlct mmgﬁtnepdwm&mspe#}dwﬁhmwemy—ézgyday&ef

The applicant shaII provide written evidence to the City of Lincoln that the
plan has been submitted to the District. It is the responsibility of the
applicant to deliver the approved plan to the local jurisdiction. The applicant
shall not break ground prior to receiving District approval of the
Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan erthe-expiration-ofthe 20-days
referenced-above; and delivering that approval to the City of Lincoln. The
Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan shall include, but not be limited, to
the following measures:

paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 b) is revised to read:

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, (whichever occurs first),
the applicant(s) shall provide a written calculation to the District for
approval demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and
subcontractor vehicles, will meet Tier 4 emission standards or the equivalent
Tier standards established by the State in place at the time of construction. If
Tier 4 equipment is unavailable for any equipment type, the prime contractor
shall notify the PCAPCD that Tier 3 off-road equipment will be utilized.

ological Resources

Page 3.4-53, fifth paragraph is revised to read:

The impact analysis focuses on foreseeable changes to the baseline condition of the Plan

Area in the context of the significance criteria presented above. In the impact analysis

both direct and indirect impacts were considered. In conducting the following impact
analysis, three principal components of the Guidelines outlined above were considered:

Page 3.4-57, the text of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 (a) and (b) are revised to read:

a)

b)

If the PCCP is-has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by

the agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that
participation in-the-PCCP-shall satisfy all mitigation requirements urder

CEQA(oar this impact.

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not

been approved by the agencies-at-the-time-the-projectapphicants-wish-to
proceed-with-permitting, they-shal-comphywith-the following mitigation
measures_shall apply:

Village 5 Specific Plan
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 3.4-68, second paragraph of Mitigation Measures 3.4-4 (a) and (b) are revised to read:

a)

b)

For Areas B through J, the project applicant(s) for each phase shall retain a
qualified biologist to conduct focused botanical surveys in vernal pool
complexes, fresh emergent marsh, seasonal wetlands and nonnative annual
grassland habitats within the Plan Area for special-status plant species
including, but not limited to, pincushion navarretia, dwarf downingia,
slender Orcutt grass, Sanford’s arrowhead, and big-scale balsamroot during

the appropriate time of year to detect each of these species. In order to
determine the appropriate survey window, the gualified biologist shall visit

reference populations when such populations are available and accessible. If
no special-status plants are located during the surveys, no mitigation would

be required.

If special-status plant species are located during surveys in areas proposed
for ground disturbance, the project applicant for each project shall mitigate
for impacts to vernal pool wetlands and complexes as described in
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, for impacts to grasslands as described in
Mitigation Measure_3.4-2, and for wetlands as described in Mitigation
Measure 3.4-1. The applicant shall also report the plant survey results to
CDFW using a CNDDB field survey form. In addition, the applicant shall

retain a gualified biologist to develop and implement a special-status plant
salvage and transplantation plan that shall be approved by CDFW. The plan
shall provide for the salvage of seeds of the impacted special-status plants
and soil from the site surrounding those plants. The salvaged seeds and soil
shall be transplanted to a protected site with appropriate habitat. To ensure
the success of transplantation and the species, the applicant shall monitor
the protected site for three years from the date of transplantation.

On pages 3.4-72 through 3.4-74 the text under Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (¢) is revised to read:

c)

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not
been approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures for nesting
habitat shall apply:

1) If construction activity that may disturb nesting birds (according to a
qualified biologist) occurs during the nesting season (Mareh-15—August
30 February 15 - September 1), the project applicant(s) for each project
phase shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction
breeding-season survey of the project site at least 30 days prior to onset
of construction. Surveys for nesting raptors shall be conducted within
Y. mile of proposed construction activities. A survey for nesting birds
shall be conducted within 500 feet of construction areas to determine if

Village 5 Specific Plan
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

2)

any birds are nesting on or within 500 feet of the project site. The results
of the survey shall be valid only for the season when it is conducted. New
surveys shall be conducted if construction of the surveyed area extends
into the following season or if construction is suspended for more than
14 days during the nesting season, or if there is a substantial change in
the level of disturbance at the site, unless all of the potential nesting trees
or other habitat have been removed.

If the pre-construction survey does not identify any protected raptor or
bird nests on or within the buffers to the project site, no mitigation weuld
shall be required. However, should any active nests be located within
500 feet of a proposed construction area at any time throughout the
construction, the project applicant(s) for each project phase, in
consultation with CDFW, shall avoid all bird nest sites located in the
project site disturbance area(s) during the breeding season
(approximately Mareh-15-through-August-30-February 15 - September 1)
while the nest is occupied with adults and/or young. This avoidance
could consist of delaying construction in close proximity to the nest
during the nesting season or establishing a non-disturbance buffer zone
around the nest site. The size of the buffer zone shall be determined in
consultation with CDFW. The buffer zone shall be delineated by orange
temporary construction fencing. Any occupied nest shall be monitored by
a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no longer in use.

Should construction activities cause the nesting bird to vocalize, make
defensive flights at intruders, get up from a brooding position, or fly off
the nest, then a qualified biologist should identify an increased
exclusionary buffer such that activities are far enough from the nest to
stop this agitated behavior.

Additional Measures for Swainson’s Hawk

3)

4)

The project applicant(s) for each project phase shall retain a qualified
biologist to conduct a Swainson’s hawk nesting survey within the area to
be disturbed, extending out to one-half mile. The survey shall be
conducted during the nesting season of the same calendar year that
construction is expected to begin, and prior to the issuance of any
grading permits. If this survey does not identify any nesting Swainson’s
hawk in the area within the project site that will be disturbed plus the
one-half mile radius, no mitigation would be required.

Should any active Swainson’s hawk nests be located within one-half mile
of the disturbance area, no project-related activities that could cause
nest abandonment or forced fledging (such as heavy equipment
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operation), shall be initiated within the one-quarter mile (buffer zone) of
an active nest between March 1 and September 15. If high quality
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would be removed (i.e., alfalfa fields
and pasture), then the applicant shall purchase mitigation credits for
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat at a CDFW-approved mitigation bank
at a ratio of 1.35:1 or protect similar value agricultural land at a ratio of
1.35:1 with a conservation easement that maintains the land in high-
value Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in perpetuity, consistent with
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b)(2)-(10).

Additional Measures for Burrowing Owl

5) Prior to project construction the project applicant(s) for each project
phase shall hire a qualified biologist to conduct both nesting and
wintering season surveys for burrowing owl to determine if potential
habitat within 500 feet of ground disturbance is used by this species. The
timing and methodology for the surveys shall be based on the SBFW/

Bu%mwmg—@wk@ensemﬂm%weyewdehﬂes 012 Staff Report on
Burrowmg Oowl Mltlgatlo

te—be—pFesen{— A qualified blologlst will conduct four survey visits: 1) at
least one visit between February 15 and April 15, and 2) a minimum of
three survey visits, at least three weeks apart between April 15 and July
1. If feasible, at least one visit will occur after June 15. Surveys will be
conducted within areas that, according to the qualified biologist, could
support burrowing owl nesting habitat at the project site and within 150

meters of areas that will be directly or indirectly impacted by the project,
if feasible.

6) If burrowing owls are discovered during the surveys in-the-Plan-Area,
the project applicant shall notify the CDFW. A qualified biologist shall
monitor the owls and establish a fenced exclusion zone around each
occupied burrow. No construction activities shall be allowed within the
exclusion buffer zone until such time that the burrows are determined to
be unoccupied by a qualified biologist. The buffer zones shall be a
minimum of 150 feet from an occupied burrow during the non-breeding
season (September 1 through January 31), and a minimum of 250 feet

1 __California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2012. Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. State of California
Natural Resources Agency, Sacramento.
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from an occupied burrow during the breeding season (February 1
through August 31).

7) If complete avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW shall be consulted
regarding the-implementation-efaveidance-arpassive-relocation
metheds-a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan. All activities that will result
in a disturbance to burrows shall be approved by CDFW prior to
implementation.

Additional M res for Tricolored Blackbir

8) Prior to project construction the project applicant(s) for each project

phase shall hire a qualified biologist to conduct a tricolored blackbird
nesting survey within the area to be disturbed, targeting potential
breeding habitat such as emergent marsh, riparian thickets, and
blackberry brambles. Two surveys shall be conducted at least three
weeks apart between March 15 and September 1 within 500 feet of the
area subject to ground disturbance. If a nesting colony is found within
the survey area the project applicant(s) shall consult with CDFW to
develop a Tricolored Blackbird Mitigation Plan to avoid, minimize and
compensate for impacts to occupied nesting habitat and adjacent
foraging habitat. Mitigation measures may include work windows
(March 15 to September 1) to avoid impacting an active on-site nesting
colony, purchasing conservation easements to protect occupied nesting
and foraging habitat, or other measures mutually agreed upon by the
applicant(s) and CDFW.

On page 3.4-75 the third and fourth paragraphs are modified to read:

Two bridges across Auburn Ravine are planned to be replaced with larger bridges as part
of the proposed project: one bridge at Nelson Lane and one bridge at Moore Road. At
each location pilings of the old bridge would be removed and new pilings would be
placed in the stream. For the Nelson Lane Bridge, the bridge would be supported by a
total of 144 piers — nine rows of 16 piers that would support the roadway structure. Each
row of piers would be placed at 44-foot intervals, with three rows of piers within the
ordinary high water mark of the seasonal waterway of Auburn Ravine. Each pier would
be approximately 24 inches in diameter. The-totalfootprint-of-all-of the bridgepiers

o d-be N 1mate 4 o foo 1th NOTEOXHNA e o foo 004

waterway-of AuburnRavine: The total footprint of bridge piers below the ordinary high
water mark (OHWM) would be 0.001 acre. An additional approximately 0.002 acre of
adjacent riparian wetland would be affected by piers, including mature riparian trees.
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Beyond the riparian wetland boundary, an additional approximately 0.073 acre of riparian
forest would be cleared for bridge placement.

The existing two-lane rural bridge on Moore Road at Auburn Ravine would be replaced
by a 60-foot-wide, two-lane collector bridge. The bridge would be a 15-span cast-in-place
(CIP) concrete slab bridge shifted slightly north of its current location to avoid impacts to
the Auburn Ravine floodway and the existing adjacent wastewater treatment outflow
structure near the southeast corner of the bridge. The total footprint of bridge piers below

the OHWM would be 0.001 acre. An additional approximately 0.002 acre of adjacent
riparian wetland would be affected by piers, including mature riparian trees. Beyond the
riparian wetland boundary, an additional approximately 0.043 acre of riparian forest
would be cleared for bridge placement.

Section 3.7, Energy Resources

Page 3.7-14, second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 a) is revised to read:

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, (whichever occurs first),
the applicant(s) shall provide a written calculation to the District for
approval demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and
subcontractor vehicles, will meet Tier 4 emission standards or the equivalent
Tier standards established by the State in place at the time of construction. If
Tier 4 equipment is unavailable for any equipment type, the prime contractor
shall notify the PCAPCD that Tier 3 off-road equipment will be utilized.

Section 3.10, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality
Table 3.10-7 on page 3.10-48 is revised to read:

TABLE 3.10-7.
EXISTING AND POST-PROJECT PEAK STREAMFLOWS

Analysis Point

2-year Pre-Project
Flow (cfs)'

2-year Post-
Project Flow (cfs)

100-year Pre-
Project Flow (cfs)

100-year Post-
Project Flow (cfs)

Auburn Ravine

Upstream of Orchard Creek 1,188 1,204 7,256 7,278
Downstream of Orchard Creek 1,518 1,542 11,298 11,338
Near Pleasant Grove Road 1,526 1,564 6,648 10,737 10,801
Markham Ravine

Near Dowd Road 621 598 2,028 1,951
Near Pleasant Grove Road 1,977 1,911 7,392 6,861

NOTES:

1. cubic feet per second

SOURCE: Cunningham Engineering. Drainage System and Flood Control Analysis for Village 5 Specific Plan. May 13, 2016. pp. F-11, F-13.
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Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning
The first paragraph on page 3.11-34 of the Draft EIR is revised to read:

Notably, the proposed V5SP and GDP would include an AO-Distriet Agricultural
Overlay (AO) Zone. (See Specific Plan Section 3.5; GDP section 3.4.13.) The

Agricultural Overlay (AO) Zone would be applicable to all properties within the V5SP
Area, with the exception of those designated as VOSN and VOSP, and would allow for
agricultural uses and operations by right in accordance with the setbacks and buffers
required in Section 3.4.13 of the GDP. To the extent that an agricultural use existing at
the time of annexation does not conform to the Agricultural Overlay Zone requirements,
that existing agricultural use would become non-conforming. However, it would and
could operate in perpetuity so long as the nonconforming use was not expanded or
cnlarged. The-AO-Districtwowld-alow-existingagricultural-uses-in-the Plan-Arcate

o b

underlyingland-use-designation—The AO Distriet Zone would require buffers between

urban and rural uses (e.g., homes and farms) to reduce common noise, odors, and other

potential nuisance issues, and ensure land use compatibility. Thus, if an owner wanted to

develop a subdivision adjacent to an existing agricultural use or operation, the
subdivision developer would be required to employ the buffers and setbacks outlined in
Section 3.3.13 of the GDP. Similarly, if an owner wanted to establish a new agricultural

use adjacent to a subdivision, that owner would be required to comply with the buffers
and setbacks outlined in Section 3.3.13 of the GDP.

Impact 3.11-7 on page 3.11-50 is revised to clarify the significance conclusion at the end of the
paragraph and show that no mitigation is required.

Impact 3.11-7: Implementation of the proposed project could contribute to a
cumulative increase in incompatible land uses.

As discussed above, much of the Plan Area and land to the north and west of the Plan
Area are used for agricultural operations. As discussed in Impacts 3.11-1 and 3.11-2,
development of new residential units within the Plan Area could conflict with active
agricultural operations. Using the draft PCCP reserve map in Figure 3.11-6 as a base for
future development under cumulative conditions, there is a large amount of land north,
east, and south of the Plan Area that is designated for potential future development. Land
immediately adjacent to the western edge of the Plan Area and out toward the Sutter
County line are planned as part of the reserve acquisition area. Additionally, land
immediately north and west of Lincoln’s existing city limits (i.e., Village 4, Village 6,
Village 7, SUD-A, and SUD-C) is anticipated for future development. With increased
development and urbanization, the potential for conflicts between agricultural and
residential uses would decrease because there would be less land employed for
agricultural uses. Additionally, Lincoln General Plan policies and the AO District
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proposed in the GDP and SP requiring buffers between agricultural and urban uses would
help reduce impacts. Also, with less agricultural land, there would not be as much noise,
dust, or odors that could negatively affect new residential development. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant incremental contribution to

this impact and the cumulative impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

None required.

Section 3.12, Noise
Page 3.12-34, last paragraph is revised to read:

Exterior aircraft noise levels within Compatibility Zones C2 and D would be exposed to
aircraft noise levels less than 55 dBA CNEL and would not exceed 60 dBA CNEL. As
stated-in-the Placer- Therefore, this would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Page 3.12-35, the full text of Mitigation Measure 3.9-6 has been added to Mitigation Measure
3.12-5:

The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-6.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-6

Prior to issuance of the first building permit within 500 feet of the airstrip, the
project applicant shall purchase and/or relocate the easement and upon
purchase or relocation, abandon the airstrip by filing the appropriate
documentation with the Placer County Recorder’s Office.

Section 3.15, Transportation and Circulation

The County of Placer’s Impact Analysis Methodology of Assessment memorandum was
reviewed. In response to this comment, the significance criteria for traffic impacts at intersections
beginning on page 3.15-31 is revised to read:

Traffic Conditions

The following significance criteria related to traffic conditions reflect whether the project
would conflict with applicable policies related to the performance of the vehicular
circulation system.? These criteria take into account the applicable vehicle LOS policies
and standards for the City of Lincoln, Caltrans, Placer County, and City of Roseville.

2 Association of Environmental Professionals, 2014. 2014 CEQA Statute and Guidelines. p. 283. Sample Question

XVlLa.

Village 5 Specific Plan 2-11 ESA /130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Intersections
Impacts to traffic conditions at intersections are considered significant if the proposed
project would:

Cause an signalized intersection operating at an acceptable LOS (without the
project) to operate at an unacceptable LOS (with the project);

Cause an unsignalized intersection operating at an acceptable LOS (without the
project) to operate at an unacceptable LOS (with the project) and cause the

intersection to meet the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices

(MUTCD) peak hour signal warrant (§4C.04, Warrant 3);

Increase the average vehicle delay for a City of Lincoln;-Ceunty-efPlaecer; or City
of Roseville study intersection by five seconds or more that is already (or projected
to be) operating at an unacceptable LOS (without project). This is consistent with
previous environmental studies adopted by the City of Lincoln;3

Increase the overall average intersection vehicle delay at a County of Placer

signalized study intersection by four seconds or more at an intersection that is
already operating at an unacceptable .OS (without project);

Increase the average vehicle delay at a County of Placer unsignalized study
intersection by 2.5 seconds or more at an intersection that is already operating at an
unacceptable LOS (without project); or

Increase the average vehicle delay for a Caltrans study intersection by one second
or more that is already (or projected to be) operating at an unacceptable LOS
(without project), as prescribed by Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies.

In addition to consistency with previously adopted environmental studies, the “five
second” threshold identified above for City of Lincoln and City of Roseville intersections
allows for daily fluctuation in traffic volumes along major roadways, as documented in
Variability in Traffic Monitoring Data.* Peak hour traffic volumes are not identical from
day-to-day. This fluctuation in traffic coupled with variable travel conditions, such as
weather or collisions, results in variations in delay from day-to-day. The “five second”
delay threshold is intended to account for these normal variations in traffic conditions.

The County of Placer’s Impact Analysis Methodology of Assessment memorandum was

reviewed. In response to this comment, the significance criteria for traffic impacts on roadway

segments beginning on page 3.15-33 is revised to read:

4

City of Lincoln, 2009. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Village 7 Specific Plan Project. June 2009.

Wright, Tommy, Patricia Hu, Jennifer Young, and An Lu, 1997. Variability in Traffic Monitoring Data: Final
Summary Report. August 1997. Table 5, p. 10.
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Roadway Facilities
Impacts to traffic conditions on roadway segments are considered significant if the
proposed project would:

. Cause a roadway segment operating at an acceptable LOS (without the project) to
operate at an unacceptable LOS (with the project); or

. Increase the volume to capacity ratio by 0.0+5 or more for a roadway segment that
is already (or projected to be) operating at an unacceptable LOS (without project).

I:'meel-ﬂ—.

All study roadway segments are located within unincorporated Placer County. Per Placer
County General Plan policy 3.A.7 and Sunset Industrial Area Plan policy 2.B.1, LOS A-
C is considered acceptable, while LOS D-F is considered unacceptable.

The last paragraph on page 3.15-57 and the bullets at the top of page 3.15-58 are revised to read:

In addition to these land development adjustments, several adjustments were made to the
roadway network in the 2025 Placer County TDF model. This study verified that the
internal circulation improvements associated with the land developments listed above
were included in the cumulative model. This analysis also cross-references the SACOG
MTP/SCS financially constrained transportation project list to verify that the reasonably
foreseeable funded transportation infrastructure improvements are included. This
includes the following transportation improvements in the study area.

. Widen Nicolaus Road from 2 to 4 lanes from Airport Road to Aviation Boulevard

. Widen East Joiner Parkway from 4 to 6 lanes from Ferrari Ranch Road to Sterling
Parkway

. Extend Ferrari Ranch Road from existing City Limit to Moore Road

. Widen Twelve Bridges Drive from 2 to 4 lanes from Industrial Boulevard to

SR 65; includes interchange improvements at SR 65

° Widen Industrial Boulevard from 2 to 4 lanes from Athens Avenue to SR 65

. Replace 2 lane bridge with a 4-lane bridge on Nelson Lane over Markham Ravine

. Placer Parkway Phase I — construct a new 4-lane divided facility with an
interchange at SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway alignment. Includes at grade
intersection at Foothills Boulevard.
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. Whitney Ranch Parkway — construct a new 6-lane facility from SR 65 to Wildcat
Boulevard

In addition, the City of Lincoln PFE includes funding for the following transportation
improvement:

° SR 65/Nicolaus Road — construct a new interchange at SR 65/Nicolaus Road

Figure 3.15-9 presents the future number of travel lanes on the major roadways in the
study area with the transportation improvements summarized above.

Pages 3.15-67 through 3.15-70, Table 3.15-16 and the text that follows are revised to read:

TABLE 3.15-16.
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS

AM. 21 C 25 Cc

1. SR 65/Riosa Road Caltrans Signal
P.M. 36 D 42 D
AM. 21 C 23 C

2. SR 65/Wise Road Caltrans Signal
P.M. 39 D 76 E
AM. 55 D >150 E

3. Nelson Lane/SR 65 Caltrans Signal
P.M. 46 D >150 E
4. SR 65 SB Ramps/Ferrari Caltrans Signal AM. 61 E 110 F
Ranch Rd. P.M. 11 B 36 D
5. SR 65 NB Ramps/Ferrari Caltrans Signal AM. 18 B 19 B
Ranch Rd. P.M. 28 c 32 c
6. SR 65 SB On-Ramp/Lincoln Caltrans Signal AM. 5 A 5 A
Blvd. P.M. 25 c 25 c
7. SR 65 NB Off-RampiLincoln Caltrans Signal AM. 4 A 3 A
Blvd. P.M. 3 A 4 A
8. SR 65 SB Ramps/Twelve Caltrans Signal AM. 35 C 47 D
Bridges Dr. P.M. 17 B 30 C
9. SR 65 NB Ramps/Twelve . AM. 55 E 61 E

) Caltrans Signal
Brldges Dr. P.M. 46 D 52 D
AM. 85 F 89 F

10. Nelson Lane/Nicolaus Road City of Lincoln AWSC
P.M. 87 F 91 F
AM. 98 F >150 E

11. Airport Road/Nicolaus Road City of Lincoln SSSC
P.M. >150 F >150 E
: : AM. 22 C 25 Cc

12. .éomgr Parkway/Nicolaus City of Lincoln Signal
o P.M. 25 C 53 D
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TABLE 3.15-16.

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No

Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS
; AM. 9 A 12 B
13. Dowd Road/Nicolaus Road L;?mcorgorateg SSSC
acer County P.M. 11 B 11 B
; AM. 23 C 20 Cc
14. Old Nelson Lane/Moore Road LFJJInmcog)orategi SSSC
acer County P.M. 19 c 38 E
; AM. 41 E 78 E
15. Fiddyment Road/Moore Road ~ prinoc®O2ed apsc = -
acer Lounty P.M. 56 F E E
16. Fiddyment Road/Athens Unincorporated Signal AM. 542150 DE  110>150 E
Avenue Placer County AWSC PM. 45>150 DE  125>150 E
17. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Unincorporated sSSC AM. 108 F 2150 F
Road Placer County P.M. 20 C >150 E
18. Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Unincorporated Signal AM. 222150 CE 272130 CE
Bivd. Placer County SSSC P.M. 142>150 F 145>150 E
19. Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks City of Sional AM. 63 E 63 E
Blvd. Roseville 9 P.M. 76 E 85 E
20. Fiddyment Road/Pleasant City of Sianal AM. >150 F >150 F
Grove Blvd. Roseville 9 P.M. >150 F >150 F
21. Fiddyment Road/Baseline City of Signal AM.  >150 F >150 E
Road Roseville P.M. >150 F >150 F
; AM. 14 B >150 E
22. Dowd Road/Moore Road g?'”mrg‘”ate? sssC =
acer County P.M. 29 D >150 E
23. Sorrento Parkway/Moore Unincorporated SSSC AM. 12 B 12 B
Road Placer County P.M. 13 B 13 B
; AM. 21 C 27 C
24. gorrerr]]tlg Pa:jrkway/Ferrarl City of Lincoln Signal
anch Roa P.M. 17 B 21 C
25. Caledon Circle/Ferrari Ranch . . . AM. >150 F 2150 E
City of Lincoln Signal
Road P.M. 36 D 38 D
: : AM. 25 C 29 Cc
26. g{omzr Parkway/Ferrari Ranch City of Lincoln Signal
oa P.M. 28 C 43 D
AM. 43 D 46 D
27. Joiner Parkway/1st Street City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 23 C 23 C
28. Lincoln Blvd./Ferrari Ranch Citv of Lincol Sianal AM. 21 C 22 C
Road ity of Lincoln igna
P.M. 37 D 41 D
AM. 66 E 69 E
29. Lincoln Blvd./1st Street City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 33 C 26 C
30. Lincoln Blvd./McBean Park Gity of Lincol Sional AM. 28 c 34 ¢
Drive ity of Lincoln igna
P.M. 57 E 56 E
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TABLE 3.15-16.
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No

Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS
AM. 30 Cc 42 D
31. Lincoln Blvd./7th Street City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 28 C 32 C
AM. 25 C 48 E
32. Lakeside Drive/Nicolaus Road City of Lincoln AWSC
P.M. 20 C 47 E
; ; AM. 14 B 34 D
33. ;eaIdHoIIow Drive/Nicolaus City of Lincoln AWSC = =
0o P.M. 15 B 43 E
AM. 10 B 10 B
34. Sterling Parkway/Lincoln Blvd.  City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 13 B 13 B
35. Industrial Avenue/Athens Unincorporated Signal AM. 56 E 58 E
Avenue Placer County 9 P.M. 129 F 126 F
36. Industrial Avenue/Twelve Unincorporated Signal AM. 20 B 16 B
Bridges Dr. Placer Count 'gna
9 y P.M. 18 B 15 B
AM. - - 82 E
37. Dowd Road/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - - 147 E
AM. - - 15 B
38. “A Street’/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* SSSC
P.M. - - 18 C
AM. - - 16 B
39. Ruth Avenue/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - - 7 A
AM. - - 55 D
40. Nelson Lane/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - - 9 E
AM. - - 9 A
41. Dowd Road/Rachel Avenue City of LincoIn* Signal
P.M. - - 14 B
AM. - - 14 B
42. “A Street’/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln* AWSC
P.M. - - 17 C
AM. - - 15 Cc
43. Ruth Avenue/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln*  Roundabout
P.M. - - 19 o
AM. - - 15 B
44. Nelson Lane/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - - 20 Cc
AM. - - 5 A
45. Dowd Road/’B Street” City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - - 5 A
AM. - - 8 A
46. “A Street’/’B Street” City of Lincoln* AWSC
P.M. - - 8 A
AM. - - 13 B
47. Moore Road/”A Street” City of Lincoln* SSSC
P.M. - - 16 o
NOTES:

1.

2.

For signalized, roundabout, and all-way stop controlled (AWSC) intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per

vehicle for all approaches.

For side-street stop controlled (SSSC) intersections, the LOS and average delay for the movement with the highest delay is reported,
along with the overall intersection delay in parentheses.
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TABLE 3.15-16.
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak

Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS

3. Intersections that are currently in unincorporated Placer County that would be incorporated into the CTty of Lincoln under existing plus
project conditions.

4. Proposed project Intersections that do not exist under existing conditions. They are assumed to be incorporated into the City of
Lincoln under existing plus project conditions.
Delays greater than 2.5 minutes are reported as greater than 150 seconds due to model insensitivity for heavily congested
conditions.
BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.
UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

Caltrans

. The following Caltrans intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS E or F under
cumulative no project and/or cumulative plus project conditions:

o] SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Ferrari Ranch Road (#4): LOS E during the a.m.
peak hour under cumulative no project conditions; LOS F during the a.m.
peak hour under cumulative plus project conditions

o] SR 65 Northbound Ramps/Twelve Bridges Drive (#9): LOS E during the
a.m. peak hour under both cumulative scenarios

. The following Caltrans intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS E or F under
cumulative plus project conditions only:

o] SR 65/Wise Road (#2): LOS E during the p.m. peak hour under cumulative
plus project conditions

o] SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3): LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under
cumulative plus project conditions

Placer County

. The following Placer County intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS D, E,
or F under cumulative no project and/or cumulative plus project conditions:

o Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16): LOS BF during the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours under both cumulative ne-proeject-conditions-scenarios: FOSE

(o] Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17): LOS F during the a.m. peak hour
under cumulative no project conditions; LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours under cumulative plus project conditions

o] Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18): LOS F during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours under both cumulative scenarios

o] Industrial Avenue/Athens Avenue (#35): LOS E during the a.m. peak hour
under both cumulative scenarios and LOS F during the p.m. peak hour under
both cumulative scenarios
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The text beginning under the heading Roadways beginning on page 3.15-70 through the
discussion of Freeways ending at the top of page 3.15-74 is revised to read:

Roadways

Table 3.15-17 presents the daily traffic volumes for each roadway segment and the
corresponding LOS under Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. Based on the results presented in Table 3.15-17, the following roadway
segments are anticipated to operate at LOS F under both Cumulative No Project and
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions:

. Fiddyment Road — Moore Road to Athens Avenue

. Fiddyment Road — Athens Avenue to Roseville City Limits
. Athens Avenue — Fiddyment Road to Foothills Boulevard

On beth-of the roadway segments listed above, the project’s incremental contribution in
traffic increases the volume to capacity ratio by more than 0.045.

The results presented in Table 3.15-17 are discussed in more detail in Impact 3.15-20.

TABLE 3.15-17.
DAILY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project
Daily Traffic Daily Traffic
Roadway Segment Classification Volume vic LOS Volume vic LOS

Fiddyment Road
Moore Road to Athens Avenue 2-lane Arterial 21,100 1.06 F 28,800 1.44 E
Athens Avenue to Roseville City ) 069 B 075 c
Limits 4-lane Arterial 27,500 1.38 E 30,000 1.50 E
Athens Avenue
Fiddyment Road to Foothills 2ane Arterial 22,400 112 F 23,000 115 F
Boulevard — =
NOTES:

1. High-Access Controlled Arterial, per the definition outlined in Table 4-16 of the Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR.
2. VIC = Volume-to-capacity ratio.
3. Level of service based on thresholds presented in Table 3.15-3 from the Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

Highways

Table 3.15-18 presents the a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes for each highway
segment and the corresponding LOS under cumulative no project and cumulative plus
project conditions. Based on the results presented in Table 3.15-18, all study highway
segments operate at an acceptable LOS based on the Concept LOS identified in the SR 65
CSMP. SR 65 north of Riosa Road operates at LOS E under both cumulative scenarios,
which is considered acceptable per the SR 65 CSMP. SR 65 from Nelsont-ane Wise
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Road to Riosa Road operates at an acceptable LOS B or better for both the cumulative
scenarios.

Freeways

The SR 65/Nicolaus Road interchange would change the designation of SR 65 from
Nelson Lane to Wise Road from a multi-lane highway with at-grade intersections to a
fully access-controlled freeway. Therefore, these segments of SR 65 are analyzed as
freeway segments under cumulative conditions.

Table 3.15-19 presents the a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic operations on the study
freeway segments under cumulative no project and cumulative plus project conditions.

The following summarizes the key intersection traffic operations results on the study
freeway segments:

. SR 65 Northbound during the a.m. peak hour: the merge segments at the Placer
Parkway loop on-ramp and Whitney Ranch Parkway on-ramp are anticipated to
operate at LOS D, while the freeway segments from Placer Parkway to the Twelve
Bridges Drive off-ramp are anticipated to operate at LOS E under cumulative no
project conditions. The project’s incremental contribution under cumulative plus
project conditions is anticipated to degrade the traffic operations to LOS F
conditions from the Whitney Ranch Parkway on-ramp to the Twelve Bridges Drive
off-ramp.

TABLE 3.15-18.
HIGHWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project

Performance Performance
Location Peak Hour Direction Metric LOS Metric LOS
State Route 65 — Two Lane Highway! PTSF ATS (mph) PTSF ATS (mph)
A.M. Combined 93 35 E 95 33
North of Riosa Road
P.M. Combined 94 33 E 96 29 E
. . Density Density
State Route 65 — Multilane Highway?
i (pepmpl) (pepmpl)
Northbound 8 A 9 A
AM.
Southbound 10 A 12 B
Riosa Road to Wise Road
b M Northbound 9 A 13 B
o Southbound 12 B 14 B
Nerthbound 10 A LLE A
AM-
_ Seuthbound 10 A H B
Wise-Road-to-Nelson-tane
Nerthbound 10 A LLE B
PM-
Southbound 12 B 13 B
NOTES:

1. Percent Time Spent Following (PTSF), Average Travel Speed (ATS), and LOS are calculated for two-lane highway segments using
the methodologies and procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010).

2. Density is reported in passenger car equivalents per mile per lane (pcpmpl). Directional densities and LOS results for multilane
highway segments are calculated using the methodologies and procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research
Board, 2010).

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015
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TABLE 3.15-19.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS - CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative Plus

Cumulative No Project Project
Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density’ LOS Density’ LOS
Northbound SR 65
Weave? AM. - D - D
Sunset Blvd. to Placer Parkway
Basic® P.M. 20 C 24 C
AM. 32 D 39 E
Placer Parkway Loop On-Ramp Merge
P.M. 38 E - F
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Slip On- M AM. 30 D ) F
Ram erge i
P P.M. - F : E
Placer Pkwy. to Twelve Bridges Basic AM. 36 E - E
Dr. P.M. - F : E
AM. 38 E - F
Twelve Bridges Drive Off-Ramp Diverge
P.M. - F : E
Twelve Bridges Drive to Lincoln Weave? AM. - D B E
Bivd. P.M. - F : E
AM. 14 B 18 C
Ferrari Ranch Road Off-Ramp Diverge
P.M. 18 B 22 C
AM. 16 B 26 C
Ferrari Ranch Road On-Ramp Merge
P.M. 16 B 26 C
Ferrari Ranch Road to Nelson Basic AM. 14 B 24 c
Lane P.M. 14 B 24 c
AM. 1 B 1 B
Nelson Lane to Nicol R Basic
B.M. 10 A 10 A
_ _ AM. 15 B 15 B
Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp Diverge
BM. 14 B 14 B
. AM. 14 B 14 B
Nicolaus Road On-Ramp Merge
PM. 14 B 16 B
A.M. 10 A 9 A
Ni R Vise R Basi
- T B.M. 10 A 1 B
Southbound SR 65
AM. 10 A 1 B
Vise R Ni R Basi
BM. 10 A 12 B
AM. 14 B 15 B
P.M. 14 B 16 B
Nicolaus R R M A.M. 13 B 13 B
1 n-nam Merge
PM. 14 B 16 B
Village 5 Specific Plan 2-20 ESA /130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 3.15-19.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative Plus

Cumulative No Project Project
Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density’ LOS Density’ LOS

AM. 10 A 10 A

Nicolaus Road. to Nelson Lane Basic
P.M. 1 B 13 B
Nelson Lane to Ferrari Ranch Basi AM. 14 B 23 c

Road asic
o P.M. 17 B 29 D
AM. 18 B 29 D

Ferrari Ranch Road Off-Ramp Diverge
P.M. 22 Cc 34 D
Ferrari Ranch Road Loop On- Basic AM. 13 B 18 B
Ramp P.M. 11 A 16 B
Ferrari Ranch Road Slip On- M AM. 24 C 29 D

Ram erge
P P.M. 15 B 20 B
Lincoln Blvd. to Twelve Bridges W 2 AM. - E - E

Dri eave
rive P.M. - E : E
AM. - F : E

Twelve Bridges Drive On-Ramp Merge
P.M. - F : E
Twelve Bridges Dr. to Placer Basi AM. 44 E = E
Pkw asic i F
Y. P.M. 43 E : E
. AM. - F - F
Placer Parkway Off-Ramp Diverge M. ) F ; F
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Loop On- Merge AM. 35 D - E
Ramp P.M. 35 E : E
AM. 21 Cc 26 D

Placer Parkway to Sunset Blvd. Basic®
P.M. 22 Cc 27 D

NOTES:

1. Density is reported in passenger car equivalents per mile per lane (pcpmpl). Density is unable to be calculated for LOS F conditions.
2. Per Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, weave sections are analyzed using the Leisch Method as described

in Chapter 500 of the Highway Design Manual. Weave LOS results are based on service volume (density not calculated).

3. Based on the Leisch Method analysis, these weave segments are analyzed as basic segments because the weave calculation
indicates that the segment falls outside the realm of weaving.
BOLD text indicates the freeway segment operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the Concept LOS presented in the SR 65

CSMP.

UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

. SR 65 Northbound during the p.m. peak hour: the merge segment at the Placer
Parkway loop on-ramp is anticipated to operate at LOS E, while the freeway
segments north of Placer Parkway from the Whitney Ranch Parkway on-ramp to
Lincoln Boulevard off-ramp are anticipated to operate at LOS F under cumulative
no project conditions. The project’s incremental contribution under cumulative plus
project conditions is anticipated to add more than 700 peak hour vehicles of

demand during the p.m. peak hour to these segments, causing worse LOS F

conditions from the Placer Parkway loop on-ramp to the Lincoln Boulevard oft-

ramp.
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. SR 65 Southbound — the southbound direction of SR 65 is anticipated to operate at
LOS E or F conditions from the Lincoln Boulevard on-ramp to the Placer Parkway
off-ramp during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under cumulative no project
conditions. The project’s incremental contribution under cumulative plus project
conditions is anticipated to add more than 800 peak hour vehicles of demand
during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hour to these segments, causing worse LOS F
conditions from the Lincoln Boulevard on-ramp to the Whitney Ranch Parkway
loop on-ramp.

As shown in Table 3.15-19 and described above, several segments of SR 65 between
Placer Parkway and Lincoln Boulevard are anticipated to operate at either LOS E or F
conditions under both cumulative no project and cumulative plus project conditions. The
segments of LOS F operations are considered unacceptable. The project’s incremental
contribution under cumulative plus project conditions further degrades the anticipated
LOS F operations.

Impact 3.15-4 beginning on page 3.15-82 is revised to read:

Impact 3.15-4: Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic levels
at intersections under the County of Placer’s jurisdiction.

The vehicle traffic added by the proposed project would cause two County of Placer
intersections operating at an acceptable LOS under existing conditions to operate at an
unacceptable LOS under existing plus project conditions. This is considered a potentially
significant impact.

The following list identifies the intersections that would be significantly impacted by
traffic generated by the proposed project during each peak hour:

AM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — LOS A to LOS E (meets California
MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — LOS B to LOS D (does not meet
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

PM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — LOS B to LOS F (meets California
MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — LOS C to LOS F (meets California
MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)
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The discussion of traffic operations with the improvements in Impact 3.15-6 and Mitigation
Measure 3.15-6 beginning on page 3.15-85 is modified as follows to reflect additional analysis:

Impact 3.15-6: Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic levels
at intersections maintained by Caltrans.

The vehicle traffic added by the proposed project would cause the Nelson Lane/SR 65
(#3) intersection to operate at an unacceptable LOS under existing plus project
conditions. This is considered a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-6

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the construction of
the new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3), as supported by Lincoln General
Plan Policy T-2.9. As described in Section 3.15.2, the City of Lincoln is in the
process of updating its PFE fee program. This interchange is included in the City’s
updated PFE fee program. Therefore, the project applicants shall pay their fair
share towards these improvements through the City of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee
program and ensure that they are constructed prior to the service level degrading
to an unacceptable LOS-B-orworse LOS F.

To initiate the Caltrans project development process towards implementing the
new interchange, the project applicant shall fund the preparation of a Project
Study Report — Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) document for a new

interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3) in coordination with the City of Lincoln

and Caltrans. The Caltrans project development process will determine the
ultimate configuration of the new interchange and ensure that the ultimate
configuration provides acceptable operations (i.e., LOS) based on Caltrans
standards. Through the Caltrans project development process, the following
intersection control options may be considered in accordance with Caltrans’
Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) policy:

. Unsignalized (side street stop controlled);

o Roundabout — Single or multi-lane;

. Diverging diamond interchange;

o Signalized spread diamond;

. Signalized single point urban interchange; or
. Signalized partial cloverleaf.

While the PSR-PDS process would determine the ultimate configuration of the
interchange, the City and project applicant assumed a six-lane signalized partial
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cloverleaf interchange for this analysis based on the available footprint and the
planned circulation network identified in the Village 5 Specific Plan. Since the six-
lane partial cloverleaf provides the greatest capacity and has the largest footprint
of the options listed above, it was determined that this configuration would verify
whether an interchange would adequately mitigate the project’s impact on traffic
operations (i.e., if a six-lane partial cloverleaf does not meet LOS standards,
additional mitigation may be necessary). Analysis presented in Table 3.15-23
shows that the six-lane signalized partial cloverleaf interchange provides
acceptable operations with the following lane configurations at the interchange
ramp terminal intersections: Fhe-foHewing-lane-configurations-are-necessary-to

° SR 65 Northbound Ramps/Nelson Lane intersection:

i. Northbound SR 65 off-ramp: one left-turn lane, one shared left-right turn
lane, and one right turn lane

ii. Northbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane
onto the northbound SR 65 loop on-ramp

iii. Southbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane
onto the northbound SR 65 slip on-ramp

. SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Nelson Lane intersection:
iv. Southbound SR 65 off-ramp: one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane

v. Northbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane
onto the southbound SR 65 slip on-ramp

vi. Southbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane
onto the southbound SR 65 loop on-ramp

Since the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange would not be built prior to (or needed
for) the initial phases of the project, project applicants shall prepare a traffic stud
that at a minimum identifies the level of service at the SR 65/Nelson Lane

intersection prior to the construction of the new SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange.
The traffic study shall be prepared concurrent with the submittal of any application
for a tentative tract map, parcel map, or commercial site plan development. The
traffic study shall identify any necessary interim improvements to provide
acceptable traffic operations, such as striping, temporary widening, or signal
timing changes. Any identified improvements shall be included as conditions of
approval of any final subdivision maps or commercial site plans and be
implemented prior to the issuance of any occupancy permits. The traffic study shall
be prepared for the City of Lincoln and provided to Caltrans for review.

Village 5 Specific Plan 2-24 ESA /130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Table 3.15-23 presents the resulting intersection operations with this-imprevement-in
plaee a six-lane signalized partial cloverleaf interchange in place at SR 65/Nelson Lane.
As shown in Table 3.15-23, the ramp intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS B
or better with a six-lane signalized cloverleaf interchange.

TABLE 3.15-23.

CALTRANS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Existing Plus
Existing Existing Plus Project with
Conditions Project Mitigation
Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction  Hour Delay’ LOS Delay! LOS Delay' LOS

3a. Nelson Lane/SR 65 (NB AM. 22 c >150 E 13 B
Caltrans

Ramps) P.M. 21 c >150 E 18 B

3b. Nelson Lane/SR 65 SB AM. 8 A
Caltrans

Ramps P.M. A

NOTES:

1. Average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches.
2. BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.
3. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

The addition of a new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane would result in additional
diverge and merge segments on the freeway system. Table 3.15-23A presents the
resulting freeway operations with this improvement in place. As shown in

Table 3.15-23A, the freeway ramp merge and diverge segments would operate at an
acceptable LOS C or better with the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange.

Existing Existing Plus Existing Plus
Northbound SR 65
Eerrari Ranch Road Basic AM. 8 A 22 c 22 [0}
to Nelson Lane = P.M. 7 A 18 c 18 c
Nelson Lane Off- Diver AM. 24 o]
Ramp =hEne P.M. 23 C
Nelson Lane Loop M AM. 10 A
Merge
n-Ram P.M. 10 A
Nelson Lane Slip On= oo AM. 2 A
Ramp P.M. 9 A
. AM 6 A
Nelson Lane lo Wise Basic
Road P.M 6 A
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TABLE 3.15-23A.
EREEWAY OPERATIONS —
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Density' = LOS  Density' LOS  Density’ LOS
Southbound SR 65
Wise Road to Nelson AM. z A
Lane — P.M. 8 A
Nelson Lane Off- Diver AM. 10 B
Ramp Eherge P.M 12 B
Nelsonlaneloop .- AM. u B
On-Ramp verge P.M 15 B
Nelson Lane Slip On- AM. 15 B

Merge

Ramp P.M 22 (o]
Nelson Lane fo AM. 8 A 17 B 17 B
Seson _ane Basic
Eerrari Ranch Road D
Ferrari Ranch R P.M 9 A 25 o] 25 C

Impact Significance After Mitigation: With the construction of a new interchange at
SR 65/Nelson Lane as described in Mitigation Measure 3.15-6, the traffic operations at
the impacted intersection would be improved to an acceptable LOS. However, not all of
the traffic-related improvements would be funded by the City’s PFE. Further, even if the
SPRTA fee program is approved by the voters, the program would only partially fund the
necessary improvements. Because the project-related traffic improvements are not fully
funded, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact 3.15-17 and Mitigation Measure 3.15-17 beginning on page 3.15-98 is revised to read:

Impact 3.15-17: Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at intersections under the County of Placer’s jurisdiction.

The proposed project would add vehicle traffic to four County of Placer intersections
anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under cumulative no project conditions. At
the intersections of EiddymentRoad/W—SunsetBoulevard (#H8)and Industrial Avenue/
Athens Avenue (#35), the implementation of the proposed project would not increase
delay by more than five_four seconds. Since the proposed project’s incremental effect

would increase delay by less than five_four seconds over cumulative no project
conditions, the project is anticipated to have a less than cumulatively considerable

impact at these intersections.
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At the intersections of Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16),-and Fiddyment Road/

E. Catlett Road (#17), and Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18), the incremental
addition of project traffic is anticipated to increase delay by five 2.5 seconds or more over
cumulative no project conditions and meet the California MUTCD peak hour signal
warrant. Therefore, the project is considered to make a cumulatively considerable

contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact.

The following list provides additional information regarding the intersections that would
be significantly impacted under cumulative plus project conditions by the incremental
addition of vehicle traffic generated by the proposed project during each peak hour:

AM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — delay increases from 54 440 seconds
(LOS BF) to H6-763 seconds (LOS F) (meets California MUTCD Peak Hour
Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17) — delay increases from 108 seconds

(LOS F) to 538 seconds (LOS F) (meets California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal
Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — delay increases from >1,000
seconds (LOS F) to >3,000 seconds (LOS F) (meets California MUTCD Peak Hour
Signal Warrant)

PM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — delay increases from 45 550 seconds

(LOS BF) to 25 847 seconds (LOS F) (meets California MUTCD Peak Hour
Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17) — delay increases from 20 seconds (LOS C)
to 844 seconds (LOS F) (meets California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — delay increases from 455 seconds
(LOS F) to >1,000 seconds (LOS F) (meets California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal
Warrant)

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-17

a)  For the intersection at Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) and Fiddyment
Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18), the project applicants shall implement

Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 and widening of Fiddyment Road consistent with
Mitigation Measure 3.15-20.

b)  For the intersection at Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17), the project
applicant shall pay their fair share costs towards the following
improvements:
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— Widening the northbound and southbound approaches to include two
through lanes; this is consistent with Mitigation Measure 3.15-2120(a).

— Adding a northbound left-turn pocket.
— Signalizing the intersection with protected northbound left-turn phasing

— Widening the eastbound approach to include a left-turn pocket and right-
turn lane. Provide an overlap phase for the eastbound right-turn
movement.

Table 3.15-27 presents the resulting intersection operations with the improvement to
mitigate the project’s incremental effect in place.

TABLE 3.15-27.
COUNTY OF PLACER INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative +
Cumulative No Cumulative Plus Project with
Project Project Mitigation
Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Hour  Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
16. Fiddyment Road/Athens Unincorporated AM. 842150 BE 10>150 E 34 C
Avenue Placer County P.M. 45>150 DE 125>150 F 39 D
17. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Unincorporated AM. 108 F 2150 E 22 c
Road Placer County P.M. 20 C >150 F 27 C
Fi Road/W. S nincorporated  AM. 2150 E =150 E 26 o]
Blvd. PlacerCounty pym »150 E >150 E 49 D
NOTES:

1. For signalized intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches.

2. Per the HCM, the LOS and average delay for the lane with the highest delay is reported for side-street stop controlled intersections.
3. BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.
4. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

Impact Significance After Mitigation: With the implementation of Mitigation Measures
3.15-17(a) and 3.15-17(b), the traffic operations at the impacted intersections could be
improved to address the project’s incremental contribution. However, the improvements
listed in Mitigation Measures 3.15-17(a) and 3.15-17(b) are not included in any known
fee program. Since these improvements are not included in a known fee program, there is
no assurance that the remaining funds for construction will be collected. Additionally,
this mitigation requires approvals from agencies other than the City. Since these
improvements are not within the City of Lincoln’s jurisdiction to implement, it cannot be
guaranteed that these improvements will be constructed. Therefore, this impact would be
considered significant and unavoidable.
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The discussion for Mitigation Measure 3.15-19 on page 3.15-103 and 3.15-104 is modified as
follows:

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-19

a)  For SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3a and #3b), implement Mitigation Measure
3.15-6.

b)  For SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Ferrari Ranch Road (#4):

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following
recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at SR 65 Southbound Ramps/
Ferrari Ranch Road. These improvements are included in the City’s updated
PFE fee program. Therefore, the project applicant shall pay their fair share
through the City of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program:

— Widening the eastbound approach to include a dedicated right-turn lane;
channelize the eastbound right-turn movement onto the southbound on-
ramp to allow free right-turn movements.

c) SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Twelve Bridges Drive (#9):

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following
recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at SR 65 Southbound Ramps/
Twelve Bridges Drive. These improvements are included in the City’s
updated PFE fee program. Therefore, the project applicant shall pay their
fair share through the City of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program:

— Restriping the northbound off-ramp converting the existing shared
through-right turn lane to a shared through-left turn lane

Table 3.15-29 presents the resulting intersection operations with these improvements in
place.
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TABLE 3.15-29.
CALTRANS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative +
Cumulative No Cumulative Project with
Project Plus Project Mitigation
Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction  Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
AM. 55 >150 E 21 C
3a. Nelson Lane/SR 65 (NB Ramps) Caltrans
P.M. 46 >150 E 30 Cc
AM. 5 A
3b. Nelson Lane/SR 65 SB Ramps Caltrans
P.M. 7 A
4. SR 65 SB Ramps/Ferrari Ranch AM. 61 E 110 E " B
Rd Caltrans
: P.M. 11 B 36 D 34 C
9. SR 65 NB Ramps/Twelve Calt AM. 55 E 61 E 26 c
Bridges Dr. alftrans
) P.M. 46 D 52 D 40 D
NOTES:

1. For signalized intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches.
2. Per the HCM, the LOS and average delay for the lane with the highest delay is reported for side-street stop controlled

intersections.

3. BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.

4. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

The addition of a new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane would result in additional
diverge and merge segments on the freeway system. Table 3.15-29A is a new table
which presents the resulting freeway operations with this improvement in place. As
shown in Table 3.15-29A, the freeway ramp merge and diverge segments would operate
at an acceptable LOS C or better with the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange, and would not

result in any new significant impacts.

TABLE 3.15-29A.

S Peal Project Project Mitigation

Northbound SR 65
Eerrari Ranch Road to Basi AM. 14 B 24 c 24 c
Eerrari Ranch Road to ,
Nelson Lane = P.M 14 B 24 (o} 24 c

AM. 30 D
Nelson Lane Off-ramp Diverge

AM. 30 D
Nelson Lane L n- Merge AM. 14 B
ramp AM. 13 B
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TABLE 3.15-29A.
EREEWAY OPERATIONS —
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION
Nelson Lane Slip On-ramp Merge - 12 8
nlan i n-ram r

AM. 13 B
Nelson Lane to Nicolaus Basi AM. 1 B 1 B 1 B
Road - AM. 10 A 10 A 10 A
Southbound SR 65
Nicolaus Road to Nelson Basi AM. 10 A 10 A 10 A
Lane o AM. 1 B 13 B 13 B

AM. 14 B
Nelson Lane Off-ramp Diverge

A.M. 17 B
Nelson Lane L n- Mer AM. 19 B
famp AM. 22 C

AM. 22 (¢}
Nelson Lane Slip On-ram Merge

AM. 27 Cc
Nelson Lane to Ferrari AM. 14 B 23 c 23 c
o Basic
Ranch Road AM 17 B 29 D 29 D

Impact 3.15-20 beginning on page 3.15-104 is revised to read:

Impact 3.15-20: Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels on study roadway segments in Placer County.

The proposed project would add vehicle traffic to twe_three study roadway segments in

Placer County that are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under cumulative
no project conditions: Fiddyment Road between Moore Road and Athens Avenue,
Fiddyment Road between Athens Avenue and Roseville City Limits, and Athens Avenue
between Fiddyment Road and Foothills Boulevard. At beth all of these locations, the
implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to increase the volume-to-capacity
ratio by more than 0.01+5. Therefore, the project is anticipated to result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-20

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost to the City for the following
recommended improvements to restore vehicle traffic operations to mitigate the
proposed project’s incremental contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at
each roadway segment.
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a)  Widening Fiddyment Road from Athens Avenue to Moore Road from a two-
lane undivided arterial to a four-lane divided arterial.

b) Widening Fiddyment Road from Roseville City Limits to Athens Avenue from

a two-lane undivided arterial to a four-lane divided arterial.

bc)  Widening Athens Road from Fiddyment Road to Foothills Boulevard from a
two-lane undivided arterial to a four-lane divided arterial.

Table 3.15-30 presents the resulting roadway segment operations with these

improvements in place.

TABLE 3.15-30.
DAILY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS -

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative No Project!

Cumulative Plus Projectt

Cumulative Plus Project
with Mitigation2

Daily Daily Daily
Roadway Segment Traffic V/IC® LOS* Traffic V/C® LOS* Traffic VI/IC® LOS*
Fiddyment Road
Moore Road to Athens Avenue 21,100 1.06 28,800 1.44 E 28,800 0.72 C
Athens Avenue to Roseville City Limi 27500 138 F 30000 150 F 30000 075 C
Athens Avenue
Fiddyment Road to Foothills Boulevard 22,400 1.12 F 23,000 1.15 E 23,000 0.58 A

NOTES:

1. Both study segments are analyzed as two-lane, high-access controlled arterials, per the definition outlined in Table 4-16 of the Placer
County Countywide General Plan Final EIR, under cumulative no project and cumulative plus project conditions.
2. Both study segments are analyzed as four-lane, high-access controlled arterials, per the definition outlined in Table 4-16 of the Placer
County Countywide General Plan Final EIR, with mitigation.

3. V/C = Volume-to-capacity ratio.

4. Level of service based on thresholds presented in Table 3.15-3 from the Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

Impact Significance After Mitigation: With the implementation of Mitigation Measures
3.15-20(a)-(c)-and-3-15-20(b), the traffic operations at the impacted roadways would be
improved to an acceptable LOS. However, the improvements listed in Mitigation
Measures 3.15-20(a)-(c)-and-3-+5-20(b) are not included in any known fee program. This
mitigation also requires approvals from other agencies. Since these improvements are not

included in a known fee program, there is no assurance that the remaining funds for

construction will be collected. Furthermore, since these improvements are not within the

City of Lincoln’s jurisdiction to implement, it cannot be guaranteed that these

improvements would be constructed. Therefore, this impact would be considered

significant and unavoidable.

Impact 3.15-22 and explanation following Mitigation Measure 3.15-22 beginning on page

3.15-106 are revised to read:
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Impact 3.15-22: Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels on study freeway facilities maintained by Caltrans 11
f Rocklin.

as roadways in the Cit

The incremental addition of vehicle traffic generated by the proposed project would add

traffic to the study freeway segments and would contribute to unacceptable traffic

operations under cumulative plus project conditions. Furthermore, the addition of project

trips to SR 65 under cumulative plus project conditions would also cause traffic to use

alternate routes on local streets parallel to SR 65, potentially affecting these roadways.
Table 3.15-31 identifies the amount of peak hour trips that the proposed project would

add to freeway segments operating at LOS F conditions under cumulative plus project

conditions. As shown in Table 3.15-31, the proposed project is expected to add more than

60 peak hour trips to these freeway segments operating at LOS F conditions. Therefore,

the project is considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a

potentially significant cumulative impact.

TABLE 3.15-1.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus Project

Segment  Peak
Location Type Hour Density LOS Density LOS  Project Trips

Northbound SR 65

AM. 32 D 39 E 700
Placer Parkway Loop On-Ramp Merge

P.M. 38 E - E 740

AM. 30 D - E 700
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Slip On-Ramp Merge - -

P.M. - F - E 740

AM. 36 E - E 700
Placer Pkwy. to Twelve Bridges Dr. Basic - - -

P.M. - F - E 740

AM. 38 E - F 700
Twelve Bridges Drive Off-Ramp Diverge

P.M. - F - E 740

AM. - D - E 870
Twelve Bridges Drive to Lincoln Blvd. Weave

P.M. - F - E 860
Southbound SR 65

AM. - E - E 1,000
Lincoln Blvd. to Twelve Bridges Drive Weave - -

P.M. - E - E 1,020

AM. - F - E 850
Twelve Bridges Drive On-Ramp Merge - - —_

P.M. - F - E 830

AM. 44 E - E 850
Twelve Bridges Dr. to Placer Pkwy. Basic - - —_

P.M. 43 E - E 830

AM. - F - E 850
Placer Parkway Off-Ramp Diverge - - —_

P.M. - F - E 830

AM. 35 D - E 850
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Loop On-Ramp Merge - - -

P.M. 35 E - E 740

NOTES:

1. Density is reported in passenger car equivalents per mile per lane (pcpmpl). Density is unable to be calculated for LOS F conditions.
2. Per Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, weave sections are analyzed using the Leisch Method as described
in Chapter 500 of the Highway Design Manual. Weave LOS results are based on service volume (density not calculated).
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 3.15-1.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project

Segment  Peak

Location Type Hour Density LOS Density LOS Project Trips

3. Based on the Leisch Method analysis, these weave segments are analyzed as basic segments because the weave calculation
indicates that the segment falls outside the realm of weaving.
4. BOLD text indicates the freeway segment operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the Concept LOS presented in the SR 65

CSMP.

5. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.15-22

The project applicants shall pay their fair share of improvements for impacts to
SR 65 the-above-freeway-impaets. The fair share payment shall consist of the
appropriate SPRTA Fees to help fund improvements to SR 65. A number of
different improvements may be considered by Caltrans and the City of Lincoln to
restore operations to acceptable levels at the impacted locations. Improvements to
SR 65 could take the form of auxiliary lanes between interchanges, an additional
general purpose or High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction of

SR 65, ramp metering, additional deceleration/acceleration areas at affected
ramps, increased parallel street capacity, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
solutions, and other options. This mitigation measure would require the project
applicant(s) to pay their fair share of future improvements to SR 65. SRRTA
SPRTA funding for the SR 65 widening project is currently estimated to be

$67 million of the estimated total cost of $95 million for the project.

Funding of these improvements would provide additional capacity on SR 65, and prevent
the secondary cumulative impacts of SR 65 trip traffic diversion to parallel local
roadways.

Section 3.16, Utilities and Infrastructure

Page 3.16-3, the last sentence of the first paragraph is revised to read:

However, with the recent slowdown in the economy and subsequent slowdown in new
construction, the City anticipates a need for up to 268,336 13,035AFY from PCWA
through 2040, the latest year projected in the City’s UWMP.67:8

6 Tully & Young, 2016. City of Lincoln 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Adopted August 2016.

Placer County Water Agency, 2016. Placer County Water Agency 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Prepared

by Tully & Young. Adopted June 2, 2016.
8 Tully & Young, 2016. Village 5/SUD-B Development Project, SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, August 2016, p. 5-6.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 3.16-49, Environmental Setting, beginning with the third paragraph is revised to read:

20+ On June 30, 2016 the landfill was reported to have used H5;255,843 11,513,755

of the eubie-yards-out-ofatetalof 36,350,000 cubic yards of permitted and proposed
capacity, and the an average weekday tonnage of 824 1,008 tons per day, whieh is below

the permitted peak daily tonnage of 1,900 tons per day.” In 2044 2015, it was reported

that the MRF produceds an average peak daily tonnage of 1,140 tons through September

of that year. The MRF has a permitted processing limit of 1,750 tons per day, with
910 tons of disposal or transfer and 840 tons designated as other;-while-maintaininga

capaeityfor-daily-design-tonnage-up-to-3;850-tens. Also, since 2006, the City has
maintained a 60 percent diversion rate,!0 which exceeds the 50 percent requirement
mandated in Assembly Bill (AB) 939.

Page 3.16-51, Regulatory Setting, State, is revised to include discussion for Assembly Bill 341
and Assembly Bill 1826, following the summary of the California Integrated Waste Management
Act:

California A bly Bill 132
California Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341) (2011) directed the California Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) to develop and adopt regulations for
mandatory commercial recycling. The resulting Mandatory Commercial Recycling
Regulation (2012) requires that on and after July 1, 2012, certain businesses that generate
four cubic yards or more of commercial solid waste per week shall arrange for recycling
services. To comply with this requirement, businesses may either separate recyclables
and self-haul them or subscribe to recycling service, or subscribe to a recycling service
that includes mixed waste processing. The WPWMA MRF is a mixed waste processing
facility. AB 341 also established a statewide recycling goal of 75 percent; the 50 percent
disposal reduction mandate still applies for cities and counties under AB 939.

California A bly Bill 1826
California Assembly Bill 1826 (AB 1826) requires certain businesses, beginning in 2016,
to recycle their organic waste. The law also requires jurisdictions to develop and
implement an organics recycling program.

Page 3.16-52, Impact 3.16-5 is revised to read:

Impact 3.16-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not result in solid
waste exceedance of capacity at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill.

9 CalRecycle, 2011. Application for Solid Waste Facility Permit/Waste Discharge Permit Requirements: MRF.
Accepted on March 22, 2011.

10 Cal Recycle, 2015. Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary (1995-2006). Available:
www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/reports/diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversion.aspx. Accessed June 22, 2015.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Full Specific Plan

The proposed project would include a total of 8,206 residential units and 4,581,600
square feet of commercial and industrial uses. Utilizing the City’s solid waste generation
rates, provided in the City General Plan (see Table 3.16-9), the proposed project would
generate a total of 105,145 pounds (Ibs) per day of solid waste, or 52.6 tons per day,
equivalent to approximately 19,199 tons of solid waste per year (see Table 3.16-9). This

amount is likely somewhat overstated because the waste would first be processed at the
MREF and recyclable materials would be removed from the waste stream prior to

landfilling. Therefore, the use of 52.6 tons per day of waste generation is presented as a
worst case. As discussed previously, the WRSL currently receives approximately €24

1,008 tons per day on average, with a peak daily tonnage of 1,900 tons (3,800,000 Ibs).
The increase of 52.6 tons per day would increase daily tonnage at the WRSL from 824
tons (1,648,000 1bs) per day to 876.6 tons (1,753,000 1bs) per day, well below the peak
tonnage of 1,900 tons per day.

TABLE 3.16-9.
LINCOLN VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECTED WASTE GENERATION
Non- Generation Solid
residential Generation Rate Waste
Number of Square Rate (per square Generated
Land Use Units Footage (per day) foot per day) (per day)
Full Specific Plan
Residential 8,206 - 7.23 Ibs per unit - 59,329 Ibs
Commercial/Industrial - 4,581,600 - 1 Ib per 100 ft? 45,816 Ibs
TOTAL 8,206 4,581,600 - -- 105,145 Ibs
Area A
Residential 2,417 - 7.23 Ibs per unit - 17,475 lbs
Commercial/Industrial -- 1,094,000 -- 1 Ib per 100 ft? 10,940 Ibs
TOTAL AREA A 2,417 1,094,000 - -- 28,415 Ibs

Source: City of Lincoln, 2006. City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, October 2006.
p. 6-29.

The landfill’s MRF eurrently has a permitted processesing a-pealkdailytonnage limit of
1,750 tons per day;-yetmaintains-eapacity-to-process-up-to-3;850-tonsper-day. The
project would result in an estimated increase of 52.6 tons per day at the MRF at buildout.
Adding this to the MRF’s average of 1,191 tons per day (amount for the period of July 1,
2015 through June 30, 2016), would increaseing the daily tonnage from 1,756 1,191 to
+802-6 1,243.6 tons. This increase, in combination with existing MRF processing rates,

would remain well under MRF processing capacity. Additionally, assuming a 60 percent
diversion rate (see previous discussion), approximately 31.6 tons per day would be
landfilled under full project buildout. However, this amount, in addition to existing daily
disposal rates, would still be far less than the landfill’s existing capacity of 1,900 tons per
day. Therefore, the proposed project would not require the expansion the WRSL or
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

construction of any new solid waste facilities, and this impact is considered less than
significant.

Figures

Figure 3.10-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised to show the hydrologic soil groups for the Plan
Area.

Figure 3.11-2 of the Draft EIR has been amended to correctly show the existing General Plan
Land Use Designations.

Appendices

Appendix L, Transportation Data, has been revised to include additional transportation modeling
data. This revised data reflects analysis of diverge and merge segments created by the addition of
an interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane, analysis of conditions with the SR 65/Nicolaus Road
interchange, and the removal of widening of Fiddyment Road under cumulative conditions.

A fully revised Appendix L is on file at the City of Lincoln offices.
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Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name BeraRanchiRCiiolilecy Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp Nelson Ln to Wise Rd

Ln

Define Freeway Segment

e | s | ovese | mse | wess | wess | e
Length (ft) 8,840 1,500 2,590 1,500 1,500 20,490
Accel Length 450 450
Decel Length 175

Mainline Volume

On Ramp Volume 130 50
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %
Er

Er
fiv
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

TRD
fow

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
fic
Calculated FFS

Lane Width (ft)
Measured FFS

Shoulder Width
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65 65

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS

Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lan
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)

GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lane:
GPoyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)

GPgyr V/c ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name = Rancl: an BRNEED Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp Nelson Ln to Wise Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes

Terrain Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 4.0% 4.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0%

Er

Er

fiy
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)

On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

fiy

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Py (Egn 13-3)
Py (Egn 13-4)
Pryw (Egn 13-5)
Pen
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Va4 (poph)

Viza (Peph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Locaion L= | =z | = | = | = | & |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name = Rancl: an BRNEED Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp Nelson Ln to Wise Rd

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Va4 (peph)

Viza (pCPh)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name = RancEan BREER Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp Nelson Ln to Wise Rd

Define Freeway Segment

we | ese | owess | e | Wess | M| e |
Length (ft) 8,840 1,500 2,590 1,500 1,500 20,490
Accel Length 450 450
Decel Length 175
On Ramp Volume 280 130
Off Ramp Volume 1,620

Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

TRD

fuw

fic
Calculated FFS

Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65 65

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS

Calculate Operations fo
GPy Vol (peph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations fo
GPoyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr V/c ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Ferrari Ranch Rd to Nelson

Name Ln

Nelson Ln Off-Ramp

Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp

Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp

Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp

Nelson Ln to Wise Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Py (Egn 13-3)
Py (Egn 13-4)
Pryw (Egn 13-5)
Pen
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Va4 (poph)

Viza (Peph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name = Rancl: an tolicson Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp Nelson Ln to Wise Rd

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vas (peph)

Viza (pCPh)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: SB SR-65

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated

Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Location i 2 3 4 o} 6
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Wise Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd
Define Freeway Segment
Type Basic Diverge Basic Merge Merge Basic
Length (ft) 19,590 1,500 1,800 1,000 1,500 7,430
Accel Length 450 1,000
Decel Length 150
Mainline Volume 810 810 540 540 990 1,970
On Ramp Volume 450 980
Off Ramp Volume 270
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP|
GP Volume (vph) 810 810 540 990 1,970 1,970
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.9
GP Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 il
Er 12 12 12 12 12 1.2
v 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 861 861 574 1,053 2,094 2,211
GP Flow (pcphpl) 431 431 287 526 1,047 1,105
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vlc ratio 0.18 0.18 0.12 0.22 0.45 0.47
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Density (pcphpl) 6.6 6.6 4.4 8.1 16.1 17.0
LOS A A A A B B
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph) 861 559 1,019
GPy Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700 4,700
GPy vic ratio 0.18 0.12 0.22
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPour Vol (pcph) 563 1,053 2,094
GPour Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700 4,700
GPoyr V/c ratio 0.12 0.22 0.45
Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes
Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: SB SR-65 Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Wise Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes
Terrain Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
fiy
fo
Off Flow (pcph)

Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline|

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: SB SR-65 Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Location = ] - | - | = | - |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Wise Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vaq (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for We:

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Wea
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Wea
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purp
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP

Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: SB SR-65

Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Wise Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose L|

GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %
Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lane;

Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose

vlc ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS

Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lan

GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio

Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lane:

GPoyr Vol (pcph)
GPoyr Cap (peph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

19,590

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL|

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

1,500

1,800

1,000
450

740

1,500
1,000

1,290

7,430

2,820




Project: Village 5 SP Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: SB SR-65 Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Wise Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes

Terrain Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0%

RV % 0.0% 0.0%
Er
Er
Ty
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

Ty

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type Right
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operation|

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pew
V2 (peph)

Vs (pcph)

Vaq (Peph)

Viza (Pcph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP Existing Plus Project Conditions - Mitigated
Freeway Corridor: SB SR-65 Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Location L. = | = | | = | ¢ |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Wise Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operati
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Lgq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Pep (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Pcph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rat

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate|

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rat
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to Gen
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name (REwE REDED () Etem Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Ln

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Laneg

vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Level
0.0%
0.00

4.5%
0.0%

1,500

175

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

2,590

Level
0.0%
0.00

4.5%
0.0%

1,500
450

210

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

1,500

1,770

10

Level
0.0%
0.00

4.5%
0.0%

7,280

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%




Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation

Project: Village 5 SP
Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

beratlzanchRditolic son Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Name Ln

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes
Terrain Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0%
0.00 0.00

4.0%

Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus % 4.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0%

Er

Er

Ty

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)

On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
Ty
fo
Off Flow (pcph)

Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Main!

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pen
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Vs (peph)

Viza (PCph)
Vraza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation

Project: Village 5 SP
Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location L= | = ] = | =2 | = | __z |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

beratlzanchRditolic son Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Name i

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General P
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name beratizanchRditolicSch Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Ln

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Laneg

vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.4%
0.0%

1,500

175

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

2,590

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

1,500
450

50

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

1,500
450

1,760

10

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

7,280

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%




Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation

Project: Village 5 SP
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Lenad RancE an olieson Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes
Level Level

0.0% 0.0%
0.00 0.00
4.0% 4.0%
0.0%

Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV % 0.0%

Er
Er

Ty
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)

On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

Ty

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Main!

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pen
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Vs (peph)

Viza (PCph)
Vraza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation

Project: Village 5 SP
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location L= | = ] = | =2 | = | __z |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

beratlzanchRditolic son Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Name i

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General P
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Location 5 6 7 8 9 10
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP|
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vlc ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPyy Cap (pcph)
GPy vic ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPoyr Vol (pcph)
GPoyr Cap (pcph)

GPoyr V/c ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Basic

7,680

1,240

1,240
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
1,318
659

65

0.28
65.0
10.1

Diverge
1,500

150
1,240

60

1,240
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
1,318
659

65

0.28
65.0
10.1

1,318
4,700
0.28

1,252
4,700
0.27

Basic

1,800

1,180

1,180
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
15
12
0.990
1.00
1,255
627

65

0.27
65.0
9.7

Merge
1,000
450

1,180
820

2,000
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
2,126
1,063

65

0.45
65.0
16.4

1,226
4,700
0.26

2,126
4,700
0.45

Merge
1,500
1,000

2,000
830

2,830
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
15
12
0.990
1.00
3,009
1,504

65

0.64
64.8
232

2,098
4,700
0.45

3,009
4,700
0.64

Basic

7,430

2,830

2,830
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1Lt
1.2
0.990
1.00
3,009
1,504

65

0.64
64.8
232




Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65 Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes
Terrain Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
fiy
fo
Off Flow (pcph)

Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline|

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65 Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Location L - ] - | - ] ¢ | = |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vaq (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for We:

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Wea
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Wea
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purp
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Location 5 6 7 8 9 10
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP|
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vlc ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPyy Cap (pcph)
GPy vic ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPoyr Vol (pcph)
GPoyr Cap (pcph)

GPoyr V/c ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Basic

7,680

1,560

1,560
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
1,659
829

65

0.35
65.0
12.8

Diverge

1,500

150
1,560

210

1,560
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
1,659
829

65

0.35
65.0
128

1,659
4,700
0.35

1,427
4,700
0.30

Basic

1,800

1,350

1,350
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
1,435
718

65

0.31
65.0
11.0

Merge
1,000
450

1,350
1,100

2,450
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
2,605
1,302

65

0.55
65.0
20.0

1,397
4,700
0.30

2,605
4,700
0.55

Merge
1,500
1,000

2,450
990

3,440
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1.5
12
0.990
1.00
3,657
1,829

65

0.78
62.4
29.3

2,570
4,700
0.55

3,657
4,700
0.78

Basic

7,430

3,440

3,440
0.95

Level
0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%
1Lt
12
0.990
1.00
3,657
1,829

65

0.78
62.4
293




Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65 Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes
Terrain Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
fiy
fo
Off Flow (pcph)

Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline|

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations

Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigation
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65 Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Location = | - ] - | = ] ¢ | = |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln Nelson Ln Off-Ramp Nelson Ln Off to On Ramp | Nelson Ln Loop On-Ramp | Nelson Ln Slip On-Ramp | Nelson Ln to Ferrari Ranch Rd

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vaq (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for We:

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Wea
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Wea
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purp
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name

Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-
Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Laneg

vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

8,580

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

1,500

175

380

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

2,590

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

1,500
175

180

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

9,270

Level
0.0%
0.00

4.5%
0.0%

Cumulative No Project Conditions
Timee Period: AM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative No Project Conditions
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp N'°°'a“5R§‘:n°p" 00 | Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp | Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes

Terrain Level

Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi)

Truck & Bus %

0.00
4.0%

0.0%

RV %
Er
Er
Ty
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

Ty

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Main!

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pen
V2 (peph)
V3 (peph)
Vs (peph)
Viza (Pcph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Cumulative No Project Conditions

Project: Village 5 SP
Timee Period: AM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location = | = | = | = | = |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-

Ramp Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General P
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative No Project Conditions
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Timee Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp | Ncolus RA OfftoOn- 1 ooy s pg on-Ramp | Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Ramp

Define Freeway Segment

e I R " B S
Length (ft) 8,580 1,500 2,590 1,500 9,270
Accel Length 175
Decel Length 175
On Ramp Volume 450
Off Ramp Volume 430

Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes

Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Er

Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Laneg
vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative No Project Conditions
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Timee Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp N'°°'a“5RF:‘:n‘;" 00N | Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp | Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes

Terrain Level

Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi)

Truck & Bus %

0.00
4.0%

0.0%

RV %
Er
Er
Ty
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

Ty

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Main!

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pen
V2 (peph)
V3 (peph)
Vs (peph)
Viza (Pcph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Cumulative No Project Conditions

Project: Village 5 SP
Timee Period: PM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location L= | = | = | = ]| = |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-

Ramp Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General P
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Location i 2 3 4 5
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp Nicolausg:m(;ff- o Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln
Define Freeway Segment
Type Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic
Length (ft) 9,270 1,500 1,800 1,500 8,580
Accel Length 450
Decel Length 150
Mainline Volume 1,190 1,190 780 780 1,210
On Ramp Volume 430
Off Ramp Volume 410
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 1,190 1,190 780 1,210 1,210
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
GP Lanes 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Ex 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
v 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 1,265 1,265 829 1,286 1,286
GP Flow (pcphpl) 633 633 415 643 643
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vlc ratio 0.27 0.27 0.18 0.27 0.27
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Density (pcphpl) 9.7 9.7 6.4 9.9 9.9
LOS A A A A A
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph) 1,265 814
GPy Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPy vic ratio 0.27 0.17
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph) 813 1,286
GPoyr Cap (peph) 4,700 4,700
GPoyr V/c ratio 0.17 0.27

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative No Project
Time Period: AM Peak Hour




Cumulative No Project
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name

Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd

Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd Off- to On-
Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

fiy

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off- to On-

Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp | Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Va4 (poph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative No Project
Time Period: AM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Location 1 2 3 4 5
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd N\cola(gzgisl?gf[-)l?amp N‘COIaUSREEnSﬁ elon N\col(a\:lsBifEC‘)gnRI;{amp Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln
Define Freeway Segment
Type Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic
Length (ft) 9,270 1,500 1,800 1,500 8,580
Accel Length 450
Decel Length 150
Mainline Volume 1,260 1,260 1,030 1,030 1,370
On Ramp Volume 340
Off Ramp Volume 230
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 1,260 1,260 1,030 1,370 1,370
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
GP Lanes 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 15 15 1.5 15 1.5
Er iz 12 iz 12 iz
v 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 1,340 1,340 1,095 1,457 1,457
GP Flow (pcphpl) 670 670 548 728 728
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vic ratio 0.29 0.29 0.23 0.31 0.31
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Density (pcphpl) 10.3 103 8.4 11.2 11.2
LOS A A A B B
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GP,, Vol (pcph) 1,340 1,083
GPy Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPy vic ratio 0.29 0.23
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPoyr Vol (peph) 1,086 1,457
GPgyr Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPoyr V/c ratio 0.23 0.31

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative No Project
Time Period: PM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative No Project
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65 Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp Nicolaus Rd Off to On Nicolaus Rd On Ramp

Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd (SBR+SBL) Ramp (WBL+EBR) Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes
Terrain Level
Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0%
RV % 0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

fiy

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
a a Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp Nicolaus Rd Off to On Nicolaus Rd On Ramp 3
Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd (SBR+SBL) Ramp (WBL+EBR) Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Va4 (poph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative No Project
Time Period: PM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Define Freeway Segment

e (== === N === == M =

Length (ft) 8,580 1,500 2,590 1,500 9,270
Accel Length 175
Decel Length 175
On Ramp Volume 200
Off Ramp Volume 430

Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes

Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Er
Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Laneg
vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp N'°°'a“5RF:‘:n‘;" 00N | Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp | Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes

Terrain Level

Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi)

Truck & Bus %

0.00
4.0%

0.0%

RV %
Er
Er
Ty
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

Ty

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Main!

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pen
V2 (peph)
V3 (peph)
Vs (peph)
Viza (Pcph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Project: Village 5 SP
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location = | = | = | = | = |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-

Ramp Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General P
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name

Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd

Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-
Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Define Freeway Segment
Type
Length (ft)
Accel Length
Decel Length
Mainline Volume
On Ramp Volume
Off Ramp Volume
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume

Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes
GP Volume (vph)
PHF
GP Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %
Er

Er
Ty
fo
GP Flow (pcph)
GP Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width

Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve

Calculate Operations in General Purpose Laneg
vic ratio
Speed (mph)
Density (pcphpl)
LOS
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph)
GPy Cap (pcph)
GPyy v/c ratio
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph)
GPour Cap (pcph)
GPgyr Vic ratio

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)

Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

8,580

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

1,500

175

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

2,590

Level
0.0%
0.00

4.5%
0.0%

1,500
175

440

560

Level
0.0%
0.00
4.5%
0.0%

9,270

Level
0.0%
0.00

4.5%
0.0%

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Time Period: PM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65 Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp Remp Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF

Total Lanes

Terrain Level

Grade % 0.0%
Grade Length (mi)

Truck & Bus %

0.00
4.0%

0.0%

RV %
Er
Er
Ty
fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

Ty

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Main!

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Peu (Eqn 13-3)
Peu (Eqn 13-4)
Peu (Eqn 13-5)
Pen
V2 (peph)
V3 (peph)
Vs (peph)
Viza (Pcph)
Vriza (PCph)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density
Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Project: Village 5 SP
Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Freeway Corridor: Northbound SR-65

Location L= | = | = | = | = |

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On-

Ramp Nicolaus Rd On-Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Wise Rd

Name Nelson Ln to Nicolaus Rd | Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Leg
Down Ramp Leg
Pep (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Pep (Eqn 13-11)
Pep
V2 (peph)

V3 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume

Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Diverge v/c ratio
Diverge Density

Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for

Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for

Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General P
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Cumulative Plus Project
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Location i 2 3 4 5
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp N\colausRI:i;)ff B Nicolaus Rd On Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln
Define Freeway Segment
Type Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic
Length (ft) 9,270 1,500 1,800 1,500 8,580
Accel Length 450
Decel Length 150
Mainline Volume 1,350 1,350 880 880 1,240
On Ramp Volume 360
Off Ramp Volume 470
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 1,350 1,350 880 1,240 1,240
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
GP Lanes 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Ex 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
v 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 1,435 1,435 936 1,318 1,318
GP Flow (pcphpl) 718 718 468 659 659
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vlc ratio 0.31 0.31 0.20 0.28 0.28
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Density (pcphpl) 11.0 11.0 7.2 10.1 10.1
LOS B B A A A
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph) 1,435 923
GPy Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPy vic ratio 0.31 0.20
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph) 917 1,318
GPgyr Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPoyr V/c ratio 0.20 0.28
Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes
Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers




Cumulative Plus Project
Time Period: AM Peak Hour

Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name

Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd

Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd Off to On
Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On Ramp

Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

fiy

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On

Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Va4 (poph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative Plus Project
Time Period: AM Peak Hour



Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Location i 2 3 4 5
Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks
Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp N\colausRI:i;)ff BE Nicolaus Rd On Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln
Define Freeway Segment
Type Basic Diverge Basic Merge Basic
Length (ft) 9,270 1,500 1,800 1,500 8,580
Accel Length 450
Decel Length 150
Mainline Volume 1,450 1,450 1,170 1,170 1,610
On Ramp Volume 440
Off Ramp Volume 280
Express Lane Volume
EL On Ramp Volume
EL Off Ramp Volume
Calculate Flow Rate in General Purpose Lanes (GP)
GP Volume (vph) 1,450 1,450 1,170 1,610 1,610
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
GP Lanes 2 2 2 2 2
Terrain Level Level Level Level Level
Grade % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Grade Length (mi) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Truck & Bus % 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
RV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Er 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Ex 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
v 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990 0.990
fo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
GP Flow (pcph) 1,542 1,542 1,244 1,712 1,712
GP Flow (pcphpl) 771 771 622 856 856
Calculate Speed in General Purpose Lanes
Lane Width (ft)
Shoulder Width
TRD
fuw
fic
Calculated FFS
Measured FFS
FFS Curve 65 65 65 65 65
Calculate Operations in General Purpose Lanes
vlc ratio 0.33 0.33 0.26 0.36 0.36
Speed (mph) 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Density (pcphpl) 11.9 119 9.6 13.2 13.2
LOS B B A B B
Calculate Operations for Entering GP Lanes
GPyy Vol (pcph) 1,542 1,229
GPy Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPy vic ratio 0.33 0.26
Calculate Operations for Exiting GP Lanes
GPgyr Vol (pcph) 1,233 1,712
GPgyr Cap (pcph) 4,700 4,700
GPoyr V/c ratio 0.26 0.36

Calculate Flow Rate in Express Lanes (EL)
Calculate Speed in Express Lanes

Calculate Operations in Express Lanes

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative Plus Project
Time Period: PM Peak Hour




Cumulative Plus Project
Time Period: PM Peak Hour

Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Location

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Name

Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd

Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp

Nicolaus Rd Off to On
Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On Ramp

Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate On Ramp Flow Rate
On Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

0.0%
0.00
2.0%
0.0%

Er

Er

fiy

fo
On Flow (pcph)
On Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate On Ramp Roadway Operations
On Ramp Type
On Ramp Speed (mph)
On Ramp Cap (pcph)
On Ramp v/c ratio

Calculate Off Ramp Flow Rate
Off Volume (vph)
PHF
Total Lanes
Terrain
Grade %
Grade Length (mi)
Truck & Bus %
RV %

Er

Er

fiy

fo
Off Flow (pcph)
Off Flow (pcphpl)

Calculate Off Ramp Roadway Operations
Off Ramp Type
Off Ramp Speed
Off Ramp Cap (pcph)
Off Ramp v/c ratio

Determine Adjacent Ramp for Three-Lane Mainline Segments with One-Lane Ramps

Calculate Merge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pryw (Egn 13-3)
P (Egn 13-4)
Pry (Egn 13-5)
Pew
V12 (peph)

V3 (peph)
Va4 (peph)

Viza (pPCPh)
Vriza (PCPh)
Merge Speed Index
Merge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed
Segment Speed
Merge v/c ratio
Merge Density

Merge LOS
Fehr & Peers




Project: Village 5 SP
Freeway Corridor: Southbound SR-65

Key
<> Express Lane (HOV)
No Trucks

Nicolaus Rd Off to On

Name Wise Rd to Nicolaus Rd Nicolaus Rd Off-Ramp Ramp

Nicolaus Rd On Ramp Nicolaus Rd to Nelson Ln

Calculate Diverge Influence Area Operations
Effective vp (pcph)
Up Ramp Lgq
Down Ramp Legq
Pro (Eqn 13-9)
Prp (Eqn 13-10)
Prp (Eqn 13-11)
Pro
V12 (peph)

Vs (peph)

Va4 (poph)

Viza (Peph)
Diverge Speed Index
Diverge Area Speed
Outer Lanes Volume
Outer Lanes Speed

Segment Speed

Diverge v/c ratio

Diverge Density
Diverge LOS

Calculate On Ramp to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate On Ramp to Mainline Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Mainline to Off Ramp Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate General Purpose Lanes to General Purpose Lanes Flow Rate for Weave Segments
Calculate Weave Segment Operations
Summarize Segment Operations
Segment v/c ratio
Segment Density
Segment LOS
Over Capacity

Fehr & Peers

Cumulative Plus Project
Time Period: PM Peak Hour



HCM 2010 AWSC

16: Fiddyment Rd & Athens Ave 12/02/2016
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 439.6

Intersection LOS F

Movement WBU  WBL WBR  NBU NBT NBR SBU SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations W T )
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 320 70 0 520 570 0 430 590
Future Vol, veh/h 0 320 70 0 520 570 0 430 590
Peak Hour Factor 089  0.92 092 0.9 092 092 089 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 348 76 0 565 620 0 467 641
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 1
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 0

HCM Control Delay 44.2 514.7 510.6

HCM LOS E F F

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 82%  42%

Vol Thru, % 48% 0%  58%

Vol Right, % 52%  18% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 1090 390 1020

LT Vol 0 320 430

Through Vol 520 0 590

RT Vol 570 70 0

Lane Flow Rate 1185 424 1109

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 2.088 0.833 2076

Departure Headway (Hd) 7.718 9.165 8.147

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 486 398 455

Service Time 5718 7.165 6.147

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 2438 1.085 2437

HCM Control Delay 5147 442 5106

HCM Lane LOS F E F

HCM 95th-tile Q 68.7 7.7 647

Village 5 Specific Plan EIR 12:05 pm 07/08/2003 Cumulative No Project Conditions Synchro 9 Report

Page 1



HCM 2010 TWSC

18: Fiddyment Rd & W. Sunset Blvd 12/02/2016

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1160.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ ) T

Traffic Vol, veh/h 650 360 80 450 590 300

Future Vol, veh/h 650 360 80 450 590 300

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0 :

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 707 391 87 489 641 326

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1467 804 967 0 - 0
Stage 1 804 - - - - -
Stage 2 663 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 412 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 542 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 542 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~141 ~ 383 712 - - -
Stage 1 ~440 - - - - -
Stage 2 ~512 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 117 ~ 383 712 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver ~117 - - - - -
Stage 1 ~440 - - - - -
Stage 2 ~426 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s $2792.2 1.6 0

HCM LOS F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 712 - 155 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.122 - 7.083 -

HCM Control Delay (s) 10.8 $2792.2 -

HCM Lane LOS B A F -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 04 - 1212 -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined ~ *: All major volume in platoon

Village 5 Specific Plan EIR 12:05 pm 07/08/2003 Cumulative No Project Conditions Synchro 9 Report
Page 1



HCM 2010 AWSC

16: Fiddyment Rd & Athens Ave 12/02/2016
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 547.8

Intersection LOS F

Movement WBU  WBL WBR  NBU NBT NBR SBU SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations W T )
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 540 480 0 730 480 0 100 680
Future Vol, veh/h 0 540 480 0 730 480 0 100 680
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 587 522 0 793 522 0 109 739
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 1
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 0

HCM Control Delay 528.6 698.1 339.7

HCM LOS F F F

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 53%  13%

Vol Thru, % 60% 0%  87%

Vol Right, % 40%  47% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 1210 1020 780

LT Vol 0 540 100

Through Vol 730 0 680

RT Vol 480 480 0

Lane Flow Rate 1315 1109 848

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 2482 2111 1.657

Departure Headway (Hd) 10.718  9.02 12432

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 355 410 305

Service Time 8718  7.02 10432

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 3.704 2705 278

HCM Control Delay 698.1 528.6 339.7

HCM Lane LOS F F F

HCM 95th-tile Q 669 606 298

Village 5 Specific Plan EIR 12:05 pm 07/08/2003 Cumulative No Project Conditions Synchro 9 Report

Page 1



HCM 2010 TWSC

18: Fiddyment Rd & W. Sunset Blvd 12/02/2016

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 98.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ ) T

Traffic Vol, veh/h 430 150 470 750 490 720

Future Vol, veh/h 430 150 470 750 490 720

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 2 2 2 0 0 2

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0 :

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 467 163 511 815 533 783

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 2765 928 1317 0 - 0
Stage 1 926 - - - -
Stage 2 1839 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 412 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 542 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 542 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~21 325 525 - - -
Stage 1 ~ 386 - - - - -
Stage 2 ~138 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 0 324 524 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 0 - - - - -
Stage 1 ~ 385 - - - - -
Stage 2 0 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s $ 463.5 23.7 0

HCM LOS F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 524 - 324 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.975 - 1.946 -

HCM Control Delay (s) 614 0% 463.5 -

HCM Lane LOS F A F -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 13 - 437 -

Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined ~ *: All major volume in platoon

Village 5 Specific Plan EIR 12:05 pm 07/08/2003 Cumulative No Project Conditions Synchro 9 Report
Page 1



HCM 2010 AWSC Cummulative Plus Project

16: Fiddyment Rd & Athens Ave AM Peak Hour
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 763.1

Intersection LOS F

Movement WBU  WBL WBR  NBU NBT NBR SBU SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations W T )
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 320 160 0 890 570 0 550 750
Future Vol, veh/h 0 320 160 0 890 570 0 550 750
Peak Hour Factor 089  0.92 092 0.9 092 092 089 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 348 174 0 967 620 0 598 815
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 1
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 0

HCM Control Delay 80 924 834.6

HCM LOS F F F

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 67%  42%

Vol Thru, % 61% 0%  58%

Vol Right, % 39%  33% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 1460 480 1300

LT Vol 0 320 550

Through Vol 890 0 750

RT Vol 570 160 0

Lane Flow Rate 1587 522 1413

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 299 1.009 2793

Departure Headway (Hd) 9.206 9449 9.801

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 413 391 382

Service Time 7.206 7.449 7.801

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 3.843 1335 3.699

HCM Control Delay 924 80 834.6

HCM Lane LOS F F F

HCM 95th-tile Q 1019 122  86.8

Village 5 Specific Plan EIR Synchro 8 Report



HCM 2010 TWSC

Cummulative Plus Project

18: Fiddyment Rd & W. Sunset Blvd AM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3396.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations ¥ ) T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 690 360 80 780 710 340
Future Vol, veh/h 690 360 80 780 710 340
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0 :
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 750 391 87 848 772 370
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1979 957 1141 0 - 0
Stage 1 957 - - - -
Stage 2 1022 - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.22 412 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 46 ~313 612 -
Stage 1 ~310 - -
Stage 2 ~285 -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 36 ~313 612 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver ~ 36 - -
Stage 1 ~ 227 -
Stage 2 ~208
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s $9572.9 1.1 0
HCM LOS F
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 612 - 52 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.142 -21.948
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.9 $9572.9 -
HCM Lane LOS B A F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.5 - 139.2 -
Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined ~ *: All major volume in platoon
Village 5 Specific Plan EIR Synchro 8 Report



HCM 2010 AWSC Cummulative Plus Project

16: Fiddyment Rd & Athens Ave PM Peak Hour
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 846.9

Intersection LOS F

Movement WBU  WBL WBR  NBU NBT NBR SBU SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations W T )
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 540 590 0 1090 480 0 190 1070
Future Vol, veh/h 0 540 590 0 1090 480 0 190 1070
Peak Hour Factor 089  0.92 092 0.9 092 092 089 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 587 641 0 1185 522 0 207 1163
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 1
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 0

HCM Control Delay 624.5 1045.7 798.6

HCM LOS F F F

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 48%  15%

Vol Thru, % 69% 0%  85%

Vol Right, % 31%  52% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 1570 1130 1260

LT Vol 0 540 190

Through Vol 1090 0 1070

RT Vol 480 590 0

Lane Flow Rate 1707 1228 1370

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 3246 2325 2.686

Departure Headway (Hd) 13.224  9.323 14.482

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 290 405 274

Service Time 11.224  7.323 12.482

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 5886 3.032 5

HCM Control Delay 1045.7 624.5 798.6

HCM Lane LOS F F F

HCM 95th-tile Q 80.5 688  56.8

Village 5 Specific Plan EIR Synchro 8 Report



HCM 2010 TWSC

Cummulative Plus Project

18: Fiddyment Rd & W. Sunset Blvd PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 282.6
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations ¥ ) T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 550 150 470 990 810 790
Future Vol, veh/h 550 150 470 990 810 790
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 598 163 511 1076 880 859
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 3408 1310 1739 0 - 0
Stage 1 1310 - - - -
Stage 2 2098 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 412 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 542 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 542 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~8 194 ~ 361 -
Stage 1 ~252 - -
Stage 2 ~102 -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 0 194 ~ 361 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 0 - -
Stage 1 ~252 -
Stage 2 0
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s $1362.9 744 0
HCM LOS F
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) ~ 361 - 194 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 1.415 - 3.922
HCM Control Delay (s) 231.2 $1362.9 -
HCM Lane LOS F A F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 26.1 - 747 -
Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined ~ *: All major volume in platoon
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CHAPTER 3

Comments and Responses

3.1 Introduction

This chapter contains the comment letters that were received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR). Following each comment letter is a response by the City intended to
supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the Draft EIR or refer the reader to the
appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments that
are not directly related to environmental issues may be discussed or noted for the record. Where text
changes in the Draft EIR are warranted based upon comments on the Draft EIR, those changes are
generally included following the response to comment. However, in some cases when the text
change is extensive, the reader is instead referred to Chapter 2, Text Changes to the Draft EIR,
where all the text changes can be found.

Occasionally, a response to a comment provides a cross-reference to another response to comment.
This occurs when the same, or very similar, comment was made or question asked, and an
appropriate response was included elsewhere.

3.2 Master Responses

This section presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments. Rather than
responding individually, master responses have been developed to address such comments
comprehensively and these master responses are organized per topic in this section. The Master
Response number is then identified in the individual response to comment so that reviewers can
readily locate all relevant information pertaining to the following issues of concern. There are
three Master Responses in this section. Master Response 1 relates to Water Supply and
Groundwater; Master Response 2 relates to the Agricultural Overlay (AO) Zone; and Master
Response 3 relates to Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP).

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-1 ESA / 130368
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3. Comments and Responses

Master Response 1: Water Supply and Groundwater

Two commenters question the adequacy of the proposed project's water supply. The comments
specifically address the certainty of the proposed project's water supply, the project's proposed
development of up to six back-up wells, and proposed project's impact on the quantity of water in
Auburn Ravine.

Certainty of Water Supply

CEQA does not require a guaranteed water supply. A replacement or alternative water supply
analysis is required when a water supply is uncertain. The Draft EIR and Village 5 Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) show that the City of Lincoln's water supply is reasonably certain. The City
receives water supplies from six primary sources to meet water demand in the City service area
(which includes the Plan Area), including: (1) Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) treated
water contract; (2) Nevada Irrigation District (NID) temporary raw water sales agreement;

(3) groundwater; (4) reclaimed water; (5) PCWA raw water; and (6) NID raw water. (Draft EIR,
page 3.16-2.) The City relies on treated surface water from PCWA as the primary source of
water. The WSA shows PCWA supply is highly reliable in all year types. (WSA, pages 4-4, 4-13,
and 5-6 through 5-10; Draft EIR, page 3.16-24.) PCWA potable surface water supplies and
groundwater are allocated to meet the demands for the proposed project.

The identified supply is derived from PCWA's rights and entitlement to waters on the American
River watershed, PCWA's and Pacific Gas & Electric's (PG&E) contract based on PG&E water
rights, and groundwater resources. (Draft EIR, pages 3.16-5 to 3.16-6.) All of these water
supplies are deemed reliable by the WSA. PCWA can supply up to 37,000 acre feet (AF) per
year, but the City only anticipates a need for 13,035 AFY from PCWA through 2040. (Draft EIR,
page 3.16-3.) PCWA is likely to have sufficient water to meet the City's buildout demand for
PCWA water, and the adequacy of this supply does not depend on additional water rights or
water supplies. (Draft EIR, pages 3.16-3 to 3.16-4.) The Draft EIR addresses the reliability of
these water supplies and indicates that neither NID nor PCWA reduced water deliveries in 2015,
the driest year in California's history. (Draft EIR, pages 3.16-7 to 3.16-8.) The Draft EIR also
indicates that groundwater in the basin is relatively stable. (Draft EIR, page 3.16-12.) Reclaimed
water is also a stable source of water because as municipal uses increase, so will the amount of
water delivered to the Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Recycling Facility (WWTRF).

Although not required, the City has identified two alternative water supplies for the proposed
project should an unforeseen issue arise: (1) use of non-potable, reclaimed water supplies to
offset the use of potable water for non-potable water demands; or (2) purchase additional water
from NID. Neither of these alternative supplies would have environmental impacts not studied by
the EIR. Surplus water exists from the City's available sources under all projected hydrological
conditions: normal, single-dry and multi-dry years. (Draft EIR, Table 3.16-6, page 3.16-22.)
Although there is no basis to assume reductions in water supply to Village 5, if water supplies
from PCWA were curtailed during single-dry and multiple-dry years, the water supply could be
supplemented with non-potable water delivered through non-potable water lines constructed
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3. Comments and Responses

outside the project as part of the City's Reclamation Master Plan,! and inside the proposed project
area as part of the proposed development. This non-potable, reclaimed water supply could offset
an approximately 25 percent deficit in potable water. Sources of non-potable water within the
Plan Area are as follows:

TABLE 1
ANTICIPATED RECLAIMED WATER VOLUMES?

Projected Demands

Reclaimed Water Use (acre feet per year)
Village 5 Recycled Water Plan? 800
Existing City Parks® 240
Existing City Schools* 140
Existing Median Landscaping® 50
Water Connection to Material Recovery Facility® 85
Lumber Mill® 450
Rio Bravo Power Plant® 450
Formica Company® 560
Livingston Concrete® 50

Total 2,825
SOURCES:

1. Tully & Young. Water Supply Options for Village 5 SUD B for use in the Village 5 SUD B Specific Plan CEQA
Compliance Document. February 13, 2017.

. Cunningham Engineering. Reclaimed Water Master Plan for Village 5 Specific Plan. November 17, 2015.

. Current actively irrigated park land and cemeteries.

. Current actively irrigated school turf.

. Estimate of irrigation demand in West Side median landscaping.

. City of Lincoln. Reclamation Master Plan. December 2004.

o wN

The City’s treatment plant was previously certified to produce up to 4,700 AFY2 of reclaimed
water, was recently expanded to produce up to 6,600 AFY 3 of reclaimed water, and anticipates
producing as much as 6,800 AFY4 of reclaimed water at build-out conditions. As such, recycled
water is among the most reliable water supplies available as the source is derived from indoor
water uses primarily from within the City itself.

The other option to address a hypothetical shortfall in water supply would be for the City to
purchase surplus water assets from NID and deliver those assets to PCWA for treatment and
conveyance to the City of Lincoln. The infrastructure for this conveyance already exists as NID
already delivers water supplies to PCWA to meet demands in the NID service area within the
City limits. As described in NID's 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, NID has significant
water supplies, including a safe yield of 480,000 acre feet of water. Presently NID captures only
202,000 acre feet and by 2040 could capture as much as 360,800 acre feet of its rights.

City of Lincoln. Reclamation Master Plan. December 2004.

Tully & Young. 2016 Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Plant Flow Summary.

Kristofer Olaf, Tully & Young. 2017. Personal communication with Christina Erwin, ESA. July 6, 2017.
Tully & Young. City of Lincoln Water Master Plan 2017. April 2017. Page 5-23.

A wN e
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Water Quantity in Auburn Ravine

The proposed project will result in a portion of the project water being discharged back into
Auburn Ravine. Approximately 1.0 AF/acre of the 1.3 AF/acre of water use in the proposed
project is for indoor consumptive uses. Indoor consumptive water uses include water used for
showers, washing machines, dishwashers, toilets, and indoor sinks. This water flows through the
City’s wastewater system and is delivered to the City’s Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation
Facility (WWTRF). The water delivered to the WWTREF is then treated at the plant, through
tertiary level water treatment protocols, and then discharged into Auburn Ravine under the City’s
wastewater discharge permit. As such, the 1.0 AF/acre of water that is used for indoor residential
uses will be discharged back into Auburn Ravine, constituting additional flows in the Auburn
Ravine system.

Additionally, as urbanization occurs and agricultural uses are phased out, not only will
significantly less water be used overall, but significantly less water will be withdrawn by
agricultural users from Auburn Ravine, leaving more water in it.

Wells

Up to six new groundwater wells could be installed throughout Village 5. Nonetheless, the project
is not anticipated to have a significant impact on groundwater levels or existing private wells.
First, the proposed project has been designed based on City standards to have well pumping
capacity equal to 75 percent of the average day demand, plus a backup well for every three wells.
The Village 5 project’s average day demand is estimated to be 3,248 gallons per minute (GPM);
75 percent of 3,248 is 2,436 GPM, which would equate to four wells with a capacity to pump 700
GPM and two backup wells. Thus, up to six wells could be located throughout Areas B through I.
However, it is possible that less than six wells may be required if more than 700 GPM could be
pumped from each well. Second, but equally important, under the Western Placer County
Groundwater Management Plan — with which the City must comply — groundwater use will be
limited to “system peaking” and backup/emergency purposes, as the City’s own General Plan
policies and Water Master Plan limit the use of groundwater to 10 percent of average annual
supply in the City. Currently, the percentage of groundwater use in the Western Placer County
Groundwater Management Program region is about 90 percent agriculture and 10 percent
municipal. Thus, as development proceeds and agricultural irrigation lessens, more water will
remain in the groundwater basin.

Table 3.16-5 on page 3.16-22 shows that groundwater pumping will increase from 1,229 AFY in
2020 to 2,034 AFY in 2040 to meet City-wide demands, but pumping will not exceed 10 percent
of overall supplies. Up to six additional groundwater wells are proposed for the V5SP Area. The
Draft EIR explains that up to six wells would be needed to serve the Plan Area at build out, but
only for purposes of ensuring sufficient fire flow pressure system redundancy in the case of a
major emergency. (Draft EIR, page 2-33.) Historical data provides evidence that the City has
historically maintained its commitment to not extracting groundwater for more than 10 percent of
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its overall water usage. (Draft EIR, page 3.16-11.) There is no evidence to suggest the City will or
will need to increase groundwater pumping to the statewide averages.

Master Response 2: Agricultural Overlay

The project applicant has amended the description of the Agricultural Overlay (AQ) Zone in the
General Development Plan (GDP) to read:

3.4.13 Agricultural Overlay (AO)

The Agricultural Overlay Zone allows for the continuation of agricultural uses and

agricultural support uses as defined herein. The AO Zone is superimposed over the urban
zoning assigned by the Specific Plan Land Use Diagram, shown on Exhibit 4.2 in the
V5SP. The AO Zone is applied to the entirety of the Plan Area with the exception of the
areas zoned as Open Space (VOSP and VOSN). Any use in the AO Zone which was
existing and allowed at the time of annexation of the property may continue as a non-
conforming use, pursuant to the Municipal Code, Section 18.46.

It is the intent of the Specific Plan AO-Zene to allow;-compatible agricultural uses
existing at the time of annexation to continue, on an interim basis or in perpetuity,
concurrent with development of the Specific Plan land uses, by requiring buffers on the
adjacent zoned parcels. Buffer requirements for properties which pursue development in
accordance with the Specific Plan and which abut an agricultural activity, operation or
facility are addressed in the Development Standards of each applicable zone in the GDP,
Tables 3.2 through 3.9. The buffers apply to all property boundaries of the Zoned Parcel
where the parcel abuts an existing agricultural activity, operation or facility within the

Plan Area. In addition, all Zoned Parcels which abut an existing agricultural activity,
operation or facility shall provide notice, disclosure and acknowledgement to all non-
agricultural uses of the subject land that they may be subject to inconveniences or
discomforts arising from the pursuit of those adjacent agricultural operations.

The AO Zone is-intended-to establishes alternative land development requirements for the

underlying-zoning-forproperties-that-continue-the-existing any “new” agricultural and
rural residential uses within the AO Zone Plan-Area upon/after annexation by the City.
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The permitted uses for “new” uses in the AO Zone are listed in Section 3.4.13.2 below.
Table 3.11 provides the development standards for parcels in the AO Zone. Where a use
is not specifically contemplated by these AO Zone standards, the underlying urban
zoning regulations as defined by the Specific Plan shall apply. No development can occur
on lands subject to the Williamson Act, except to the extent allowed by the applicable
Williamson Act contract.

As described in the text amendments above, agricultural operations existing at the time of
annexation will be allowed to continue under the designation of “non-conforming uses” in
perpetuity or until property owners elect to alter land uses. Permitted uses within the AO Zone, as
described in Section 3.4.13.2 “Permitted Uses” of the GDP, are applicable to any proposed land
use that is not in existence on legal parcels at the time of annexation to the City of Lincoln. Thus,
any changes from operations at the time of annexation will be subject to GDP Sections 3.4.13.2
Permitted Uses, 3.4.13.3 Animal Keeping/Separation Standards, 3.4.13.4 Crop/Crop Storage
Separation Standards, 3.4.13.5 Edge Maintenance, and 3.4.13.5 AO Infrastructure Standards.
Additionally, any new uses within the AO Zone would be subject to the City’s municipal code,
including Title 15, Buildings and Construction; Title 17, Subdivisions; and Title 18, Zoning,
which regulate how development and building occur within the city limits. “New uses” refers to
any proposed land use not in existence on legal parcels at the time of annexation to the City of
Lincoln. New uses may range from a plan or project as large as a residential subdivision to a
project as small as construction of a new barn or equipment storage structure. “Buffer” means any
method of achieving a physical separation between uses, including building setbacks, roadways,
open space, greenbelts, hedges, trees, linear parkway or any combination of the above.

Changes to the AO Zone language provided in the GDP also includes additional language
regarding edge maintenance:

3.4.13.5 Edge Maintenance

A. The property owner is required to maintain the setback/separation areas described in
3.4.13.3 and 3.4.13.4. These setback areas shall be maintained in accordance with the

City of Lincoln Weed Abatement and Public Nuisance requirements.

As described above, buffers would be required on parcels developed under the V5SP to ensure
that new uses are buffered adequately from existing agricultural uses. To put it another way, the
provision of a buffer would be incumbent on newly developing parcels and no changes would be
required to existing, adjacent parcels used for agricultural purposes. Similarly, if a new
agricultural use were to develop adjacent to an existing residential area, that agricultural use
would be required to comply with the buffers on its land.

Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP)

The mitigation measures presented in section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR lay out a
strategy for effective mitigation both if the PCCP is adopted and if the PCCP is not adopted. The
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V5SP EIR does not assume that the PCCP will be adopted. Instead, as stated on page 3.4-52 of the
Draft EIR, “a public draft of the PCCP has not yet been released and ultimate adoption of the PCCP
is as of yet uncertain.” Reliance of the adoption of the PCCP would be presumptive. Therefore, the
V5SP EIR developed mitigation measures that specifically identified required mitigation if the
PCCP is eventually adopted, and mitigation required if the PCCP is not adopted. For example,
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 (a) and (b) specifically state:

a)  If the PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the agencies,
the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that participation shall satisfy
all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.

b)  Ifthe PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply: ...

For mitigation measures that explicitly would be implemented if the PCCP is not adopted, the
mitigation ratios identified match those ratios identified in the working draft PCCP so as to mirror
as closely as possible the ratios that could be adopted as part of the PCCP.
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Letter Al Gene Whitehouse, United Auburn Indian Community of the
Response Auburn Rancheria

September 14, 2016
Al-1 The City respects and appreciates the UAIC’s comments and concerns regarding

development within its aboriginal territory, which could impact sensitive cultural
areas of significance.

The City and its consultant, ESA, met with UAIC representatives on June 18,
2014 to discuss the Village 5 Specific Plan project and the potential for Native
American resources to be present within the Plan Area. On February 24, 2015,
ESA’s archaeologist met with three UAIC representatives, one property owner,
and a Richland Communities representative to survey Auburn Ravine and
evaluate whether there were any identifiable resources in the ravine. During the
site visit, no prehistoric cultural resources were identified. UAIC members
decided that they wanted to conduct additional background research to determine
the potential extent of sensitive resources in the ravine.

A formal letter was mailed to UAIC on March 12, 2015from the project
applicant’s cultural resources consultant, ECORP Consulting, requesting
information on whether there may be sensitive cultural resources in the Plan
Area.

On March 17, 2015, UAIC’s Cultural Resource Manager responded to ECORP
indicating there may be sensitive resources on site and provided a map of the area
in question to ECORP. A site visit with the UAIC Cultural Resource Manager
was scheduled for April 23, 2015, but the Tribal Manager cancelled the site visit.
ECORP conducted its field survey of the area in question on April 24, 2015 and
did not identify any artifacts, midden soils or cultural features on either the fields,
access roads or in the riparian zone, and prepared a Cultural Resources Inventory
Report dated May 2015, which has been provided to the City. A copy of the
report was also furnished to UAIC in response to the request in this comment
letter.

The area in question has been actively farmed (i.e., tilled and disced) for decades.
As noted in the Cultural Resources Report, the current owner has farmed the
property since 1986, and has never come across any artifacts, dark soils or other
indications of cultural resources. Notwithstanding this fact, the ravines are known
to have cultural resource sites located along their banks, and thus, these areas are
considered “sensitive.” As such, the V5SP designates the ravine areas as open
space and parks. Additionally, the applicant will dedicate the riparian corridors,
plus a 100-foot wide buffer on each side, for preservation and management in
perpetuity for inclusion in the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP), or other
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similar program. Finally, further consultation with UAIC will occur in
accordance with Section 106 and federal permitting of the project; a
determination of tribal monitoring will be made at that time.
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Letter A2
Jim Bermudez
From: Calderaro, Angela@Wildlife <Angela.Calderaro@wildlife.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:57 PM
To: Jim Bermudez
Ce: Wildlife R2 CEQA
Subject: Comment: DEIR for the Village 5 and Special Use District B Specific Plan (SCH
2014052071)

Dear Mr. Bermudez,

The California Department of Fish and wildlife {Department) is providing comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Village 5 and Special Use District B Specific Plan {project} as both a trustee agency and rasponsible
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). As trustee for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, the
Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and the
habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of such species (Guidelines § 15386). The Department may
also be a responsible agency for a project affecting biological resources where we will exercise our discretion after the
lead agency to approve or carry out a propased project or same facet thereof (CEQA Guidelines § 15096).

The project would result in the annexation of approximately 4,787 acres into the City of Lincoln. The Plan Area is

contiguous with the existing City boundary along the eastern boundary of the Plan Area. The applicant requests approval

of the 'specific plan which is a planning and regulatory kool intended to implement a general plan through the
develdpment of policies, programs, and regulations that provide an intermadiate level of detail between the 2050
General Plan and individual development projects. Buildout of the Plan Area is estimated to accommodate development
of approximately 8,206 dwelling units. Approximately 4.6 million sguare feet total of employment-generating and
commercial land uses are proposed as part of the project.

Scoping

The DEIR does not state whether a biological report was prepared for the praject. Generally to determine whether there
may bé significant impacts to biclogical resources, the Department recommends that each project identify and analyze
potential impacts to sensitive species and habitats beginning with adegquate scaping, followed by surveys, and feasible
avoidance, minimization and mitigation development.

The process the Department recommends for identifying and analyzing impacts to sensitive species and habitats begins
with scoping, followed by surveys and mitigation development. Although the California Natural Diversity Database
{CNDDR) is one tool that may identify potential sensitive resources in the area, the dataset should not be regarded as
complete for the elements or areas with the potential to be impacted. Other sources for identification of species and
habitats near or adjacent to the project area should include, but may not be fimited to, State and federal resource
agency lists, California Wildlife Habitat Relationship {CWHR) System, California Native Plant Scciety (CNPS) Inventory,
agency contacts, environmental documents for ather projects in the vicinity, academics, and professional or scientific
organizations. In addition, CNDDB is not a comprehensive database. It is a positive detection database. Records in the
database exist only where species were detected and reported. This means there is a bias in the database towards
locations that have had more development pressures, and thus mare survey work. Places that are empty or have limited
information in the database often signify that little survey work has been done there. A nine United States Geologic
Survey {USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle search is recommended to determine what may occur in the region (see Data Use
Guidelines on the Department webpage http://www.dfg ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddh/mapsanddata.asp). The
methodology was not described in the DEIR, instead a species was not analyzed if the known range for a species “may be
outside of the immediate Plan Area” orif occurrence records were located in the “immediate area”. The term
immediate is not described. In addition, it is not known how the range for a species was determined. it is unknown
whether a species was considered in the impact analysis if for example the range is one mile gr even a half mile from the
1
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Letter A2

Plan Area boundary. This should be clarified so the Department can determine if the methodology used is accurate. If
there is habitat for special-status species on the project site or special-status species could be impacted by project
activities by either direct or indirect means, then we recommend additional surveys to confirm presence or you can
assume presence and develop appropriate aveidance and minimization measures, The project site may be nesting and
faraging habitat for tricolored bfackbird, western pond turtle, or other special-slatus species.

Figure 3.4-3 of the DEIR does not properly cite CNDDB nar does it pravide an accurate representation of the data. Qur
“Data Use Guidelines” are clearly stated on our website (see

https.//www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/mapsanddata.aBeluirements for using this data includes adding a
disclaimer and date to the map, at any scale larger {more zoomed in) than 1:350,000 the polygon layer should not be
shown on a public map.

Special-status Plants

Since the drought may affect whether certain plants will be identified, impacts may occur if surveys do not identify the »
plants because surveys were not conducted an multiple site visits and in multiple years. The Department recommends !
using established rare plant survey protocol, such as the Protocof for Surveying and Evaluating impacts to Special Status |
Native Plant Populations ond Natural Communities (see

hittp://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/survey_monitor.htiml), to identify rare plants that may occur on the project
site or otherwise be impacted by project activities. In addition, drought and other adverse conditions may mean that
some plant taxa wili not be evident or identifiable this year. This may he particularly true for annual and short-lived
perennial plant taxa and plants with persistent long-lived seed banks that are known not to germinate every year.
Because of these conditions, the failure to locate a plant during the floristic surveys of one field season does not
constitute evidence that the plant is absent from the surveyed location. The timing and number of visits necessary to
conduct a floristic survey should be determined by geographic location, the natural communities present:and the
weather patterns of the year, with the understanding that more than one field visit or field seasen may be necessary to
accurately survey the floristic diversity of a site and detect the presence of special status plant taxa.

To make the most cut of this field season the Department recommends that:

¢ Botanical surveys be floristic in nature {every plant taxon that occurs on a site is identified to the taxonomic
level hecessary to determine rarity and listing status);

¢ Surveys be conducted in the field at the time of year when target plant taxa are hoth evident and identifiabie
{usually during flowering or fruiting), and multiple visits io a site be made {e.g. in early, mid, and late-season) to
accurately survey the floristic diversity of the site and detect the presence of all special status plant taxa that are
evident and identifizble;
Nearby reference populations be visited whenever possible te determine if known special status plant
populations are evident and identifiable this year, and to obtain a visual image of the target species, associated
habitat, and associated natural community. Reference populations may be particularly impertant this vear to
ensure that the timing of surveys is appropriate and to help substantiate negative findings in adverse conditions
caused by drought.

Again, additional field seasons of surveys may be necessary to accurately survey the floristic diversity of a site and
substantiate negative findings. This may be particularly true when surveying for annual or shert-lived perennial plant
taxa during drought conditions, and in years where an evident and identifiable reference populatien could not be
referenced.

Reports for surveys that are conducted this year should include a discussion of how the drought affects the
comprehensiveness of the surveys, and the potential for false negative surveys. The size, condition, and phenological
development of any special-status plant refarence populaticns that were visited should also be described.

If suitable habitat is present, the Department recommends that surveys are conducted in accordance with the protocol
identified above to determine whether any rare plants which are either State or federally listed, or meet the criteria
>

cont.
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pursuant to Guidelines Section 15380(b) are present. A full discussion of the determination and timing of species-specific
mitigation 1o avoid impacts to sensitive plant species present within the vicinity of project site should be included in the
CEQA analysis. CEQA guidelines Section 15021 establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental
damage where feasible. CEQA also requires that lead agencies give majar consideration to preventing environmentai
damage, and should not approve a project as propased if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available
that would substantially lessen any significant effects that the project would have on the environment. The Department
recommends that the lead agency evaluate and demonstrate the project’s ability to avoid and minimize both direct and
indirect impacts to rare plants and their habitat, and require project modifications as necessary to accomplish these
tasks. For those locations of the project site where impacts to sensitive plants are unavoidable, mitigation far this
project should be established off-site in accordance with the off-site mitigation program elements. The mitigation plan |
should be developed that demonstrates specific details designed to accomplish these off-site mitigation program
elements. Mitigation measure 3.4-4 states that if the rare plant are present and cannot be avoided then the mitigation

for vernal pool wetlands and grasslands will be implemented to offset those impacts. However this mitigation (MM3.4-3 -

and 2} does not provide details as to how it will offset impacts to the plants only the habitat. The plants should be
salvaged, preserved, and otherwise mitigated for through success criteria specific to those plants. Mitigation measure
3.4-2 and 3 do not give performance standards for the restoration site. In addition, it is not clear whether compensatory
mitigation relies solely on whether the rare plant species are found again during another round of surveys. The
Department recommends that the lead agency condition the project to require Department’s review and approval of a
mitigation plan and that the mitigation plan require a 3:1 mitigation ratio (3 acres restored for each acre disturbed) and 1
that performance standards are built into the plan. If performance standards are not me following ten years of
monitoring, then additional mitigation would be reguired. In some instances, they may not be abile to fully mitigate the
loss of rare or state-listed plants as the transplantation and seeding potential for some rare plants are nat known.
Therefore, the mitigation as proposed would not reduce impacts to special-status plants te a less than significant level as
stated.

Riparian Habitat/ Streambed Alteration Agreement

The CEQA anatlysis should state what, if any, Department-jurisdictional features will be removed, disturbed, or otherwise 1

altered by the project. The DEIR does not mention or show the limit of the Department’s jurisdiction under FGC 1660,
The Department’s jurisdiction includes the bed, bank and channel and any associated habitat including areas where
water has flowed and where the width of its course can be identified by physical or biological indicators. The DEIR
incorrectly describes our jurisdiction as the “top of bank or outside extent of riparian vegetation, whichever is greatest”.
This terminclogy is not found in our code or guidance materials. The DEIR should include a map showing a delineation
of Department-jurisdictional features including but not limited to the riparian habitat and associated seasonal or
perennial wetlands. The DEIR does not quantify impacts to our jurisdiction, which is distinct from the USACE's and
SWRCB’s definitions. The project would result in direct and indirect impacts to Department-jurisdictional faatures. The
CEQA document should address direct (temporary and permanent), indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to
adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts. Mitigation measure 3.4-9 does not
provide mitigation that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level

Direct Impacts

Anr entity (any person, State, local government agency, or public utility) should consider and analyze whether
implementation of the proposed project will result in reasonably foreseeable potentially significant impacts subject to
regulation by the Department under Section 1600 et seq. of the FGC. In general, such impacts result whenever a
proposed project involves work undertaken in or near a river, stream, or lake that flows at least intermittently through a
bed or channel, including ephemeral streams and watercourses. As a responsible agency under CEQA, the Department
must rely on the CEQA analysis for the project when exercising our discretion after the lead agency to approve or carry
out some facet of a proposed project, such as the issuance of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA).
Therefore, the CEQA document should include specific, enforceable measures to be carried out onsite or within the
same stream system that will avoid, minimize and/or mitigate for project impacts to the natural resources. If CDFW-
jurisdictiona fedtures will be removed as a result of the project, the Department recommends a minimum 3 ocres of
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restored habitat for each acre removed. Mitigation measures should also describe when the mitigation measure will he
implemented, and explain why the measure Is feasible. The Department recommends that the CEQA document does
not defer mitigation details to some future time. The CEQA document should identify the following items: how each
measure will be carried out; who will perform the measures; when the measures will be performed; the performance
standards and mechanisms for achieving success, and an assured source of funding to acquire and manage identified
mitigation lands. The CEQA document should describe a range of enforceable mitigation measures that will be
implemented in instances where approval and cooperation with the entities identified above either does or does not
accur.

Indirect impacts

Project activities may result in disrupted reproduction depending on the time of year construction occurs; noise, light,
dust, and ground vibration during construction; and possible increased sedimentation into associated seasonal wetfands
and floodplain resulting from fill material inadvertently entering the waterway. Indirect impacts from development
may occur from effects to water quality, increase in noisg, light and human-wildlife interaction, as well as
disturbances to wildlife species and the habitats on which they depend.

Deferred Mitigation

CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 {a){1){B} states that formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some
future time. The DEIR includes a number of mitigation measures for biological resources {i.e. MM 3.4-1{b1), MM 3.4~
2{(b}), that rely on future approvals or agreements with USACE, USFWS and CDFW and entities entrusted with carrying
out the project as a means to bring identified significant environmental effects to below a level that is significant.
Because there is no guarantee that these approvals or cooperation with all of the above entities will ultimately occur,
the Department believes that the above mitigation measures are unenforceable and do not bringithe impacts to
biological rescurces to below a level that is significant, MM 4.8-8 states that the project proponent will obtain a
Streambed Alteration Agreement. As a responsible agency issuing a Streambed Alteration Agreement, the Department
must rely:on CEQA document to adequately address all potential impacts associated with the project and to have
enforceable mitigation measures to aveid, minimize or mitigate those impacts. The Departmeant cannot issue a Notice ofr
Determination based on a CEQA decument, which in turn relies on the Agreement for mitigation; it is circular logic.
Mitigation measures in the DEIR rely on development of future mitigation plans with no agency oversight or approval, It
is recommended that Mitigation Plans are developed prior to finalizing the DEIR and that any potential impacts
associgted with the Mitigation Plans are analyzed as well {i.e., restoration or enhancement of hahitat may have impacts: :
to sensitive resources).

Nesting Birds and Raptors

The project has the potential to disturb bird species or nests protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), FGCi
§3503 and 3503.5. Since project activities may occur during the nesting season {determined by regicn, species, and
climate), construction activities could result in disturbance to nesting raptors and other migratory birds. Raptors and
other migratory birds are protected under the MBTA and FGC §3503.5; therefore, potential impacts may he considered
potentially significant unless adequate avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation is incorporated. If nests are identified
on or adjacent to the project site, implementation of the project may adversely impact the success of the nest site
and/or take a bird, their egas and/or nest.

Mitigation Measure 3 .4-6 states that preconstruction surveys will be conducted within 30 days prior to the start of
construction. The Department recommends that this is changes to three {3) days prior to the start of construction. In
addition, if there is a break in construction activity of more than 2 weeks or if there is a change in the level of
disturbance at a site, then subsequent surveys should be conducted. Due to changes in weather patterns some birds are
nesting earlier in the year. The Department recommends changing the nesting season dates so that surveys would be
required between February 15" and September 1%, All measures to protect birds should be performance-based. While
some birds may tolerate disturbance within 500 feet of construction activities, other birds may have a different
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disturbance threshold and “take” {FGC §86} could occur if the no-work buffers are not designed to reduce stress ta that N
individual pair. The Department recommends including performance-based protection measures for avoiding all nests
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and FGC §3503.5, A 500-foot no-work buffer may be sufficient; however,
that buffer may need to be increased based on the birds’ tolerance level to the disturbance. Below is an example of a
performance-based protection measure;

10

Should construction activities cause the nesting bird to vocalize, make defensive flights at intruders, get up from a cont.
brooding positian, or fly off the nest, then the exclusionary buffer will be increased such that activities are far enough
from the nest to stop this agitated behavior. The exclusionary buffer will remain in place until the chicks have fledged or
as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist.

The best method is to have a qualified hiologist onsite monitoring activities as birds may nest within pipes or on cleared
ground. +

Burrowing Cwl -
Suitable habitat for burrowing owl is present on and adjacent to the project site. Burrowing owls are present on the
project site and the proposed project has the potential to significantly impact this species.

Under the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. (CDFG 2012}, the Department recommencs a qualified biologist will
complete four surveys for burrowing owl. The biologist will conduct 4 survey visits: 1) at least one site visit between 15
February and 15 April, and 2} a minimum of three survey visits, at least three weeks apart, between 15 April and 15 Julyy
with at least one visit after 15 June. Surveys will be conducted on the project site and within 150 meters of areas that
will be directly or indirectly impacted by the project, where feasible. Surveys shall not be conducted during inclement 1*
weather, when burrowing owls are typically less active and visible. If burrowing owls or evidence of burrowing owls
(e.g., whitewash or pellets) are not ebserved during surveys, no additional mitigation is necessary. If the birds are 11
present, then there is potential for impacts to occur and the project proponent to take a bird protected under FGC. If
any new burrowing owl colonizes the project site after the CEQA document has been adopted, it may constitute
changed circumstances that should be addressad in a re-circulated CEQA document (CDFG 2012).

Passive relocation is considered an impact to the species unless there is adjacent natural habitat nearby. The
Department recommends that mitigation measure 3:4-6 (5-7) is amended sa it is consistent with the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation. Namely, the project proponent should develop a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan approved by i
the Department. In addition, the impact analysis does not include compensatory mitigation for the foss of accupied
burrowing owl habitat. This species was observed an the project site and would result in permanent loss of its

habitat. The Department recommends that temporary and permanent loss of habitat is mitigated as outlined in the
Department’s staff report to include parmanent protection of mitigation land, a management plan, and endowment.

Califarnia Endangered Species Act

The Department has regulatory authority pursuant to California Endangered Species Act {CESA) over projects that have
the patential to result in the take' of any species of wildlife designated by the California Fish and Game Commission as
an endangered, threatened, or candidate species. Take of species protected pursuant to CESA is prohibited {Fish and
Game Code [FGC] § 2080). However, the Department, may authorize the take of these species by permit if the
conditions set farth in FGC Section 2081, subdivisions (b) and {c) are met (See also Cal. Code Regs., title 14, § 783.4).

12

The Department has concern that the project may adversely affect and may take a State-listed species. If the project
may result in the take of any spacies protected pursuant to CESA, an incidental take permit, Issued by the Department,
should be obtained before the take occurs. If the Department issues an incidental take permit, the Department must
rely on the CEQA document to prepare and issue its own findings regarding the project (CEOA Guidelines §§15096 and
15381). The Department will oniy use the CEQA document if it adequately addsesses the effects of those project
activities, incfuding all avoidance, minimization and the mitigation required for the take authorization. v
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Any activity resulting in loss of habitat, decreased reproductive success, or other negative effects an population levels of 4 12

species protected pursuant to CESA should be analyzed. Project activities should be designed to avoid and minimize the cont.
potential for take of CESA species. If the project has the potential to lake CESA species, those impacts will need to be
fully mitigated. 1

Tricolored Blackbird

Tri-colored blackbird is known to occur in the area; there are numerous occurrences within a 10-mile radius (CDFW
2016; CNDDB layer in BIOS). Tricolored bfackbird is a candidate for State listing. Any activity resulting in less of habitat,
decreased reproductive success, or other negative effects on population levels of species protected pursuant to CESA
should be analyzed. Project activities should be designed to avoid and minimize the potential for take of CESA 13
species. If the project has the potential to take CESA species, those impacts will need to be fully mitigated. The DEIR
should address potential impacts to foraging habitat for tricolored blackbird as it may result in decreased reproductive
success such as abandonment of a nearby calony site. The foss of foraging habitat should be mitigated for in relation to.
the species nasting habitat. Impacts to foraging habitat may have a detrimental impact on a colony. If adjacent foraging
habitat is removed, it may cause colony abandonment and result in a tremendous loss of reproductive success farz
species that is already at risk and in decline. The mitigation as proposed is not enough to offset impacts to this species.

Swalnson's Hawk

There are numerous occurrence records within a 10-mile radiusiof the project (COFW 2016; CNDDB layer in BIOS). Tha
loss of nesting and foraging habitat due to agricultural and urbari expansion has greatly reduced the breeding range and
abundance of Swainsen’s Hawk in California (CDFW 1993; S5-year Status Review: Swainson’s Hawk). The CEQA document:
proposes mitigation which would contribute to the decline of the species. The Department recommends that mitigation
for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat includes 1 acre preserved for each 1 acre lost {1:1 ratic) ot a.minirnum. The:
DEIR proposes a 0.75:1 ratie which is unacceptable. Even a 1:1 ratio represents a net loss as no new habitat is being
createdionly existing land is being preserved. Over time the cumulative impact weuld be significant. In addition, riparian
habitat represents high quality nesting habitat and any adjacent foraging habitat is of greater value as the hawk does nat
need to expend additional energy traveling farther to forage which may aid in having more reproductive

success. Mitigation land should be of equal or greater value of foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and preserved in i
perpetuity under a conservatior easement. Nearby preserved nesting sites should be located in close proximity to the -»
mitigation land. In addition the land should not have conflicting land uses {i.e., airports), or conflicting minerai rights or -
wind rights, and should have an endowment to manage land in perpetuity to uphold habitat values. The Department - 14
recommends that any mitigation for loss of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat is reviewed and approved by the
Department, that it includes a greater than 1:1 mitigation ratio, and it includes management and funding in perpetuity '
specifically for Swainson’s hawk. Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 {3-4) only takes into account a recent nest site and not
historic nest sites. It also does not analyze the loss of the nest tree or use of the nest tree after construction is complete:
and during project implementation (the urbanization of the area). This is a serious aversight. The Department
recommends that the analysis consider these potentially significant impacts and propose mitigation that would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

For mitigation to Swainson’s Hawk foeraging habitat, the Department considers the following criteria.

1) Proposed mitigation parcel should he occupied by Swainson’s Hawk

2) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be in close proximity to the impact sites

3) Feraging habitat mitigation sites should contain atleast the same guality or better of suitable foraging habitat than
habitat impact sites

4) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be connected to other protected habitat thereby contributing to a larger
habitat preserve

5) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be outside of areas identified for urban growth

6) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be managed in perpetuity as foraging habitat

7) CEQA Lead Agencies should be supportive

8) Regional conservation efforts should be supportive
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The Department recarmmends that the project provide a minimum 2:1 mitigation ratio. The Draft PCCP uses an N 14
approximate 1.4:1 ratio; however this low ratio takes into account the wider aim of the conservation strategy which is to cont

provide large contiguous blocks of habitat which cannot be done on a project-by-project basis. Until the Plan is adopted,
the Department must assume a higher mitigation ratio. L

Placer County Conservation Plan

Although the Placer County Conservation Plan has not yet been adopted, the parties have signed the Planning
Agreement, which requires a consistency review of interim projects in the Plan Area. This project is a “Interim Project”
as described in the Planning Agreement which outlines an interim project process {Section 6.6) this process must be
followed far all projects that meet the interim project definition. Since this process was not completed, the Department
recommends that the CEQA document analyze the project’s consistency with the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Coemmunities Conservation Plan and provide the necessary documentation to the Wildlife Agencies as outlined in the
Planning Agreement. The PCCP identifies areas within the project boundary as “Reserve Acquisition Area” and therefore
the development of the project may be in direct conflict with the PCCP. Under “Methodology and Assumptions”, the
document states that the mitigation measures for potential biclogical resources were developed to be consistent with
the current Draft PCCP. However if the PCCP is not adopted prior to phases or buildout, additional mitigation maybe
necessary to offset the project-by-project mitigation approach. It is also incorrect to assume that if the PCCP is adopted, 15
then participation shall satisfy ALL mitigation requirements under CEQA as it will not cover mitigation for rare plants or
other non-Covered Species, or for impacts to Department jurisdictional features under FGC 1600. The HCP/NCCP only
addresses impacts to Covered Species and not wetlands, waters of the WS or other resources which would be under the
purview of the County Aquatic Resources Program (CARP). This is a serious oversight and needs to be addressed. The
Department recommends re-analyzing the impacts and mitigation and re-circulating the decument. In addition, as
stated previously, the low ratios embedded within the PCCP take into account all the benefits of the PCCP including
management and preservation of large contiguous blocks. Therefore the ratios provided in the DEIR for impacts to
wetlands and other sensitive impacts must consider whether the PCCP is not in place at the time of implementation.
Specifically there should be a minimum 3:1 mitigation ratio for the loss of sensitive wetland habitats. This should be
increased if the nature of the wetlands are determined to be biologically unique. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 #7
particularly is not consistent with the PCCP as it would allow mitigation outside of Placer County which may resultin the
faiture of the Plan to reach it's biclogical goals and objectives.

Thank you for considering cur comments. If you could please reply and let me know you received this email, it would be -
greatly appreciated. Department personnel are available for consuitation regarding hiclogical resources and strategies
to minimize impacts. If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Reghards,

Angela Calderaro
Senior Environmental Scientisti[Specialist)
Habitat Conservation Branch
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Central Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Rancho Cordova CA 95670
Office: 216-358-2920
Fax: 9216-358-2912

Angeia.Calderaro@wildlife.ca.gov
www.wildlife.ca.gov

Note: | do not work most Thursdays,

" Take is definad in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursus, catch,
capture, or kill"
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Response September 20, 2016

A2-1 As stated on page 2-44 of the Draft EIR, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) is listed as a trustee agency and as a responsible agency for the
anticipated processing of Streambed Alteration Agreements (Section 1602 of the
Fish and Game Code). The CDFW commenter’s brief summary of the proposed
project is correct.

A2-2 Nine biological resources reports were prepared for the Project or its
components. A complete biological resources assessment was prepared by
ECORP (2015). These reports included scoping of biological resources for the
Plan Area to determine which species would have potential to occur and surveys
for special-status species and their habitats. The reports are listed below and are
cited and referenced in full on pages 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 of the Draft EIR. Feasible
avoidance, minimization and mitigation were developed for the Project and are
discussed under the relevant impacts as appropriate on pages 3.4-56 to 3.4-93 of
the Draft EIR.

° ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2015. Biological Resources Assessment for the
Lincoln Village 5 & SUD-B Specific Plan. Prepared for Richland
Developers, Inc. March 18, 2015.

. ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2014. Federally listed large brachiopod dry
season surveys, Lincoln Village 5, Phase 1 Project. Letter addressed to
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA. December 16, 2014.

. ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2014. Wetland Delineation for the Lincoln
Village 5, Phase 1 Project. Prepared for Richland Developers, Inc.
December 1, 2014.

. ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2014. Special-Status Plant Survey for the
Lincoln Village 5, Phase 1 Project. Prepared for Richland Developers, Inc.
August 27, 2014.

. ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2014. Results of Elderberry Shrub Surveys for
the Lincoln Village 5, Phase 1 Project. Prepared for Richland Developers,
Inc. March 9, 2015.

o Cardno, 2015. Preliminary Biological Assessment for the Moore Road
Property. March 2, 2015.

) The Moore Road property is a small portion of Area J as described in the
V5SP, referred to as Windsor Cove in this EIR.

. Cardno, 2015. Wetland Delineation and Preliminary Jurisdictional
Determination. Moore Road Property. February 4, 2015.
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A2-4

A2-5

° Cardno, 2015. Moore Road Property Arborist and Native Oak Inventory.
March 2, 2015.

The process that was followed for identifying special-status species and sensitive
habitats is described on pages 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 and the references cited therein. In
addition, Appendix D, Biological Resources Species Data, provides parameters,
results, and dates of special-status data base searches. Scoping of the special-
status species for the Project was based on ECORP’s 2015 Biological Resources
Assessment. This report uses the February 2015 GIS update of the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for the Gold Hill, Lincoln, Nicolaus,
Pleasant Grove, Rocklin, Roseville and Sheridan USGS 7.5’ quadrangles (see
footnote to Figure 3.4-3 in the Draft EIR). Appendix D of the Draft EIR also
presents an Official Species List from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, dated
April 16, 2015 for the Plan Area polygon; a California Natural Diversity
Database search for the Lincoln (3812183), Roseville (3812173), Pleasant Grove
(3812174) or Sheridan (3812184) 7.5’ USGS quadrangles of the April 7, 2015
version of the database, and the search results for the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-02,
accessed April 16, 2015). Species within these search parameters were analyzed
for their potential to occur in the Plan Area as is documented in detail in Table
3.4-3. The impact assessment was conducted for all species except for those that
had a “low”, “absent” (known not to occur in the Plan Area) or “unlikely” rating
for their potential to occur in the Plan Area. Potential to occur was determined by
a conservative interpretation of known species range, as well as extensive
surveys, documented in the reports listed in the Response to Comment A2-2.

Figure 3.4-3 cites the quadrangles and distance (5 miles from the proposed
project’s boundary) that were searched and database date. Footnotes on the figure
also provide caveats regarding the data. Species polygons and the topographic map
background are sufficiently vague and depicted with a dashed line, such that
specific occurrences cannot be identified on the ground. Point locations would
provide more specific locational information than these polygons. As Figure 3.4-3
in the Draft EIR states locations for western pond turtle were suppressed.

The following text (shown in underlining) is added to Mitigation Measures 3.4-4
(@) and (b).

a)  For Areas B through J, the project applicant(s) for each
phase shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused
botanical surveys in vernal pool complexes, fresh emergent
marsh, seasonal wetlands and nonnative annual grassland
habitats within the Plan Area for special-status plant species
including, but not limited to, pincushion navarretia, dwarf
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downingia, slender Orcutt grass, Sanford’s arrowhead, and
big-scale balsamroot during the appropriate time of year to

detect each of these species. In order to determine the
appropriate survey window, the qualified biologist shall visit

reference populations when such populations are available
and accessible. If no special-status plants are located during

the surveys, no mitigation would be required.

b)  If special-status plant species are located during surveys in
areas proposed for ground disturbance, the project
applicant for each project shall mitigate for impacts to
vernal pool wetlands and complexes as described in
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, for impacts to grasslands as
described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, and for wetlands as
described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. The applicant shall
also report the plant survey results to CDFW using a

CNDDB field survey form. In addition, the applicant shall
retain a gualified biologist to develop and implement a
special-status plant salvage and transplantation plan that
shall be approved by CDFW. The plan shall provide for the
salvage of seeds of the impacted special-status plants and soil
from the site surrounding those plants. The salvaged seeds
and soil shall be transplanted to a protected site with
appropriate habitat. To ensure the success of transplantation
and the species, the applicant shall monitor the protected site
for three years from the date of transplantation.

Although, success of transplanting special-status plants is not guaranteed, habitat
for these species will also be preserved and restored as specified in Mitigation
Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2 and 3.4-3. Mitigation for the impact on special-status
plants does not rely solely on transplantation success.

The Draft EIR clearly outlines the CDFW’s jurisdiction under the California Fish
and Game Code (CFGC) section 1600 et seq. (Draft EIR, page 3.4-46.) The Draft
EIR also thoroughly describes and quantifies the impacts of the proposed project
to features under jurisdiction of the state under CFGC section 1600 et seq. In
particular, replacement and/or expansion of existing bridges of Auburn and
Markham Ravines is described on Draft EIR page 3.4-77 which states: “The
proposed project would require existing bridges be replaced or expanded
(widened) where Nelson Lane, Moore Road, and Dowd Road cross Auburn
Ravine and where Nelson Lane and Dowd Road cross Markham Ravine. Thus,
bridge replacement and construction could affect approximately 17 acres of
riparian habitat by removal or damaging of riparian trees and shrubs.” The
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A2-7

A2-8

replacement or expansion of existing bridges would also result in placement of
new piers in Auburn Ravine. Those impacts are described on page 3.4-75 of the
Draft EIR and in Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document. Due to
access constraints and the limited availability of detailed design available within
most of the Plan Area, it is not feasible to delineate all potentially CDFW-
jurisdictional features or to identify precise impacts at this time.

Mitigation for these impacts to CFGC section 1600 et seq. jurisdictional features
would reduce these impacts to less than significant by preserving the majority of
lands associated with the Markham and Auburn Ravine floodplains and ensuring
no net loss of riparian habitat values, and implementing Mitigation Measures
3.4-1,3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, and 3.10-1, which would include mitigation for impacts
to waters under jurisdiction of CDFW (Draft EIR, p.3.4-78). Under Mitigation
Measure 3.4-2 an Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources
Mitigation Plan will be prepared and implemented if the PCCP would not be in
place and it shall require that for every 1.0 acres of land cover impacted,

1.35 acres of land will be conserved in perpetuity, which also applies to land
cover under CFGC section 1600 et seq. jurisdiction. This is the proposed
mitigation ratio provided in the PCCP. And, while the PCCP may be adopted by
the time the VV5SP is considered for approval by the City, the PCCP’s adoption is
anticipated by the time construction commences on the V5 project, and thus, the
proposed mitigation measures in the PCCP should suffice. However, the CDFW
has discretion in the issuance of its section 1602 permit and would review
evidence at the time support a different mitigation ratio, if necessary.

See Response to Comment A2-6. Mitigation of impacts to CFGC section 1600
et seq. jurisdictional features would be mitigated by preserving the majority of
lands associated with the Markham and Auburn Ravine floodplains and ensuring
no net loss of riparian habitat values, as well as implementing Mitigation
Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, and 3.10-1 which would include mitigation
for impacts to waters under jurisdiction of CDFW.

Both direct and indirect impacts on biological resources were considered in the
impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Indirect impacts are mentioned throughout the
impact analysis section (e.g., “Implementation of the proposed project could have
a substantial adverse effect, either directly or indirectly through habitat
modification on special-status species.” [page 3.4-60 of the Draft EIR], “sensitive
natural communities include vernal pools, seasonal swales, seasonal wetlands,
fresh emergent marsh, and riverine (creek) habitat as shown in Table 3.4-2.
Those habitats would be affected directly and indirectly by implementation of the
V5SP through permanent and temporary construction disturbance in the Plan
Area, or future operation within the Plan Area. [Draft EIR, page 3.4-60], and
other mentions). Installation of protective fencing, buffer zones and erosion and
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A2-10

urban runoff control measures to control indirect effects on jurisdictional
wetlands or other protected waters is provided in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1(b)-
(8),(9),(10)) on page 3.4-61 of the Draft EIR. To clarify that both direct and
indirect impacts were considered in the impact analysis, the first paragraph under
the “Methodology and Assumptions” section on page 3.4-53 is revised to read:

The impact analysis focuses on foreseeable changes to the baseline
condition of the Plan Area in the context of the significance criteria
presented above. In the impact analysis both direct and indirect impacts
were considered. In conducting the following impact analysis, three
principal components of the Guidelines outlined above were considered:

Mitigation Measures 3.4-1(b) and 3.4-2(b) are not deferred, and are enforceable
mitigation measures because the applicants would not legally be able to fill
wetlands without U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) approvals. Agency approval is
mandatory prior to the proposed project proceeding. The measures specify
mitigation that includes restoration and preservation of wetland habitat at
identified mitigation ratios, and the measures specify where and when the
mitigation would occur. Purchase of credits at approved mitigation or
conservation banks is provided as an option. This is acceptable mitigation under
CEQA.

The Draft EIR does not include a Mitigation Measure 4.8-8. As is stated in the
Responses to Comments A2-6, A2-7 and A2-8, mitigation for impacts on
protected waters and associated riparian habitat under jurisdiction of section 1600
of CFGC does not rely on the issuance of a Streambed Alteration Agreement, but
instead relies on Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-9 and 3.10-1.
These measures include implementation of mitigation through an adopted PCCP
or, if the PCCP has not yet been adopted, individual measures that avoid,
minimize or compensate for direct or indirect effects on protected waters and
riparian habitat, including those features under jurisdiction of CFGC section
1600. Whichever mitigation options are undertaken, they will require final
agency approval. Final mitigation plans are not required prior to lead agency
approval of the proposed project because exact the design of all project elements
have not yet been determined, which is why outlining performance measures for
mitigation measures is required.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project has the potential to disturb
bird species or their nests, which are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. (Impact 3.4-6.) The CDFW commenter recommends revising the
preconstruction surveys to require them to be conducted within three (instead of
30) days prior to the commencement of construction. This is infeasible. The EIR
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provides a 30-day window as is typically required by the CDFW. The EIR
already requires additional construction surveys if there is a break in construction
for more than 14 days. However, in accordance with the CDFW request,
Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (c) (Draft EIR, page 3.4-72) will be revised as follows
to address earlier nesting patterns and survey requirements when there is any
substantial reduction in activity at a site within the Plan Area:

c)

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City
and/or has not been approved by the agencies, the following
mitigation measures for nesting habitat shall apply:

1)

2)

If construction activity that may disturb nesting birds
(according to a qualified biologist) occurs during the
nesting season (Mareh-15—August-30 February 15 -
September 1), the project applicant(s) for each project
phase shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-
construction breeding-season survey of the project site
at least 30 days prior to onset of construction. Surveys
for nesting raptors shall be conducted within ¥, mile of
proposed_construction activities. A survey for nesting
birds shall be conducted within 500 feet of construction
areas to determine if any birds are nesting on or within
500 feet of the project site. The results of the survey shall
be valid only for the season when it is conducted. New
surveys shall be conducted if construction of the
surveyed area extends into the following season or if
construction is suspended for more than 14 days during
the nesting season, or if there is a substantial change in
the level of disturbance at the site, unless all of the
potential nesting trees or other habitat have been
removed.

If the pre-construction survey does not identify any
protected raptor or bird nests on or within the buffers to
the project site, no mitigation shall be required.
However, should any active nests be located within

500 feet of a proposed construction area at any time
throughout the construction, the project applicant(s) for
each project phase, in consultation with CDFW, shall
avoid all bird nest sites located in the project site
disturbance area(s) during the breeding season

(approximately Mareh-15-through-August-36-February
15 - September 1) while the nest is occupied with adults
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and/or young. This avoidance could consist of delaying
construction in close proximity to the nest during the
nesting season or establishing a non-disturbance buffer
zone around the nest site. The size of the buffer zone
shall be determined in consultation with CDFW. The
buffer zone shall be delineated by orange temporary
construction fencing. Any occupied nest shall be
monitored by a qualified biologist to determine when the
nest is no longer in use. Should construction activities

cause the nesting bird to vocalize, make defensive flights
at intruders, get up from a brooding position, or fly off
the nest, then a qualified biologist should identify an
increased exclusionary buffer such that activities are far
enough from the nest to stop this agitated behavior.

With the added mitigation language proposed by CDFW staff, the City does not
believe in its independent judgment that an onsite biological monitor is necessary.

A2-11 The Draft EIR acknowledges that suitable habitat for the burrowing owl is
present on and adjacent to the V5SP Plan Area, and that the proposed project has
the potential to significantly impact this species. (Impact 3.4-6.) Accordingly,
Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (c)(5)-(7) (Draft EIR pages 3.4-73 — 3.4-74) shall be
revised as follows:

5) Prior to project construction the project applicant(s) for
each project phase shall hire a qualified biologist to
conduct both nesting and wintering season surveys for
burrowing owl to determine if potential habitat within
500 feet of ground disturbance is used by this species.
The timing and methodology for the surveys shall be

hased on the CDFW/Burrowing Owl Consortium Survey
Guidelines2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation. ‘I-f—pessqble—the—nesnﬂg—seasen—s&wey—she&ld

conducted-between-December-1-and-January-31-during
iodwi o | likely to

present: A qualified biologist will conduct four survey

visits: 1) at least one visit between February 15 and

April 15, and 2) a minimum of three survey visits, at
least three weeks apart between April 15 and July 1. If

5 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2012. Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. State of California
Natural Resources Agency, Sacramento.
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feasible, at least one visit will occur after June 15.

Surveys will be conducted within areas that, according
to the gualified biologist, could support burrowing owl
nesting habitat at the project site and within 150 meters
of areas that will be directly or indirectly impacted by
the project, if feasible.

6) If burrowing owls are discovered during the surveys i
the-Plan-Area, the project applicant shall notify the
CDFW. A qualified biologist shall monitor the owls and
establish a fenced exclusion zone around each occupied
burrow. No construction activities shall be allowed
within the exclusion buffer zone until such time that the
burrows are determined to be unoccupied by a qualified
biologist. The buffer zones shall be a minimum of 150
feet from an occupied burrow during the non-breeding
season (September 1 through January 31), and a
minimum of 250 feet from an occupied burrow during
the breeding season (February 1 through August 31).

7) If complete avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW shall be

consulted regarding-the-implementation-of-avoidanceor

passiverelocation-metheds-a Burrowing Owl Exclusion
Plan. All activities that will result in a disturbance to

burrows shall be approved by CDFW prior to
implementation.

Contrary to the CDFW comment, the Draft EIR provides for compensatory
mitigation for impacts to the burrowing owl!’s habitat and nesting grounds, as
well as other impacted raptor species. Specifically, Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (a)
states that compensatory mitigation shall comply with the PCCP, if it has been
adopted and approved. If the PCCP has not be adopted and approved, a project
applicant must provide compensatory mitigate for the loss of both foraging
habitat under Mitigation Measure 3.4-6(b) and nesting habitat under Mitigation
Measure 3.4-6(c). These measures require the preparation of a mitigation plan,
permanent mitigation of comparable land, and an endowment pursuant to the
reference to Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b).

The Draft EIR acknowledges that “Under CESA, CDFW has the responsibility
for maintaining a list of endangered and threatened species” and that such species
cannot be “taken” without an Incidental Take Permit issued pursuant to Section
2801. (Draft EIR, pages 3.4-45 and 3.4-46) If the PCCP has not been adopted and
approved prior to the need for permitting the project, individual regulatory
permits will be acquired as discussed throughout the Draft EIR.
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A2-13

A2-14

The Draft EIR states that the Plan Area has not been surveyed for nesting habitat,
but is known to provide potential habitat for tricolored blackbird (Draft EIR,
pages 3.4-18, 3.4-37, and 3.4-38). The species is included as a covered species in
the PCCP, and mitigation for impacts to the species will be included in the
PCCP, when implemented. However, the following text will be added to
Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (c) (Draft EIR, page 3.4-74) to ensure the Tricolored
Blackbird is fully protected if the PCCP is not adopted and approved by the time
a project applicant wishes to commence construction:

\ditional [ icolored Blackbi

8) Prior to project construction the project applicant(s) for

each project phase shall hire a qualified biologist to
conduct a tricolored blackbird nesting survey within the
area to be disturbed, targeting potential breeding
habitat such as emergent marsh, riparian thickets, and
blackberry brambles. Two surveys shall be conducted at
least three weeks apart between March 15 and
September 1 within 500 feet of the area subject to
ground disturbance. If a nesting colony is found within
the survey area the project applicant(s) shall consult
with CDFW to develop a Tricolored Blackbird
Mitigation Plan to avoid, minimize and compensate for
impacts to occupied nesting habitat and adjacent
foraging habitat. Mitigation measures may include work
windows (March 15 to September 1) to avoid impacting
an active on-site nesting colony, purchasing
conservation easements to protect occupied nesting and
foraging habitat, or other measures mutually agreed
upon by the applicant(s) and CDFW.

Under Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b)(5), impacted annual grassland used for
foraging shall be mitigated at a ratio of 1.35 to 1 (1.35 acres conserved for every
acre removed) (Draft EIR page 3.4-63), not 0.75 to 1. Nesting areas shall be
surveyed prior to the start of construction, consistent with Mitigation Measure
3.4-6(c)(1). If nesting areas are to be removed, nesting habitat shall be replaced at
a ratio consistent with the underlying habitat type, such as riparian, pastures, or
wetlands, as described in Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, and 3.4-4.

The following underlined text is added to Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (c)(4) (Draft
EIR, page 3.4-72) for clarification:

4) Should any active Swainson’s hawk nests be located
within one-half mile of the disturbance area, no project-
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A2-15

related activities that could cause nest abandonment or
forced fledging (such as heavy equipment operation),
shall be initiated within the one-quarter mile (buffer
zone) of an active nest between March 1 and September

15. If high guality Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat
would be removed (i.e., alfalfa fields and pasture), then
the applicant shall purchase mitigation credits for
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat at a CDFW-approved
mitigation bank at a ratio of 1.35:1 or protect similar
value agricultural land at a ratio of 1.35:1 with a
conservation easement that maintains the land in high-
value Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in perpetuity,
consistent with Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b)(2)-(10).

See Master Response 3 regarding the reliance on the PCCP for mitigation ratios.

The Draft EIR outlines the PCCP provisions and mitigation ratios. (Draft EIR,
pages 3.4-51 - 52.) As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not
conflict with the Reserve Acquisition Area, but has been designed to strictly
comply with those areas. Further, the Draft EIR specifically states that the
proposed PCCP would not cover special-status state or federally-listed plants. As
a result, Impact 3.4-4 discusses the loss and/or degradation of rare plant
populations, and appropriate mitigation, including the requirement for Incidental
Take Permits if protocol surveys reveal rare plant species in the Plan Area.
Further, the commenter from CDFW is incorrect in stating that the PCCP would
not cover wetlands, waters of the US or other water resources. The proposed
PCCP includes a County Aquatic Resources Program (CARP) that would serve
as an implementation program supporting the issuance of permits under the
federal Clean Water Act and the CFGC. (https://www.placer.ca.gov/
Departments/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/PCCP.aspx) In addition, the
Draft EIR discusses impacts to wetlands, Waters of the US, and Waters of the
State in a detailed manner in Impact 3.4-1 and specifically contemplates a
scenario where the PCCP has not yet been adopted by the time the V5SP is
implemented. As such, this issue has been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR
and there is no need for recirculation. All mitigation measures require
replacement or compensation ratio in excess of 1:1, depending on the land cover
in issue. Ratios range from 1:1.25 to 1.5 due to the amount of mitigation that will
occur and because the project applicant will control a large part of the mitigation
land in question, including the Markham and Auburn Ravines, which will be
preserved in perpetuity pursuant to a conservation easement. As such, the City
believes this is more than sufficient project-specific mitigation. Mitigation
Measure 3.4-1 4:3-1(b)(7) indicates the City may allow the project applicant to
purchase mitigation lands or credits located outside of Placer County only if the
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PCCP has not been adopted and approved and only if doing so would advance
the City’s conservation goals and meet the biological intent of this mitigation
strategy.

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-31 ESA / 130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-33 ESA / 130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Letter A3

Village 5 and Special Use District B -2- 30 September 2016
{SUD-B) Specific Plan Project
Placer County

the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments
only become effective after they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the
USEPA. Every three (3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is compieted that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues.

For more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, please visit our website:
http./iwww. waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/.

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy {State Water Board
Resolution 68-18) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in the Basin
Plan. The Antidegradation Policy is available on page IV-15.01 at:

hitp:/fwww waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalleywater_issues/basin_plans/sacsir.pdf

in part it states:

Any discharge of waste fo high quality waters must apply best practicable freatment or
control not only to prevent a condition of poliution or nuisance from occurring, but afso to
maintain the highest waler qualify possible consistent with the maximum benefit to the
people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potenfial impacts
of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background concentrations and
applicable water quality obfectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting
processes. The environmental review document should evaluate potential impacts to both
surface and groundwater quality.

Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb che or more acres of scil or where projects disturb less
than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs
one or more acres, are required to cbtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Asscciated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit),
Caonstruction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to
this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as
stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to
restore the original lineg, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

cont.
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(SWPPP),

For mere information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:
http:/fwww waterboards.ca. goviwater_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits. shtml.

Phase | and )l Municipal Separate $torm Sewer System (MS4) Permits'

The Phase | and || MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows
from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own development
standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards that
include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design
concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the
entitlement and CEQA process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
http: /Awww. waterboards.ca.gov/centralvaliey/water_issues/storm_water/municipai_permits/.

For more information on the Phase Il MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the State 1
Water Resources Control Board at;

http:/fwww. waterboards.ca.gov/iwater_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.sht
mi

cont.

Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the regulations
contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at:

hitp:/fewww waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_waterfindustrial_general_
permits/index.shiml.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by
the USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure
that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water

1 Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people} and large sized municipalities {serving over 7

250,000 peaple}. The Phase Il MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Sraall
M8S4s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals. v
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drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to cdnlact the Department of Fish and Game N

for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please
contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (918) 557-5250,

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit (£.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letter of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or
any other federal permit {e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from
the United States Coast Guard), is required for this project due to the disturbance of waters
of the United States {such as streams and wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification
must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.
There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifications.

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal”
waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project may
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley
Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to
all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other waters of the State inciuding, but -
not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation. ’
For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:

hitp:/Avww. waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/business_help/permit2. shtml.

Dewatering Permit
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged

to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board General Water
Quality Order {Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central Valley Water Board’s
Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk
Waiver) R5-2013-0145. Small temporary construction dewatering projects are projects that
discharge groundwater to land from excavation activities or dewatering of underground
utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Risk General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http /fwww waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2003/wqo/w
qo2003-0003. pdf

For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
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hitp:/fwww. waterboards.ca.gov/centraivalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/waivers/rs-
2013-0145_res.pdf

Regulatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture

If the property will be used for commercial irrigated agricultural, the discharger will be
required to obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program.
There are two options to comply:

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that
supports land owners with the implementation of the frrigated Lands Regulatory
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reperting to
the Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups
charge an annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition Group. Ta find the
Coalition Group in your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board's website at:
http:/iwww. waterboards.ca.govicentralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/app_appr
ovalfindex.shtml; or contact water board staff at (316) 464-4611 or via email at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Individual Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating 1
in a third-party group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the cont.
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor runcff from their
property, install monitoring weils, and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and other
action plans regarding their actions to comply with their General Order. Yearly
costs would include State administrative fees {for example, annual fees for farm
sizes from 10-100 acres are currently $1,084 + $6.70/Acre); the cost to prepare
annual monitoring reports; and water guality monitoring costs. To enrcll as an
Individual Discharger under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, call the
Central Valley Water Board phone line at (816) 464-4611 or e-mail board staff at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to discharge
the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering
discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be
covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to
Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from
Superchiorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water
{Limited Threat General Crder). A complete application must be submitted to the Central
Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these General NPDES permits.
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Letter A3 Stephanie Tadlock, Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Response Control Board (CVRWQCB)

September 30, 2016
A3-1 The comment describes applicable Water Board plans and considerations that the

proposed projects must comply with including the applicable Basin Plan and the
State Water Board Antidegradation Policy. The comment identifies potential
types of permits that could be required from the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). Such permits could include a Construction
Storm Water General Permit, Phase | and 1l Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) Permits, an Industrial Storm Water General Permit, a Clean Water
Act Section 404 Permit, a Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit, a Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit, a dewatering permit, a permit for
commercially irrigated agriculture, a Low or Limited Threat General NPDES
Permit, or meeting Waste Discharge Requirements. Water quality permit
requirements for the proposed project are detailed in Section 3.10, Hydrology
and Water Quality. As described in Impact 3.10-1, the proposed project would be
required to comply with both state and local regulations designed to reduce or
eliminate construction-related water quality effects.
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Letter A4
Response

Celia McAdam, Placer County Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC)
October 6, 2016

A4-1

A4-2

A4-3

Ad-4

The comment regarding the Placer County ALUC jurisdiction and requirement
for the completion of an ALUC consistency determination, prior to agency
approval of the proposed project, is noted. Consistency with the Placer County
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) is analyzed in Section 3.11, Land
Use and Planning, and evaluated under the discussion for Impact 3.11-5. On
November 15, 2016, the Placer County ALUC conducted a duly noticed public
hearing regarding consistency of the Village 5 GPA and SP with the Placer
County ALUCP. The ALUC found that both the GPA and SP are consistent with
the ALUCP subject to the provided recommendations, which have been
incorporated into the project.

As discussed in Impact 4.9-5 beginning on page 4.9-25 of the Draft EIR, the
Placer County ALUCP designates detention and retention ponds as a conditional
use. The detention ponds would be designed, engineered, constructed, and
maintained for a maximum 48-hour detention period after the design storm and
remain completely dry between storms in accordance with FAA Advisory
Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B. Additionally, per AC 150/5200-33B, because
Lincoln Regional Airport serves piston-powered aircraft, the V5SP would also
comply with the two perimeter requirements for wildlife hazards: (1) a separation
of 5,000 feet from the airport runway to any land use that could attract wildlife
hazards (namely, bird strikes) and (2) a separation of five statute miles from the
aircraft operations area (AOA) to any land use that could cause hazardous
wildlife movement into or across the approach or departure space at the airport.®

The comment describes the proposed project as being conditionally compatible
with ALUCP requirements. As described the analysis for Impact 3.11-5, the
proposed project would not conflict with the ALUCP because land uses and
proposed densities from the Village 5 Specific Plan (V5SP) are consistent with
the restrictions of the ALUCP Compatibility zones. For areas of the project site
where V5SP land uses could potentially allow for structures that would exceed
the maximum allowable heights, described in the ALUCP, restrictions imposed
by the General Development Plan (GDP) for the Plan Area would provide height
limits that ensure compatibility with ALUCP requirements. (Impact 3.11-5)

As stated on page 3.12-33 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project design and
layout would conform to all of the Placer County ALUCP’s compatibility zone

6 Federal Aviation Administration, 2007. FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B, “Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on
or Near Airports.” August 28, 2007.
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requirements. New structures within Compatibility Zone B1 and C1 will be
required to incorporate sound attenuation design features sufficient to meet the
interior noise level criterial of 45 dBA CNEL. Therefore, sensitive land uses
within Compatibility Zone’s B1 and C1 must demonstrate an exterior to interior
noise reduction of at least 25 dB and 20 dB, respectively. The comment identifies
concern regarding potential land uses including hotels, motels, schools,
community centers, and libraries locating within Compatibility Zone C1. Those
specific uses are addressed in Policy 3.3.2(a) of the ALUCP and would be
required to demonstrate exterior to interior noise reduction of 20 dB, as described
above. Thus, no mitigation would be required for the above uses.
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Letter A5

Fortunately, the current FCC Part 15 rules for emissions by Class B (consumer) devices provide A\
useful mitigation, as seenin Table 2:

Table 2: Separation Distances (Longwave)

Distance — unmitigated Distance — mitigated
Activity {Figure 96 in [4]) (Figure 97 in [4])
Housing Areas (Buried Power Lines) 4mi 1 m
Housing Areas (Overhead Power Lines) 10 mi 2 mi
Industrial Facility 10 mi 2 mi

The Longwave recommendations for “Source-to-Separation Distances with Source Mitigation™
(Figure 97) are similar to the older Atmy/Air Force Planning Bulletin. These separations would
be sufficient if all electronic devices in the new development satisfyy the Class B requirements of
FCC Part 15. All devices sold for residential use must meet the Class B limits, but equipment for
commercial facilities need only meet the less stringent Class A requirements. dny new commer-
cial equipment within 10 miles of the receiver site should be required to meet Class B [imits.

Power line noise

At and below the middle of the HF band, a large part of the received noise is generated by or
propagated along power lines. The NTIA measurements show that noise undera 115 kV power
line can be 20 dB higher than expected for a rural area, but that moving at least 4 mile away

largely mitigates that effect (see the graph below). ceé)nt
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Letter A5

The joint Army/Air Force Planming Bulletin [3] Table 2-2 recommends the following ideal and
minimum separation distances between an HF receiving station and various types of power lines:

Table 3: Power Line Separation Distances (Army/Air Force)

Overhead Power Lines Ideal Distance Minimum Distance
Less than 15 kV 0.5 mi 1250 ft
I5kVto 100 kV 1 mi 0.5 mi

Over 100 kV 2 mi 1 mi

Any power lines less than 100 kV within the proposed development meet the ideal separation
distance recommendations of the planning bulletin. Nearby high-voltage transmission lines (2.g.,
the PG&E Rio Oso Atlantic 230 kV line) also appear to fall at least 2 mi from the receiver site. 3

The Longwave report [4] also offers recommendations for separation of a receiving station from cont.

power lines, again with and without noise mitigation:

Table 4: Power Line Separation Distances (L.ongwave)

Distance — unmitigated Distance — mitigated
Overhead Power Lines (Figure 96 in [4]) (Figure 97 in [4])
Distribution Lines 10 mi 0.1 mi
Transmission Lines 1 mi 1 mi

Mitigation of noise from hardware on overhead power lines (for example, bell insulators, insu-
lated tie wires, damaged lightning arresters [4]) is not a simple matter of procuring hardware that
complies with a suitable standard. Tt will instead require an ongoing commitment to find and
mitigate noise sources as they arise on all overhead power lines within line-of-sight of the
HFGCS receiving antennas.

BPL

Another concern may arise if a residential power distribution network is installed near the re-
ceiver site: broadband data transmission over power lines (BPL). This technology is sometimes
offered by power companies as an added service to bring broadband Internet access to homes.

Current regulations require 30 days advance notice if BPL is to be installed on medium or low
voltage power lines within 4 km of a strategic receiver site. Most of the proposed development 4
is within 4 km of the receiver site, so this issue should be raised early.

Power companies usually mitigate BPL interference to communications receivers by suppressing
energy in narrow bands around the frequencies inuse. This is practical for co-existence with ra-
dio amateurs in the neighborhood as the “ham bands™ are narrow and well-known. The power
companies may be able to avoid the HFGCS fraquencias in the same way, but they may be reluc-
tant to do so as the spectrum potentially used by the HFGCS would require much more extensive
filtering than for the ham bands. v
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Letter A5

DESKTOP STUDY —LINCOLN RECEIVER SITE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

In addition to the attached Desktop Study/White Paper, there was a follow-up question asked
with regards to the mmpacts to the Lincoln Receiver Site should the developer not adhere to the
recommendations in the White Paper.

Answer;

Should amy wimitigated residential or commercial expansion be undertaken which results in an
mcrease m the noise floor; it will negatively impact the Lincoln receive site. Ifthere is a3 dB
rise in the noise floor we can expect to have degraded reception of desired HF signals. An 8dB
increase in the noise floor can result in the loss of reception of desired HF signals. Tt is highly
recommended that the recommendations in the white paper be followed. Folowing the
recommendations may result in an increase to the development cost but it will emsure that we
have a HF receive site that can contimue to perform its mission

Jeffery Blosser
HFGCS Semior Systems Engneer
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Letter A5
Response

Col. Danielle L. Barnes, Commander, Department of the Air
Force, 9" Mission Support Group (ACC), Beale Air Force Base
October 7, 2016

A5-1

A5-2

A5-3

A5-4

AS5-5

The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration. The City addresses the commenters’ specific concerns in
Responses to Comments A5-2 through A5-6.

The purpose of the desktop study and location of the U.S. Air Force Global
Communications System (HFGCS) site are noted and will be conveyed to the
City Council for its consideration.

Based on the proposed land uses for the VV5SP, the City does not anticipate the
introduction or use of Class A digital devices within the V5SP Area (47 CFR Part
15). The City anticipates that electronic device usage within the V5SP would be
limited to Class B digital devices, as defined by the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) (47 CFR Part 15; 847.1(i).15.3(i)). The City will work with
Beale Air Force Base and HFGCS site commanders, providing notice to those
parties if projects are proposed that may have potential to introduce Class A
digital equipment to the V5SP Area. At present, proposed uses appear to be
within the acceptable thresholds for Class B digital device radio noise levels, as
identified in the comment, based on the proximity of development to the HFGCS
site.

Proposed overhead power lines and substation would be located beyond the
1-mile threshold for critical impacts to receiver functionality, as described in
comment A5-3. Based on the sequencing of the project, there may be some
interim overhead electrical facilities, however transmission lines would
ultimately be replaced with underground facilities as later phases reach
completion. The City anticipates that in the interest of maintaining optimal
transmission and end-user services, PG&E would provide regular and timely
maintenance to proposed and existing overhead or subsurface electrical lines
within the V5SP Area and surrounding areas. Thus, potential radio noise
generated by the proposed electrical lines would be minimized.

Should a residential power distribution network be installed near the receiver site,
broadband data over transmission power lines (BPL), the applicant would notify
the Department of the Air Force 30 days prior to installation, consistent with
current regulations.

Please see Response to Comment A5-3.

Please see Response to Comment A5-3.
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Ab-6 As described in the Response to Comment A5-3, the proposed project would be
anticipated to generate HF noise that would be within the acceptable thresholds
as defined by the white paper attached to Comment Letter A5.
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Letter A6

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 3

703 B STREET

MARYSVILLE, CA 95%)) Serious Drought
PHONE (3307 741-4199 Serfous drought.
FAX (530) 741-5346 Help save water!
TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov/dist3

October 10, 2016
GTS# 03-2016-PLA-00017
03-PLA-65/PM R17.446
SCH# 2014052071

Mr. Jim Bermudez
City of Lincoln

600 Sixth Street
Lincoln, CA 95648

Village 5 & Special Use District B (SUD-B) Specific Plan EIR
Dear Mr, Bermudez,

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above. Caltrans’ new mission, vision, and
goals signal a medernization of our approach to California’s transportation system. We review this
local development for impacts to the State Highway System in keeping with our mission, vision
and goals for sustainability/livability/economy, and safety/health. We provide these comments
consistent with the State’s smart mobility goals that support a vibrant economy, and build
comurunities, not sprawl. 1

The proposcd Village 5 & SUD-B Specific Plan includes approximately 4,943 acres in the
western arca of Placer County, immediately west of the City of Lincoln. The project site s
located within the adopted Sphere of Influence of the City of Lincoln. The proposed project
would create a mix of land uscs including residential, retail commercial, office/business
professional, recreational, open space, and public/quasi-publie, consistent with development
patterns in Lincoln, would be annexed to the City of Lincoln. The following comments are based
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Traffiec Operations

There are proposed ramp configurations given for a new interchange at Nelson Road. With
Caltrans Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) policy, other intersections or interchange

configurations must be considered as part of this interchange project. This could be roundabout 2
intersections rather than a signalized interchange, or other types of interchanges such as a
Diverging Diamond interchange.
“Provide a safe, susiainable. integrated ond efficien! transportation sysfem
to eahance California’s economy and livabili "
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Letter A6

Mr. Jim Bermudez/City of Lincoln
Qctober 10, 2016

Page 2
The timing of construction for this interchange is not weil defined — “Therefore, the project N
applicants shall pay their fair share towards these improvements through the City of Lincoln’s
updated Public Facility Element (PFE) fee program and ensure that they are constructed prior to
the service level degrading to an unacceptable LOS D or worse,” [£ LOS is to be the determining
factor, please provide the following information:
e Please indicate who will monitor ar pay for the monitoring of the intersection, and
provide Caltrans with these resulis. o
¢ Please specify if this will be an average of values detenmined seasonally, or an annual
monitoring. ' '
[t may be more straightforward to have the interchange construction ticd to a number of building
permits issued; homes, refail square footage, ete. But building this interchange is assumed to not
be fully funded.
The following is a description of the City of Lincoln’s Public Faeilities Fes Program.
“The City of Lincoln has adopted a Public Facilities Elcment Fee Program (PFE) which
was established to provide a ncxus between the projected new development in the City
and the new capital facilities required (o serve new development within the City's 1988
General Plan boundary as welt as the proposcd Village 7 and Lincoln 270 developments. 2
The program serves as a basis for requiring devclopment impact fees in accordance with cont.
the provisions of Government Code Section 66000 ¢t seq. The City of Lincoln being a
full service city has cstablished the PFE to address the capital facilities required in a wide
range of service areas: wastewater, drainage, water, transpottation, police, fire,
administration, solid waste, as wcll as parks and recreational facilities. As part of the
program the City maintains a master list of capital improvements in each category that
are needed to service new development, The cost of improvements are funded by the
collection of fees from new development based upon an cquivalent dwelling units basis
which represents cach project’s share in the capital facilities necded to serve
development. In somg instances, projects may be required to build one of the
improvements from the Master Improvement List in which case they are able to receive
credits against the fee they would have otherwise been required to pay. The City’s Public
Facilities Element (PFE) contains the list of specific projects to be paid for by the fee
program. The City is currently in the process of updating the PFE fee program and the list
of specific projects.”
The applicant should encourage the city to schedule the fees for the developer such that the
interchange (and any other nceded improvements) are fully funded. This would make the
impacts Significant, but not Unavoidable. N
“Provide a safe, susivinable, integrated and efficiens transportation system
to enkance Californie's economy and livabilify”
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Letter A6
Mr. Jim Bermudez/City of Lincoln
© October 10, 2016
Page 3
While there is an intersection analysis done for the mitigated configuration, there i no analysis 1 2
of the mainline freeway with the new ramps added, (hew merge and diverge locations), Please cont.

provide further analysis that will address this concern.

This project is specifically intending to draw trips from outside of Lincoln and Placer County.
Comparing Cumulative no project with Cumulative Plus Project diagrams, at intersection #1
(Riosa/ SR 65), in the AM hour this project will have 150 new 8B trips and 40 new NB trips; in
the PM this is 200 new SB trips and 300 new NB trips. This represents 7.8% of AM traffic north 3
of the Riosa Read intersection and 15.7% of PM peak hour traffic. These would have an impact
on the SR 05 intersections in Wheatland and the project should have a fair share contribution to
the firture SR 65 Wheatland Bypass. 1

Nicholas Road interchange is still mentioned several titues in the body of the report, it is
described as a 6 lane facility and the land use describes major commercizl retail sites neat this
interchange. If this interchange is still intended to be constructed, traffic analysis will have to he
performed on the new facility as well as its impacts on the surrounding road and highway
network.

Caltrans would encourage the applicant to use roundabouts in the surrounding road network.
They have consistently proven to reduce the occurrence and the severity of collisions, as well as 5
reduce emissions. New construction is an ideal time to reserve right of way for construction of
such intersections. 1

Hydraulics

This pfoject proposes to develop land on both sides of Highway 65 in the vicinity of Nelsen
Lane. There are several crecks/streams that flow under Highway 65, Pleasc consider the
following while preparing the design for this project.

» The development of this site will increase impervious surface area through the
construction of roads, driveways, parking lots, buildings, ctc. with a corresponding
increase in surface water runoff. This project will decrease surface water detention,
retention and infiltration. No net increase to 100-year storm event peak discharge 6
may be realized within the State’s highway right of way and/or Cgltrans drainage
facilities as a result of the project. Any cumulative impacts to Caltrans drainage
facilities arising from effects of development on surface water runoft discharge from
the 100-year storm event should be minimized through project drainage mitigation
measures.

» Increases in peak runoff discharge for the 100-year storm event to the Statc’s
highway right of way and to Caltrans” highway drainage facilities must be reduced to

v
"Provide a safe, sustainable, infegrated and efficient transporiation system
to enhonce California s economy and lvabiliy”
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Letter A6 Kevin Yount, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

Response October 10, 2016

A6-1 The California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) reasoning for review of
this EIR and interpretation of project elements are noted. Further, the City notes
that the V5SP Area includes approximately 4,787 acres, not 4,943 acres.

AB-2 Caltrans comments that the ramp configurations for a new interchange at Nelson

Road should be analyzed under Caltrans’ ICE policy and further defined
generally. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 3.15-6 is modified as
follows to address traffic monitoring and construction timing as well as reference
Caltrans ICE policy as it relates to the new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane.
Analysis of the freeway merge and diverge locations at SR 65/Nelson Lane under
the mitigated scenario was conducted. The results of this analysis show that the
freeway would operate an acceptable LOS with the SR 65/Nelson Lane
interchange in place. Therefore, no new significant impacts result from this
additional analysis. The discussion of traffic operations with the improvements in
Impact 3.15-6 and Mitigation Measure 3.15-6 beginning on page 3.15-85 is
modified as follows to reflect this additional analysis:

Impact 3.15-6: Implementation of the proposed project would
increase traffic levels at intersections maintained by Caltrans.

The vehicle traffic added by the proposed project would cause the
Nelson Lane/SR 65 (#3) intersection to operate at an unacceptable LOS
under existing plus project conditions. This is considered a potentially
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-6

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the
construction of the new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3), as
supported by Lincoln General Plan Policy T-2.9. As described in
Section 3.15.2, the City of Lincoln is in the process of updating its
PFE fee program. This interchange is included in the City’s
updated PFE fee program. Therefore, the project applicants shall
pay their fair share towards these improvements through the City
of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program and ensure that they are
constructed prior to the service level degrading to an unacceptable
LOSDBorwerse LOS F.
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To initiate the Caltrans project development process towards
implementing the new interchange, the project applicant shall fund
the preparation of a Project Study Report — Project Development
Support (PSR-PDS) document for a new interchange at SR 65/
Nelson Lane (#3) in coordination with the City of Lincoln and
Caltrans. The Caltrans project development process will determine
the ultimate configuration of the new interchange and ensure that
the ultimate configuration provides acceptable operations (i.e.
LOS) based on Caltrans standards. Through the Caltrans project
development process, the following intersection control options
may be considered in accordance with Caltrans’ Intersection
Control Evaluation (ICE) policy:

. Unsignalized (side street stop controlled);

o Roundabout — Single or multi-lane;

. Diverging diamond interchange;

o Signalized spread diamond;

. Signalized single point urban interchange; or
o Signalized partial cloverleaf.

While the PSR-PDS process would determine the ultimate
configuration of the interchange, the City and project applicant
assumed a six-lane signalized partial cloverleaf interchange for
this analysis based on the available footprint and the planned
circulation network identified in the Village 5 Specific Plan. Since
the six-lane partial cloverleaf provides the greatest capacity and
has the largest footprint of the options listed above, it was
determined that this configuration would verify whether an
interchange would adequately mitigate the project’s impact on
traffic operations (i.e., if a six-lane partial cloverleaf does not meet
LOS standards, additional mitigation may be necessary). Analysis

presented in Table 3.15-23 shows that the six-lane signalized

partial cloverleaf interchange provides acceptable operations with
the following lane configurations at the interchange ramp terminal
intersections: The following lane configurations are necessary to

° SR 65 Northbound Ramps/Nelson Lane intersection:

i. Northbound SR 65 off-ramp: one left-turn lane, one
shared left-right turn lane, and one right turn lane
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ii. Northbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free
right-turn lane onto the northbound SR 65 loop on-ramp

iii. Southbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free
right-turn lane onto the northbound SR 65 slip on-ramp

. SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Nelson Lane intersection:

iv. Southbound SR 65 off-ramp: one left-turn lane and one
right-turn lane

v. Northbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free
right-turn lane onto the southbound SR 65 slip on-ramp

vi. Southbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free
right-turn lane onto the southbound SR 65 loop on-ramp

Since the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange would not be built prior
to (or needed for) the initial phases of the project, project

applicants shall prepare a traffic study that at a minimum
identifies the level of service at the SR 65/Nelson Lane intersection
prior to the construction of the new SR 65/Nelson Lane
interchange. The traffic study shall be prepared concurrent with
the submittal of any application for a tentative tract map, parcel
map, or commercial site plan development. The traffic study shall
identify any necessary interim improvements to provide acceptable
traffic operations, such as striping, temporary widening, or signal
timing changes. Any identified improvements shall be included as
conditions of approval of any final subdivision maps or
commercial site plans and be implemented prior to the issuance of
any occupancy permits. The traffic study shall be prepared for the
City of Lincoln and provided to Caltrans for review.

Table 3.15-23 presents the resulting intersection operations with this

improvementin-place a six-lane signalized partial cloverleaf interchange
in place at SR 65/Nelson Lane. As shown in Table 3.15-23, the ramp
intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS B or better with a six-
lane signalized cloverleaf interchange.
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TABLE 3.15-23.
CALTRANS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS —
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Existing Plus
Existing Existing Plus Project with
Conditions Project Mitigation
Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction  Hour  Delay! LOS Delay! LOS Delay* LOS
3a. Nelson Lane/SR 65 (NB A.M. 22 c 2150 E 13 B
Caltrans
Ramps) M 21 C >150 E 18 B
A.M. A
3b. Nelson Lane/SR 65 SB Caltrans
Ramps M A
NOTES:

1. Average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches.
2. BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.
3. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

The addition of a new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane would result in
additional diverge and merge segments on the freeway system.
Table 3.15-23A presents the resulting freeway operations with this
improvement in place. As shown in Table 3.15-23A, the freeway ramp
merge and diverge segments would operate at an acceptable LOS C or
better with the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange.

TABLE 3.15-23A.

FREEWAY OPERATIONS —
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

. . . . i i
Existing Existing Plus Existing Plus
ocation Segment Conditions Eroject with

7i
;
E

Northbound SR 65

. R pasi AM. 8 A 22 c 22 c
lo Nelson Lane B.M. Z A 18 c 18 c
Nelson Lane Off- . AM. 24 c
Ramp By 23 c
Nelson Lane Loop AM., 10 a
QOn-Ramp MR oy 10 A
Nelson Lane Slip On- AM. 2 A
Ramp Hewae P.M. 9 A
Nelson Lane to Wise . AM. 6 A
Road e oy 6 A
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TABLE 3.15-23A.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS —
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Southbound SR 65

Wise Road to Nelson . AM. z A
Lane Bas P 8 A
Nelson Lane Off- . AM. 10 B
Ramp  MEE o 12 B
Nelson Lane Loop AM. a B
QOn-Ramp Heide P.M. 15 B
Nelson Lane Slip On- AN, L B
Ramp Merge P.M. 22 c
Nelson Lane to Basic AM. 8 A 17 B 17 B
Eerrad Ranch Road P.M. 9 A 25 c 25 c

Impact Significance After Mitigation: With the construction of a new
interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane as described in Mitigation Measure
3.15-6, the traffic operations at the impacted intersection would be
improved to an acceptable LOS. However, not all of the traffic-related
improvements would be funded by the City’s PFE. Further, even if the
SPRTA fee program is approved by the voters, the program would only
partially fund the necessary improvements. Because the project-related
traffic improvements are not fully funded, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Since Mitigation Measure 3.15-6 is referenced under Mitigation Measure 3.15-19
(under Cumulative Impacts), analysis of the freeway merge and diverge locations
at SR 65/Nelson Lane under the cumulative mitigated scenario was also
conducted. The results of this analysis show that the freeway would operate an
acceptable LOS with the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange in place. Therefore, no
new significant impacts result from this additional analysis. The discussion for
Mitigation Measure 3.15-19 on page 3.15-103 and 3.15-104 is modified as
follows:

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-67 ESA / 130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-19

a)  For SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3a and #3Db), implement Mitigation
Measure 3.15-6.

b)  For SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Ferrari Ranch Road (#4):

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following
recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Ferrari
Ranch Road. These improvements are included in the City’s updated PFE fee

program. Therefore, the project applicant shall pay their fair share through the City of
Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program:

— Widening the eastbound approach to include a dedicated
right-turn lane; channelize the eastbound right-turn
movement onto the southbound on-ramp to allow free
right-turn movements.

c) SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Twelve Bridges Drive (#9):

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following
recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Twelve
Bridges Drive. These improvements are included in the City’s updated PFE fee

program. Therefore, the project applicant shall pay their fair share through the City of
Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program:

— Restriping the northbound off-ramp converting the
existing shared through-right turn lane to a shared
through-left turn lane

3.15-29 presents the resulting intersection operations with these improvements in place.
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TABLE 3.15-29.
CALTRANS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS —
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative +
Cumulative No Cumulative Project with
Project Plus Project Mitigation
Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
AM. 55 D >150 E 21 C
3a. Nelson Lane/SR 65 (NB Ramps) Caltrans
P.M. 46 D >150 E 30 C
AM. 5 A
3b. Nelson Lane/SR 65 SB Ramps Caltrans
P.M. 7 A
4. SR 65 SB Ramps/Ferrari Ranch AM. 61 E 110 E 1 B
Rd Caltrans
’ P.M. 11 B 36 D 34 C
9. SR 65 NB Ramps/Twelve AM. 55 E 61 E 2% C
Brid D Caltrans
ridges br. P.M. 46 D 52 D 40 D

NOTES:

1. For signalized intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches.

2. Perthe HCM, the LOS and average delay for the lane with the highest delay is reported for side-street stop controlled
intersections.

3. BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.

4. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

The addition of a new interchange at SR 65/Nelson Lane would result in
additional diverge and merge segments on the freeway system.

Table 3.15-29A is a new table which presents the resulting freeway
operations with this improvement in place. As shown in Table 3.15-29A,
the freeway ramp merge and diverge segments would operate at an
acceptable LOS C or better with the SR 65/Nelson Lane interchange, and
would not result in any new significant impacts.

TABLE 3.15-29A.
EFREEWAY OPERATIONS —

Cumulative Plus
S P Project Project Mitigation
Location type hour  Density! LOS Density! LOS Density! LOS
Northbound SR 65
Eerrari Ranch Road to . AM. 14 B 24 c 24 c
Nelson Lane Basic
e P.M. 14 B 24 Cc 24 c
) AM. 30 D
Nelson Lane Off-ramp Diverge
AM. 30 ]
Nelson Lane Loop On- Merge AM. 14 B
famp AM. 13 B
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TABLE 3.15-29A.
EFREEWAY OPERATIONS —
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative Plus
S B Project Project Mitigation
) AM. 12 B
Nelson Lane Slip On-ramp Merge
AM. i3 B
Nelson Lane to Nicolaus Basi AM. 1 B 1 B 1 B
Road o AM. 10 A 10 A 10 A
Southbound SR 65
Nicolaus Road to Nelson Basi AM. 10 a 10 A 10 A
Lane B AM. 11 B 13 B 13 B
AM. 14 B
Nelson Lane Off-ramp Diverge
AM. 17 B
Nelson Lane Loop On- Merge AM. 19 B
[amp AM. 22 c
. AM. 22 C
Nelson Lane Slip On-ramp Merge
AM. 27 C
Nelson Lane to Ferrari Basic AM. 14 B 23 c 23 (o}
= AM. 17 B 29 D) 29 D)

AB-3

The comment states, “This project is specifically intending to draw trips from
outside of Lincoln and Placer County.” Presumably, this comment is directed at
the commercial aspect of the project. The intent of the project is to serve the
existing Lincoln community with retail and commercial services that do not exist
in Lincoln, thereby reducing out of city trips to Roseville and/or Sacramento. The
intent of the project is to capture existing trips along the SR 65 corridor traveling
between Sacramento, Yolo and Placer counties.

The nearest significant amount of residential to the north of Wheatland is in the
Olivehurst Area, a 20-mile drive to the project site. It is well-documented that
home-based shopping trips are of relatively short trip length (i.e., less than

10 miles). (For instance, California Household Travel Survey and CalEEMod trip
length data for Placer County show average home-based shopping trip lengths
are less than 10 miles.) Therefore, the retail component of the project is not
expected to attract substantial levels of long distance trips that travel through
Wheatland to access the site. To the extent those trips may occasionally be
attracted to the project, they may otherwise have already been on SR 65 to visit
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AG-4

large retail destinations in South Placer County. The majority of employment
destinations for project residents are located either within Lincoln or in
destinations to the south. Some project residents could work at major employers
to the north (e.g., Beale AFB or Fremont Rideout Hospital).” These trips would
already be occurring and be redistributed as a result of the project versus being
considered “new” trips generated by the project. The project’s employment-
related uses may attract residents of Wheatland and unincorporated Yuba
County. However, given the degree of inter-county commuting®? that already
occurs and is likely to continue in the future, many of these trips would already
be traveling on SR 65 to employment centers in South Placer County.

The comment also states that the project will impact the intersection at Riosa
Road and SR 65, which would negatively impact SR 65 intersections in
Wheatland; thus, the project should make a fair share contribution to the
Wheatland Bypass. The Draft EIR shows a projected increase of 190 A.M. peak
hour trips and 530 P.M. peak hour trips on SR 65 north of the project under the
cumulative plus project scenario. The effect of this increase was studied for the
highway segment of SR 65 between Riosa Road and Wheatland. (See Draft EIR
Table 3.15-18.) The analysis shows the impacts would be less than significant.
Thus, there is no nexus to require the project to pay fair share fee toward the
Wheatland Bypass. Additionally, there is no fee program in place for the
Wheatland Bypass and it is not a project included in the SACOG list of Tier 1
MTP/SCS projects. Furthermore, SR 65/Main Street and SR 65/First Street
intersections in downtown Wheatland are located over 10 miles from the project
site. Accordingly, even for projects that are of “regional significance” under
CEQA, these intersection locations exceed the recommended 10-mile radius for
selection of study facilities.1? The June 20, 2014 NOP comment letter from
Caltrans identified the need to study SR 65 as part of the EIR analysis. The Draft
EIR analyzes three at-grade intersections and three interchanges along SR 65, as
well as the segments of SR 65 from Sunset Boulevard to north of Riosa Road and
shows that the project would not have significant impacts on traffic in
Wheatland.

The land use and circulation plan in the City of Lincoln General Plan, along with
Lincoln General Plan policy T-2.9 supports the construction of an interchange at

7 california Employment Development Department. Major Employers in Yuba County. Available:
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/majorer/countymajorer.asp?CountyCode=000115. Accessed: June 25,

2017.

8 SR65isan important interregional route that serves both local and regional traffic. The route serves as a major
connector for both automobile and truck traffic originating from the 1-80 corridor (in the Roseville/Rocklin area)
and the SR 70/ 99 corridor (in the Marysville/Yuba City area). SR 65 is a vital link from more affordable housing in
Sutter and Yuba Counties to regional employment centers in Placer County. SR 65 through Lincoln is a major
regional commute and commercial route.

9 Caltrans District 3. State Route 65 Corridor System Management Plan. May 2009.

10 pyblic Resources Code §21092.4.
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the SR 65 Bypass and Nicolaus Road. The project preserves the footprint for a
future SR 65/Nicolaus Road interchange in accordance with City of Lincoln
General Plan policy T-2.9, and anticipates its future construction as part of the
land use plan. However, because the project would not be responsible for its
construction, the interchange was not included in the existing plus project
scenario. However, the SR 65/Nicolaus Road interchange will receive funding
from the City’s updated PFE fee program. Therefore, it is a reasonably
foreseeable project, and the future interchange at SR 65/Nicolaus Road has been
added to the cumulative conditions scenario freeway analysis.

The text describing the land use and transportation system inputs beginning on
the bottom of page 3.15-57 of the Draft EIR has been updated (see double
underlining and strikethrough), and includes a change made in Responses to
Comments A9-11 and A9-12:

In addition to these land development adjustments, several adjustments
were made to the roadway network in the 2025 Placer County TDF
model. This study verified that the internal circulation improvements
associated with the land developments listed above were included in the
cumulative model. This analysis also cross-references the SACOG
MTP/SCS financially constrained transportation project list to verify that
the reasonably foreseeable funded transportation infrastructure
improvements are included. This includes the following transportation
improvements in the study area:

. Widen Nicolaus Road from 2 to 4 lanes from Airport Road to
Aviation Boulevard

. Widen East Joiner Parkway from 4 to 6 lanes from Ferrari Ranch
Road to Sterling Parkway

. Extend Ferrari Ranch Road from existing City Limit to Moore
Road

. Widen Twelve Bridges Drive from 2 to 4 lanes from Industrial
Boulevard to SR 65; includes interchange improvements at SR 65

. Widen Industrial Boulevard from 2 to 4 lanes from Athens Avenue
to SR 65

. Replace 2 lane bridge with a 4 lane bridge on Nelson Lane over
Markham Ravine
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° Placer Parkway Phase | — construct a new 4-lane divided facility
with an interchange at SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway
alignment. Includes at grade intersection at Foothills Boulevard

. Whitney Ranch Parkway — construct a new 6-lane facility from
SR 65 to Wildcat Boulevard

In addition, the City of Lincoln PFE includes funding for the following
transportation improvement:

) SR 65/Nicolaus Road — construct a new interchange at
SR 65/Nicolaus Road

Figure 3.15-9 presents the future number of travel lanes on the major
roadways in the study area with the transportation improvements
summarized above.

The text describing the highway and freeway analysis under cumulative
conditions beginning on page 3.15-71 of the Draft EIR has also been updated to
reflect the SR 65/Nicolaus Road interchange (as shown in double underlining
below).

Highways

Table 3.15-18 presents the a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes for
each highway segment and the corresponding LOS under cumulative no
project and cumulative plus project conditions. Based on the results
presented in Table 3.15-18, all study highway segments operate at an
acceptable LOS based on the Concept LOS identified in the SR 65
CSMP. SR 65 north of Riosa Road operates at LOS E under both
cumulative scenarios, which is considered acceptable per the SR 65
CSMP. SR 65 from Nelsentane Wise Road to Riosa Road operates at
an acceptable LOS B or better for both the cumulative scenarios.

Freeways

The SR 65/Nicolaus Road interchange would change the designation of
SR 65 from Nelson L ane to Wise Road from a multi-lane highway with
at-grade intersections to a fully access-controlled freeway. Therefore,
these segments of SR 65 are analyzed as freeway segments under

cumulative conditions.

Table 3.15-19 presents the a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic operations on
the study freeway segments under cumulative no project and cumulative
plus project conditions.
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The following summarizes the key intersection traffic operations results
on the study freeway segments:

. SR 65 Northbound during the a.m. peak hour: the merge segments
at the Placer Parkway loop on-ramp and Whitney Ranch Parkway
on-ramp are anticipated to operate at LOS D, while the freeway
segments from Placer Parkway to the Twelve Bridges Drive off-
ramp are anticipated to operate at LOS E under cumulative no
project conditions. The project’s incremental contribution under
cumulative plus project conditions is anticipated to degrade the
traffic operations to LOS F conditions from the Whitney Ranch
Parkway on-ramp to the Twelve Bridges Drive off-ramp.

TABLE 3.15-18.
HIGHWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project

Performance Performance
Location Peak Hour Direction Metric LOS Metric LOS
State Route 65 - Two Lane Highway PTSF ATS (mph) PTSF ATS (mph)
AM. Combined 93 35 E 95 33
North of Riosa Road
P.M. Combined 94 33 E 96 29 E
. . Density Density
State Route 65 — Multilane Highway?
I (pepmpl) (pepmpl)
Northbound 8 A 9 A
A.M.
Southbound 10 A 12 B
Riosa Road to Wise Road
b M Northbound 9 A 13 B
o Southbound 12 B 14 B
Northbound 10 A 11 A
AM.
) Southbound 10 A 11 B
Wise-Road-to-Nelson-Lane
Northbound 10 A 11 B
PM.
Southbound 12 B 13 B
NOTES:

1. Percent Time Spent Following (PTSF), Average Travel Speed (ATS), and LOS are calculated for two-lane highway segments using
the methodologies and procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010).

2. Density is reported in passenger car equivalents per mile per lane (pcpmpl). Directional densities and LOS results for multilane
highway segments are calculated using the methodologies and procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research
Board, 2010).

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

TABLE 3.15-19.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project
Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density? LOS Density?! LOS
Northbound SR 65
2 - -
Sunset Blvd. to Placer Parkway Weaye AM. D D
Basic® P.M. 20 C 24 (o
Placer Parkway Loop On-Ramp Merge AM. 82 D 39 E
P.M. 38 E - F
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FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

TABLE 3.15-19.

Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus Project

Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density* LOS Density* LOS
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Slip On- AM. 30 D - F
Ramp Merge P.M. . F ; F
Placer Pkwy. to Twelve Bridges Basic AM. 36 E - E
Dr. P.M. - F - E
Twelve Bridges Drive Off-Ramp Diverge AM. 38 E ) F
P.M. - F - E
Twelve Bridges Drive to Lincoln Weave? AM. - D - E
Blvd. P.M. - F : E
Ferrari Ranch Road Off-Ramp Diverge AM. 14 B 18 ¢
P.M. 18 B 22 C
Ferrari Ranch Road On-Ramp Merge AM. 16 B 26 ¢
P.M. 16 B 26 C
Ferrari Ranch Road to Nelson Basic AM. 14 B 24 C
Lane P.M. 14 B 24 C
. AM. 11 B 11 B
Nelson Lane to Nicolaus Road Basic — = = = =
B.M. 10 A 10 A
AM. 15 B 15 B
Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp i - A o o o
Diverge P.M. 14 B 14 B
. AM. 14 B 14 B
Nicolaus Road On-Ramp - A o A o
Merge PM. 14 B 16 B
AM. 10 A 9 A
Nicolaus Road to Wise Road Basic — - = = =
B.M. 10 A 1 B
Southbound SR 65
. . . AM. 10 A 11 B
Wise Road to Nicolaus Road Basic I - = = =
B.M. 10 A 12 B
. . AM. 14 B 15 B
Nicolaus Road Off-Ramp I o - — -
Diverge P.M. 14 B 16 B
. AM. 13 B 13 B
Nicolaus Road On-Ramp . o = — -
Merge PM. 14 B 16 B
Ni R ) Basi AM. 10 A 10 A
B.M. 11 B 13 B
Nelson Lane to Ferrari Ranch Basic A.M. 14 B 23 C
Road P.M. 17 B 29 D
Ferrari Ranch Road Off-Ramp Diverge AM. 18 B 29 D
P.M. 22 C 34 D
Ferrari Ranch Road Loop On- Basic AM. 13 B 18 B
Ramp P.M. 11 A 16 B
Ferrari Ranch Road Slip On- Merge AM. 24 C 29 D
Ramp P.M. 15 B 20 B
Lincoln Blvd. to Twelve Bridges Weave? A.M. - E - E
Drive P.M. - E : E
Twelve Bridges Drive On-Ramp Merge AM. ) F - E
P.M. - F - E
Twelve Bridges Dr. to Placer Basic AM. 44 E - E
Pkwy. P.M. 43 E ; E
Placer Parkway Off-Ramp Diverge AM. B F z E
P.M. - F - E
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TABLE 3.15-19.

FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus Project

Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density* LOS Density* LOS
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Loop On- Merge AM. 35 D - E
Ramp P.M. 35 E - E
Placer Parkway to Sunset Blvd. Basic® AM. 21 ¢ 26 D
P.M. 22 C 27 D
NOTES:

1. Density is reported in passenger car equivalents per mile per lane (pcpmpl). Density is unable to be calculated for LOS F conditions.
2. Per Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, weave sections are analyzed using the Leisch Method as described

in Chapter 500 of the Highway Design Manual. Weave LOS results are based on service volume (density not calculated).

3. Based on the Leisch Method analysis, these weave segments are analyzed as basic segments because the weave calculation

indicates that the segment falls outside the realm of weaving.

BOLD text indicates the freeway segment operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the Concept LOS presented in the SR 65

CSMP.

UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

Because the freeway facilities between Nelson Lane and Wise Road affected by
the addition of the SR 65/Nicolaus Road interchange would continue to operate

at an acceptable LOS, no new significant impacts have been identified.

AB-5 The proposed project includes roundabouts. Caltrans’ support for roundabouts is
noted.
AB-6 This comment recommends that designs for SR 65 consider the potential impacts

to water quality where SR 65 will intersect with creeks and streams. The project
has been designed to comply with all local, state and federal water quality

requirements.

AB-7 The City understands that an encroachment permit for work within the state’s
right-of-way will be required. The City will apply for encroachment permits as
directed.

A6-8 The City will provide the opportunity for Caltrans to review and comment on

future changes to the proposed project, as necessary.
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Letter A7 David Mohlenbrok, City of Rocklin
Response October 10, 2016
A7-1 The City of Rocklin commented that it is concerned congestion on SR 65 will
cause drivers to seek parallel routes of travel on surface streets within the City of
Rocklin — specifically, Lonetree Boulevard, University Avenue, Sunset
Boulevard and Wildcat Boulevard — in the cumulative plus project scenario.
In response to this comment, the City’s traffic consultant reviewed the
cumulative traffic forecasting model data to evaluate the proposed project’s
effects on traffic on the Rocklin roadways identified in the comment letter.
Table 2, below, was prepared to show the daily traffic volumes directly from the
travel model, rounded to the nearest 100 vehicles.
TABLE 2
DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON ROCKLIN ROADWAYS
Cumulative Conditions
Roadway Location No Project With Project Change
South of Sunset Blvd. 12,000 12,200 +200
Lonetree Boulevard
North of Blue Oaks Blvd. 24,500 24,700 +200
South of Whitney Ranch Pkwy. 3,900 3,800 -100
University Avenue
North of Sunset Blvd. 8,600 9,300 +700
East of SR 65 36,500 36,900 +400
Sunset Boulevard
East of University Ave. 34,700 35,400 +700
North of Ranch View Dr. 34,200 38,200 +4,000
Ranch View Dr. to Whitney Ranch Pkwy. 27,900 30,600 +2,700
Wildcat Boulevard
South of Whitney Ranch Pkwy. 16,700 18,600 +1,900
North of Stanford Ranch Pkwy. 24,600 26,700 +2,100

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016

As shown in Table 2, the project would have a relatively minimal effect on traffic
conditions on Lonetree Boulevard and University Avenue. The daily traffic
volumes on Lonetree Boulevard would increase by less than two percent and
remain within the carrying capacity of a four-lane arterial roadway (40,000
vehicles per day as shown in Table 3.15-4 of the Draft EIR). University Avenue
would carry less than 10,000 vehicles with the project, which is well within the
capacity for a four-lane roadway.

The daily traffic volumes in Table 2 show that cumulative traffic levels with the
project would result in an increase in traffic on Wildcat Boulevard as well as
minor increases in traffic near Sunset Boulevard and University Avenue. This is
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primarily caused by the addition of project trips on SR 65, which the Draft EIR
already acknowledges is a significant cumulative impact (Impact 3.15-19).

As a result, traffic operations during the p.m. peak hour at the following five
additional intersections have been evaluated in the cumulative and cumulative
plus project conditions:

Wildcat Boulevard/Ranch View Drive
Wildcat Boulevard/Whitney Ranch Parkway
Wildcat Boulevard/West Stanford Ranch Road
Whitney Ranch Parkway/University Avenue

Sunset Boulevard/Atherton Road/University Avenue

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3 below.

TABLE 3

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Cumulative Plus Project

Cumulative Conditions Conditions
Intersection viC LOS viC LOS
1. Wildcat Blvd./Ranch View Dr. 1.39 F 1.52 F
2. Wildcat Blvd./Whitney Ranch Pkwy. .65 B .70 B
3. Wildcat Blvd./W. Stanford Ranch Rd. 71 C .73 C
4. Whitney Ranch Pkwy./University Ave. .81 D 77 C
5. Sunset Blvd./Atherton Rd./University Ave. .62 B .69 B

NOTES:

VIC = volume-to-capacity ratio

LOS = Level of Service

BOLD indicates an unacceptable LOS, per Policy C-10 of the Rocklin General Plan
UNDERLINED indicates a possible traffic operations impact

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.

As shown in Table 3, while the cumulative plus project conditions show higher
volume-to-capacity ratios at most of these intersections, most of them also
continue to operate at an acceptable LOS C or better under cumulative plus
project conditions.

The one intersection that operates at LOS F under Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions (Wildcat Boulevard/Ranch View Drive) is already projected to
operate at LOS F under Cumulative Conditions without the project. The traffic
diversion away from SR 65 as a result of project trips being added to SR 65
would worsen the no project volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio of 1.39 to 1.52 during
the p.m. peak hour. However, Mitigation Measure 3.15-22, which would require
the project applicants to pay their fair share toward improvements to SR 65,
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would also result in increased capacity on SR 65. By increasing capacity on

SR 65, the reduced congestion levels on SR 65 would result in traffic shifting to
SR 65 from local roadways parallel to SR 65, such as Wildcat Boulevard. This
would improve operations on Rocklin roadways, such as Wildcat Boulevard,
under cumulative plus project conditions. As described in Mitigation Measure
3.15-22, a regional fee program is already in place to collect these funds, and the
project’s contribution to the program may allow it to achieve full funding sooner.

The language for Impact 3.15-22 and explanation following Mitigation Measure
3.15-22 have been updated to acknowledge the secondary effects and benefits to
Rocklin roadways of this impact and mitigation measure, as shown below.

Impact 3.15-22: Implementation of the proposed project would
contribute to cumulative traffic levels on study freeway facilities

maintained by Caltrans as well as roadways in the City of Rocklin.

The incremental addition of vehicle traffic generated by the proposed
project would add traffic to the study freeway segments and would
contribute to unacceptable traffic operations under cumulative plus

project conditions. Furthermore, the addition of project trips to SR 65
under cumulative plus project conditions would also cause traffic to use

alternate routes on local streets parallel to SR 65, potentially affecting
these roadways. Table 3.15-31 identifies the amount of peak hour trips

that the proposed project would add to freeway segments operating at
LOS F conditions under cumulative plus project conditions. As shown in
Table 3.15-31, the proposed project is expected to add more than 60 peak
hour trips to these freeway segments operating at LOS F conditions.
Therefore, the project is considered to result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a potentially significant cumulative
impact.

TABLE 3.15-31.
FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project
Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density LOS Density LOS  Project Trips
Northbound SR 65
AM. 32 D 39 E 700
Placer Parkway Loop On-Ramp Merge
P.M. 38 E - E 740
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Slip On- M AM. 30 D - E 700
erge
Ramp P.M. F : E 740
. . A.M. 36 E : E 700
Placer Pkwy. to Twelve Bridges Dr. Basic
P.M. F H E 740
) ) ) AM. 38 E - F 700
Twelve Bridges Drive Off-Ramp Diverge
P.M. F H E 740
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TABLE 3.15-31.

FREEWAY OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project
Segment Peak
Location Type Hour Density LOS Density LOS  Project Trips
Twelve Bridges Drive to Lincoln W AM. - D - E 870
eave
Blvd. P.M. - F - E 860
Southbound SR 65
i i AM. - E - E 1,000
Llncoln Blvd. to Twelve Bridges Weave z E
Drive P.M. - E - E 1,020
, . AM. - F : E 850
Twelve Bridges Drive On-Ramp Merge
P.M. - F : E 830
, . A.M. 44 E : E 850
Twelve Bridges Dr. to Placer Pkwy. Basic
P.M. 43 E - E 830
. A.M. - F : E 850
Placer Parkway Off-Ramp Diverge
P.M. - F H E 830
Whitney Ranch Pkwy. Loop On- M A.M. 35 D H E 850
erge
Ramp P.M. 35 E - E 740

NOTES:

1. Density is reported in passenger car equivalents per mile per lane (pcpmpl). Density is unable to be calculated for LOS F conditions.

2. Per Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, weave sections are analyzed using the Leisch Method as described
in Chapter 500 of the Highway Design Manual. Weave LOS results are based on service volume (density not calculated).

3. Based on the Leisch Method analysis, these weave segments are analyzed as basic segments because the weave calculation
indicates that the segment falls outside the realm of weaving.

4. BOLD text indicates the freeway segment operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the Concept LOS presented in the SR 65

CSMP.

5. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2015

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.15-22

The project applicants shall pay their fair share of improvements
for impacts to SR 65 the-above-freeway-tmpacts. The fair share
payment shall consist of the appropriate SPRTA Fees to help fund
improvements to SR 65. A number of different improvements may
be considered by Caltrans and the City of Lincoln to restore
operations to acceptable levels at the impacted locations.
Improvements to SR 65 could take the form of auxiliary lanes
between interchanges, an additional general purpose or High
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction of SR 65, ramp
metering, additional deceleration/acceleration areas at affected
ramps, increased parallel street capacity, Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) solutions, and other options. This
mitigation measure would require the project applicant(s) to pay
their fair share of future improvements to SR 65. SRRPTA SPRTA
funding for the SR 65 widening project is currently estimated to be
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$67 million of the estimated total cost of $95 million for the
project.

Funding of these improvements would provide additional capacity on
SR 65, and prevent the secondary cumulative impacts of SR 65 trip
traffic diversion to parallel local roadways.

In response to this comment, cumulative traffic forecasting model data was also reviewed for the
on- and off-ramps at SR 65/Sunset Boulevard interchange. Like most of the roadways within
Rocklin, the traffic volumes on these ramps would result in minor changes in traffic, as shown in
Table 4, below.

TABLE 4
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES
SR 65/SUNSET BOULEVARD INTERCHANGE

Cumulative Conditions

Ramp Peak Hour No Project With Project Change

AM 1,610 1,520 -90
SR 65 Northbound Off-Ramp at Sunset Blvd.

PM 1,050 1,020 -30

AM 120 140 +20
SR 65 Northbound Loop On-Ramp at Sunset Blvd.

PM 440 460 +20

AM 370 390 +20
SR 65 Northbound Slip On-Ramp at Sunset Blvd.

PM 140 170 +30

AM 610 660 +50
SR 65 Southbound Off-Ramp at Sunset Blvd.

PM 520 550 +30

AM 390 380 -10
SR 65 Southbound Loop On-Ramp at Sunset Blvd.

PM 320 400 +80

AM 580 510 -70
SR 65 Southbound Slip On-Ramp at Sunset Blvd.

PM 830 800 -30

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016

As shown in Table 4, the ramp with the greatest amount of traffic (the SR 65 Northbound Off-
Ramp at Sunset Blvd.) would actually see a reduction in traffic as a result of the project due to a
redistribution of traffic under cumulative plus project conditions. The increases in traffic on
ramps to/from the north (i.e., towards Lincoln Village 5) would all be less than 50 vehicles per
hour and within the capacity of the ramp. The increase of 80 vehicles on the SR 65 southbound
loop on-ramp during the p.m. peak hour would be the result of a redistribution of traffic as
motorists seek alternate routes on local streets to reach SR 65. That said, this loop on-ramp would
remain within the capacity of the ramp. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a
significant effect on traffic at the SR 65/Sunset Boulevard interchange.
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Letter A8

Vi

Wil

Vi,

Xi.

Xii.

XIii.

Wood buming or pellet stoves shall not be permitted within the Plan area. Natural
gas or propane fired fireplaces shall be clearly delineated on the floor plans
submitted to the Building Division for all building permits.

Where natural gas is available, gas outlets shall be provided in residential
backyards for use with outdoor cocking appliances such as gas barbeques.
Electrical outlets should be installed on the exterior walls of both the front and
back of residences to promote the use of electric landscape maintenance
equipment.

Each single family home should include a conduit raceway to a spare electric box
in the garage that is sized for a future minimum 50-amp 220v outlet and a 220v
breaker space must be available in the electrical panel to promote electric vehicle
usage.

The CC&R’s for the projects within the Plan area shall include the required
distribution of educational information on how homeowners can increase energy
efficiency and conservation in their new homes. The information shall be
delivered as part of a “move-in” packet prior to occupancy of the residence.
Electric vehicle charging station {Conductivefinductive) and signage should be
required within designated spaces for non-residential developments.

Vanpool parking only spaces and preferential parking for carpools should be
required to accommodate carpools and vanpools in employment areas (e.g.,
community commercial, business-professional uses).

All fruck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt
power outlet for every two-dock doors. Sighs shall be posted stating "Diesel
trucks are prohibited from idling more than five minutes and trucks requiring
auxiliary power shall connect o the 110/208-vot outlets to run auxiliary
equipment.

Streets should be designed to maximize pedestrian access to transit stops.

The specific plan should require site design to maximize access to transit lines,
to accommodate bus travel, and to provide lighted shelters at transit access
points.

A pedestrian access network shall link areas of the Plan site with other land
uses.

If it is available, provide electric outlets to promote electric landscape
maintenance equipment be utilized to the extent feasible on parks and
public/quasi-public lands.

The applicant shall participate in the Placer County Air Pollution Control District's
Offsite Mitigation Program for post-mitigation emissions that exceed PCAPCD's
operational emission threshold. The applicant can choose fo 1) implement its
own off-site mitigation project approved by the PCAPCD or 2) pay fees based on
the Plan's contribution of Pollutants (ROG and NOx) in consultation with
PCAPCD. If the applicant chooses to pay the mitigation fee, the actual amount
to be paid shall be calculated based on the emissions above the thresholds and
the cost-effectiveness factor updated by the latest CARB’s Carl Moyer Program
Guideline. Cost-effectiveness is a measure of the dollars provided for each ton

cont.
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Letter A8

of covered emission reductions; CARB may adjust it to reflect emission reduction
market conditions. The cument rate for the District's off-site mitigation fee
calculation is $18,260 per ton of ozone precursor emissions (ROG or NCx),
effective July 1, 2016.

cont.

Toxic Air Contaminates

3. The DEIR’s Health Risk Assessment indicates that “Residents and other sensitive fand
uses of the Viltage 5 Specific Plan would be exposed to a cancer fisk of less than 10 in 1
million, with a maximum cancer risk of 9.8 at 100 feet from the edge of SR 65.” However,
the DEIR also acknowledges that “... the actual impacts may vary from this estimate”
and concludes that “9.8 in 1 million” at 100 feet from the edge of SR 65, and that
“Impacts may vary from this estimate”. Therefore, the District recommends that the DEIR
include the following mitigation measures into mitigation measure 3.3-5 to ensure this
impact being mitigated to the maximum extent:

i.  The Specific Plan shall include a “no build” easement or setback line to be 4
located 100 feet from the edge of the SR 65 right-of-way. The easement or
setback line shall be recorded on the Final Map and shall specify the “no
residential structures shall be pemitted” within the easement or setback.

il.  Solid walls, fences, or planting coniferous trees should be considered along
areas where SR 65 is adjacent to residential units and any land uses that include
sensitive receptors (i.e. day care facilities, senior living facilities, playgrounds,
parks, efc.).

iii.  Two-story residential units, which are constructed on lots which back up to SR
65, shall hot be designed or constructed with windows or balconies which face
SR 65.

Odor Impacts

4. The DEIR concludes that air quality impacts related to odors are significant and
unavoidable and states that there are “no available” mitigation measure for odor impacts.
The odor is subject to public nuisance. The District is tasked with addressing complaints
from the public regarding odor issues and routinely receives complaints associated with
the City of Lincoln \Wastewater Treatment Plan which is located adjacent to the
southeastern boundary of the Plan area, and the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill
which is located less than one mile south from Area J. 5

The DEIR discussion indicates that the “prevailing wind direction in the Plan Area is from
the southeast and therefore the Plan Area would be located directly downwind from the
wastewater freatment plant”. Accordingly, the Plan area would be located directly
downwind from the wastewater freatment plant and the landfill site. In addition, the DEIR
also states that the Plan “...could require an expansion of the wastewater treatment
plane, which could exacerbate odor issues”. Given the fact that the Plan will substantially

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-87 ESA /130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Letter A8

/

-

increase residential density, there will be greater exposure of odors to a higher
population of people comparing with the existing farmland zoning as existing today. The
District recommends the following mitigation measures that would help offset this
significant and unavoidable impact.

i.  Those portions of the project which are located in closest proximity to the City of
Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plan shall be designated as Village Rural
Residential {only). This would include all of Area J, and the southeast comer of £
Area A, (both areas are adjacent to the intersection of Moore Rd. and Fiddyment cont.
Rd. and proposed as Village Low Density Residential). These two, smaller
“VLDR” desighations should be modified to “VRR” (Village Rural Residential).

ii.  The applicant shall work with the City of Lincoln to develop strategies to reduce
odors from the future expansion of wastewater treatment plant. This could
include modifications to equipment, modifying walls, landscape buffers, and any
other identified measures which would reduce this impact.

iii.  CC&R’s for the project should disclose the location of both wastewater treatment
plant and the Westem Landfill, as well as the potential of these facilities to
produce odors. The disclosure also needs to provide the contact information for
odor complaint so it can be minimized to the fastest extent.

ADVISORY COMMENT: The District is in the process of proposing new thresholds for both ]
criteria pollutants and greenhouse gasses. These proposed thresholds are likely to be
considered for adoption by our Board on October 13th, 2016. The proposed thresholds are as
follows:

Criteria Pollutants
1) Construction Threshold of 82 pounds per day for Reactive Crganic Gases (ROG),
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx), and particulate matter smaller than 10 microns (PM10).
2) Operational Threshold of 55 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 82 pounds per day for

PM10.
3) Cumulative Threshold of 55 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 82 pounds per day for @
PM10.
Greenhouse Gasses
1) Bright-line Cap of 10,000 metric tons of CO2e per year for Land Use and Stationary
Source projects
2) Efficiency Threshold for the Operational phase of land development projects exceeding
the de minimis level.
3) De Minimis Level for the Construction and Operational phases of 1,100 metric tons of
CO2e per year.
The city might consider using the above thresholds for the environmental document for this
project. Assuming that our Board adopts these thresholds in October, staff will be
recommending these thresholds for all pertinent projects which are subject to CEQA review. N
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Letter A8 Yushuo Chang, Placer County Air Pollution Control District
Response (PCAPCD)
October 11, 2016

A8-1 The City notes PCAPCD’s summary of project elements.

A8-2 The following revisions to Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 (a) and 3.3.-2 (b), have been
implemented as recommended by PCAPCD:

Page 3.3-33, first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 (a) is revised to read:

a)  Priorto approval of grading or improvement plans,
(whichever occurs first), on project sites greater than one
acre, the applicant shall submit a Construction
Emission/Dust Control Plan to the Placer County Air

Pollution Control District. H-the-District-does-netrespond
ithi 20 f the nlan bei
completethe plan-shall-be-considered-approved- The

applicant shall provide written evidence to the City of
Lincoln that the plan has been submitted to the District. It is
the responsibility of the applicant to deliver the approved
plan to the local jurisdiction. The applicant shall not break
ground prior to receiving District approval of the
Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan erthe-expiration
of-the 20-days-referenced-above; and delivering that
approval to the City of Lincoln. The Construction
Emission/Dust Control Plan shall include, but not be limited,
to the following measures:

Page 3.3-35, second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 (b) is revised to read:

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans,
(whichever occurs first), the applicant(s) shall provide a
written calculation to the District for approval
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-
road vehicles to be used in the construction project,
including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
meet Tier 4 emission standards_or the equivalent Tier
standards established by the State in place at the time of
construction. If Tier 4 equipment is unavailable for any
equipment type, the prime contractor shall notify the
PCAPCD that Tier 3 off-road equipment will be utilized.
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A8-3

A8-4

A8-5

A8-6

The comment provides several suggested measures to reduce air quality
emissions and/or impacts, all of which are or will be incorporated into the
project. Many of the measures described will be incorporated into the project as
buildout complies with Title 24 requirements. Other measures such as (ix), (),
and (xi) suggest improvements to the roadway network to increase multi-modal
travel through the plan area and are already incorporated into the V5SP through
the GDP and SP. As the V5SP area builds out, the air quality impacts analysis
will be refined to reflect individual, specific projects within the Plan Area and the
PCAPCD operational threshold will applied to individual maps/projects. As
required by the PCAPCD, if a project exceeds the thresholds for ROGs and NOX,
the City will require the project applicant(s) to either choose to implement offsite
mitigation project approved by the PCAPCD or pay the mitigation fee in effect
based on the project’s contribution of pollutants.

The PCAPCD recommends three additional mitigation measures to address
exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs). Impact 3.3-5 analyzes TACs and the
potential cancer risk to sensitive receptors proximate to SR 65. As stated in
Mitigation Measure 3.3-5(b) residences shall not be constructed closer than

100 feet from the edge of the SR 65 right of way. Additionally, the GDP and SP
identify solid walls and landscaping between SR 65 and residential or other
sensitive receptors. Therefore, no additional mitigation is required.

Impact 3.2-6 on pages 3.3-46 and 3.3-47 of the Draft EIR acknowledges the
proximity of the Lincoln wastewater treatment plant to the Plan Area. The Draft
EIR also acknowledges that the wastewater treatment plant could be expanded to
accommodate additional wastewater flows, which could exacerbate odors. The
proposed project would require notification to purchasers of the location of the
wastewater treatment plant; however, there are no additional feasible mitigation
measures available to reduce potential odors. As such, the mitigation measures
proposed by the PCAPCD are unnecessary and/or duplicative.

The City of Lincoln published the V5SP Draft EIR in August 2016, two months
prior to the PCAPCD Board of Directors’ approval of new criteria pollutant and
GHG thresholds. Therefore, the PCAPCD thresholds in effect when the Draft
EIR was published were the appropriate thresholds to use for the criteria
pollutant and GHG analyses. Even if PCAPCD’s revised thresholds had been
used, they would not have changed the Draft EIR’s conclusions for the reasons
discussed below.

PCAPCD'’s new criteria pollutant thresholds only affect the operational
thresholds. They do not change PCAPCD’s construction thresholds.
Consequently, PCAPCD’s new thresholds do not affect the construction
emissions analysis or significance conclusions included in the Draft EIR.
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The Draft EIR used 82 pounds per day as the operational threshold for ROG,
NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. After publication of the Draft EIR, the PCAPCD
lowered its operational thresholds for ROG and NOXx to 55 pounds per day but
left the PM10 threshold at 82 pounds per day. (PCAPCD has not established an
operational threshold for PM2.5. In the absence of a PM2.5 threshold, the Draft
EIR uses 82 pounds per day as the PM2.5 threshold.) The Draft EIR found that
operation of the Village 5 Specific Plan would generate significant and
unavoidable emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. This conclusion would
not change if PCAPCD’s updated thresholds had been used because the Specific
Plan would generate emissions that substantially exceed both PCAPCD’s
previous criteria pollutant thresholds and their recently updated thresholds.

When the Draft EIR was published in August 2016, PCAPCD was
recommending the use of 1,100 metric tons CO2e per year as the appropriate
threshold for all CEQA projects within its jurisdiction. In October 2016,
PCAPCD issued updated thresholds where mitigated emissions above a bright-
line threshold of 10,000 metric tons COZ2e are considered significant and
unavoidable. The Specific Plan’s emissions exceed the 10,000 metric tons CO2e
per year threshold, even after considering all feasible mitigation. As a result, the
Draft EIR’s finding that the Specific Plan would generate significant and
unavoidable levels of CO2e (after implementing all feasible mitigation) would
not change using the PCAPCD’s recently updated GHG thresholds.

For the reasons cited above, the criteria pollutant and GHG analyses included in
the VV5SP do not need to be revised as a result of PCAPCD’s updated thresholds.
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Letter A9 Crystal Jacobsen, County of Placer
Response October 11, 2016

A9-1 This first comment from the County Agricultural Commissioner relates to the
Agricultural Overlay Development Standard 3.4.13, and the definition of
“compatible agricultural use.” In response to the County’s concerns, Section
3.4.13 of the GDP has been revised as follows (shown in strikeout and
underline):

The Agricultural Overlay Zone allows for the continuation of agricultural
uses and agricultural support uses as defined herein. The AO Zone is
superimposed over the urban zoning assigned by the Specific Plan Land
Use Diagram, shown on Exhibit 4.2 in the V5SP. The AO Zone is
applied to the entirety of the Plan Area with the exception of the areas
zoned as Open Space (VOSP and VOSN). Any use in the AO Zone
which was existing and allowed at the time of annexation of the property

may continue as a non-conforming use, pursuant to the Municipal Code,
Section 18.46.

It is the intent of the Specific Plan AG-Zone to allow;-cempatible
agricultural uses existing at the time of annexation to continue, on an
interim basis or in perpetuity, concurrent with development of the
Specific Plan land uses, by requiring buffers on the adjacent zoned
parcels. Buffer requirements for properties which pursue development in
accordance with the Specific Plan and which abut an agricultural

activity, operation or facility are addressed in the Development Standards
of each applicable zone in the GDP, Tables 3.2 through 3.9. The buffers
apply to all property boundaries of the Zoned Parcel where the parcel
abuts an existing agricultural activity, operation or facility within the

Plan Area. In addition, all Zoned Parcels which abut an existing
agricultural activity, operation or facility shall provide notice, disclosure
and acknowledgement to all non-agricultural uses of the subject land that
they may be subject to inconveniences or discomforts arising from the
pursuit of those adjacent agricultural operations.

The AO Zone is-intended-to establishes alternative land development
requirements for the-underlyingzening-for-properties-that-continue-the
existing any “new” agricultural and rural residential uses within the AO
Zone Plan-Area upon/after annexation by the City. Fhe-agricultural

Village 5 Specific Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-103 ESA/ 130368
July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

I ol . icultural activity: . facili

The permitted uses for “new” uses in the AO Zone are listed in Section
3.4.13.2 belew. Table 3.11 provides the development standards for
parcels in the AO Zone. Where a use is not specifically contemplated by
these AO Zone standards, the underlying urban zoning regulations as
defined by the Specific Plan shall apply. No development can occur on
lands subject to the Williamson Act, except to the extent allowed by the
applicable Williamson Act contract.

The County Agricultural Commissioner has reviewed these edits and concurs
they address the County’s concerns.

A9-2 The County’s Agricultural Commissioner also commented that the limitations on
the use of pesticides in the GDP needs to be revised. Section 3.4.13.1 of the
GDP, “Definitions”, has been amended to read as follows (shown in strikeout and
underline):

3.4.13.1 Definitions

For the purpose of the AO Zone, the term “agricultural activity,
operation, or facility, or appurtenances thereof” shall include, but not be
limited to, the cultivation and tillage of soil, the production, cultivation,
growing, and harvesting of any agricultural commaodity including,
viticulture, apiculture, nursery stock, or horticulture, the raising of
livestock, fish or fowl. The term also includes any uses permitted under
the Williamson Act or applicable Williamson Act contract, any practices
performed by a farmer or on a farm as incident to or in conjunction with
such farming operations, including preparation for market, delivery to
storage, or to market, or to carriers for transport to market. Aeriat

prohibited-within-the Plan-Area-upen-annexation: Pesticide application
shall be in accordance with all appllcable local Ceunty, state and federal

regulations. Pe

A9-3 The County’s Agricultural Commissioner also stated concerns regarding the
animal separation and buffering requirements in Section 3.4.13.3 of the GDP,
specifically regarding fencing. The fencing requirements for animal keeping/
separation standards (Section 3.4.13.3(E)) have been revised to read as follows
(shown in underlining and strikeout):

E. Animals shall be secured by a fence erwall at least six feet in
height, made of chain-link, 5-strand barbed wire, woven wire mesh, steel
panels or other woed-with-horizental-members-ne-less-than-six-ineches
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A9-4

A9-5

apart-solid-masonry-or-other appropriate sehid confining material. Only
low voltage (solar or battery) electric fence or stands may be used.
Landowner shall post warning signs about the use of an electrified fence
at 300 foot intervals on the fence. Property line walls and fences may be
used to secure animals, provided the appropriate restraint distances are
maintained. Animals shall be kept a minimum of 100 feet from any
domestic water well.

The GDP revisions above address fencing compatibility with livestock for
agricultural operations that are not existing and, therefore are not grandfathered
in as non-conforming uses, at the time of annexation. To the extent that livestock
fencing other than the types listed above exists at the time of annexation, such
fencing shall continue to be allowed as a nonconforming use.

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

The County comments that not all of the study locations noted in its NOP
comment letter were included in the Draft EIR analysis. It appears the County is
referencing the intersections of West Wise and Dowd Roads, Dowd and Riosa
Roads, Athens Avenue and Foothills Blvd North, Athens Avenue and Casino
Driveway/Thunder Valley Court, Foothills Blvd North and Future Placer
Parkway, and Sunset Boulevard and Cincinnati Avenue. The City has evaluated
these intersections and determined that the intersections would not be adversely
impacted by the project or, because of the undetermined locations and/or
specifications for the intersections, a traffic impact analysis would be speculative.

The existing traffic traveling through the West Wise Road/Dowd Road
intersection is very low (less than 100 vehicles during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours). The proposed project would add approximately 280 trips during the a.m.
peak hour and 360 trips during the p.m. peak hours through this intersection from
Dowd Road to Wise Road to access SR 65. However, the intersection would
continue to operate at LOS A with these additional trips (see Table 5).

TABLE 5

WISE ROAD/DOWD ROAD PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project

Peak

Intersection Traffic Control Hour Delay* LOS Delay* LOS
A.M. 7 A 8 A

West Wise Road/Dowd Road All-Way Stop-Control
P.M. 7 A 9 A

NOTES:

1 Average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle

LOS = Level of Service
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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In the future, the Lincoln General Plan calls for the realignment of Wise Road
and Dowd Road. This realignment would be designed to serve future traffic
demand, directly connect Wise Road to Dowd Road, and thus reroute traffic
away from this existing location eliminating the existing intersection. Therefore,
the cumulative analysis is not necessary since the intersection would not exist in
the cumulative scenario.

The project would not affect traffic at the Dowd Road/Riosa Road intersection.
All project trips traveling to the north via Dowd Road are expected to use Wise
Road to SR 65 and not travel through the Dowd Road/Riosa Road intersection.
No additional analysis required.

The configuration and traffic control at the Athens Avenue/Foothills Boulevard
North intersection will be subject to change based on the in-process Placer Ranch
Specific Plan/Sunset Industrial Area Plan. Without definitive plans for changes at
this location, assumptions for the ultimate configuration and traffic control at this
intersection would be speculative. Therefore, the analysis of this location is not
appropriate at this time.

The traffic model shows that the proposed project would result in a minor change
in traffic volume along Athens Avenue between Foothills Boulevard North and
Industrial Avenue (less than 100 vehicles per hour increase during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours — see Table 6, below). Since these two intersections (Athens
Avenue/Casino Driveway Access and Athens Avenue/Thunder Valley Court) are
located along that segment of Athens Avenue, the project would not have a
substantial effect on these two intersections.

The lane configurations and traffic control for the first phase of Placer Parkway
at the Foothills Boulevard North intersection have not been determined at this
time. Without definitive plans for the future configuration and traffic control at
this intersection, the analysis of this intersection would be speculative at this
time. Therefore, the analysis of the Foothills Boulevard North/Future Placer
Parkway intersection is not included.

The configuration of the Sunset Boulevard/Cincinnati Avenue intersection will
be subject to change based on the in-process Placer Ranch Specific Plan/Sunset
Industrial Area Plan. Without definitive plans for changes at this location,
assumptions for the ultimate configuration at this intersection is likely to be
speculative. Therefore, the analysis of this location is not appropriate or relevant
at this time.

The proposed project would add traffic to Dowd Road from Village 5 to Wise
Road, but remain within the carrying capacity of the roadway (310 vehicles
during the a.m. peak hour and 430 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour — see
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Table 6 below). The project would not affect Dowd Road from Wise Road to
Riosa Road as project trips traveling to the north via Dowd Road would use Wise
Road to SR 65 and not travel on Dowd Road to Riosa Road.

The proposed project would add traffic to Wise Road from Dowd Road to SR 65,
but remain within the carrying capacity of the roadway (320 vehicles during the
a.m. peak hour and 410 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour — see Table 6 below).

The traffic model shows that the proposed project would result in a minor
increase in traffic volume along Athens Avenue between Foothills Boulevard
North and Industrial Avenue (less than 100 vehicles per hour during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours — see Table 6 below). Therefore, the project would not
substantially affect this segment of Athens Avenue.

The configuration of Foothills Boulevard North from Athens Avenue to Sunset
Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard from Foothills Boulevard North to SR 65will be
subject to change based on the in-process Placer Ranch Specific Plan/Sunset
Industrial Area Plan. Without definitive plans for the ultimate configuration of
these roadways, the analysis of these roadways would be purely speculative.
Therefore, these roadways are not included.

TABLE 6
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES AT PLACER COUNTY INTERSECTIONS & ROADWAYS

Existing Conditions Cumulative Conditions
Peak No With With
Intersection/Roadway Hour Project Project Change No Project Project Change
AM 60 340 +280
Wise Road/Dowd Road Realigned
PM 90 450 +360
Athens Avenue — Foothills Boulevard ~ AM 630 670 +40 1710 1,720 +10
q 1
to Industrial Avenue PM 1,090 1,190 +100 2,040 2,060 +20
Dowd Road — Nicolaus Road to AM 40 310 +270
Wise Road PM 50 430 +380
Realigned
AM 40 320 +280
Wise Road — Dowd Road to SR 65
PM 60 410 +350

NOTES:
1 Reflects the anticipated change in traffic at Athens Ave./Casino Driveway Access and Athens Ave./Thunder Valley Ct.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.

Fair share payments for the above-referenced intersections and roadways will not
be required since the project will not have a significant adverse impact on them.
For those intersection and roadway improvements that will require fair share
payments due to project impact, fair share percentages will be calculated prior to
issuance of a final map and will be paid at the time building permits are issued.
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The following formula, as shown in Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies, will be used to calculate the fair share percentages:

Project Trips

Fair Share Percentage = - : . -
Forecasted Traffic Volume at General Plan Buildout — Existing Traffic Volume

A9-6 Please see Response to Comment A6-4.

A9-7 Build out of Village 5 would occur in phases over an extended period of time. As
a result, transit service to the area would evolve over time as development
occurs. Therefore, transit service planning for the project area is most
appropriately conducted as each phase of development occurs to reflect travel
and land development conditions at that time. This level of planning would be
carried out during the tentative map stage for each project phase.

A9-8 The County of Placer’s Impact Analysis Methodology of Assessment
memorandum was reviewed. In response to this comment, the significance
criteria for traffic impacts at intersections beginning on page 3.15-31 is revised to
read:

Traffic Conditions

The following significance criteria related to traffic conditions reflect
whether the project would conflict with applicable policies related to the
performance of the vehicular circulation system.1 These criteria take
into account the applicable vehicle LOS policies and standards for the
City of Lincoln, Caltrans, Placer County, and City of Roseville.

Intersections
Impacts to traffic conditions at intersections are considered significant if
the proposed project would:

. Cause an signalized intersection operating at an acceptable LOS
(without the project) to operate at an unacceptable LOS (with the
project);

. Cause an unsignalized intersection operating at an acceptable LOS
(without the project) to operate at an unacceptable LOS (with the
project) and cause the intersection to meet the California Manual

on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) peak hour signal

warrant (84C.04, Warrant 3);

° Increase the average vehicle delay for a City of Lincoln-Ceunty-of
Placer; or City of Roseville study intersection by five seconds or

11 Association of Environmental Professionals, 2014. 2014 CEQA Statute and Guidelines. p. 283. Sample Question
XVl.a.
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more that is already (or projected to be) operating at an
unacceptable LOS (without project). This is consistent with
previous environmental studies adopted by the City of Lincoln;12

° Increase the overall average intersection vehicle delay at a County
of Placer signalized study intersection by four seconds or more at
an intersection that is already operating at an unacceptable LOS
(without project);

. Increase the average vehicle delay at a County of Placer
unsignalized study intersection by 2.5 seconds or more at an
intersection that is already operating at an unacceptable LOS
(without project); or

. Increase the average vehicle delay for a Caltrans study intersection
by one second or more that is already (or projected to be) operating
at an unacceptable LOS (without project), as prescribed by
Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.

In addition to consistency with previously adopted environmental
studies, the “five second” threshold identified above for City of Lincoln
and City of Roseville intersections allows for daily fluctuation in traffic
volumes along major roadways, as documented in Variability in Traffic
Monitoring Data.13 Peak hour traffic volumes are not identical from day-
to-day. This fluctuation in traffic coupled with variable travel conditions,
such as weather or collisions, results in variations in delay from day-to-
day. The “five second” delay threshold is intended to account for these
normal variations in traffic conditions.

The County of Placer’s Impact Analysis Methodology of Assessment
memorandum was reviewed. In response to this comment, the significance
criteria for traffic impacts on roadway segments beginning on page 3.15-33 is
revised to read:

Roadway Facilities
Impacts to traffic conditions on roadway segments are considered
significant if the proposed project would:

12 City of Lincoln, 2009. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Village 7 Specific Plan Project. June 2009.
p. 4.3-30.

13 Wright, Tommy, Patricia Hu, Jennifer Young, and An Lu, 1997. Variability in Traffic Monitoring Data: Final
Summary Report. August 1997. Table 5, p. 10.
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° Cause a roadway segment operating at an acceptable LOS (without
the project) to operate at an unacceptable LOS (with the project);
or

. Increase the volume to capacity ratio by 0.045 or more for a
roadway segment that is already (or projected to be) operating at
an unacceptable LOS (without project). Fhis-is-consistent-with

previous-environmental-studies-adopted-by the City of Lincoln*4

All study roadway segments are located within unincorporated Placer
County. Per Placer County General Plan policy 3.A.7 and Sunset
Industrial Area Plan policy 2.B.1, LOS A-C is considered acceptable,
while LOS D-F is considered unacceptable.

Using Placer County’s methodology of assessment of impact, the project’s
effects on Placer County roadways and intersections was reviewed. This review
found that using the Placer County methodology of assessment of impact resulted
in the project impact to Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard during the a.m.
peak hour (part of Impact 3.15-4) to no longer be significant because it does not
meet the California MUTCD peak hour signal warrant, as documented below.
However, it did not change the overall impact findings for Impact 3.15-4.

Impact 3.15-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
increase traffic levels at intersections under the County of Placer’s
jurisdiction.

The vehicle traffic added by the proposed project would cause two
County of Placer intersections operating at an acceptable LOS under
existing conditions to operate at an unacceptable LOS under existing plus
project conditions. This is considered a potentially significant impact.

The following list identifies the intersections that would be significantly
impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project during each peak
hour:

AM Peak Hour

° Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — LOS A to LOS E (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) - LOS Bto LOS D
(does not meet California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)
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PM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — LOS B to LOS F (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — LOS C to LOS F
(meets California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

There are minor text edits to Impact 3.15-17, but no other changes as a result of
using the Placer County methodology of assessment of impact and no additional
significant effects.

Impact 3.15-17: Implementation of the proposed project would
contribute to cumulative traffic levels at intersections under the
County of Placer’s jurisdiction.

The proposed project would add vehicle traffic to four County of Placer
intersections anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under
cumulative no project conditions. At the intersections of Fiddyment
RoadMW/ Sunset Boulevard-(#18)-and Industrial Avenue/Athens Avenue
(#35), the implementation of the proposed project would not increase
delay by more than five four seconds. Since the proposed project’s
incremental effect would increase delay by less than five four seconds
over cumulative no project conditions, the project is anticipated to have a
less than cumulatively considerable impact at these intersections.

At the intersections of Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16),-and
Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17), and Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset
Boulevard (#18), the incremental addition of project traffic is anticipated
to increase delay by five 2.5 seconds or more over cumulative no project
conditions and meet the California MUTCD peak hour signal warrant.
Therefore, the project is considered to make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact.

The following list provides additional information regarding the
intersections that would be significantly impacted under cumulative plus
project conditions by the incremental addition of vehicle traffic
generated by the proposed project during each peak hour:

AM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — delay increases from 54
440 seconds (LOS BF) to 10-763 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17) — delay increases from 108
seconds (LOS F) to 538 seconds (LOS F) (meets California

MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)
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A9-9

A9-10

A9-11

) Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — delay increases

from >1,000 seconds (LOS F) to >3,000 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

PM Peak Hour

° Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — delay increases from 45
550 seconds (LOS BF) to 425 847 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17) — delay increases from 20
seconds (LOS C) to 844 seconds (LOS F) (meets California

MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — delay increases

from 455 seconds (LOS F) to >1,000 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

Although the Placer Ranch Specific Plan has not been adopted, it is a known and
reasonably foreseeable project because a development application is being
processed through the County. Therefore, in accordance with CEQA statute, the
cumulative conditions analysis appropriately includes full build out of the Placer
Ranch Specific Plan to account for this development. To consider a level of
development other than the proposed build out would be speculative.

To understand the regional distribution of traffic with reasonably foreseeable
land development and transportation projects, the cumulative conditions traffic
analysis includes the regional connection of the first phase of Placer Parkway
from SR 65 to Foothills Boulevard North. However, the details of lane
configurations and traffic control at the Placer Parkway/Foothills Boulevard
North intersection have not yet been determined. Without definitive plans for the
future configuration and traffic control at this intersection, the analysis of this
intersection would be purely speculative. Therefore, the analysis of this
intersection is not included.

The signalization and widening of the Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue and
Fiddyment Road/Sunset Boulevard West intersections were based on a
cumulative roadway widening project for Fiddyment Road included in the
SACOG 2012 MTP/SCS. In the SACOG 2016 MTP/SCS, funding for this
project was reduced to only cover initial planning and not construction. The text
describing the cumulative transportation improvements in the study area on page
3.15-58 of the Draft EIR has been updated as follows:

In addition to these land development adjustments, several adjustments
were made to the roadway network in the 2025 Placer County TDF
model. This study verified that the internal circulation improvements
associated with the land developments listed above were included in the
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cumulative model. This analysis also cross-references the SACOG
MTP/SCS financially constrained transportation project list to verify that
the reasonably foreseeable funded transportation infrastructure
improvements are included. This includes the following transportation
improvements in the study area.

Widen Nicolaus Road from 2 to 4 lanes from Airport Road to
Aviation Boulevard

Widen East Joiner Parkway from 4 to 6 lanes from Ferrari Ranch
Road to Sterling Parkway

Extend Ferrari Ranch Road from existing City Limit to Moore
Road

Widen Twelve Bridges Drive from 2 to 4 lanes from Industrial
Boulevard to SR 65; includes interchange improvements at SR 65

Widen Industrial Boulevard from 2 to 4 lanes from Athens Avenue
to SR 65

Replace 2 lane bridge with a 4-lane bridge on Nelson Lane over
Markham Ravine

Placer Parkway Phase | — construct a new 4-lane divided facility
with an interchange at SR 65 at Whitney Ranch Parkway
alignment. Includes at grade intersection at Foothills Boulevard.

Whitney Ranch Parkway — construct a new 6-lane facility from
SR 65 to Wildcat Boulevard

In response to this comment, the cumulative intersection analysis has been
updated to reflect the existing stop-control and lane configurations. The
cumulative intersection analysis results presented on page 3.15-67 through
3.15-70 have been updated to as follows reflect this updated analysis. The results
of this analysis show that these intersections would operate at LOS F under
cumulative no project and cumulative plus project conditions, but that these
impacts were already captured in Impact 3.15-17 in the Draft EIR and mitigated
under Mitigation Measure 3.15-17 in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no new
significant impacts result from this additional analysis.
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TABLE 3.15-16.
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No

Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS
AM. 21 C 25 C
1. SR 65/Riosa Road Caltrans Signal
P.M. 36 D 42 D
AM. 21 C 23 Cc
2. SR 65/Wise Road Caltrans Signal
P.M. 39 D 76 E
AM. 55 D >150 E
3. Nelson Lane/SR 65 Caltrans Signal
P.M. 46 D >150 E
4. SR 65 SB Ramps/Ferrari Cal Signal AM. 61 E 110 E
Ranch Rd altrans ignal
: P.M. 11 B 36 D
5. SR 65 NB Ramps/Ferrari . AM. 18 B 19 B
Ranch Rd Caltrans Signal
: P.M. 28 C 32 Cc
6. SR 65 SB On-RampiLincoln | anal AM. 5 A 5 A
Bivd Caltrans Signal
: P.M. 25 C 25 C
7. SR 65 NB Off-RampiLincoln | anal AM. 4 A 3 A
Bivd Caltrans Signal
: P.M. 3 A 4 A
AM. 35 C 47 D
8. SR'd65 Sg Ramps/Twelve Caltrans Signal
ridges Dr. P.M. 17 B 30 c
9. SR 65 NB Ramps/Twelve . AM. 55 E 61 E
Bridges Dr Caltrans Signal
: P.M. 46 D 52 D
A.M. 85 F 89 F
10. Nelson Lane/Nicolaus Road City of Lincoln AWSC
P.M. 87 F 91 F
AM. 98 F >150 E
11. Airport Road/Nicolaus Road City of Lincoln SSSC
P.M. >150 F >150 E
; ; AM. 22 C 25 C
12. ‘IJ?omgr Parkway/Nicolaus Ciity of Lincoln Signal
oa P.M. 25 c 53 D
; AM. 9 A 12 B
13. Dowd Road/Nicolaus Road L;?lncorgorate(;l SSSC
acer County P.M. 11 B 11 B
14. Old Nelson Lane/Moore Unincorporated SSSC AM. 23 C 20 c
Road Placer County® P.M. 19 c 38 E
15. Fiddyment Road/Moore Unincorporated AWSC AM. 41 E 8 E
Road Placer County® P.M. 56 E 78 E
16. Fiddyment Road/Athens Unincorporated Signal AM. 542150 BE 02150 E
Avenue Placer County AWSC P.M. 45150 DE 125>150 E
17. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Unincorporated SSSC AM. 108 F 2150 E
Road Placer County P.M. 20 C >150 E
AM. 22>150 CE 27>150 CE
18. Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Unincorporated Signal
Blvd. Placer County sssc P M. *42515 F 1455150 E
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TABLE 3.15-16.

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No

Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS
; A.M. 63 E 63 E
19. Elldgyment Road/Blue Oaks City of Roseville Signal
vd. P.M. 76 E 85 E
i A.M. >150 F >150 F
20. (F;ddym;naRoad/Pleasant City of Roseville Signal
rove bivd. P.M.  >150 F >150 F
; ; A.M. >150 F >150 E
21. Edd()j/ment Road/Baseline City of Roseville Signal =2
oa P.M.  >150 F >150 F
; AM. 14 B >150 E
22. Dowd Road/Moore Road g?'”corgorate‘;' sssc == -
acer County P.M. 29 D >150 E
23. Sorrento Parkway/Moore Unincorporated SSSC AM. 12 B 12 B
Road Placer County P.M. 13 B 13 B
; A.M. 21 C 27 C
24, gorre;ltg Pa(tjrkway/Ferran City of Lincoln Signal
anch Roa P.M. 17 B 21 c
i i A.M. >150 F >150 E
25. CR:ale(;jon Circle/Ferrari Ranch Ciity of Lincoln Signal =2 -
o4 P.M. 36 D 38 D
; ; AM. 25 C 29 C
26. i]?ometr] F';ark\c/lvay/Ferrarl Ciity of Lincoln Signal
anc oal P.M. 28 C 43 D
A.M. 43 D 46 D
27. Joiner Parkway/1st Street City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 23 C 23 C
28. Lincoln Blvd./Ferrari Ranch . . . AM. 21 c 22 C
Road City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 37 D 41 D
A.M. 66 E 69 E
29. Lincoln Blvd./1st Street City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 33 C 26 C
30. Lincoln Blvd./McBean Park . . ) A.M. 28 c 34 c
Drive City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 57 E 56 E
A.M. 30 C 42 D
31. Lincoln Blvd./7th Street City of Lincoln Signal
P.M. 28 C 32 C
; ; ; A.M. 25 C 48 E
32. Iéak%sme Drive/Nicolaus Ciity of Lincoln AWSC
oa P.M. 20 C 47 E
; ; AM. 14 B 34 D
33. 'I;ealdHollow Drive/Nicolaus Ciity of Lincoln AWSC = =
oa P.M. 15 B 43 E
; ; AM. 10 B 10 B
34. Sltecrjllng Parkway/Lincoln Ciity of Lincoln Signal
va. P.M. 13 B 13 B
35. Industrial Avenue/Athens Unincorporated Signal AM. 56 E 58 E
Avenue Placer County 9 P.M. 129 F 126 F
36. Industrial Avenue/Twelve Unincorporated . AM. 20 B 16 B
Bridges D Placer Count Signal
riages Dr. acer county P.M. 18 B 15 B
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TABLE 3.15-16.
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No

Cumulative Plus

. Project Project
Traffic Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Control Hour Delay Delay LOS
A.M. - 82 E
37. Dowd Road/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - 147 E
A.M. - 15 B
38. “A Street’/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* SSSC
P.M. - 18 Cc
) ) ) ) A.M. - 16 B
39. Ruth Avenue/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - 7 A
A.M. - 55 D
40. Nelson Lane/Mavis Road City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - 91 E
A.M. - 9 A
41. Dowd Road/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - 14 B
A.M. - 14 B
42. “A Street’/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln* AWSC
P.M. - 17 Cc
A.M. - 15 C
43. Ruth Avenue/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln* Roundabou
t P.M. - 19 C
A.M. - 15 B
44, Nelson Lane/Rachel Avenue City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - 20 C
A.M. - 5 A
45. Dowd Road/"B Street” City of Lincoln* Signal
P.M. - 5 A
A.M. - 8 A
46. “A Street’/"B Street” City of Lincoln* AWSC
P.M. - 8 A
) ) A.M. - 13 B
47. Moore Road/"A Street” City of Lincoln* SSSC
P.M. - 16 C
NOTES:
1. For signalized, roundabout, and all-way stop controlled (AWSC) intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per

2.

3.

4.

vehicle for all approaches.

For side-street stop controlled (SSSC) intersections, the LOS and average delay for the movement with the highest delay is reported,
along with the overall intersection delay in parentheses.
Intersections that are currently in unincorporated Placer County that would be incorporated into the City of Lincoln under existing plus

project conditions.

Proposed project Intersections that do not exist under existing conditions. They are assumed to be incorporated into the City of Lincoln

under existing plus project conditions.

Delays greater than 2.5 minutes are reported as greater than 150 seconds due to model insensitivity for heavily congested conditions.
BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.
UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

Caltrans

The following Caltrans intersections are anticipated to operate at
LOS E or F under cumulative no project and/or cumulative plus
project conditions:
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o] SR 65 Southbound Ramps/Ferrari Ranch Road (#4): LOS E
during the a.m. peak hour under cumulative no project
conditions; LOS F during the a.m. peak hour under
cumulative plus project conditions

o] SR 65 Northbound Ramps/Twelve Bridges Drive (#9): LOS
E during the a.m. peak hour under both cumulative scenarios

. The following Caltrans intersections are anticipated to operate at
LOS E or F under cumulative plus project conditions only:

o] SR 65/Wise Road (#2): LOS E during the p.m. peak hour
under cumulative plus project conditions

o] SR 65/Nelson Lane (#3): LOS F during the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours under cumulative plus project conditions

Placer County

° The following Placer County intersections are anticipated to
operate at LOS D, E, or F under cumulative no project and/or
cumulative plus project conditions:

o] Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16): LOS BF during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours under both cumulative repreject

conditions scenarios; LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak
I I lative ol . liti

o] Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17): LOS F during the
a.m. peak hour under cumulative no project conditions; LOS
F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under cumulative plus
project conditions

o] Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18): LOS F during
the_a.m. and p.m. peak hours under both cumulative
scenarios

o] Industrial Avenue/Athens Avenue (#35): LOS E during the
a.m. peak hour under both cumulative scenarios and LOS F
during the p.m. peak hour under both cumulative scenarios

The updated cumulative intersection analyses have also been reflected in Impact
and Mitigation Measure 3.15-17 as follows (also shows text updates in Response
to Comment A9-8).

Impact 3.15-17: Implementation of the proposed project would
contribute to cumulative traffic levels at intersections under the
County of Placer’s jurisdiction.

The proposed project would add vehicle traffic to four County of Placer
intersections anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under
cumulative no project conditions. At the intersections of Fiddyment

Read AN SunsetBoulevard{#18)-and Industrial Avenue/Athens Avenue

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-117 ESA /130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

(#35), the implementation of the proposed project would not increase
delay by more than five four seconds. Since the proposed project’s
incremental effect would increase delay by less than five four seconds
over cumulative no project conditions, the project is anticipated to have a
less than cumulatively considerable impact at these intersections.

At the intersections of Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16),and
Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17), and Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset
Boulevard (#18), the incremental addition of project traffic is anticipated
to increase delay by five 2.5 seconds or more over cumulative no project
conditions and meet the California MUTCD peak hour signal warrant.
Therefore, the project is considered to make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact.

The following list provides additional information regarding the
intersections that would be significantly impacted under cumulative plus
project conditions by the incremental addition of vehicle traffic
generated by the proposed project during each peak hour:

AM Peak Hour
. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — delay increases from 54

440 seconds (LOS BF) to 10-763 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17) — delay increases from 108
seconds (LOS F) to 538 seconds (LOS F) (meets California

MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — delay increases

from >1,000 seconds (LOS F) to >3,000 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

PM Peak Hour

. Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16) — delay increases from 45
550 seconds (LOS BF) to 325 847 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road (#17) — delay increases from 20
seconds (LOS C) to 844 seconds (LOS F) (meets California

MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)

° Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18) — delay increases

from 455 seconds (LOS F) to >1,000 seconds (LOS F) (meets
California MUTCD Peak Hour Signal Warrant)
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-17

a)  For the intersection at Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (#16)
and Fiddyment Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18), the project

applicants shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 and

widening of Fiddyment Road consistent with Mitigation
Measure 3.15-20.

b)  For the intersection at Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Road
(#17), the project applicant shall pay their fair share costs
towards the following improvements:

— Widening the northbound and southbound approaches to

include two through lanes; this is consistent with
Mitigation Measure 3.15-2320(a).

— Adding a northbound left-turn pocket.

— Signalizing the intersection with protected northbound
left-turn phasing

— Widening the eastbound approach to include a left-turn
pocket and right-turn lane. Provide an overlap phase for

the eastbound right-turn movement.

Table 3.15-27 presents the resulting intersection operations with the
improvement to mitigate the project’s incremental effect in place.

TABLE 3.15-27.

COUNTY OF PLACER INTERSECTION OPERATIONS —

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative +
Cumulative No Cumulative Plus Project with
Project Project Mitigation
Peak
Intersection Jurisdiction Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
16. Fiddyment Road/Athens Unincorporated AM. 542150 BE 02150 E 34 c
Avenue Placer County P.M. 45>150 DE 125>150 E 39 D
17. Fiddyment Road/E. Catlett Unincorporated AM. 108 F 2150 E 22 c
Road Placer County  p M. 20 C >150 E 27 C
. Road\W. S incorporated ~ AM >150 E >150 E 26 c
Blvd. Placer County p . >150 E >150 E 49 D
NOTES:

1. For signalized intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches.
2. Perthe HCM, the LOS and average delay for the lane with the highest delay is reported for side-street stop controlled intersections.
3. BOLD text indicates the intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS based on the presiding jurisdiction’s level of service policy.

4. UNDERLINED text indicates a potentially significant impact based on the significance criteria.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015.

Village 5 Specific Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-119

ESA /130368
July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

A9-12

Impact Significance After Mitigation: With the implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.15-17(a) and 3.15-17(b), the traffic operations at
the impacted intersections could be improved to address the project’s
incremental contribution. However, the improvements listed in
Mitigation Measures 3.15-17(a) and 3.15-17(b) are not included in any
known fee program. Since these improvements are not included in a
known fee program, there is no assurance that the remaining funds for
construction will be collected. Additionally, this mitigation requires
approvals from agencies other than the City. Since these improvements
are not within the City of Lincoln’s jurisdiction to implement, it cannot
be guaranteed that these improvements will be constructed. Therefore,
this impact would be considered significant and unavoidable.

The County commented that the segment of Fiddyment Road from Athens
Avenue to the City of Roseville limits should have been analyzed under the
assumption it would be a two-lane (not 4-lane) facility. The widening of
Fiddyment Road from Athens Avenue to City of Roseville limits was previously
identified as a fully-funded project in in the SACOG 2012 MTP/SCS. In the
SACOG 2016 MTP/SCS, funding for this project was reduced to only cover
initial planning, and not construction. Please see Response to Comment A9-11
for the text updates to page 3.15-58 to reflect this change.

In response to this comment, the cumulative roadway analysis has been updated
to reflect the existing number of lanes. The cumulative roadway analysis results
presented on pages 3.15-70 and 3.17-71 have been updated as follows to reflect
this updated analysis. The results of this analysis show that this roadway segment
would operate at LOS F under cumulative no project and cumulative plus project
conditions, but that this impact was already captured under Impact 3.15-20 in the
Draft EIR and mitigated under Mitigation Measure 3.15-20 in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no new significant impacts result from this additional analysis.

Roadways

Table 3.15-17 presents the daily traffic volumes for each roadway
segment and the corresponding LOS under Cumulative No Project and
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. Based on the results presented in
Table 3.15-17, the following roadway segments are anticipated to
operate at LOS F under both Cumulative No Project and Cumulative
Plus Project Conditions:

. Fiddyment Road — Moore Road to Athens Avenue

. Fiddyment Road — Athens Avenue to Roseville City Limits
. Athens Avenue — Fiddyment Road to Foothills Boulevard
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On beth-of the roadway segments listed above, the project’s incremental
contribution in traffic increases the volume to capacity ratio by more
than 0.045.

The results presented in Table 3.15-17 are discussed in more detail in
Impact 3.15-20.

TABLE 3.15-17.

DAILY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS — CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Cumulative No Project Cumulative Plus Project
Daily Traffic Daily Traffic
Roadway Segment Classification Volume V/C LOS Volume VIC LOS

Fiddyment Road
Moore Road to Athens Avenue 2-lane Arterial 21,100 1.06 F 28,800 1.44 E
Athens Avenue to Roseville City . 0.69 B 0.75 c
Limits 4-lane Arterial 27,500 138 E 30,000 1.50 E
Athens Avenue
Fiddyment Road to Foothills 2-lane Arterial 22,400 112 F 23,000 115 F

Boulevard

NOTES:

1. High-Access Controlled Arterial, per the definition outlined in Table 4-16 of the Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR.

2. VIC = Volume-to-capacity ratio.

3. Level of service based on thresholds presented in Table 3.15-3 from the Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015

The updated cumulative intersection analyses have also been reflected in
Impact and Mitigation Measure 3.15-20 as follows (also shows text
updates in Response to Comment A9-8):

Impact 3.15-20: Implementation of the proposed project would
contribute to cumulative traffic levels on study roadway segments in
Placer County.

The proposed project would add vehicle traffic to twe three study
roadway segments in Placer County that are anticipated to operate at an
unacceptable LOS under cumulative no project conditions: Fiddyment
Road between Moore Road and Athens Avenue, Fiddyment Road
between Athens Avenue and Roseville City Limits, and Athens Avenue
between Fiddyment Road and Foothills Boulevard. At beth all of these
locations, the implementation of the proposed project is anticipated to
increase the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.015. Therefore, the
project is anticipated to result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact.
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.15-20

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost to the City for
the following recommended improvements to restore vehicle traffic
operations to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at each roadway
segment.

a)  Widening Fiddyment Road from Athens Avenue to Moore
Road from a two-lane undivided arterial to a four-lane
divided arterial.

b)  Widening Fiddyment Road from Roseville City Limits to
Athens Avenue from a two-lane undivided arterial to a four-
lane divided arterial.

bc)  Widening Athens Road from Fiddyment Road to Foothills
Boulevard from a two-lane undivided arterial to a four-lane
divided arterial.

Table 3.15-30 presents the resulting roadway segment operations with
these improvements in place.

TABLE 3.15-30.
DAILY ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS —
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH MITIGATION

Cumulative Plus Project

Cumulative No Project! Cumulative Plus Project! with Mitigation?
Daily Daily Daily
Roadway Segment Traffic V/C® LOS* Traffic V/C® LOS* Traffic V/IC® LOS*
Fiddyment Road
Moore Road to Athens Avenue 21,100 1.06 F 28,800 1.44 E 28,800 0.72 C
. .
me 27500 138 E 30000 150 E 30000 Q075 C
Athens Avenue
Fiddyment Road to Foothills 22400 112 F 23000 115 E 23000 058 A
Boulevard = =
NOTES:

1. Both study segments are analyzed as two-lane, high-access controlled arterials, per the definition outlined in Table 4-16 of the Placer
County Countywide General Plan Final EIR, under cumulative no project and cumulative plus project conditions.

2. Both study segments are analyzed as four-lane, high-access controlled arterials, per the definition outlined in Table 4-16 of the
Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR, with mitigation.

3. V/C = Volume-to-capacity ratio.

4. Level of service based on thresholds presented in Table 3.15-3 from the Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015
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A9-13

A9-14

A9-15

A9-16

A9-17

Impact Significance After Mitigation: With the implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.15-20(a)-(c)-ane-3-15-20{b)}, the traffic operations
at the impacted roadways would be improved to an acceptable LOS.
However, the improvements listed in Mitigation Measures 3.15-20(a)-(c)
and-3:-15-20(b} are not included in any known fee program. This
mitigation also requires approvals from other agencies. Since these
improvements are not included in a known fee program, there is no
assurance that the remaining funds for construction will be collected.
Furthermore, since these improvements are not within the City of
Lincoln’s jurisdiction to implement, it cannot be guaranteed that these
improvements would be constructed. Therefore, this impact would be
considered significant and unavoidable.

Please see Response to Comment A9-5 regarding the calculation of fair share
percentages for traffic improvements and Response to Comment A9-7 regarding
transit service plans. Typically, if a fee program is in place, a project applicant
pays its fair share fees directly to SPRTA. If a fee program is not in place, a
project applicant typically pays its fair share fees to the City of Lincoln, and the
City distributes that payment to the appropriate agency once a fee program is in
place.

Please see Responses to Comments A9-8 and A9-11.
Please see Response to Comment A9-12.

The City will conduct annexation of the Village 5 SP Area in accordance with all
applicable laws. Specifically, no “islands” will be created by the annexation of
Village 5.

Pursuant to the County’s comment, page 3.16-49 of the Draft EIR,
Environmental Setting, beginning with the third paragraph, is revised to read:

12011, On June 30, 2016 the landfill was reported to have used
11,255.843 11,513,755 of the eubic-yards-eut-efatotal-of 36,350,000
cubic yards of permitted and proposed capacity, and the an average
weekday tonnage of 824 1,008 tons per day, which is below the
permitted peak daily tonnage of 1,900 tons per day.1 In 2014 2015, it
was reported that the MRF produceds an average peak daily tonnage of

1,140 tons through September of that year. The MRF has a permitted
processing limit of 1,750 tons per day, with 910 tons of disposal or

15 calRecycle, 2011. Application for Solid Waste Facility Permit/Waste Discharge Permit Requirements: MRF.
Accepted on March 22, 2011.
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transfer and 840 tons designated as other-whie-maintaining-a-capacity
for-daily-design-tonnage-up-te-3:850-tens. Also, since 2006, the City has

maintained a 60 percent diversion rate,16 which exceeds the 50 percent
requirement mandated in Assembly Bill (AB) 939.

Page 3.16-51 of the Draft EIR, Regulatory Setting, State, is revised to include
discussion for Assembly Bill 341 and Assembly Bill 1826, following the
summary of the California Integrated Waste Management Act:

California Assembly Bill 132
California Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341) (2011) directed the California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) to

develop and adopt regulations for mandatory commercial recycling. The
resulting Mandatory Commercial Recycling Regulation (2012) requires
that on and after July 1, 2012, certain businesses that generate four cubic
yards or more of commercial solid waste per week shall arrange for
recycling services. To comply with this requirement, businesses may
either separate recyclables and self-haul them or subscribe to recycling
service, or subscribe to a recycling service that includes mixed waste
processing. The WPWMA MREF is a mixed waste processing facility. AB
341 also established a statewide recycling goal of 75 percent; the

50 percent disposal reduction mandate still applies for cities and counties
under AB 939.

California Assembly Bill 1826
California Assembly Bill 1826 (AB 1826) requires certain businesses

beginning in 2016, to recycle their organic waste. The law also requires
jurisdictions to develop and implement an organics recycling program.

Also as requested by the County, page 3.16-52, Impact 3.16-5 of the Draft EIR is
revised to read as follows:

Impact 3.16-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in solid waste exceedance of capacity at the Western Regional
Sanitary Landfill.

Full Specific Plan

The proposed project would include a total of 8,206 residential units and
4,581,600 square feet of commercial and industrial uses. Utilizing the
City’s solid waste generation rates, provided in the City General Plan
(see Table 3.16-9), the proposed project would generate a total of
105,145 pounds (Ibs) per day of solid waste, or 52.6 tons per day,

16 cal Recycle, 2015. Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary (1995-2006). Available:
www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/reports/diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversion.aspx. Accessed June 22, 2015.
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equivalent to approximately 19,199 tons of solid waste per year (see

Table 3.16-9). This amount is likely somewhat overstated because the
waste would first be processed at the MRF and recyclable materials
would be removed from the waste stream prior to landfilling. Therefore,

the use of 52.6 tons per day of waste generation is presented as a worst
case. As discussed previously, the WRSL currently receives

approximately 824 1,008 tons per day on average, with a peak daily
tonnage of 1,900 tons (3,800,000 Ibs). The increase of 52.6 tons per day
would increase daily tonnage at the WRSL from 824 tons (1,648,000 lbs)
per day to 876.6 tons (1,753,000 Ibs) per day, well below the peak
tonnage of 1,900 tons per day.

TABLE 3.16-9.

LINCOLN VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECTED WASTE GENERATION

Non- Generation Solid
residential Generation Rate Waste
Number of Square Rate (per square Generated
Land Use Units Footage (per day) foot per day) (per day)
Full Specific Plan
Residential 8,206 -- 7.23 Ibs per unit -- 59,329 Ibs
Commercial/lndustrial - 4,581,600 - 1 Ib per 100 ft? 45,816 Ibs
TOTAL 8,206 4,581,600 - - 105,145 Ibs
Area A
Residential 2,417 -- 7.23 Ibs per unit -- 17,475 Ibs
Commercial/lndustrial - 1,094,000 - 1 Ib per 100 ft? 10,940 Ibs
TOTAL AREA A 2,417 1,094,000 - - 28,415 Ibs

Source: City of Lincoln, 2006. City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, October 2006.

p. 6-29.

The landfill’s MRF eurrently has a permitted processesing a-peak-datly
tonnage limit of 1,750 tons per day-yet-maintains-capacity-to-processup

t0-3,850-tonsper-day. The project would result in an estimated increase
of 52.6 tons per day at the MRF at buildout. Adding this to the MRF’s

average of 1,191 tons per day (amount for the period of July 1, 2015
through June 30, 2016), would increaseing the daily tonnage from 4750
1,191 to 4,802:6 1,243.6 tons. This increase, in combination with
existing MRF processing rates, would remain well under MRF
processing capacity. Additionally, assuming a 60 percent diversion rate
(see previous discussion), approximately 31.6 tons per day would be
landfilled under full project buildout. However, this amount, in addition
to existing daily disposal rates, would still be far less than the landfill’s

existing capacity of 1,900 tons per day. Therefore, the proposed project
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would not require the expansion the WRSL or construction of any new
solid waste facilities, and this impact is considered less than significant.

A9-18 The County Flood Control and Water Conservation District asked that a
verification of the 100-yer pre-project flows be provided for Markham Ravine
near Pleasant Grove Road because the numbers in Tables 3.10-7 and 3.10-5 are
inconsistent. Table 3.10-5 relates to Auburn Ravine flows. For Markham Ravine,
the reported flows are consistent between Table 3.10-7 and Table 3.10-4. The
reported pre-project flows for Auburn Ravine, however, are incorrect in Table
3.10-7. Thus, Table 3.10-7 has been revised to show that the 100-year pre-project
flows in Auburn Ravine are 10,737 cfs, not 6,578 cfs.

TABLE 3.10-7.
EXISTING AND POST-PROJECT PEAK STREAMFLOWS

2-year Pre-Project  2-year Post- 100-year Pre- 100-year Post-
Analysis Point Flow (cfs)* Project Flow (cfs) Project Flow (cfs) Project Flow (cfs)
Auburn Ravine
Upstream of Orchard Creek 1,188 1,204 7,256 7,278
Downstream of Orchard Creek 1,518 1,542 11,298 11,338
Near Pleasant Grove Road 1,526 1,564 6,578 10,737 10,801
Markham Ravine
Near Dowd Road 621 598 2,028 1,951
Near Pleasant Grove Road 1,977 1,911 7,392 6,861

NOTES:
1. cubic feet per second
SOURCE: Cunningham Engineering. Drainage System and Flood Control Analysis for Village 5 Specific Plan. May 13, 2016. pp. F-11, F-13.

A9-19 The County Flood Control District asked the City to confirm that increases in
storm water runoff volume associated with the VV5SP project would be mitigated
through the City’s Lakeview Farm facility. As stated in Section 6 of the V5
Drainage Master Plan, the VV5SP retention requirement would include paying the
requisite fee into the City’s fee program, which would be used to construct the
Lakeview Farms retention basin. It is unknown at this time whether Lakeview
Farms detention basin would be constructed prior to the start of V5 construction.
To the extent the basin at Lakeview Farms (or other offsite facility) is not
constructed at the time V5 is ready to move forward, onsite storm water retention
would address flows.

A9-20 The City notes that the Special Flood Hazard Area zone for Auburn Ravine was
revised per the FEMA Preliminary FIRM for the project area dated December 28,
2015.
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A9-21

Fire protection services are discussed in section 3.14, Public Services and
Recreation, in the Draft EIR. As discussed in that section, mutual aid agreements
would remain in place following annexation of the VV5SP area to the City of
Lincoln. Impact 3.14-2 on page 3.14-20 of the Draft EIR analyzes the need for
additional fire personnel to provide fire protection services to the Plan Area. To
adequately provide fire protection services to the Plan Area and house additional
personnel, two new fire stations would be required to be constructed. The PQP
site located within the Plan Area at the intersection of Nelson Lane and Rachel
Avenue (in Area A) has been identified as an appropriate location for a new fire
station. Notwithstanding, the Development Agreement requires the applicant to
fund a study to further analyze potential locations for fire stations within the
V/5SP, as well as coordinate with the City Fire Department to determine the size
and scope of the fire station to be built prior to issuance of the first building
permit. The requisite number of fire personnel will also be hired commensurate
with the construction of residential and commercial buildings.

Village 5 Specific Plan

3-127 ESA/ 130368

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-129 ESA / 130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Letter A10 Mark Morse, City of Roseville
Response October 11, 2016

Al10-1 The City of Roseville commented that it has three primary concerns with regards
to the VV5SP: traffic, library services, and parks. Transportation impacts and
mitigation are discussed in section 3.15, Transportation and Circulation, in the
Draft EIR. Impacts 3.15-5 and 3.15-18 determined that impacts to City of
Roseville roadways would be less than significant, and thus, would not require
mitigation. With regard to regional roadways where fee programs are in place,
the fees are set based on the number dwelling units constructed. Where fee
programs are not in place, the project applicant is required by the EIR to pay its
fair share contribution toward regional transportation facilities. The fair share
contributions will be calculated based on the following formula:

Project Trips

Fair Share Percentage = ; ) . -
Forecasted Traffic Volume at General Plan Buildout — Existing Traffic Volume

Section 3.14, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR analyzed the
demand for parks and recreation services and libraries. Impact 3.14-5 analyzes
the potential impact of the proposed project on libraries, and determined the
impact to be less than significant. The proposed project would be required to
contribute its appropriate share of PFE Fees to fund the expansion of library
services and facilities, consistent with other development in the City.

As discussed in Impact 3.14-4, the proposed project would provide 175 acres of
active and passive recreational opportunities in the Plan Area, including several
neighborhood parks and a Regional Sports Park. Depending on the amount of
park credit granted for the Regional Sports Park, either no mitigation would be
required or implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-4, provision of additional
parkland or payment of in-lieu fees, would be required to ensure adequate
parkland is provided. As a result, no unmitigated impacts to Roseville libraries or
parks are anticipated.
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Letter A1l
Response

Michael Adell, Western Placer Unified School District
October 11, 2016

All-1

All-2

All-3

Table 3.14-4 on page 3.14-23 of the Draft EIR provides a calculation of
anticipated student generation as a result of the proposed project. That table
estimates generation of 2,695 elementary, 643 middle, and 928 high school
students, a total of 4,266 generated by the proposed project. Table 3.14-5 in the
Draft EIR estimates the need for three new elementary schools, one new middle
school, and one new high school. The V5SP identifies and reserves proposed
locations for each of these new schools. The project applicant anticipates entering
into a Mitigation Agreement with WPUSD for the provision of school funding.

As stated on page 3.14-25 of the Draft EIR, SB 50 allows WPUSD to collect a
fee that is equal to the current statutory Level | fees. Where justified, SB 50
allows the district to collect additional fees in an amount that would approximate
50 percent of the cost of additional facilities. The collection of the 50 percent
mitigation fees is with the assumption that the State School Facility funding
program remains intact and that state funds are still available for partial funding
of new school facilities. If the funds are not available, districts may collect up to
100 percent mitigation fees under certain circumstances. Although school impact
fees might not be sufficient to fund 100 percent of new school facility
construction and operation, the California State Legislature has declared the
school impact fee to be full and adequate mitigation pursuant to Government
Code Section 65995. Notwithstanding, the project applicant anticipates entering
into a Mitigation Agreement with WPUSD for the provision of school funding.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would provide specific parcels for the intended development of three
elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school within the V5SP.
Impacts 3.14-3 and 3.14-8 address project-specific and cumulative impacts to
schools, respectively. As discussed in those impact analyses, both school sites
and funding through payment of SB 50 fees would provide adequate mitigation
of schools impacts. Additionally, the project applicant anticipates entering into a
Mitigation Agreement with WPUSD for the provision of school funding.
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Letter O1

as well as the buffering mentioned above. This is best done in discussing General Plan
compliance and the subject expanded on in the FEIR.

The DEIR clearly identifies that both steelhead and chincok salmon are species which rely on
Auburn and Markham Ravines as their habitats. However no surveys were conducted on their
numbers, etc. There is no analysis of the conditions within these streambeds or vegetation
along the stream banks. When a jurisdiction adds thousands of homes adjacent to such
streams, the impacts can be substantial. Ten year old boys can tear up such habitat having
innocent fun from their perspective. The developers along these streams should be
responsible for stream bank stabilization efforts. The planting of trees for shading the waters
need to be done so the vegetation of can grow to get enough size to withstand such impacts.
The DEIR discusses the biology from a regulatory perspective, without discussing the impacts
of future residents along the streams. The FEIR needs to discuss in layman’s terms the impact
of people on the streams and there floodplains and provide specific mitigations to these
potential problems. Regufatory information is critical but so is common language explaining
what people and dogs will mean to this CRITICAL STREAM HABITAT and what can be done
to improve the situation. Salmon recovery efforts are very important issues in Western Placer
Ccunty and each jurisdiction and regulatory agencies need io be heavily invoived insuring this
project does not lead te stream degradation.

This chapter discussed a 715 acre area that is to be acquired to offset biological impacts. A
map showing the location of the site is needed in the FEIR.

The PCCP has been pending for years. It never seems to move toward final adoption. One
cannot mitigate against an unadopted plan which has not been subjected to full public review
and hearings, let alone adoption by all the involved agencies. The impact section of this
chapter might need to be more specific on alternative mitigations on site if the plan does not
reach adoptions Village V approval.

Chapter 3.5-8 on climate change discusses the subject based upon the legal critetia as last
approved. Unfortunately, regulations and statutes are changing rapidly are probably will speed
up in the next few years. This is especially true in provision of solar facilities. On Page 3.5-22
mitigation measure 3.1-1 provides only for setup connegctions for future solar systems. A
mitigation measure should be added for Lincoln consideration which would require solar
system construction on all single family homes and commercial facilities within Village V
approvals. It should also include a mitigation measure which would limit on the palate of trees
in the landscape plans which could block future solar systems from sunlight. Major new 21
century projects should be conditioned meeting future needs. Studies show that solar homes
are a good selling point.

The Land Use Chapter has Figure 3.11-5 which shows nearly 20 proposed Retention Basins.
These needed facilities, given their land area used, will tend to modify the Proposed Land Use
Plan. The basins are found in numerous land use categories in the Proposed Land Use Plan.
From a general plan perspective, these be shown as Public /Quasi-Public or as Open Space
on a revised Proposed Land Use Plan (by using Figure 3.11-5 already in the DEIR). There is
great opportunity for these o be mulli use facilities when not used for water retention. If they
are to be fenced off for safety, they could still be visual open space. These ponds are
consumers of land areas. How marty acres of land are fo be committed to these basins? The
Village & Specific Plan Land Use Summary does not show this acreage within it; while other
public facilities are listed. In addition, these facilities will reduce acreage within various other

10

11
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Letter O1

land use categories. That could mean that the number of dwelling units should be reduced 11
somewhat. The FEIR should show a corrected land use summary table that includes these cont.
retention basins and adjusted unit counts.

When the Lincoln General Plan was being considered for adoption, a 40% requirement was
established for all the future Villages. This percentage was used to replicate the successful
Sun City of Lincoin Hills project. That project looks good, and was designed to have either
parks, open space, or golf courses scattered throughout its fabric. All residences were to be a
short walk away from these visual or usable open fands. That created high property values and
contains many amenities for the residents. When the general plan was being considered Sun
City Lincoln Hills was to be the standard and example of what was to be accomplished in 12
future Villages. Unfortunately, Village 5, to meet this 40% standard, has included the School
District's deed restricted lands out as a peninsula into agricultural lands beyond not at all in
close proximity to residential areas. It Most of the open space is not interspersed within the
project consistent with the Lincoln Hills example. H this 343.5 acre School District parcsl is
excluded from the land use table there would be only 20% open space within Village V. The
FEIR should explore an alternative plan where a true 40% of open space was included within
the development area. Designating the retention basins described above would help in this
attempt. 1

The Public Utilities chapter discusses water to serve this project. it appears to focus on historic
water provision agreements that may not to be able to be fulfilled in the future. As this 5 year
drought has driven home, the past assumption on water supply may not reflect future water
supply. State law changes will change the procedures for continued ground water extraction in
the next few years. If the drought persists the State may mandate water to be taken from water
surplus areas to be used to serve areas less fortunately located. Under emergency regulations
during drought conditions this has been mandated in the past. The past few years has seen
significant changes in water law and another dry year will cause even more legislative changes
to water rights. Since we have just suffered 5 years of drought, there is no reason not to test
water supply as if this is the new normal. The FEIR should specifically analyze water supplies
against the past 5 years of precipitation to see if there will be adequate water for this project
and for Lincoln General Plan buildout. it should consider mitigations which would review water
supplies annually for adequacy. It should also consider mitigation measures for the prohibition
of new subdivisions and/or building permits for new homes when the drought pushes
jurisdictions back into mandatory water restrictions. The hardening of water demand as new
units are brought online may impact the water available to existing residents. 1

13

Our focus on reviewing the DEIR was to highlight the big picture issues of importance to us.
Growth in the next few decades should continue to evolve to meet 21 century conditions. We 14
ook forward to reviewing the FEIR and to parlicipating in the adoption process.

Please insure that we are noticed on all future matters on this project. I 15

Sincerely yours,

Chairman, Lincoln Open Space Committee
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Letter O1 Paul Denzler, Lincoln Open Space Committee
Response October 4, 2016

0O1-1 The commenter notes that the mitigation measures for loss of agriculture “almost
exclusively describe the mitigation for biological impacts...” and suggests that
the applicant be required to buy development rights on agricultural lands outside
the City’s SOI.

Analysis for impact to Important Farmland (Impact 3.2-1) notes that preservation
of large tracts of land used for active agricultural production simultaneously
provide biological habitat for sensitive species. It has long been accepted that
impacts to agricultural land and biological resources are interdependent and best
addressed concurrently. Table 3.2-1 illustrates that rice is the main agricultural
crop in the V5 Specific Plan Area. As discussed in Section 3.2.1 (Environmental
Setting) of the Draft EIR, compliance with the Placer County Conservation Plan
(PCCP) would serve as substantial mitigation for impacts to farmland. Should
development proceed prior to completion and approval of the PCCP, the
applicant would be required to permanently conserve extensive nearby lands,
within the County and available as compensatory mitigation for the loss of
Important Farmland at a 1:1 ratio. (See Mitigation Measure 3.2-1(a) and (b).)
These measures would serve to mitigate the loss of the major agricultural type of
land at issue — rice lands. Notwithstanding, the City has concluded that impacts
to Important Farmland would remain significant and unavoidable because the
existing agricultural land taken out of production could not be replaced.

01-2 As described in Master Response 2, minimum buffers would be required on
parcels developed under the V5SP to ensure that new uses are buffered
adequately from existing agricultural uses, even those outside of the V5SP
boundary.

01-3 The Village Country Estate (VCE) designation in the northwest of the Plan Area,
and in other areas in the Plan Area, provides a “step-down” of uses from more
urban and intense uses internal to the Plan Area to surrounding, less intense
adjacent uses such as agriculture or open space areas. As discussed on page 2-11
of the Draft EIR, the Village Rural Residential (VRR) designation would allow
for residences on large rural lots and would be primarily applied to parcels within
ALUCP Compatibility Zones A, B1, and C1 for the Lincoln Regional Airport.
The VRR designation also provides buffering and a “step-down” of land uses
between high intensity and lower intensity uses, and is applied to areas within the
identified ALUCP Compatibility Zones to ensure that population density does
not exceed the maximums set forth in the Lincoln Regional Airport ALUCP. The
VRR designation would allow 0.2 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), or 1.0
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dwelling unit per two to five gross acres. The VCE designation would include
large lot single-family dwellings at a density of 1.0 to 2.9 du/ac. The VCE
designation would also provide buffering and a “step-down” of land uses
between high intensity and lower intensity uses.

014 Chapter 3.4, Biological Resources, includes descriptions of conditions in Auburn
and Markham Ravine, including descriptions of the natural communities that are
present within or associated with these waterways. Further, complete descriptions
of steelhead and Chinook salmon are provided, including descriptions of their
regulatory status, life history, and potential for occurrence in Auburn and
Markham Ravine. As stated in the Draft EIR, no surveys were conducted for
these species in the Plan Area; however, for purposes of analysis, their presence
was conservatively assumed based surveys conducted, by others, downstream. As
a result, additional, site-specific surveys were not required.

01-5 Impacts 3.4-1 (federally protected wetlands), 3.4-4 (adverse impacts to special-
status species through habitat modification), 3.4-4 (rare plants), 3.4-6 (nesting
birds), 3.4-8 (water quality), 3.4-9 (riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities), and 3.4-11 (ordinances protecting biological resources) analyze
potential impacts that could result from the proposed project and proposes
mitigation measures, where appropriate. Specifically, Impact 3.4-11 states,
“...following construction, permanent fencing and educational signage would be
installed around all open space preserves to protect sensitive areas from human or
vehicular encroachment and to educate the community about the biological
resources located within the open space, consistent with the proposed PCCP and
with any project-level permits obtained from the resource agencies. Sensitive
areas include wetlands or other protected waters, protected trees, or habitats for
special-status plants and wildlife...” (Draft EIR, page 3.4-80.) The analysis
concludes that by preserving a majority of lands associated with the Markham
and Auburn Ravine floodplains and avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for
impacts of specific plan implementation on habitats and special-status species, as
required by Mitigation Measure 3.4-11, the development of the urbanized portion
of the Plan Area would be consistent with local, regional, and state policies and
ordinances regulating biological resources. This includes consistency with the
California Fish and Game Code, because impacts to habitats, state-listed species
and nesting birds would be avoided, minimized and compensated. This also
includes consistency with the Porter-Cologne Act, because implementing
Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-9, and 3.10-1 would minimize, avoid and
compensate impacts on Waters of the State, including impacts on their use as
habitat.

By implementing Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-6,
3.4-7 and 3.4-9, specific plan implementation would be consistent with City of
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01-6

01-7

01-8

01-9

Lincoln General Plan policies OSC-1.1 and OSC-5.5 to preserve or compensate
for impacts to special-status species and their habitats, and would satisfy
conditions for pre-construction surveys and appropriate mitigation for sensitive
species as addressed in General Plan policies OSC-5.11 and OSC-5.12. Thus, by
implementing Mitigation Measure 3.4-11 this impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level.

Further, the proposed project has also developed detailed design guidelines,
which includes protections for open space, including details on preservation and
mitigation of open space, including riparian corridors (see Village 5 General
Development Plan, Chapter 6, and Village Landscape Design Guidelines). The
document specifically includes guidelines for walls and fencing throughout the
Village, including fencing to protect open space (and riparian) areas and
minimize the potential for impacts that may otherwise result from human
activity.

Detailed discussion of biological resources present on the site is provided in
section 3.4, Biological Resources. This includes discussions and descriptions of
sensitive resources, habitats, and species present on the site (see section 3.4.1,
Environmental Setting). A separate discussion on the regulatory setting is also
provided (see section 3.4.2, Regulatory Setting). In regard to potential project-
related impacts that may result increased human activities, please see Response
to Comment O1-5 above.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 (b)(2) describes 715 acres of land presently identified
as potential mitigation land within the PCCP Reserve Acquisition Area.
However, negotiations for use of those lands as mitigation are ongoing with the
regulatory agencies. In the event the project applicant cannot secure rights to
those specific lands for mitigation of impacts to habitat within Area A, the
project applicant would be required to identify other lands suitable to fully
mitigate the impact to habitat.

Please see Master Response 3.

Section 3.7, Energy, in the Draft EIR specifically states that the project will
comply with all existing local, state and federal requirements, including the
Building Energy Efficiency Standards contained in Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulations. (Draft EIR, page 3.7-18.) Additionally, the City agrees that
commercial structures should be built with solar facilities in tact upon opening —
not just as solar-ready. This is required pursuant to Mitigation Measure 3.5-1,
which relates to all non-residential structures in the area and states: “Install
photovoltaic rooftop energy systems on all community buildings and any
commercial buildings over 100,000 square feet.” (Draft EIR, page 3.5-23.) With
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01-10

01-11

01-12

regards to limiting the palate of trees in the landscape plans, this suggestion could
be problematic. Various larger trees provide substantial shading for homes and
parking lots. Further, the V5SP Design Guidelines would provide guidance for
the types of landscaping that would be permitted so adding mitigation measures
would be duplicative and unnecessary.

The V5SP incorporates 21 proposed detention (not retention) basins throughout
the Plan Area. As described in the Stormwater Master Plan, the detention basins
would range in size from 0.8 acres to 6.3 acres in size. Depending on the specific
design of the detention basins, they may be used as multi-use facilities, or may
only be used as open space.

The land use summary presented in the Draft EIR accounts for the provision of
detention basins throughout the Plan Area to accommodate storm water runoff.
But, even more specifically, Table B-2 in Appendix B of the Specific Plan
identifies 75.2 acres of detention basins throughout the Plan Area — in varying
land use designations, not all of which are open space. Given the detailed acreage
of detention basins has been accounted for, the number of dwelling units in any
given Area will not be reduced due to the sizing of one or more detention basins.
Accordingly, no “adjusted unit counts” are required to be shown.

The V5SP provides a variety of open space in various land use designations,
including parks (VPark), linear parks (VLP), agriculture preserve (VOSA), and
open space (VOSP and VOSN). These designated uses would include numerous
bike trails, walking trails, and pedestrian connections throughout the Plan Area,
as well as planned detention basins. Detention basins would also serve as
additional 45.9 acres of open space area throughout the Plan Area. (See

Table B-2, Appendix. B to Specific Plan.) Moreover, pursuant to the Airport
Land Use Plan open space requirements, an additional 218 acres of open space
will be provided within the Plan Area. (See Figure 2-4, Land Use Plan, and Table
2-1in the Draft EIR) The inclusion of Auburn and Markham ravines in the
southern and northern portions of the Plan Area, respectively, provide 841 acres
of open space corridors. The inclusion of the 343.5-acre Lincoln High School
Farm is deed restricted open space and as such counts towards the overall

40 percent open space requirement since it will remain open space in perpetuity.
Finally, the Plan provides for 149.2 acres of active park open space. In all, the V5
Plan Area would provide 1,823.3 acres of open space as outlined in Table 6.3 of
the Specific Plan, which is 41.2 percent of open space consistent with the Lincoln
General Plan. As noted in Response to Comment O-12, every acre of detention
basin proposed is broken down by area in Table B-2 of Appendix B to the
Specific Plan, and a copy is provided along with this response.
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01-13 Please see Master Response 1. Any comments not responded to in Master
Response 1 are noted for the record and have been reviewed by the City staff,
Planning Commission and City Council members.

01-14 The comment is noted by the City. The City will provide the opportunity for the
Lincoln Open Space Committee to comment on Final EIR for the proposed
project.

01-15 The City notes the Lincoln Open Space Committee’s request for noticing and

will provide appropriate notices for all future public review opportunities in
relation to the proposed project.
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Letter O2
Response

Veronica Blake, Placer Community Foundation
October 10, 2016

02-1

02-2

02-3

The City notes the commenter’s concern that the City of Lincoln and Placer
County need additional workforce and affordable housing.

The commenter notes that Lincoln’s population is anticipated to grow
exponentially over the next 20 to 30 years and that lower and median income
wage earners need affordable housing. CEQA requires the City to analyze a
project’s impacts on population growth, and whether substantial numbers of
people or existing housing would be displaced by the project. Impacts of the
project on housing are evaluated in Section 3.13, Population, Employment, and
Housing, Impact 3.13-2, of the Draft EIR. The project would not require the
displacement of current residents in the V5SP area. It would also create new
housing within the Plan Area for all levels of wage earners — including low- and
median-income workers, and seniors. As detailed in the land use summary of the
Specific Plan (Table 4.1), the Plan Area would contain approximately 510 acres
of land designated for medium and high density residential units, including
townhomes, condominiums, and apartments, which would serve the low- to
median-income workers.

The comment that affordable housing should be integrated into development
throughout the City is noted.
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Letter O3
Response

Chris Scheuring, California Farm Bureau Federations, Office of
the General Counsel
October 11, 2016

03-1

03-2

03-3

The Farm Bureau’s interest in land use matters, as they pertain to agricultural
interests, and more specifically, it’s interest in the proposed project, is noted.

The Farm Bureau notes the County Agricultural Commissioner’s concerns
regarding the definition of “compatible” agricultural uses and potential
interference of existing agricultural operations on development. The project
applicant has met and corresponded with the County Agricultural Commissioner
on each and every concern stated. As a result, numerous revisions to the
Agricultural Overlay Zone have been incorporated into the GDP and reviewed
and approved by the Commissioner. Please see Master Response 2, as well as
Responses to Comments A9-1, A9-2, and A9-3 for details.

Additionally, the Farm Bureau comments that the Draft EIR should examine the
County’s right-to-farm ordinance. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, Agriculture and
Forestry Resources, refers to the following City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan
Policy, as an applicable policy for the protection of existing agricultural
operations that become proximal to progressing development within the V5SP
Area:

0SsC-2.2 Agricultural Disclosures. The City will require that developers of residential
projects, which are within general proximity of agricultural operations in the
County, provide notification to new homeowners within their deeds, of the
County’s right to farm ordinance.

Because the Plan Area would be annexed to the City, the Placer County right-to-
farm ordinance would no longer be applicable within the Plan Area. However,
the proposed Agricultural Overlay Zone would cover every land use designation
(except open space designations) within the Plan Area with far more protective
buffering provisions for agricultural uses both within and on the fringes the Plan
Area.

Impacts from the conversion of Important Farmland are detailed in Section 3.2,
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Analysis includes consideration of
mitigation measures, including the use of conservation easements. (See
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1(a) and (b).)
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Letter O4

Further, warkforce housing can have a significant impact on our children's education as illustrated in the A\
Center for Housing Policy, Insights from Housing Policy Research, "The Impacts of Affordable Housing on
Education: A Research Summary” (May 2011}

¢ Stable, affordable housing may reduce the frequency of unwanted moves that lead children to
experience disruptions in home life or educationat instruction.

» Affordable housing can reduce overcrowding and other sources of housing-related stress that
iead to poor educational cutcomes hy allowing families to afford decent-guality homes of their
own.

e Affordable housing may support children’s educational achievement by reducing homelessnass
among families with children.

¢ Some affordable housing strategies may help families move to communities that have stronger
school systems or are mare supportive of education.

s Affordable housing developments may function as a platform for educational improvement by
providing a forum for residential-based afterschool programs or, more broadly, by anchoring a
holistic community development process that includes new or improved schoals.

The Affirmed Housing Group, a San Diego based developer of affordable rental housing and an effective
advocate in the industry reports the following as it relates to crime and affordable housing:

"Affordable housing can help a community maintain a stable population by making it easier to cont.

retain people who already live and work there. There is no evidence that affordable housing
brings crime to a neighborhood. In fact, affordable housing, as a tool of economic development,
can often help to lower crime rates. Tha National Crime Prevention Council calls for the
construction of affordable housing to reduce crime because 'neighborhood cohesion and
economic stability are enhanced in areas where the continuing supply of dispersed, affordable
housing is assured.' Whether a development will be an asset or a detriment to a community
move often turns on basic management practices: careful screening, prudent security measures,
and regular upkeep. Most affordable housing residents are seeking safe and decent housing that
will allow them to live self sufficient lives in a good community."”

While serving on the Human Setvices Coordinating Council in Sacramento County, an advisory body to
the Board of Supervisors on matters relating to health and human services planning and policy issues,
we were asked by the Department of Health and Human Services to meet with local Community
Planning Advisory Councils {CPACs) to receive their perspective on homelessness in their communities.
Overwhelmingly, local citizens serving on their respective CPACs were open to "helping their own”
residents who were experiencing hard times but were additionally clear that they did not wish to
become a haven for everyene's homeless. In other werds, they showed sincere interest in addressing
their local affordable housing issues without becoming “hubs” that attract even more pecople
experiencing homelessness from throughout the region. What this suggests is that all neighborhoods, or
rather in this case, development projects should participate in meeting the need for affordable housing
as each project progresses. No longer can we, nor morally should we, simply count on setting aside
specific geographic areas as future potential affardable housing projects to meet the requirements of

2|Page
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Letter O4

Regional Housing Need Allocation {RHNA). The California Legislature and courts have repeatedly
indicated in statute and case law that housing is an issue of statewide concern. This sense of urgency
and immediacy should be duplicated city and county wide through the creation of developments that 1

actively embrace workforce housing. Given the list of benefits that workforce housing offers to our cont.
community as a whale it is clear that the City of Lincoln and its community would benefit from an
inclusive approach to workforce housing in all current and future projects.
Sincerely,
———
Gary McDonald, Executive Director
3|Page
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Letter O4 Gary McDonald, Lighthouse Counseling & Family Resource
Response Center
October 11, 2016

04-1 The Lighthouse Counseling & Family Resource Center’s comments regarding
the benefits of- and need for workforce housing are noted and will be conveyed
to the City Council for consideration. The comment does not address the
environmental impact report for the proposed project; thus, no further response is
required.
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Letter I1

September 21, 2016

Public Meeting/ Comments regarding the Village 5 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Village 5/Special Use District B Specific Plan Area

My name is Albert Scheiber. | live at 1700 Moore Road. Part of our property is in Village 7, the
rest is in SUD B also known, as it goes through the process, as Village 5. My family has been
farming on this property since 1918. | do not have enough time to detail all of my comments on
this EIR in the time allowed, so | am going to get as far as | can on a list of bullet points. | will
then give this letter to the clerk to be entered into public record. A more detailed letter will follow
prior to the close of the comment period.

1). | Commented two years ago in the last comment period about poor communication. VWhile it
has gotten better, | still believe it to be a problem. For example, | understand Richland had 2
public meetings that we were not notified of. Also, | had to address the City Council, at their last
meeting, just to get a hard copy of the EIR. 1

2). In my opinion, the flood plain is still inaccurate on our property, which would mean all
calculations downstream are also inaccurate. A wider, inaccurate flood plain means less 3
developable land that we can build on and more open space that Richland can claim for their
project at our expense.

3). | don't believe that because Richland wants to develop and annex their property, that
everyone else in this area should also have to do the same. According to the EIR, they own 4
way |less than half of the project area but are forcing the rest of the property owners to comply
with what they and the City of Lincoln want. 1

4). As | read through the EIR, | found a lot of contradictions and errors. | was reading through
the Ag Overlay Zone, specifically for the Williamson Act, and it said for more information to go to
a specific section. That section was not in the hard copy | was given and | couldn’t find it online
either.

5). The Ag Overay Zone is a half hearted attempt to tie in all the other agricultural verbiage to

create a good feeling about this project. It contains words like, compatible, which will allow the
City of Lincoln to systematically remove agriculture from the area, one parcel at a time, just as
they have done on other parcels.

6). The Ag Overay Zone excludes the two ravines that run through the project, and sets them
aside for conservation. Once again the City of Lincolh and Richland are using our property and
our neighbor's property, for their benefit at our expense. I'm not clear as whether or not | would
still be able to use this property after it's dedicated. If not, that dramatically affects our business
both logistically and financially.
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7). The EIR mentions the Placer County Conservation Plan and how the two will work together.
The last | heard, the PCCP is not approved or adopted yet and that could be over a year away.
| don’t think this project should be able to use or refer to something that is not in place.

8). Moving the interchange at Highway 65 and Nelson Lane is going to impact our property both
financially and logistically. Currently we have freeway interchange access to our property. If
the interchange is moved, any traffic coming to our property will first have to wind through
Richland’s property. Once again, benefitting Richland at our expense.

8). If the interchange and road systems are allowed to move forward, it will create a safety issue
for us and our neighbors, whether we develop or not. As far as | can see, the one road coming
through Richland's property, is the only way in and out for an area over 200 acres in size.

9). The Williamson Act is mentioned in this document, but as stated above, there are missing
sections. My hope would be that the City of Lincoln fully supports and would continue the
Williamson Act program if our property is annexed into the city limits. | hope that is what is in
the missing sections. If they don’t, then my conclusion that the City of Lincoln does not really
want agriculture will be validated.

10). We do not want to be annexed into the city limits. The General Plan referenced in this
document does not contain any protections for agriculture, at complete build out, except the
High School Fam. What we have seen over the years has been a lot of talk about being pro
agriculture, and then systematically removing it because it is non-conforming.

11). The Ag Overlay Zone does not cover all aspects of a normal farming operation. The only
document | have seen that would cover most aspects of farming was created by us, our
neighbors in village 7 and Lewis Communities. That document was an Ag Overay Zone for
Village 7 and was rejected by the City of Lincoln.

12). Discharge of afirearm is, to my knowledge, illegal inside the city limits. This is a nomal,
and according to our vet, one of only a few humane ways to put large livestock down, when
necessary. | don’t see a section in the EIR or General Plan that will allow for that to happen.

13). As | mentioned above, part of our property is in Village 7. That part of our property was not
annexed as part of that village. | found no section in this EIR that addresses this issue. As part
of SUD A has been added to SUD B it seems to be no problem moving things around. Please
draw your annexation line to exclude us and any others that do not wish to live in the city. Itis
my understanding that islands ARE an option.

14). The section on ground water is questionable. It says that the groundwater, which is now
being recharged by agriculture, will continue to recharge at the same rate after completion of
this project. I'm not sure how recharging year round from rice and other crops compares to
asphalt and concrete diverting winter water to the creeks. It is also mentioned how the ground
water table has not changed in the last 30 years. That's not true here in SUD B.

10
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proposed. We think there is a long list of problems with many of the sections of this EIR. We

In conclusion, we feel that this project should not move forward. Ve are against this project as I 17
believe it is flawed and should not pass.

Albert Scheiber
P.O.Box 47

Lincoln, CA 95648
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Letter 11
Response

Albert Scheiber
September 21, 2016

11-1

11-2

11-3

11-4

11-5

The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their
consideration.

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

The commenter states he believes the identified flood plain is inaccurate, and
thus, so are the downstream calculations. Floodplain and storm water drainage
impacts are discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality. As
stated on page 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis included in the hydrology
section was developed based on project-specific construction and operational
features and information from the Drainage System and Flood Control Analysis for
V5SP; Western Region Climate Center, California’s Groundwater, Bulletin 118;
the Draft Groundwater Report for the City of Lincoln, January 1999; Natural
Resource Conservation Service data; City of Lincoln Urban Water Management
Plan; Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Geotechnical Feasibility Report
prepared for the project; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood
maps; California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Best Available Maps
website; the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and San
Joaquin River Basin, and Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District Stormwater Management Plan. The 200-year Floodplain for Auburn
Ravine and Markham Ravine is shown on Figure 3.10-4 of the Draft EIR. The
200-year Floodplain for Auburn Ravine is nearly identical to the 100-year
Floodplain shown on FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). The
floodplain map is based on the HEC-RAS Model received from the City’s
engineering consultant, Civil Solutions, and is consistent with local, state and
federal data.

The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the proposed
project. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for
their consideration. Notably, the annexation of property into the City limits does
not require “development.” As outlined in the Specific Plan and the Agricultural
Overlay District in the General Development Plan (GDP), agricultural uses may
continue in perpetuity within the Plan Area even once it is annexed into the City
limits.

The commenter indicates he could not identify information regarding the
Agricultural Overlay District or the Williamson Act. The commenter does not
refer to a specific page number or section of the Draft EIR. However, additional
information about the proposed Agricultural Overlay District can be found in
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11-6

11-7

11-8

11-9

multiple places including, this document in Master Response 2, on the Village 5
Specific Plan website located at www.lincolnwestvillages.com, and in Section
3.4.13 of the GDP. Impacts of the project on Williamson Act contracted lands is
discussed at length in the Draft EIR on pages 3.2-10 through 3.2-12, and in
Impact 3.2-2 on pages 3.2-26 through 27. In short, adoption of the Village 5 SP
and even annexation into the City limits would not preclude the continuation of
any Williamson Act contract — any contract would be assumed and administered
by the City.

The commenter expresses his opinion regarding the proposed Agricultural
Overlay District. No CEQA response is required. Information regarding the
revisions made to the Agricultural Overlay language can be found in Master
Response 2.

Development of any parcel abutting the ravine areas would require the
conservation of the ravine areas regardless of the Open Space being designated in
the VV5SP. The Open Space designations in the V5SP simply acknowledge that
fact. As described in the AO Zone description (please see Master Response 2),
private property owners within the Plan Area would be permitted to continue
using their property in the same way it has historically been used pursuant to the
GDP, section 3.4.13.

The commenter states that he does not believe the Draft EIR should reference a
document or plan that is not in place, specifically, the Placer County
Conservation Plan or PCCP. The PCCP has been in the works for over a decade,
and while it has not yet been adopted by the County and approved by the
regulatory agencies, its adoption and approval are imminent. The Draft EIR
conservatively addresses two regulatory scenarios: (1) the adoption, approval and
implementation of the PCCP; and (2) no PCCP. In this vein, the City has
exceeded CEQA requirements in an effort to clearly outline various regulatory
scenarios for both the applicant and the public. For additional information
regarding the PCCP, please refer to Master Response 3.

The realignment of Nelson Lane and provision for a grade-separated interchange
with the SR 65 Lincoln Bypass slightly west of the current at-grade

SR 65/Nelson Lane intersection was previously identified in the Lincoln General
Plan. The Village 5 Specific Plan reflects this previously planned realignment,
which will facilitate traffic flow along the Nelson Lane-Fiddyment Road
corridor. The change in traffic patterns through Richland’s property noted in the
comment letter is considered and analyzed in the traffic analysis. The proposed
project would enhance the commenter’s access, not diminish it.
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11-10 As noted above, the City’s General Plan outlined the proposed SR 65/Nelson
Lane Interchange. The proposed V5SP is required to be consistent with the City’s
General Plan. Figure 2-5 on page 2-22 of the Draft EIR shows the backbone
roadway network, including proposed arterial and collector roadways. The figure
does not show local roadways as those will be proposed as individual
development project are proposed within the Plan Area. As a result, there is no
evidence of a safety issue.

11-11 As stated on page 3.2-12 of the Draft EIR, Williamson Act contracts remain in
effect for 10 years, and automatically renewed every 10 years, unless the
property owner files for a notice of non-renewal with the County. The filing of a
notice of non-renewal triggers a nine-year countdown of the contract. When
Williamson Act contract lands are annexed to a city, that city succeeds to the
administration of the contract, which typically remains in force until it is
cancelled or expires at the end of the non-renewal period. The V5SP does not
require non-renewal of Williamson Act contracts inherited by the City from
annexed property, but instead anticipates the assumption of responsibility by the
City from Placer County for administration of the existing Williamson Act
contracts. See the full discussion of impacts on Williamson Act contracts in
Impact 3.2-2 of the Draft EIR (pages 3.2-26 - 27).

11-12 The V5SP Area, including portions of the referenced property, is located within
the City of Lincoln’s sphere of influence (SOI). As stated on page 1-3, the City
of Lincoln’s 2050 General Plan identifies future growth areas through a series of
“Villages,” geographic areas in the City’s Sphere of influence that will be
individually planned to foster orderly buildout of the City. Therefore, the planned
annexation of the V5SP Area is codified into the City of Lincoln General Plan
and takes place at the discretion of and in accordance with the policies of the City
and the Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). As
discussed extensively, the proposed V5SP provides for an Agricultural Overlay
zone that would protect agricultural uses in existence prior to annexation, even if
they become non-conforming, even if they become non-conforming, as well as
new agricultural uses, subject to the GDP, section 3.4.13.

11-13 See Response 11-12.

11-14 City Code section 9.28.010 states that “no person shall within the City, either on
public or private property, carry or use any air gun, spring gun, bow or other
device of a similar nature by which dangerous missiles of any kind are hurled or
projected.” The City Council may choose to adopt an amendment to its ordinance
or add a provision to the Agricultural Overlay provisions of the GDP to permit
the use of firearms within the Village 5 Agricultural Overlay zone as the
commenter has requested.
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11-15

11-16

11-17

The issue of whether an island of land can remain after annexation is a land use
issue and is governed by the Placer County LAFCO’s policies and procedures.
Please see Response to Comment 11-12. The comment does not address the
environmental impact report for the proposed project. The comment is noted and
will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.

The commenter states that “[he is] not sure how recharging year-round from rice
and other crops compares to asphalt and concrete diverting winter water to the
creeks.” Rice is planted in Area A and throughout the Plan Area because the soils
are largely impermeable. As discussed in Impact 3.10-2 in the Draft EIR,
groundwater recharge in the Plan Area occurs primarily along and within Auburn
and Markham Ravines because the soils in the remainder of the Plan Area have
low permeability. (Draft EIR, pages 3.10-37 — 39.) See also Section 3.8 Geology:
“IA] cemented clayey or sandy silt (hardpan) layer was encountered below three
feet. Clay layers were encountered at various depths in the upper eight feet with
typical reported thickness of one to three feet.” (Draft EIR, page 3.8-2.) Where
soil permeability is low, infiltration into the groundwater aquifer is low as well,
limiting groundwater recharge. The project has been designed to collect storm
water in detention basins to allow infiltration, but also to allow the storm water to
flow back into the two ravines, where the majority of groundwater recharge in
the Plan Area occurs.

The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the proposed
project with sufficient specificity to allow for a response. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
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Letter 12

10/3/16

Josh Huntsinger
Placer County Agriculture Commisioner
Re: The death of agriculture in Western Placer County

The passage ofthe City of Lincoln’s 50 year General Plan was, in my opinion, the start of the systematic
removal of agriculture in the Lincoln area. Even though on more than one occasion people tried to have
agriculture included in the plan, the only agriculture left at total build out is the High School Farm {which
| am grateful they saved it). The General Plan was promoted as not beinga “pro growth” plan, but | 1
never really believed or understood how that was even possible. With the Village Concept, it forces
much more acreage to annex into the city limits than is necessary. This in turn makes farms, ranches,
and even ranchettes non- conforming to city rules and regulations. As non-conforming properties, the
City of Lincoln can place whatever limitations and or fees they want on these properties until the
desired result is achieved (no agriculture).

Our ranch is partially in Village 7 and partially in SUD B. Richland owns property in both SUD B and
Village 5, so we are being pulled into what is being referred to as the “Village 5” project for that portion
of our property that lies in the SUD B area. We went through this process in the Village 7 portion a
number of years ago with the Lewis Communities people. We worked with them and our neighbors to 2
come up with an ag overlay zone that would allow us and our neighbors to continue our business. The
City of Lincoln would not include that zoning and instead allowed us to not annex and remain under
county authority. We were pleased to have had that option and it has worked well for us.

The Village 5 DEIR has recently come out for a comment period that will close on October 11, 2016. |
have made some comments, both verbal and written, at a September 21, 2016 meeting at which time |
also stated | would have more to follow. In my opinion, the Village 5 DEIR is terribly flawed. In keeping
this letter to the topic, | will focus on the agriculture components. Richland met with us and some of
our neighbors about an ag overlay zone, much the same as when we met with Lewis for Village 7. |
explained the city’'s response to the Village 7 ag overlay zone and how hard it was to cover every aspect
of farming for every operation. Richland was confident they could come up with something that would
work and they included it in the Village 5 DEIR. Mast of which, | told them early in the year, would not
work as presented to us. ES

The first thing that jumps out is the language that is used to leave the door wide open for the City of
Lincoln and it's attorneys to easily get rid of any agriculture they want to, after the property is annexed. 4
Words such as “compatible” makes it easy to say a farm is not compatible with any type of housing and

therefore needs to go away. A 4
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-

Accordingto the DIER, Richland owns less than half of the total acreage in the project area, but the City 4
of Lincoln by way of Richland gets to dictate land use by forcing annexation of the entire area. This goes cont.
back to the General Plan being a pro growth plan, in my opinion. L

After the meeting on September 21, 2016, Richland sent out a letter talking about how great the ag
overlay zone was and where to go check it out-Chapter 3, pages 21-23 of the Village 5 General
Development Plan. Besides the lawyer ready language, there are a number of issues. Some examples
are:

1. In the first paragraph it talks about buffers being on the development side of the property line which
sounds great until you read farther and animals have to be kept 100 feet from any adjoining property

2. One single family residence. We are already in violation

3. Aerial application is specifically prohibited upon annexation. |don’t grow rice but | believe that
makes rice really difficult and we could not spray for broad leaf plants for our hay

4. Our corral is too close to our residence

5. Not only would we have to re-fence the perimeter to keep the animals 100 feet away, but the fences
would have to be bfeet high and, depending on the type of fence, solid. The cost would be prohibitive
for us, and a five acre ranchette would not have a lot of property left, after bringing in the fence 100
feet.

6. Consulting engineers may help with some circumstances, but that costs money
7. A lot of permits will be required for what is now common practice.

8. A lot of parcels will qualify (be forced) to hook up to sewer and water at a large expense to the
landowner

The list goes on and on. The bottom line is, that the Placer County Right to Farm is less than a page long.
The Village 5 DEIR, as written, will over regulate and over fee most people out of business. And |
imagine most of the ranchettes will not be able to comply either. Therefore, back to the idea that the
City of Lincoln does not want agriculture in their city and they can remove it.

We are in Zone 5 of the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA). Every year there seems to be some kind
of drama in getting our surface water. In two years or less our water prices will go from just under 522
an acre foot to well over $50 an acre foot for our zone. My understanding is that NID is selling their ag
water for over 590 an acre foot. My guess is that PCWA will be raising their prices to try and match that
of NID sooner than later. Even if they don’t, my understanding is that you can pump ground water for 6
around $40an acre foot. If things continue at the status qua, | believe in two years our zone will look
much differentthan it does today. Some will go out of business, some will drill and some may do a
blend of surface water and ground. In both the hydrology section and the utilities section of the DEIR it
discusses surface water, ground water and treated water. The plan is, to my understanding, that as
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Letter 12
development happens in Village 5 less surface water will be used and treated water will replace it to the N 6
developments. It seems like there is motivation on most sides to price agriculture out of surface water cont.

and out business, in order to sell higher priced treated water to developments. L

The DIER states that there is no change in the ground water level over the past 30 years in this area. |
don’t believe that. It also says that at build out there will be no change in the groundwater level. I'm no
hydrologist, but | don’t know how you can take thousands of acres that are being flooded all summer
longand captures rain all winter, pave and concrete over it and expect the same saturation to replenish
the aquifer. Add to that, the city plans to drill more wells, and as development happens, their 10% use
of groundwater will puta tremendous pull on the water table. Add to that the agriculture that is still in
operation will have wells running; | don’t know how the water table won't drop. There isa memo in the
utilities section of the DEIR that states when the canal broke (that was only for 2-3 months) the 7
groundwater table dropped. Thattells me what will happen after build out. When the State Water
Resources Control Board figures out that Placer County doesn’t have a sustainable groundwater plan
that works, they will take over (if they haven’t already by that time) and charge for ground water. That
won't fix the problem but that doesn’t matter because it's all about the money and control (the BOARD
wants to CONTROL all of the STATE's WATER RESOURCES). The front page of the Sacramento Bee on
September 25, 2016 talks about what is going on in central California with their water. They are drilling
deeper and deeper, the ground is sinking and wells are running dry. But instead of the government
fixingthe problem by giving them back their surface water, officials want to limit drilling. In my opinion,
that won’t fix the problem. | think it will take some time before we get to that extreme in this area, but
without affordable and reliable surface water, that's what | see coming.

In conclusion, | feel that between the City of Lincoln, Richland and PCWA, agriculture in Western Placer
County is going to die a slow, painful death over the next few years if the status quo continues. And

8
those who are able to remain by some miracle, will have to deal with deeper wells and more fees/taxes
going deeper into their wallets. 1
Sincerely,
Albert Scheiber
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Letter 12
Response

Albert Scheiber
October 3, 2016

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4

12-5

12-6

12-7

The commenter expresses his opinion regarding the City’s 2030 General Plan
and City’s promotion of growth. He also states his belief that the City is
attempting to remove agriculture. This comment does not raise any issues or
concerns with the EIR. However, the commenter is directed to Master Response
2 for a better understanding of the proposed Agricultural Overlay, which would
protect agricultural uses (existing and new) subject to the standards in the
proposed GDP.

See Response to Comment 11-15.

The comment does not raise any issues or concerns with the EIR. As a result, no
further response is required under CEQA. The comment raises questions
regarding how the Agricultural Overlay would work and Master Response 2
addresses that issue.

The comment does not raise any issues or concerns with the EIR. As a result, no
further response is required under CEQA. The comment raises questions
regarding how the Agricultural Overlay would work and Master Response 2
addresses that issue.

The commenter does not raise any issues or concerns with the EIR. Rather, he
lists concerns regarding the uses and structures on his property that he believes
will become non-conforming if the project is adopted. The commenter is referred
to Master Response 2. However, in short, all structures existing at the time of
annexation that do not conform to the new Agricultural Overlay standards will
become nonconforming and allowed to exist (and be maintained and repaired) in
perpetuity, as outlined in Section 3.3.4 in the GDP.

The commenter reports his understanding of the future cost of PCWA and NID
water and who they might sell their water to. No questions are posed. As a result,
no responses are required under CEQA.

The commenter states doubts regarding the Draft EIR’s statement that the
groundwater table has remained largely stable over the past 30 years in Lincoln.
The Draft EIR indicates that the “Groundwater conditions in an around the City
appear, despite the severe drought, relatively stable. The basin elevations have
not seen significant long-term decline and in some cases, have shown some
recovery. Groundwater elevations have seen increased seasonal variability in
some wells and decreases in others but the natural recharges have been sufficient
to refill the basin in and around the City.” (Draft EIR page 3.16-12.) The City’s
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12-8

analysis is based on substantial evidence, including its 2015 Water Supply
Master Plan and Urban Water Management Plan update.

The commenter expresses confusion as to groundwater replenishment once
development occurs. As discussed in Response to Comment 11-16, rice is major
crop planted in Area A and throughout the Plan Area because the soils are largely
impermeable. As discussed in Impact 3.10-2 in the Draft EIR, groundwater
recharge in the Plan Area occurs primarily along and within Auburn and
Markham Ravines because the soils in the remainder of the Plan Area have low
permeability. (Draft EIR, pages 3.10-37 — 39.) See also Section 3.8 Geology:
“IA] cemented clayey or sandy silt (hardpan) layer was encountered below three
feet. Clay layers were encountered at various depths in the upper eight feet with
typical reported thickness of one to three feet.” (Draft EIR, page 3.8-2.) Where
soil permeability is low, infiltration into the groundwater aquifer is low as well,
limiting groundwater recharge. The removal of crops throughout the Plan Area
will thus, not negatively impact groundwater to a major extent. To the contrary,
eventual removal of rice in Area A and the remainder of the Plan Area will
actually increase the groundwater tables because less water will be drawn from
agricultural users for purposes of irrigation.

The comment does not pertain to the environmental impact report for the
proposed project. The comment is noted and will be presented to the City
Council for consideration.
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Letter I3

Octoker 10, 2015

iir. Jim Bermudez

Re. Village 5 Comments on village 5 DEIR, Specific Plan and related other documents
Dear City of Lincoin:

We have spent countiess hours reviewing the Village 5 documents since we received therm on
September 19, 2016. We persanally are not professionals in the development business. We
have not rcad every page af every document. What we have done in reviewing these
documents is to take notes on items that negatively impact our property and cur business. In
the shart time we had prior to the September 21, 2016 meeting, we compiled several bullet
points that immediately jumped cut as guestionable, and presented those at the meeting. We
prepared a letter after the September 21, 2016 meeting based on communication sent out by
Richland (which we, once again, did not directly receive). This communication praised the Ag
Overlay and all of the great things it provides and invites readers to go to certain secticns of the
DEIR to see for themselves just how great it is. For the recard, we think this Ag Overay Zone is
not worth the ink on this letter. We sent the above mentioned letter to the Agriculture
Commissioner of Placer County and it, along with his response, is included in the pile of
paperwork we are submitting as comments on this project. We then proceeded to go through
as much of the CEIR, in as much detail as we could stomach, making notes as we went, in order 1
Lo subrnit as thorough of a review of the project, 25 possible, by simpie landowners trying to
pratect their rights and property. We can’t imagine the staff, time and money it took to
prepare this document, but we, as property owners, are suppased to review it in a short
amount of time. Therefore, the following are abbreviated notes and guestions pertaining to
the DEIR and the project in general. The fact that developing is NOT our business and yet we
have so many notes and questions about the document makes us wonder if you thought
anyane would actually read it. All of the contradictions, all of the studies that will be dane
“sornetime” in the future, all of the vague kanguage and the cxtensive use of the word
“compatible” [compatible to whom and who decides what is or isn"t “compatiblc?), the fact
that you don’t have a secure water saurce, the feel good fluffy wording that tries to create an
atmosphere of agriculture and the city’s agriculture history while at the same time
systematically eliminating it, the idea that someone that owns less than half of the project area
gets to force the rest of us into what the City of Lincoln wants, etc.cte.etc.etc.etc.ete.......we
could go on and on but then this would turn inte a large document of garbage, much the same
as the Village 5 DEIR. To say this DEIR is flawad is an understatement. Do not move forward
with this project as proposed and do not force us and our neighhbors into the city limits because
that will force us out of business.
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Letter I3

ALL CAPS ARE MY COMMENTS/QUESTIONS

1) 3.16-1 paragraph 2 PCWA requested that the project site be transferred from PCWA Zone
no. 5to Zone no. 1 NOT SURE WHY, WE HAVE NQT HEARD ANYTHING ABOUT A CHANGE OF
ZONES, SEEMS SHADY

2) Continuing with the above sentence THE PROJECT WILL BE SERVED BY 2 POSSIBLE 2
TREATMENT PLANTS THAT ARE NOT BUILT

3) 3.16-3 paragraph 1 The city and the plan area are located in Zone 1 of PCWAs Western
Water System. THE WESTERN WATER SYSTEM 1S WHAT WE ARE IN AND IT IS ZONE 5 AS
MENTIONED ABOVE-AGAIN, SEEMS SHADY

4)3.16-3 paragraph 2 The city’s contract with PCWA does not guarantee water to meet demand

3
at build out 1
5) 3.16-5 paragraph 3 THE WATER SUPPLY IS BASED ON PCWAs WATER RIGHTS- HOW DO WE 4
FIT INTO THAT BECAUSE QUR RIGHTS ARE SUPERIOR? 1
6) 3.16-6 Paragraph 1 Ophir WTP has been designed hut nat yet constructed I 5
7) 3.16-6 Last paragraph presents projected shortages to Zone 1 customers DOES THIS MEAN 8
US OR THE REAL ZONE 17 1
8) 3.16-9 paragraph 2 NIDs TREATMIENT PLANT NOT COMPLETE AND NID CONITNUES TO TREAT :[ 7
WATER AT PCWAs FACILITIES FOR LINCOLN

9) 3.16-9 Last paragraph GROUNDWATER LEVELS HAVE REMAINED STABLE IN PLACER COUNTY? |
NOT ACCORDING TO WHAT | HEAR AND QUR WELL THAT WENT DRY

10) 3.15-10 No significant changes are expected in groundwater ETC ETC ETC WILL LINCOLN’S 8
PUMPING INCREASE OVER 10% EVEN THOUGH AG WILL DECREASE? AND ONCE AGAIN NO
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES? HOW ABOUT THE RECHARGEING OF THE AQUAFLR FROM ONLY THE
OPEN SPACE ALONG THE RAVINES AS DESCRIBED [N THE HYRALOGY SECTION

11)3.16-11 tast paragraph The city is planning to install additional wells AND THIS WONT :I:
CHANGE THE GROUND WATER TABLE?

12)3.16-12 memo  Although basin decline was caused by the 2011 canal faiiure  THAT CANAL

WAS ONLY DOWN FOR A FEW MONTHS. IF THAT WAS ENOUGH TO CAUSE THE BASIN TO

DROP, THEN REMOVING CROPS AND IRRIGATION N THIS AREA AND COVERING PREVIOUSLY 10
OPEN LAND WITH CONCRETE AND ASPHALT 1S GOING TO CAUSE THE WATER TABLE TO SINK

LIKE A SHIP
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Letter |

Qther

1) In Village 5 Specific Plan 3.10 menticning recharging ground water by way of minimal

3

building along creek WE SHOULD BE COMPENSATED FOR OPEN SPACE THAT ALLOWS OTHERs | 17

T0 BUILD HIGHER DENSITIES

2) A} V5 Specific Plan 3.11.2 discourage premature conversion of prime ag land

12
B) Consider & mitigate fiscal consequences of annexation 1
3) PG 3.11-11 NO SECTION 3.2 TO DISCUSS WILLIAMSON ACT IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS I THE
HARD COPY | WAS GIVEN. NO FULL ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS TO WHUAMSON ACT CONTRACTS - 13

ESPECIALLY IN A

4) PG 3.11-15 MY UNDERSTNADING OF LAFCQ’S POLICY IS THAT THEY WANT TO PRESERVE AG. :[ 14

PROJECT DOES NOT APPEAR TO PRESERVE EXISTING AG.

5) pg 3.11-16 Ag Overlay Zone General development plan. Ag overlay zone is for transition of :[ 15

property from ag to developmeant

6) CALTRANS TOOK OUR PROPERTY FOR THE NFLSON LANE INTERCHANGE. WE INSURED OUR

RIGHT TO INEGRESS AND EGRESS FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON OUR PROPERTY. NOW
RICHLAND AND THE CITY OF LINCOLN ARE DEVALUING QOUR PROPERTY BY MOVING THE
INTERCHANGE

7) USING OUR PROPERTY FOR OPEN SPACE SO OTHERS CAN DEVELOP 100%

8) Exhibit 1.2 planning areas V5 GD plan (land locking us). ONE ROAD FOR OVER 200 ACRES OF

LAND DOES NOT SEEM SUFFICIENT

8)AIV5SP pg 3.11-20 PCCP dedicate Ravine areas as permanent open space. WHEN WILL THIS
HAPPEN, CAN WE CONTINUE TO USE THE AREA FCR QUR BUSINESS, AND WHO IS GDING TO
COMPENSATE US FOR THIS DEDICATION?

B) CAN YOU USE PLANS THAT ARE PROPOSEDR BUT NOT YET APPROVED — PCCP?
10)pg 3.11-24 V55P LUS.3 & LUS.4 IN GENERAL PLAN WHERE ARE OUR BUFFERS?
11) pg 3.11-28 VESP ONLY AG PRESERVED [S HGIH SCHOCL FARM EXCLUSIVELY

12)pg 3.11-34 V55P TCOP HALF OF PAGE CONFLICTS WITH AOQ DISTRICT IN GENERAL
DEVELGPIMENT PLAN PG 3-2 VWHICH IS TRANSITIONAL .

Pg 3.11-38 BACK TO TRANSITIONAL AG 1% PARAGRAPH

16

_117

18

19

20

21

22

23

—_— —
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Letter I3

12) 1 WAS TOLD BY CITY STAFF THAT LINCOLN WOULD NOT ALLOW RURAL RESIDENTIAL
BECAUSE RURAL RESIDENTAL CANT FINANCIALLY SUPPORT THE !NFRASTRUCTURE — HAS THAT
CHANGED? THERE ARE OVER 700 ACRES OF RURAL RESIDENTIAL IN THIS PROJECT.

14) IF WE ARE ANNEXED HOW MUCH WILL WE PAY IN FEES, PERMITS, ETC TQ RUN QUR
BUSINESS, JUST BECAUSE A LINE ON A MAP HAS CHANGED?

15) HOW MUCH MONEY {$ THIS PROJECT GOING TO ADD TC OUR PROPERTY IN DEVELOPMENT T

FEES AND OTHER AGREEMENTS THAT WE HAVE NOT BEEN AT THE TABLE TO NEGOTIATE FQR?

3.10 Hydrology V5 Specific Plan

1) Mentions me [not by name) & my complaints. BUT | DIDN'T SEE DIRECT ANSWERS I

2) City says ground water levels stable for 20-30 years now. ONCE AGAIN, WE DON’ BELILVE
THIS IS TRUE AND CANAL BREAK SCENARIO SHOWS LEVELS NOT STARBLE.

3) NO MENTION OF HWY 65 BYPASS AS FAR AS FLOOD PLAIN OR HYDROLOGY AT ALL THAT |
COULD FIND. 1S THIS BECAUSE THIS PROJECT IS GOING TO BACK UP THE WATER IN THE
AUBURN RAVINE MORE THAN NATURAL FLOWS CURRENTLY DO7Y

4) WE HAVE BEEN TELLING THE CITY FOR &+ YEARS THAT THE FLOOD PLAIN ISWRONG CNOUR T

LAND. THEY CONTINUE TO USE FLAWED FLOOD PLAIN MAPS WHICH WOQULD THEN MAKE ALL
DOWNSTREAM CALCULATIONS INCORRECT. | INCORPORATE ALL OF MY PRIOR
CORRESPONDENCE ON THIS ISSUE WITH RICHLAND AND THE CITY INTO THESE COMMENTS.

Land Use and Planning

1) Pz 3.11-46 i paragraph mentions part of Nelson Lane remaining in the county — DOES THAT
MEAN WE CAN STAY IN THE COUNTY?

2) PG 3.11-50 Impact # 3.11-7 Last few sentences — The more development that occurs, theless T

ag there will be to create noise, dust & odors. NO EFFCCT ON INCOMPATABLE LAND USES?

3} PG 3.11-47 Policy # :lifa){5) 1™ paragraph and 2™ paragraph policy # 111{c)(2) SHOULD
LOGICALLY LEAVE US OUT OF THE ANNEXATION PROCESS

Noise & Vibration

1} PG 3.12-3% Mitigation Measure 3.12-3 Says if you want to develop old Nelson Lane it has to
be guicter than now {reduce raise) BUT YET HOW DO YOU WALL CFF THE CREEK/FLOOD PLAIN
(SOUND WALL) .

24
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Letter I3

Pg 4-2 impact 3.12-3 the project will “result in a substantial permanent increase in 34t
ambient transportaticon related noise above existing levels” — MORE CONTRIDICTIONS el

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Pg ES-18 PCCP —IF THE PCCP IS NOT IN PLACE, THEN [S ONE BIOLOGICAL QPIOION & THE CITY I 35
OF LINCOLN'S BLESSING ALL THAT IS NEEDED?

Pg ES-21 Williamson Act Conflicts — NO MITIGATION REQUIRED? :[ 36

Pg £5-22 3.2-5 Converting Ag to non-ag — mitigation [none available) WHAT ABOUT AG
OVERLAY? THE PROPOSED AG OVERLAY WILL INAPPROPRIATELY LIMIT CUR RANCH
CPERATIONS AND WE BELIEVE RESTRICTS THE USE OF QUR PROPERTY. WE HAVE PROPOSED 37
ALTERNATIVES OVER THE YEARS BUT THESE HAVE NOT BEEN ADOPTED. QUR PROPERTY
SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO CONTINUE OFFRATING AS IS WITHOUT INAPPROPRIATE CONDITIONS
OR ELSE WE WILL BE HARMED FINANCIALLY. 1

Pg ES-37 3.4-8 Mitigate water guality in Auburn Ravine by PCCP. WHETHER IT'S PASSED OR [ 38

NOT? WHAT ABOUT WATER QUANTITY iN THE RAVINE? 1
Pg ES-63 3.10-2 No net deficit in Aguifer — no mitigalion. I 39
Pg ES-64 3.10-9 Ground water — NO MITIGATION T 40
Pg £5-66 3.11-1 Their solution to Ag next to residential is a notice in the deed about ag — WE'VE
EXPERIENCED THAT FIRST HAND AND THAT DOES NOT WORK. BUFFERS NEED TO BE IMPOSED 41
ON NEW DEVELOPMENT NOT EXISTING LAND OWNERS.
Pg LS -68 3.11-7 incompatible land uses — none required I 42
Pg ES-80 & 81 Figure out “fair share” after project is approved. DEFERRING MITIGATION? I 43
Pg 2-14 Ag Preserve (VOSA} exclusively for school farm. NOT FOR OTHER EXISTING :[ 44
OPERATIONS?
Pg 2-20 Windsor Cove —WHERE IS WATER ETC. COMING FROM FOR THIS PROJECT? — PROJECT :I: 45
INSIDE A PROJECT.
Pg 2-20&21 LHS Farm — na changes I 46
Pg 2-23 Nelson Lane bridge at Auburn Ravine . 9% WIDE? WHAT ARE THE IMPACTS TO THE
PROPERTY OWNELRS ALONG NELSON LANE? DEIR DOES NOT ADDRESS PROPERLY. =
5
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Letter I3

Pg 2-33 3" paragraph approximately 6 wells — HOW WILL PUOMPING FROM THESE WELLS
IMPACT GROUNDWATER LEVELS AND EXISTING PRIVATE WELLS? THE DEIR IGNORES ANY
POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THIS TYPE.

Pg 3.16-11 2" paragraph - The city owns 5 wells now and needs & more for this project? WHY

50 MANY WELLS IF SURFACE WATER S SUPPOSEDLY AVAILABLE? WHAT WOULD BE THE
PUMPING CAPACITY OF THESE WELLS? HOW MUCH WATER SPECIFICALLY FROM THESE

WELLS? WHAT IMPACTS TO GROUNDWATER LEVFLS AND SURFACE WATER FLOW IN AUBURN
RAVINE FROM THESE WELLS? THE DEIR FAILS TO SPECIFY AND | CANNOT JUDGE IMPACTS TO

MY PROPERTY AND RIGHTS.

Loss of Farmland/Significant Effects

5.1.16 Utilities and Infa Pg 5-40 — There should be no development or annexation until firm and

guaranteed water supply is obtained

6.1.2 Significant effects pg 6-3

3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.2-5 Ag land conversion — the full impacts of the Project in retiring Ag lands is not

2nalyzed. Loss of groundwater recharge from irrigation for example.

3.3-6 Odors — BUFFERS SHOULD ALL BE ON NEW DEVELOPMENT NOT EXISTING AG.
3.11-1 Conflict with adjacent land uses is not discussed fully or analyzed.

3.11-2 Create conflicting land uses

6.1.5 Project alternatives pg 6-8 Ag & Forestry talks about no Williamson Act contracts would

be cancelled in alternative one — THIS LEADS ME TO BELIEVE ANY OTHER ALTERNATIVE WOULD

CAUSE CANCELLATION. AND |F SO, THE DEIR NEEDS TQ ANALYZE THIS POSSIBILITY UNDER
THESE ALTERNATIVES.

Areas of controversy Pg ES-7 NOE

DID NOT ADDRESS ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY - DEIR STILL DOESN’'T ADDRESS ANY FIRM
WATER SUPPLY.

DID NOT ADDRESS URBAN DEVELOPEMENT NEXT TQ AG — GET RID OF AG? UNCLEAR FROM
DEIR BUT GROWTH FROM ANNEXATION IS LIKELY TO REPLACE AGRICULTURE.

48
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Letter I3

FLOOD PLAIN WORSE? THE DISCUSSION OF THE FLOOD PLAIN AND PROJECTED RUNOEF IS
VAGUE AND INCOMPLETE. | CANNOT JUDGE IMPACTS TO MY PROPERTY BASED ON 59
INFORMATION IN THE DEIR. 1

ODOR -~ DOES NOT APPEAR THE DEIR ADDRESSES THIS ISSUE. BUFFERS SHOULD BE ON NEW

60
CEVELOPMENT. 1
INCREASED PEAK FLOW RUNCFF. | CANNOT JUDGE IMPACTS TO MY PROPERTY BASED ON [ 61
INFORMATION IN THE DEIR 1
WILLAIMSON ACT COULD BE AFFECTED — SEE MY COMMENTS ABOVE, ]: 62

HIGH SCHOOL FARM AFFECTED? PART OF AG PRESERVE BUT DEIR DOES NOT ADDRESS WHAT
WILL HAPPEN TG OTHER EXISTING AG SUCH AS MY PROPLRTY — WHICH IS BEING ZONED AS 63
OPEN SPACE PRESERVE AND RURAL RESIDENTIAL.

In closing, there are ar cnormous amount of problems in the Village 5 DEIR. Many items | have ]
been in discussion and disagreement with the City of Lincoln for years, ltems ke the incarrect
flood plain, the Nelson Lane interchange, putting us out of business, using aur property as open 64
space so others can develop 100% of their property, having to annex because the General Plan
says so, etc. etc.ete. Please do not pass this project as presented. Please do not force usto
annex. Please do not put our 98 plus year ranch out of business.

Thank you,
Albert Scheiber
1700 Moorc Road (PO Box 250), Lincoln
Attachments: Matthew Emrick Lotter
Albert Scheiber Comment Letter dated Sept 21, 2016

Albert Scheiber Lelter to Josh Huntsinger dated Oct 3, 2016
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Letter 13 Albert Scheiber
Response October 10, 2016

13-1 The comment does not provide specific reference to an aspect of the
environmental impact report for the proposed project, for which a response can
be formulated. The comment is noted and will be presented to the decision
makers for their consideration.

13-2 After publication of the Draft EIR, PCWA issued a letter to the City of Lincoln
providing a correction as to the PCWA Zone that would serve the V5SP. The
letter states, “Article 22 of the water supply contract between PCWA and the
City of Lincoln, dated November 13, 2012, allows service of PCWA water
within City of Lincoln limits. Therefore, we want to clarify that no annexation
into Zone No. 1 is necessary as long as land proposed to receive PCWA water
supplies are annexed into the city limits. Furthermore, detachment from Zone
No. 5 is not necessary, whether annexed into the city limits or into Zone
No. 1.”17 Therefore, the Plan Area will remain in PCWA Zone No. 5.

Analysis provided in Section 3.16 of the Draft EIR, Utilities and Infrastructure,

evaluates water supply issues over a period of time that includes full buildout of
the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 3.16-2 requires the construction of the
Ophir Water Treatment Plant, and that the plant be operational at 10 mgd, prior

to water infrastructure connections to the Plan Area. Therefore, adequate water

treatment facilities would be in place to server the proposed project.

13-3 CEQA does not require the City’s contract with PCWA to guarantee water to
meet demand at buildout. Rather, the California Supreme Court has explained
that future water supplies identified and analyzed in an EIR must be reasonably
likely to prove available. It is only speculative or unrealistic water allocations
that do not provide an adequate basis for a public agency’s determination that
there is sufficient water. It is only when a full analysis of future water supplies
for a project leaves uncertainty regarding the availability of the identified future
supplies that the EIR must discuss possible replacement or alternative supply
sources, and the environmental effects of resorting to those sources. The WSA
for the project identifies the specific future water supplies for full buildout of the
project. Further, while the City’s consultant is confident that those water supplies
are certain, the City has done an alternatives analysis to ensure that there will be
no impact on water supply.

17 Pplacer County Water Agency. Heather Trejo, Environmental Scientist. Written communication to Matthew
Wheeler. Subject: Follow up to comment on the City of Lincoln’s Notice of Preparation for the Village 5 Specific
Plan Project. October 31, 2016.
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13-4

13-5

13-6

13-7

13-8

The commenter appears to be asking how his water rights will be impacted by the
project. The City is not familiar with the commenter’s specific water rights and,
in any event, cannot provide legal advice regarding those rights. However, the
City notes that PCWA water is not drawn from Auburn Ravine.

See Response to Comment 13-2.

The commenter appears to be asking whether the shortages of water referenced
on page 3.16-6 of the Draft EIR in single and multiple dry years would apply to
his property. The Draft EIR states as follows:

“PCWA’s 2015 UWMP presents projected shortages to Zone 1 customers during
single-dry and multiple-dry years and states that the City could potentially
experience the following reductions, based on 37,000 AFY of PCWA surface
water supply that will be available to the City at buildout in 2050:

o “Up to a 5,000 AF reduction in deliveries of water from PCWA in a single-
dry water year at build out of the City’s SOI as defined by the 2050
General Plan Update; and

. “No reduction in each year of a multiple dry-year period.

This analysis does not anticipate a need for PCWA supplies to surpass 13,035
acre-feet by 2040. Therefore, for this assessment, projected single-dry year
reductions are based on the PCWA maximum reduction of 25 percent in dry
years. PCWA'’s various supplies all have different dry year reduction values but
the PCWA contract does not specify which water supply the City is to be served
by. PCWA has indicated that supplies could be reduced by only 5 percent in
multiple dry years.”

Regardless of which Zone (1 or 5) a landowner’s property is in, the City’s
contract with PCWA covers all its supplies so any drought over multiple dry
years could result in shortages and/or curtailments. However, these are worst
case scenarios and even in the recent drought (the worst on record), PCWA did
not reduce its supplies to Lincoln.

This comment does not provide a question that requires a response as it simply
restates information provided in the Draft EIR.

The comment appears to question the stability of groundwater levels in and
around the City of Lincoln. The Draft EIR indicates that the “Groundwater
conditions in an around the City appear, in spite of the severe drought, relatively
stable. The basin elevations have not seen significant long-term decline and in
some cases, have shown some recovery. Groundwater elevations have seen
increased seasonal variability in some wells and decreases in others but the
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13-9

13-10

13-11

13-12

13-13

13-14

natural recharges has been sufficient to refill the basin in an round the City.”
(Draft EIR, page 3.16-12.) The City’s analysis is based on substantial evidence,
including its 2015 Water Supply Master Plan and Urban Water Management Plan
update.

The commenter notes that the City will be installing additional groundwater
wells within its SOI to be able to meet 75 percent of the average day demand at
build out (approximately 34 mgd) when necessary in back-up and emergency
situations. The City’s General Plan policy limiting the use of groundwater to

10 percent of its total annual average remains in place and has been adhered to as
discussed in detail throughout Draft EIR Section 3.16, Utilities and
Infrastructure.

As discussed in Response to Comment 11-16, rice is major crop planted in Area
A and throughout the Plan Area because the soils are largely impermeable. As
discussed in Impact 3.10-2 in the Draft EIR, groundwater recharge in the Plan
Area occurs primarily along and within Auburn and Markham Ravines because
the soils in the remainder of the Plan Area have low permeability. (Draft EIR,
pages 3.10-37 — 39.) See also Draft EIR Section 3.8, Geology, Soils, and
Seismicity: “[A] cemented clayey or sandy silt (hardpan) layer was encountered
below three feet. Clay layers were encountered at various depths in the upper
eight feet with typical reported thickness of one to three feet.” (Draft EIR, page
3.8-2.) Where soil permeability is low, infiltration into the groundwater aquifer is
low as well, limiting groundwater recharge. The removal of crops throughout the
Plan Area will thus, not negatively impact groundwater to a major extent. To the
contrary, eventual removal of rice in Area A and the remainder of the Plan Area
will actually increase the groundwater tables because less water will be drawn
from agricultural users for purposes of irrigation.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.

Please see Response to Comment 11-11.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.
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13-15 The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the proposed
project for which a response must be provided. The comment is noted and will be
conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration. Notwithstanding, please
see Master Response 2.

13-16 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.
Notwithstanding, as previously noted, the proposed Nelson Lane/SR 65
interchange is proposed in the same general location as outlined by the City’s
General Plan.

13-17 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.

13-18 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.
Nonetheless, further information regarding the Nelson Lane interchange is
provided in Responses to Comments 11-9 and 11-10.

13-19 Please see Response to Comment I11-7. Private properties within the Plan Area
may continue to operate as they currently operate. If and when the property is
developed, the City will require the VOSP and VOSN areas to be dedicated and
preserved in perpetuity either via the PCCP (if in place) or some other permanent
conservation method.

13-20 Please see Master Response 3.

13-21 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must can be provided.
Notwithstanding, buffers are addressed in the GDP and Master Response 2.

13-22 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided.

13-23 The commenter is correct that there is a discrepancy between the description of
the AO Zone in the Draft EIR and the GDP. The first paragraph on page 3.11-34
of the Draft EIR is revised to read:

Notably, the proposed V5SP and GDP would include an AO-Bistrict

Agricultural Overlay (AQ) Zone. (See Specific Plan Section 3.5; GDP
section 3.4.13.) The Agricultural Overlay (AQ) Zone would be
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applicable to all properties within the V5SP Area, with the exception of
those designated as VOSN and VOSP, and would allow for agricultural
uses and operations by right in accordance with the setbacks and buffers
required in Section 3.4.13 of the GDP. To the extent that an agricultural
use existing at the time of annexation does not conform to the
Agricultural Overlay Zone requirements, that existing agricultural use
would become non-conforming. However, it would and could operate in
perpetuity so long as the nonconforming use was not expanded or
enlarged. Fhe-AQ-Districtwould-alow-existing-agricultural-uses-in-the
A 3 ontinue not hecome non

AINA N N an N tho

A

use-designation—The AO Distriet Zone would require buffers between
urban and rural uses (e.g., homes and farms) to reduce common noise,
odors, and other potential nuisance issues, and ensure land use

compatibility. Thus, if an owner wanted to develop a subdivision
adjacent to an existing agricultural use or operation, the subdivision
developer would be required to employ the buffers and setbacks outlined
in Section 3.3.13 of the GDP. Similarly, if an owner wanted to establish
a new agricultural use adjacent to a subdivision, that owner would be

required to comply with the buffers and setbacks outlined in Section
3.3.13 of the GDP.

13-24 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided.

13-25 This comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The commenter’s
question will be conveyed to the decision makers for their response.

13-26 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.

13-27 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response must be provided. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

13-28 Please see Response to Comment 11-8.

13-29 As discussed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water
Quality, the project hydrology analysis indicates a slight numerical increase in
pre-project to post-project peak streamflow in Auburn Ravine. This is tabulated
in Table 3.10-5 of the Draft EIR. In relative terms, such minor increases are
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13-30

13-31

13-32

13-33

13-34

effectively negligible. For example, for the reach of Auburn Ravine between

SR 65 and the Orchard Creek confluence, the computed 100-year flow increase
amounts to less than 0.5% of the existing streamflow. Based on a projected 100-
year peak flow increase of 0.5%, the estimated increment in computed peak
water surface elevation (WSE) in that reach would range from 0.00 feet to

0.01 feet. This is thought to be well within the expected accuracy of the
hydrology and hydraulics computational methods, and would, in practical terms,
not be discernable in the field. Further, the VV5SP does not propose to introduce
constrictions into the stream corridor that would result in adverse changes in peak
water surface elevations.

Please see Response to Comment 11-3.

As explained on page 3.11-46 of the Draft EIR, portions of Nicolaus Road and
Nelson Lane would form the boundaries between the area proposed for
annexation and unincorporated Placer County. When a proposed annexation
would result in roadways forming the boundary between jurisdictions, Placer
LAFCO Policy I(D)(3) requires that environmental documentation for proposed
projects include analyses that evaluate the impacts of the roads remaining in the
county or being annexed to the city. If the project is approved, the entirety of the
Plan Area would be annexed to the City of Lincoln.

The commenter references the cumulative impact analysis of land use
incompatibility on page 3.11-50 and then asks how the project can have no effect
on incompatible land uses. The commenter is directed to the discussion in Impact
3.11-1 of the Draft EIR (pages 3-11-32 — 36). The Draft EIR analysis
acknowledges that while the AO Zone would require buffers and/or setback for
new development, they would not completely eliminate potential noise, dust,
odors, etc. from viable agricultural operations. It further states that while
notification to future landowners of existing agricultural operations would be
helpful, there is no additional feasible mitigation that would fully resolve all land
use incompatibilities. Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that land use
compatibility impact would be significant and unavoidable.

See Response to Comment 11-12. As described on pages 3.11-46 and 3.11-47 of
the Draft EIR, Placer LAFCO Policies 111(A)(1) and 111(A)(2) identify the V5SP
Area as being within the City of Lincoln SOI and thus, already designated for
annexation and development by the City’s General Plan.

The commenter references Mitigation Measure 3.12-3 relating to traffic noise
mitigation and asks how it would be possible wall off the creek or floodplain
with a sound wall. Mitigation Measure 3.12-3 beginning on page 3.12-31 of the
Draft EIR describes measures to be undertaken during development in the Plan

Village 5 Specific Plan

3-192 ESA/ 130368

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

13-35

13-36

13-37

13-38

13-39

13-40

Area to reduce roadway-related noise impacts to sensitive receptors. One way to
reduce roadway-related noise impacts to sensitive receptors is to construct a
sound wall between the roadway and the sensitive receptor. Studies have shown
that sound walls can reduce traffic noise levels by at least 10 dB at the receptor
site.18 As discussed in Impact 3.12-3, the major traffic noise increases would
occur along Dowd Road between Mavis Avenue and Nicolaus Road, on Mavis
Avenue between Dowd Road and Nelson Lane, and along SR 65 (through the
Plan Area). The project does not propose “walling off” ravines. Instead, sound
walls would be built between the listed roadways and the homesites to the extent
feasible. CEQA only requires that feasible mitigation be employed. Further, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, even when mitigation is employed it does not always
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. This impact is an example of
how potential mitigation measures may not be feasible in all places of the Plan
Area and thus, noise impacts (while reduced) would be considered significant
and unavoidable.

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and other participating local
governments and approved by the regulatory agencies, then the project
applicant(s) would be required to obtain permits directly from regulatory
agencies with jurisdiction over the project. In some areas of the Plan Area,
permits from regulatory agencies such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
U.S. Department of Fish & Wildlife, California Department of Fish & Wildlife
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board could be required.

See Response to Comment 11-11.
See Response to Comment 11-6.

The commenter raises a question regarding the water quantity in Auburn Ravine.
The project is not anticipated to reduce the amount of water flowing in Auburn
Ravine. For further discussion of the project’s impact on groundwater recharge
and water supply for the project, please reference Master Response 1.

The commenter correctly notes that the Executive Summary concludes that the
project will have a less-than-significant effect on groundwater supplies and
groundwater recharge and no mitigation is required. Because no guestions are
posed or issues raised regarding the Draft EIR, no further response is required
under CEQA.

The commenter correctly notes that the Executive Summary concludes that the
project will have a less-than-significant effect on groundwater recharge and no

18 california Department of Transportation, 2013. Technical Noise Supplement to the Caltrans Noise Analysis
Protocol. September 2013.
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13-41

13-42

13-43

Fair Share Percentage =

13-44

mitigation is required. Because no questions are posed or issues raised regarding
the Draft EIR, no further response is required under CEQA.

The commenter states that buffers need to be imposed on new development, not
existing landowners. This is consistent with the provisions of the new
Agricultural Overlay Zone included in the GDP. The Agricultural Overlay Zone
has been designed to allow agricultural uses by right — without permits. (See
GDP section 3.4.13.2, Permitted Uses.) Specifically, the Agricultural Overlay
Zone would allow agricultural crops, open field grazing, livestock and fowl,
accessory buildings incidental to agricultural uses on site, farm stands, pasturing
and grazing, and wildlife habitat. Even if an existing agricultural use does not
comply with the animal keep and/or separation standards in the GDP, if that use
was existing at the time of annexation, the use could continue in perpetuity.
Moreover, new development around that agricultural use would be required to
employ the buffers and separate standards provided for in the GDP - not the
farmer.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project for which a response can be provided.

The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 requires the project
applicant(s) to pay a fair share of the listed roadway improvements but that the
“fair share” is not identified. As noted in the Draft EIR and in previous responses
to comments, for many roadway improvements no funding programs exist.
Accordingly, there are no existing roadway improvement costs available and to
try to estimate the cost of such improvements would be pure speculation at this
time. The City has a formula by which it calculates a project’s fair share of the
required improvements, and would use it to calculate fair share payments when
the cost of improvements is known. The fair share contributions will be
calculated based on the following formula:

Project Trips

Forecasted Traffic Volume at General Plan Buildout — Existing Traffic Volume

This mitigation measure does not improperly defer mitigation because it requires
the project applicant to pay its fair share contribution for specified roadway
improvements to the City once cost estimates for those road improvements are
available and prior to issuance of any applicable final map.

The Lincoln High School Farm will be designated as VOSA or as Agricultural
Preserve. As described in Section 3.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of the
Draft EIR, the remaining areas within the V5SP (with the exception of the open
space designations) will be covered by the Agricultural Overlay (AO) Zone,
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which would protect agricultural operations when the V5SP Area is annexed by
the City of Lincoln. For further information on the Agricultural Overlay see
Master Response 2.

13-45 As described on page 2-20 of the Project Description in the Draft EIR, Windsor
Cove is within Area J of the Plan Area. The Water Supply Assessment (WSA)
for the V5SP contemplated Area J (designated Village Rural Residential) and
accounted for 320 dwelling units within that area. (See Draft EIR Appendix H,
Water Supply Assessment, Table 1-1.) Please see Master Response 1 regarding
the project’s water supply generally.

13-46 The commenter correctly notes that no changes will be made to Lincoln High
School Farm. Because no questions are posed and no issues regarding the EIR
are identified, no response is required under CEQA.

13-47 The commenter notes that the Nelson Lane Bridge at Auburn Ravine will be
95-feet wide and asks what the impacts to property owners along Nelson Lane
would be. CEQA requires a lead agency to analyze the environmental effects of
all activities involved in a project. The Draft EIR analyzes the following direct
and indirect effects of constructing and operating the Nelson Lane Bridge:
aesthetic impacts, biological impacts within Auburn Ravine on fish and other
aquatic species, impacts of the bridge’s construction on cultural resources,
geology and soils, water quality impacts, noise impacts, and traffic impacts. To
the extent the City would need to acquire land from an adjacent landowner to
construct the bridge, that land would be provided via dedication on a tentative
map or as a condition of project approval if and when development occurs.

13-48 The commenter notes that six new groundwater wells will be installed in Village
5 and asks how pumping from the wells will impact groundwater levels and
existing private wells. The project is not anticipated to have any impact on
groundwater levels or existing private wells.

First and foremost, the proposed project has been designed based on City
standards to have well pumping capacity equal to 75 percent of the average day
demand, plus a backup well for every three wells. The Village 5 project’s
average day demand is estimated to be 3,248 gallons per minute (GPM);

75 percent of 3,248 is 2,436 GPM, which would equate to four wells with a
capacity to pump 700 GPM and two backup wells. Thus, up to six wells could be
located throughout Areas B through 1. However, it is possible that less than six
wells may be required if more than 700 GPM could be pumped from each well.
Second, but equally important, under the Western Placer County Groundwater
Management Plan — with which the City must comply — groundwater use will be
limited to “system peaking” and backup/emergency purposes, as the City’s own
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13-49

13-50

13-51

13-52

13-53

13-54

13-55

13-56

General Plan policies and Water Master Plan limit the use of groundwater to
10 percent of average annual supply in the City. Currently, the percentage of
groundwater use in the Western Placer County Groundwater Management
Program region is about 90 percent agriculture and 10 percent municipal. Thus,
as development proceeds and agricultural irrigation lessens, more water will
remain in the groundwater basin.

The commenter asks additional questions regarding the proposed new wells and
their pumping capacity as well as impacts to surface water and groundwater
levels. Please see Master Response 1 for a discussion of impacts to water
supplies and Response to Comment 13-48 for a discussion of wells.

Please see Response to Comment 13-3 and Master Response 1.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

Please see Response to Comment 11-16.

As noted in Master Response 2, buffers would be required of any new
agricultural uses adjacent to existing residential or commercial development (but
not agricultural use) or any new urban development next to existing agricultural
uses.

The Draft EIR analyzes potential land use conflicts between uses on the
periphery of the Plan Area, as well as within the proposed V5SP Area in Impacts
3.11-1 and 3.11-2, respectively. See pages 3.11-32 through -41 of the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR also proposes mitigation measures to reduce potential land use
incompatibilities.

Please also see Master Response 2.

The comment says, “3.11-2 Create conflicting land uses”. This comment is not
clear as to whether it is referencing page 3.11-2 or Impact 3.11-2 in the Draft
EIR. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 13-54 and Master
Response 2.

As described in Chapter 6, Alternatives, the descriptions of project alternatives
describe the attributes of each individual alternative. The purpose of an
alternatives analysis is to lessen or reduce significant impacts, not increase them.
The argument that no Williamson Act Contracts would be cancelled under
Alternative 1 (No Project/No Build), does not suggest that other alternatives
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13-57

13-58

13-59

13-60

13-61

13-62

13-63

13-64

would lead to cancellation. The detail is presented solely for the purpose of
analysis of impacts to agricultural resources from Alternative 1.

The comment is noted. An extensive water supply analysis for the project is
contained in the WSA, as well as Section 3.16, Utilities and Infrastructure of the
Draft EIR. Please also see Master Response 1.

The Draft EIR analyzes potential land use conflicts between uses on the
periphery of the Plan Area and agricultural uses on that periphery in Impact
3.11-1 on pages 3.11-32 through -36 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Master
Response 2, the project applicants have proposed an Agricultural Overlay Zone
over the entire Plan Area (with the exception of open space preserves), which
will allow agricultural uses to continue, allowed by right, in perpetuity, if the
landowner so desires.

This comment pertains to the flood plain. Section 3.10, Hydrology, Drainage, and
Water Quality, describes the technical study, including modeling, conducted to
quantify existing floodplain conditions and anticipated project impacts to storm
water drainage conditions within and adjacent to the project site. Technical
analysis was conducted by the City in accordance with the industry standard of
care for technical analysis of storm water and flooding impacts. Impact 3.10-4
analyzes how the proposed project could potentially impact surface runoff and
flooding and concludes that the project would not result in the flooding within or
downstream of the project in 2-, 10-, or 100-year storms. (Draft EIR, pages
3.10-44 through -51.)

Odors and buffers are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.11. See Responses
to Comments 13-32 and 13-53.

See Response to Comment 13-59.
See Response to Comment 11-11.
See Response to Comment 13-44.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

Village 5 Specific Plan

3-197 ESA/ 130368

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-199 ESA / 130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Letter 14

what will happen to my client’s property and ranching operations. Some parts M
of the EIR indicate that Williamson Act agreements and properties will not be 5
forced to develop while other parts of the EIR show my client's property as cont,

“Open Space Preserve” with trails and benches. See Page 2-14 and Figure
2.4 of the EIR for example.

There is no analysis of what impacts such limitations on my clients’ property
use would have on the environment including but not limited to impacts from
reduced return flows into the Auburn Ravine and reduced application of surface
water on the property in relation to groundwater levels and recharge as a result 3
of potential limited/reduced agricultural use resulting from the Project. In other
words, if the plan is to convert my client's property from its current farming and
ranching operations to open space/residential, the EIR needs to analyze the
impacts of such a transition including impacts to Auburn Ravine return flows
and groundwater recharge from irrigation. 1

Comments on Chapter 2 — Project Description

There needs to be an explanation as to why only the High School Farm site is
being zoned Ag Preserve while active ranching properties such as my clients’
property is zoned rural residential and Open Space Preserve. The EIR
indicates that Williamson Act contracts will not be impacted and yet the EIR 4
appears to recognize and support the gradual elimination of agricultural
properties. The EIR attempts to analyze this possibility in bits and pieces.
There needs to be a comprehensive independent study of what the impacts
will be from the gradual elimination of agriculture in the Project area.

Comments on Chapter 3.4 - Biological Resources

There is no discussion of the potential impacts of increased groundwater
pumping on the surface flow of Auburn and Markham Ravines. As indicated
elsewhere in my comments, there is a hydrologic connection between surface
water stream flow and groundwater levels acknowledged in the EIR.
Decreased groundwater levels could result in reduced stream flow impacting
steelhead, salmon, riparian vegetation, and other aquatic resources. The 5
10% groundwater use goal discussed in the EIR is admirable, but it is more
likely than not that groundwater use will exceed the 10% goal (see further
discussion elsewhere in these comments) due to future potential limitations on
surface water availability. The EIR needs to analyze impacts frem such an
eventuality or possibility.

Analysis of potential impacts to Salmon and Steelhead are generally limited to
anticipated bridge construction or widening (EIR at 3.4-75 to -90). The
mitigation measures require compliance with the PCCP or require a biclogical
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Letter 14

opinion and incidental take permit from NMFS (and other permits from CDFW
and USACE). Again, this mitigation measure defers analysis and relies on
future studies and permits. The PCCP is not adopted. There is no present
biclogical opinion or take permit or CDFW 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement — all of which could impose conditions on the Project that could
result in other potential impacts not presently analyzed in the EIR (e.g. 05c>nt
potential bridge relocation, streambed restoration). At the very least, final '
project approval should be linked to the completion of the PCCP or obtaining
a B.O. and all other necessary permits for any work or part of the project that
impacts salmon, steelhead or riparian habitat. Neither the public nor the
decision makers can make an informed analysis of potential impacts from the
Project until all conditions and mitigation measures are known and disclosed.

Comments on Chapter 3.10 — Hydrology
+« In general, the Hydrology section of the EIR is vague with respect to
impacted areas and properties. The narrative as to storm runoff is not

specific. Downstream impacts are non-specific to the extent it is not 8
possible to determine impacts from the Project to specific properties
including my client’'s own property.
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Letter 14

outflow during spring rainfall events could lead to hydrodynamic damming
effect causing tributary runoff from Auburn Ravine to back-up and cause
even greater flocding. Climate change is also likely to alter runcff from 8
gradual snow melt to more concentrated and dynamic rainfall events during cont.
the spring. This potential impact should at least be disclosed and analyzed
in the EIR (See Department of Water Resources, Climate Change in
California, 2007 - Factsheet) .1

+ The EIR indicates that groundwater recharge will occur in part in the form of
regulating/detention ponds located along Auburn Ravine. Wil this include
my client’s property? Does the Project intend to discharge water onto or
across my client’'s Property? What specific hydrologic studies indicate that
creating impermeable surfaces in the Project area with increased discharge
velocities will not impact overall groundwater recharge in the Project area
due to the creation of these detention ponds? How can the EIR adequately
analyze envirocnmental impacts of groundwater recharge/depletion when
there is no study whatsoever ? See Appendix H, pg. 173: A
comprehensive study of groundwater recharge area and rates specific to
the Lincoln SOI has not been performed to date.”

Chapter 3.11 — Land Use and Planning
« Pg. 3.11-46 - states that Nelson Lane will remain in the County. Does this
mean that my client’s property can also remain in the County rather than be
annexed? If not, why not?

« Pg. 3.11.43-47; The Project approves the annexation even though it is
contrary to existing Placer County LAFCO Annexation policy. The rationale
given is that allegedly the annexation would provide new amenities to the 10
community and that annexation of this area was always anticipated.
However, there are real credible reasons to not annex the Village S area
due to potential adverse environmental impacts including: loss of farmland
in a right to farm County; building residents within the hydrologic
intersection of two streams; the lack of any firm commitment of water supply
(see further discussion elsewhere in this discussion); and the potential for
future impacts to groundwater and stream flow. In other words, there is a
reason for Placer County and LAFCO policy limiting the annexation of this
area to the City.

« |n addition, this section of the EIR yet again references the City's plan to
make certain undeveloped lands in Village 5 (developed for ranching and

farming) along the Auburn Ravine intc “Open Space Preserve.” This 1

includes my client's property. See our comments on this issue above under v LA

a]

on

1 See; http:/iww. dwr.water.ca.goviclimatechange/docsf062807factsheet.pdf &
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary. It appears my client's property is N
inappropriately being used to mitigate the future impacts of development 11
within Village 5 without consent and without proper compensation or proper cont.
evaluation of impacts from ranching to Open Space Preserve.

« Pg. 3.11.350; Impact 3.11-7. Any buffering and mitigation for any 75

incompatible use should be solely on new development and not on any
existing ranching or farmland.

Chapter 3.12 — Noise T
Pg. 3.12-31; Mitigation Measure 3.12.31 — could the proposed walls and berms
planned to reduce noise levels have any impacts on storm water discharge/ 13
runoff or restrict or alter the natural flood plain in any manner? There appears
to be no such analysis in the EIR.

Comments on Chapter 3.16 — Utilities and Infrastructure

In general, the analysis of water supply for the Project demonstrates no firm
surface water supply whatsoever — only future potential paper water based
only on the oral representations from water agencies and potential future
plans to develop up to 6 new wells. Despite its best efforts to convince the
reader that surface water is the most likely source of water for future
development in Village 5, the EIR actually reveals that groundwater is the
most likely source of water to be relied on for Project development - far more
than disclosed and analyzed within the EIR. The EIR's stubborn reliance on a
10% goal of groundwater use while admirable, is unrealistic and contrary to
the present situation in California with respect to groundwater use. The State
of California is generally predicting overall reduction in surface water 14
availability for a number of reasons and an increase in overall groundwater
use. The result is that the EIR fails to adequately analyze and disclose
potential environmental impacts from future water development associated
with the Project.

Surface VWater Supply:

1. PCWA:

+ The EIR on page 3.16.3 provides that the City has no guaranteed water
supply from Placer County Water Agency (‘PCWA") specifically for the
Project. Instead, surface water availability will be on a first come, first
served basis. There is no firm “Will-Serve” agreement in place and future
water supply from PCWA is based on “PCWA’s representation” only. The
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EIR does not disclose why PCWA is unwilling or unable to provide a firm
commitment of water supply to the Project.

s “Water supply” for the purposes of this Project is therefore uncertain “Paper
Water” invoking the application of the principles and requirements set forth
in Vinevard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. Rancho Cordova
(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412 as well as Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee
(2012) 210 Cal.App.4" 260, 275. These cases (and others) require that an

EIR adequately address the likelihood water will be available to the Project as
well as the reasonably foreseeable impacts of supplying water to the project.
Among other requirements set forth in these cases, an EIR that
acknowledges some degree of uncertainty regarding water supply for the
project (e.g. “paper water”) must do the following in order to satisfy CEQA.:

discuss the reasonably foreseeable alternatives—including alternative

water sources and the option of curtailing the development if

sufficient water is not available for later phases—and disclose the
significant foreseeable environmental effects of each alternative,
as well as mitigation measures to minimize each adverse impact”

(Vineyard, atp. 434))

« The present EIR on page 3.16.3 identifies the amount of water the City Joit.
needs from PCWA as 20,336 AFY. However, later in the EIR, the City
identifies the amount of water needed from PCWA to be 13,035 AFY (see
for example pg. 3.16-20).

« The "Reasonable Likelihood® analysis requirement that this water from
PCWA will actually be available for the Project is not adequately addressed
in the EIR. According to the EIR, the entire water supply from PCWA is
based solely on a “representation” from PCWA.  While the EIR and the
Water Supply Assessment look at PCWA’s underlying water rights, the
analysis fails to look at the following:

o PCWA has appropriative rights. Appropriative rights must be used or
potentially forfeited. Water Code Section 1241. Even if developing a
permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB"), a
water permittee must diligently put the water to a beneficial use. A water
rights permittee cannct hold extra water for potential unverified future
uses under what is known as ‘cold storage.” California Trout Inc. v.
State Water Resources Control Board (19898) 207 Cal App.3d 585, 614-
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water needed by the City for the future (2040) will not be lost by
forfeiture or under the principle of Cold Storage. If PCWA has to request
an extension of its permits from the SWRCB, the EIR does not discuss
the likelihood such an extension would be granted and what potential
additional terms and conditions (e.g. increased instream flows) could be
imposed by the SWRCB that could impact the availability of PCWA's
uncommitted future water supply to Lincoln. Without considering these
issues in the EIR, the EIR fails to adequately consider the resulting
potential impacts on the environment {(e.g. what would be the impact to
the environment of PCWA attempting to preserve water in cold storage
for Lincoln through 2040 as opposed to using that water to meet future
public trust requirements under PCVWA's permits?).

o There is no analysis of the impacts to water supply for the project and
related envircnmental impacts from the WaterFix Project currently
undergoing approval and environmental review with the Department of
Water Resources acting as lead agency. Under Water Code section
85086 (c)(2), a requirement for the approval of the change petition for
the WaterFix Project by the SWRCRB is that the SWRCB will establish 14
“flow criteria” for the Delta. That flow criteria would be imposed on the cort,
State Water Project and the Central Valley Project (CVP). As indicated
on pg.3.16.5 of the EIR, much of PCWA’s water comes from the CVP.
The EIR fails to analyze the possibility that the water, or significant
amounts of this water, could become unavailable to the Village 5 Project
due to the Delta outflow requirements placed on the CVP as part of the
WaterFix Project and the envircnmental impacts of such a possibility
(e.g. increased groundwater use).

o Water Code section 85086 (c)(1) is even broader in its scope with
respect to increased outflow than subsection (¢)(2). Water Code section
85086 (c)(1), part of the Delta Reform Act, in conjunction with VWater
Code section 85087, requires the SWRCB to develop proposed
unimpaired outflow and instream flow criteria for all streams. In a letter
to SWRCB Chair, Felicia Marcus dated Sept. 19, Governor Brown
directed the Natural Resources Agency to expedite these processes and
“explore the potential for a comprehensive agreement on environmental
flows in both the San Joaquin and Sacramento River basins” The
Governor urged the SWRCB to move quickly to “complete the remainder
of their analysis on the Sacramento River Basin.” The outcome is very
likely to result in additional outflow and instream flow requirements for all

PageS

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-206 ESA /130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Letter 14

major rivers in the Sacramento Valley. The SWRCB has already begun
this process for the San Joaguin River increasing the required outflow to
protect public trust resources. It is foreseeable that PCWA will therefore
need to allow more of its surface water to remain in the rivers, which will
result in that water not being available for the Project. The EIR fails to
address this situation whatsoever including its potential impact on water
supply from PCWA and resulting environmental impacts (e.g. more
groundwater use, Lincoln attempting to acquire its own surface water
rights, purchase of additional treated waste water from neighboring
communities, groundwater recharge alternatives).

o PCWA has transferred surplus water to other entities during times of
shortage at profit to PCWA. See for example May 23, 2014
(Westlands) and June 25, 2015 (EBMUD) petitions for transfer filed with
the SWRCB. The EIR indicates that PCWA provides water on a first
come, first serve basis. The EIR fails to address the likelihood of future
such transfers by PCWA on water availability to the Project and to the
City of Lincoln and any resulting impacts as the Project and City seek to
develop or use alternative water supplies (if available).

o The EIR fails to address the possibility of other Placer County
communities developing at a greater rate than Lincoln and Village 5 (e.g.
Placer Ranch in Roseville). Given that PCWA water is on a first come,
first serve basis, with no guarantee to Lincoln or the Project, the EIR
needs to analyze scenarios in which the anticipated water from PCWA is
not entirely available when Lincoln and the Project needs that water.
Instead, the EIR essentially assumes the water will be available or
mostly available in analyzing impacts to the environment resulting from
water supply for the next 20 to 30 years which is not realistic as
discussed below given projections of reduced availability of surface
water in the future.

2. NID:

As with PCWA, the EIR indicates that future water from NID {12,000 AFY) is
not guaranteed and that the Project area is outside of NID's service area.

The same deficiencies noted for PCWA apply here as well and are
incorporated for NID water analysis by reference. There is no analysis of
whether any water from NID's appropriative rights will be available for the
City in 2040 given the principles of forfeiture and cold storage. There is no

14
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Letter 14

analysis of potential future outflow and instream flow requirements under
Water Code sections 85086 and 85087. With respect to water availability
from NID, the EIR relies on the construction of a future treatment plant and
does not analyze the potential impacts to the environment (and water
availability) if the treatment plant is not constructed.

Groundwater Supply

Entirely absent from the analysis of groundwater use and availability impacts
is any discussion of potential impacts should the City not be able to meet its
goal of limiting groundwater use to 10% of the total Project supply. Surface
water supplies are not guaranteed as the EIR itself states and as my earlier
comments show. Pg. 3.16-11 (and Chap. 2, pg. 2-33) indicates that the
City owns 5 wells presently but will need up to 6 additional wells for the
Project. This again indicates that groundwater use is likely to exceed the
10% goal.

Section 3.10, Hydrology, of the EIR states that a primary source of re-charge
to groundwater in the area of the Project is from surface water in Auburn and
Markham Ravines. See EIR at p. 3.10-39. This indicates a hydrologic
connection between surface and groundwater in the Project area. However,
there is absolutely no analysis of well-development and its potential impacts
within the Project area and its potential impact to surface water flows in
Auburn and Markham Ravines. Such hydrologic connection between
groundwater and surface water rescurces could also require the City to
obtain permits from the State Water Resources Control Board.  This could
result in delayed water availability to the Project.

The EIR misstates the groundwater condition in the project area as “stable.”
California Groundwater Bulletin 118, Groundwater Level Trends, however,
states that: “Groundwater levels in southwestern Placer County and northern
Sacramento County have generally decreased, with many wells
experiencing declines at a rate of about one and one-half feet per year for
the last 40 years or more” While pg. 3169 of the EIR seems to
acknowledge this statement from Bulletin 118, the EIR generally ignores it
entirely and instead bases its analysis on the assumption that groundwater
is and will remain stable in the project area contrary to Bulletin 118 (see
Appendix H p. 5-9). At the very least, the EIR needs to explain the apparent
conflict in the condition of existing groundwater within the Project area and
provide an analysis of impacts should future or additional groundwater
pumping result in declining groundwater levels as indicated in Bulletin 118.

14
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Letter 14

species and increased requirements for release and pass through of
unimpaired flows (see discussion under Surface Water above).
Groundwater use on the other hand is expected to increase:

¥ California Groundwater -
[http/Awww water. ca.gov/cagroundwater/aboutgroundwater.cfm]

“From 2005 to 2010, 16.5 million acre-feet of groundwater were used
on average to meet urban, agricultural, and managed wetlands
demands. Reliance on groundwater will continue to increase as
the population grows, as limitations on surface water continue, and
as potential impacts of climate change occur.”

¥ Department of Water Resources (DWR) - Groundwater information
Center -[http/Aww water ca.gov/groundwater/gwinfofindex. ¢fm]

‘DWR provides that state wide groundwater use is - California's
groundwater provides approximately 30 to 46 percent of the State's
total water supply, depending on wet or dry years, and serves as a
critical buffer against drought and climate change.”

¥ California's Groundwater Update 2013: A Compifation of Enhanced
Content for California Water Plan Updafe 2013, Chap 1, p. 2:
[hitp:Awww water.ca. goviwaterplan/docs/groundwater/update2013/conte
nt/statewide/GWU2013_Ch_1_Introduction_Final. pdf]

“Looking to the future, population growth, climate change, ecosystem
and instream flow requirements, and agricultural trends toward
groundwater-dependent crops will continue to increase
California’s demand and reliance on groundwater resources.”

¥ Nature Climate Change - Projections Of Declining Surface-Water Availlability
For The Southwestern United States, DECEMBER 2012
http:/Avww_nature.com/nclimate/journaliv3/nSfull/nclimate 1787 html

“Focusing on the near future, 2021-2040, the new simulations project
declines in surface-water availability across the southwest that
translate into reduced scil moisture and runoff in California and
Nevada, the Colorado River headwaters and Texas”

¥ Department of Water Rescurces, Climate Change in California, 2007,
http:/Aww. dwr water.ca. gov/climatechange/docs/062807factsheet. pdf

15
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‘By 2050, scientists project a foss of at least 25 percent of the
Sierra snowpack, an important scurce of urban, agricultural and
environmental water”.2

Given the statewide trend towards greater groundwater use, the level of
uncertainties surrounding surface water availability from NID and PCWA, it
is simply unreasonable, and contrary to expert authority and the facts, to
assume that groundwater use resulting from the Project will not exceed
10% of total water supply. Even if 10% is the target and the goal, the EIR
must analyze the potential impacts should groundwater use exceed the
10% goal. At the very least, the EIR should analyze percentages reflecting
the use of groundwater statewide of averages of 30% and 46% as set forth
by DWR (see Department of Water Resources (DWR) - Groundwater
Information Center cited above).?

The EIR fails to identify existing private wells in use or any impacts to such
wells from future groundwater pumping associated with the Project.

Mitigation and Condition of Approval

One of the key proposed conditions of approvals set forth in the EIR with
respect to water supply availability is to require each new subdivision to
conduct its own water availability analysis before tentative map approval.
This mitigation measure in effect however inappropriately defers the
analysis of water supply impacts to the future (EIR at pg. 3.16-29). The EIR
fails to specify whether each separate water availability analysis would
require a new CEQA review (which it would). This proposed condition of
approval also appears to admit that there is a fundamental uncertainty as to
the availability of water for the entire Project — so much so that the Project
should not be approved.

If there is no firm water available for the Project buildout at the present
time, then the Project and annexation to the City should not be approved in
the first place. Policy PFS-2.5 on pages 5-40 to 5-41 is inadequate. That

2 There is a brief discussion of climate change on 3.16-27 of the EIR but the impacts are basically dismissed
concluding that the supplying water agencies themselves will take measures to he climate adaptable. While
there is mention that climate change could result in Lincoln using groundwater as backup, there is no analyses
of the impacts from increased groundwater use — especially significant such increases. The EIR appears to
assume water shortages only during drought and not from climate change or regulatory requirements such as
unimpaired and instream flow requirements (\Water Code Sections 85086, 85087).

3 PCWA has been meeting recently (2016) with Agricultural users in PCWA Zone 5 adjacent to the Project
area to discuss rather significant increases in water supply costs. | know this because | have attended these
meetings. Significant increases in surface water supplies from PCWA to Zone 5 Agricultural properties is likely
to lead to increased use of groundwater. This is not discussed or analyzed in the EIR.

15
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Letter 14 Matthew Emrick
Response October 10, 2016

14-1 The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the proposed
project; thus, no response is required. The comment is noted and will be
conveyed to the decision makers for their consideration.

14-2 The commenter notes that portions of the Scheiber property are designated as
Open Space Preserve in the Village 5 Specific Plan and asks whether the City
intends to limit the Scheibers’ ability to continue agricultural operations on their
property or conversely, to limit development of their property in the future.
While these questions do not relate to the substance of the EIR, the answer to
both questions is no. The applicant has proposed an Agricultural Overlay Zone,
which will allow for the continuation of agricultural uses as more specifically
outlined in Master Response 2. Additionally, nothing in the Village 5 Specific
Plan precludes the Scheibers from developing their property in the future. In fact,
the Specific Plan designates the Scheibers’ property as Village Office/
Commercial (43.3 acres), Village Rural Residential (18 acres), and Very Low
Density Residential (35.3 acres). The proposed PCCP requires a 400-foot setback
from the centerline of Auburn Ravine. The V5SP was developed to comply with
the PCCP. Even if the PCCP is not adopted by the County, various state and
federal laws would require full preservation or mitigation to develop the ravine
area, which would fall to the Scheibers. As such, the Scheiber property is not
being used as mitigation for future development impacts elsewhere within the
proposed Village 5 Specific Plan. The V5SP was designed to identify
development of various areas. If there are existing Williamson Act agreements in
place, the City will accept them and they will remain in effect until non-renewed
or cancelled. No development may occur on property unless and until any
applicable Williamson Act contract is no longer in effect, and then it can occur in
accordance with the Specific Plan, a new general development plan, and
subdivision map, if applicable.

14-3 The comment speculates the proposed project may reduce groundwater recharge
and reduce flows in Auburn Ravine if development occurs. Please see Responses
to Comments 11-16 and 12-7.

14-4 The Lincoln High School Farm will be designated as VOSA or as Agricultural
Preserve because it is an existing high school with an agricultural emphasis and
use. No changes have been proposed by the school district. In addition,
conservation easements have been placed over a portion of the property. As
described in Section 3.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of the Draft EIR,
the remaining areas within the VV5SP (with the exception of the open space
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14-5

designations) will be covered by the Agricultural Overlay (AO) Zone, which
would protect agricultural operations when the VV5SP Area is annexed by the City
of Lincoln. For further information on the Agricultural Overlay see Master
Response 2.

Please also see Response to Comment 13-44 and Master Response 2.

The comment speculates that increased groundwater pumping from the proposed
project could affect stream flow in Auburn and Markham Ravines and impact
steelhead, salmon, riparian vegetation, and other aquatic resources. The comment
also expresses concern that reliance the PCCP constitutes deferred mitigation.

First, the proposed project will decrease, not increase groundwater pumping. The
WSA demonstrates that, on average, for the entire Village 5 development,
consumptive water use will be approximately 1.3 acre-feet per acre (AF/acre). At
least 2.0 AF/acre of water use per acre is conserved by municipal use as
compared to agricultural use. Therefore, the proposed project will not require
increased groundwater pumping to meet proposed project demands.

Second, the proposed project will result in a portion of the project water being
discharged back into Auburn Ravine. Approximately 1.0 AF/acre of the

1.3 AF/acre of water use in the proposed project is for indoor consumptive uses.
Indoor consumptive water uses include water used for showers, washing
machines, dishwashers, toilets, and indoor sinks. This water flows through the
City’s wastewater system and is delivered to the City’s Wastewater Treatment
and Reclamation Facility (WWTRF). The water delivered to the WWTRF is then
treated at the plant, through a tertiary level water treatment protocols, and then
discharged into Auburn Ravine under the City’s wastewater discharge permit. As
such, a portion of the 1.0 AF/acre of water that is used for indoor residential uses
will be discharged back into Auburn Ravine, constituting additional flows in the
Auburn Ravine system.

Third, the groundwater recharge primarily occurs along and within Auburn and
Markham Ravines because the soils in the remainder of the Plan Area have low
permeability. (Draft EIR, pages 3.10-37 — 3.10-39.) See also Section 3.8
Geology: “[A] cemented clayey or sandy silt (hardpan) layer was encountered
below three feet. Clay layers were encountered at various depths in the upper
eight feet with typical reported thickness of one to three feet.” (Draft EIR, page
3.8-2.) Where soil permeability is low, infiltration into the groundwater aquifer is
low as well, limiting groundwater recharge. The proposed project has been
designed to collect storm water in detention basins to allow infiltration, but also
to allow the storm water to flow back into the two ravines, where the majority of
groundwater recharge in the Plan Area occurs.
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Finally, Markham Ravine is not suitable habitat for Steelhead or Chinook
salmon. The Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed project on
Steelhead and Chinook salmon in Auburn Ravine and imposes alternative
mitigation measures in case the PCCP is not adopted. (Draft EIR, pages 3.4-75 to
3.4-77.) Please also see Master Response 3 related to compliance with PCCP as
mitigation.

14-6 Section 3.10, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality of the Draft EIR analyzes
development of the entirety of the Plan Area. Development within Area A is also
specifically analyzed because information is known about the development
program and utility master plans have been developed for Area A. Hydrology-
related construction and operational impacts of development of the V5SP are
discussed in Impacts 3.10-1 through 3.10-12 in the Draft EIR.

14-7 Please see Response to Comment 14-5.

14-8 CEQA does not require a lead agency to study the effects of climate change —
including flooding — on a project. However, Section 3.5, Climate Change of the
Draft EIR indicates various impacts of climate change and Section 3.10,
Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality identifies and discusses the issues in
this comment. In particular, the Background section on page 3.10-7 of the Draft
EIR specifically discusses the past storm events where the City experiences
flooding from Auburn Ravine because of pass-through flows from outside of the
City. Numerous flood control improvements were identified in the 2000 South
Lincoln Master Plan and 1998 Master Drainage Plan. Most of the improvement
projects have been completed (e.g., detention facilities for Ingram Slough and
Orchard Creek drainages have been constructed in the upper Orchard Creek
watershed; in-stream floodplain storage between SR 193 and SR 65 has been
installed), and those improvements have been successful as evidenced by limited
flooding experience in 2017 during heavy storms. Further, the V5SP has been
designed to prevent damage to structures during the 100-year event so that no
inundation of private property occurs during the 10-year event in accordance
with City of Lincoln General Plan policy VI.B.2.

14-9 As explained on Draft EIR page 3.10-39 and shown on Figure 3.10-2, due to the
permeability of the soil within the proposed project area, the project will not
impact overall recharge. "[G]roundwater recharge in the Plan Area occurs
primarily along and within the Auburn Ravine and Markham Ravine stream
channels and soils within the rest of the Plan Area have low permeability. In the
areas where soil permeability is low, infiltration is low as a result, thereby
limiting groundwater recharge." (Draft EIR, page 3.10-39.) The Draft EIR
indicates that the detention basins within Area A would allow for infiltrations of
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large storm event flows because they would be designed to retain water and
allow it to infiltrate. (Draft EIR, page 3.10-39.)

The Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality section and Utilities and
Infrastructure section of the Draft EIR analyze the impacts of the project on
groundwater. (Impact 3.10-2, Draft EIR pages 3.10-37 to 3.10-39.) While a
detailed property-by-property study of groundwater recharge has not been
conducted, there is sufficient soils data and information to support the
conclusions in the Draft EIR. The substantial evidence is contained in Draft EIR,
Appendix H, Water Supply Assessment; V5SP Appendix C, Water System
Analysis and Appendix F, Drainage System and Flood Control Analysis.

No detention basins are proposed for 1700 Moore Road, Lincoln. (See VV5SP,
Appendix F, Figure 5.)

14-10 The commenter states that Nelson Lane will remain in the County. The Draft EIR
states, "it is anticipated that these roadway sections would be annexed to the City
of Lincoln." (Draft EIR page 3.11-46.) Proposing annexation of these roadways
and the areas within the boundaries complies with Placer County LAFCO
policies for annexation. (Draft EIR, page 3.11-46.) Draft EIR, page 3.11-43 to
3.11-47 analyzes the project's consistency with LAFCO policy, which is required
by CEQA. The commenter provides his opinion on whether the project area
should be annexed. The commenter's opinion is noted, and no further response is
required under CEQA.

14-11 The comment does not address an environmental issue. Thus, no response is
Please see Response to Comment 14-2.

14-12 This comment is noted. Please see Master Response 2 regarding revisions to the
Agricultural Overlay Zone made to the proposed GDP to clarify buffering
requirements.

14-13 Proposed Mitigation Measure 3.12-3 is not anticipated to have any impacts on
storm water discharge or in any way alter natural floodplains. The design of
sound walls or berms would occur at the site plan and design review stage of
development as individual properties within the Plan Area develop.

14-14 CEQA does not require a guaranteed water supply. A replacement or alternative
water supply analysis is required when a water supply is uncertain. The Draft
EIR and Village 5 Water Supply Assessment (WSA) show that the City of
Lincoln's water supply is reasonably certain. The City receives water supplies
from six primary sources to meet water demand in the City service area (which
includes the Plan Area), including: (1) Placer County Water Agency (PCWA)
treated water contract; (2) Nevada Irrigation District (NID) temporary raw water
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sales agreement; (3) groundwater; (4) reclaimed water; (5) PCWA raw water;
and (6) NID raw water. (Draft EIR, page 3.16-2.) The City relies on treated
surface water from PCWA as the primary source of water. The WSA shows
PCWA supply is highly reliable in all year types. (WSA, pages 4-4, 4-13, and 5-6
through 5-10; Draft EIR, page 3.16-24.) PCWA potable surface water supplies
and groundwater are allocated to meet the demands for the proposed project.

The identified supply is derived from PCWA's rights and entitlement to waters
on the American River watershed, PCWA's and Pacific Gas & Electric's (PG&E)
contract based on PG&E water rights, and groundwater resources. (Draft EIR,
pages 3.16-5 to 3.16-6.) All of these water supplies are deemed reliable by the
WSA. PCWA can supply up to 37,000 acre feet (AF) per year, but the City only
anticipates a need for 13,035 AFY from PCWA through 2040. (Draft EIR, page
3.16-3.) PCWA is likely to have sufficient water to meet the City's buildout
demand for PCWA water, and the adequacy of this supply does not depend on
additional water rights or water supplies. (Draft EIR, pages 3.16-3 to 3.16-4.)
The Draft EIR addresses the reliability of these water supplies and indicates that
neither NID nor PCWA reduced water deliveries in 2015, the driest year in
California's history. (Draft EIR, pages 3.16-7 to 3.16-8.) The Draft EIR also
indicates that groundwater in the basin is relatively stable. (Draft EIR, page
3.16-12.) Reclaimed water is also a stable source of water because as municipal
uses increase, so will the amount of water delivered to the Lincoln Wastewater
Treatment and Recycling Facility ( WWTRF).

Although not required, the City has identified two alternative water supplies for
the proposed project should an unforeseen issue arise: (1) use of non-potable,
reclaimed water supplies to offset the use of potable water for non-potable water
demands; or (2) purchase additional water from NID. Neither of these alternative
supplies would have environmental impacts not studied by the EIR. Surplus
water exists from the City's available sources under all projected hydrological
conditions: normal, single-dry and multi-dry years. (Draft EIR, Table 3.16-6,
page 3.16-22.) Although there is no basis to assume reductions in water supply to
Village 5, if water supplies from PCWA were curtailed during single-dry and
multiple-dry years, the water supply could be supplemented with non-potable
water delivered through non-potable water lines constructed outside the project
as part of the City's Reclamation Master Plan,19 and inside the proposed project
area as part of the proposed development. This non-potable, reclaimed water
supply could offset an approximately 25 percent deficit in potable water. Sources
of non-potable water within the Plan Area are as follows:

19 City of Lincoln. Reclamation Master Plan. December 2004.
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TABLE 1
ANTICIPATED RECLAIMED WATER VOLUMES?

Projected Demands

Reclaimed Water Use (acre feet per year)
Village 5 Recycled Water Plan? 800
Existing City Parks® 240
Existing City Schools* 140
Existing Median Landscaping® 50
Water Connection to Material Recovery Facility® 85
Lumber Mill® 450
Rio Bravo Power Plant® 450
Formica Company® 560
Livingston Concrete® 50

Total 2,825
SOURCES:

1.

o~ wWN

Tully & Young. Water Supply Options for Village 5 SUD B for use in the Village 5 SUD B Specific Plan CEQA
Compliance Document. February 13, 2017.

. Cunningham Engineering. Reclaimed Water Master Plan for Village 5 Specific Plan. November 17, 2015.
. Current actively irrigated park land and cemeteries.

. Current actively irrigated school turf.

. Estimate of irrigation demand in West Side median landscaping.

. City of Lincoln. Reclamation Master Plan. December 2004.

The City’s treatment plant was previously certified to produce up to 4,700 AFY20
of reclaimed water, was recently expanded to produce up to 6,600 AFY?21 of
reclaimed water, and anticipates producing as much as 6,800 AFY 22 of reclaimed
water at build-out conditions. As such, recycled water is among the most reliable
water supplies available as the source is derived from indoor water uses primarily
from within the City itself.

The other option to address a hypothetical shortfall in water supply would be for
the City to purchase surplus water assets from NID and deliver those assets to
PCWA for treatment and conveyance to the City of Lincoln. The infrastructure
for this conveyance already exists as NID already delivers water supplies to
PCWA to meet demands in the NID service area within the City limits. As
described in NID's 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, NID has significant
water supplies, including a safe yield of 480,000 acre feet of water. Presently
NID captures only 202,000 acre feet and by 2040 could capture as much as
360,800 acre feet of its rights.

20 Tylly & Young. 2016 Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Plant Flow Summary.
21 Kristofer Olaf, Tully & Young. 2017. Personal communication with Christina Erwin, ESA. July 6, 2017.
22 Tully & Young. City of Lincoln Water Master Plan 2017. April 2017. Page 5-23.
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The commenter notes a typographical error on page 3.16-3. The City requires
13,035 AFY from PCWA as shown in Table 3.16-5. The error has been corrected
as shown in Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR.

The commenter identifies speculative scenarios that are not supported by
substantial evidence. First, the commenter expresses concerns regarding the
impacts of the Delta Reform Act and speculates that the outcome is likely to
result in stricter flow requirements, citing State Board proceedings relating to the
San Joaquin River. Notably, the San Joaquin River system is substantially
different from the Sacramento River system and no such flow restriction
proceedings have been commenced for the Sacramento River. As such, the
commenter’s claims are purely speculative.

Second, the commenter expresses concern that future PCWA water transfers will
affect the availability of water to the proposed project. The possibility of future
transfers is purely speculative and does not require analysis under CEQA.

Third, the commenter expresses concern that the EIR fails to address the water
needs of other Placer County communities. The EIR contains a cumulative
impact analysis on water supply which demonstrates that sufficient water will be
available to supply the proposed project in addition other cumulative scenario
water demands using existing supply sources without the need for new or
expanded entitlements or supply sources, beyond those already secured or
planned. (Draft EIR, page. 3.16-54.)

Finally, the commenter asserts that the Cold Storage and Water Fix projects will
reduce NID deliveries. First, there is no evidence to suggest this claim is true.
Further and more importantly, the proposed project would not rely on NID water.
The Draft EIR provides substantial evidence that the water supply for buildout of
the V5SP will come from PCWA and is reasonably certain.

14-15 The commenter reiterates concerns regarding groundwater usage and availability.
Please see Responses to Comments 12-7, 14-5 and 14-14. Further, Table 3.16-5 on
page 3.16-22 shows that groundwater pumping will increase from 1,229 AFY in
2020 to 2,034 AFY in 2040 to meet City-wide demands, but pumping will not
exceed 10 percent of overall supplies. The commenter also notes that up to six
additional groundwater wells are proposed for the V5SP Area. The Draft EIR
explains that up to six wells would be needed to serve the Plan Area at build out,
but only for purposes of ensuring sufficient fire flow pressure system redundancy
in the case of a major emergency. (Draft EIR, page 2-33.) The commenter
overlooks the limited proposed usage of the groundwater wells and states that the
addition of the proposed groundwater wells “indicates that groundwater use is
likely to exceed the 10% goal.” The commenter provides no support for this
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conclusion. In fact, historical data provides evidence that the City has historically
maintained its commitment to not extracting groundwater for more than 10% of
its overall water usage. (Draft EIR, page 3.16-11.) There is no evidence to
suggest the City will or will need to increase groundwater pumping to the
statewide averages identified in the comment.

The commenter indicates the Draft EIR ignores information in Bulletin 118
related to groundwater levels in and around the City of Lincoln. There is no
conflict between Bulletin 118 and the Draft EIR. The Western Placer County
Groundwater Management Plan (WPCGMP) shows sustainable groundwater
yields in Western Placer County and under the City of Lincoln are stable and in
some cases rising. (Draft EIR, Appendix H, Water Supply Assessment, page 5-9.)

The Draft EIR, Appendix H, Water Supply Assessment page 4-11 states as
follows:

Groundwater conditions in and around the City appear, in spite of the
severe drought, relatively stable. The basin elevations have not seen
significant long-term decline and in some cases have shown some
recovery. Groundwater elevations have seen increased seasonal
variability in some wells and decreased in others but the natural
recharge has been sufficient to refill the basin in and around the City.
This indicates that the basin in and around the City is operating within
it’s safe yield. Although basin decline was caused by the 2011 canal
failure and resulting emergency pumping, the basin was able to
completely refill with no apparent long-term effects in the City area. This
indicates that the 2011 pumping may have been above the area’s safe
yield, but did not cause a permanent decline in groundwater capacity.
Unbroken periods of well records are difficult to locate in the area of
this review but neighboring wells with new and old data show consistent
elevations.

In addition, the soil studies for the proposed project indicate the Auburn and
Markham Ravines are “losing stream systems.” As such there is no evidence that
reduced groundwater levels would result in reduced flows to Auburn and
Markham Ravines.

Data and photographs from the Santa Cruz River in Tucson, Arizona, are
irrelevant to the proposed project located in Western Placer County. Notably,
substantial evidence in the Draft EIR show healthy and abundant riparian habitat
along Markham and Auburn Ravines. (Draft EIR, page 3.1-1.)

The comment relies on statewide generalization from the period 2005 through
2013 to conclude that groundwater use for the proposed project will exceed the
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City's identified goals. First, the Draft EIR analyzes the effects of climate change
on available water resources. (Draft EIR, page 3.16-27.) Second, statewide
generalizations of increased groundwater reliance including data from central and
southern California are not applicable to Western Placer County where the
groundwater conditions are significantly more stable, as identified in the
WPCGMP and WSA for the proposed project. The Sacramento Valley
Groundwater Basin applicable to the VV5SP is not identified by the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) as a critically overdrafted basin. Further,
the Department of Water Resources identifies "Water year 2017 (October 1,
2016-September 30, 2017) is now surpassing the wettest year of record (1982-83)
in the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River watersheds and close to
becoming the wettest year in the Tulare Basin (set in 1968-69)."23

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze existing private wells.
The project does not propose to rely on groundwater as a primary source of water
—only in times of severe drought or as a source of emergency back-up. The WSA
indicates that sufficient water will be provided by PCWA.

14-16 The requirement that a project applicant provide verification of adequate water
supply prior to the issuance of a final map reflects the requirements of
Government Code section 66473.7. The condition does not defer analysis of
water impacts as the water supply impacts of the project have been fully analyzed
in the WSA and EIR. Please see Response to Comment 14-14.

14-17 The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on future groundwater studies to
analyze the effects of the proposed project on groundwater. The impacts of the
proposed project on groundwater have been stated in the Draft EIR and responses
to comments above. (See Draft EIR, pages 3.10-37 through 3.10-39; Responses
to Comments 14-5, 14-9, 14-14, 14-15.) The future studies discussed in the Draft
EIR are necessary for determining the location of the proposed wells, not to
determine whether adequate groundwater is available. The Draft EIR has already
determined that PCWA has adequate water to serve the project. The proposed
wells will be installed for back-up and emergency supplies only. (Draft EIR, page
3.16-11.)

14-18 The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not identify
present water users. The Draft EIR and WSA contain more than 100 pages of
analysis of the impacts related to water supply, runoff, and groundwater
pumping. The WSA fully considers the demands of current water users in
determining the adequacy of the City's water supply and both the WSA and Draft

23 california Department of Water Resources. Drought Information. Breaking News — California Must Prepare for
Flood and Drought, February 21, 2017. Available: http://www.water.ca.gov/waterconditions/. Accessed: June 25,
2017.
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EIR conclude that with the existing and proposed users, the that the City has a
water supply surplus. (Draft EIR, Table 3.16-6 and Appendix H, WSA, pages 3-1
through 3-4, Table 3-1.)
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Letter IS

October 10, 2016

Dear Planners for the Village 5 Project,

While we appreciate the consideration given ta the Ag land owners rights we are not convinced that our T
best interests are being satisfied.
3.4.13 Agricuitural Overlay {AQ)

1
talks about the intent to estahlish alternative land development requirements. What are these
alternative requirements? You also talk about compatible AG uses to continue on an interim basis or
perpetuity. Your AG overlay sounds like your allowing existing uses if and when it coincides with your
plans otherwise you have written it ambiguously to allow the requirements to change as needed for
development. L
3.4.13.1 Definitions
It should be clearly written that any buffers required shall eccur on the developed parcels. The whole
paragraph on “existing AG and rural residential uses” is full of language that potentially would disallow 2
just about any use.
3.4.13.2 Permitted Uses
1. What about accesscry living quarters or hardship dwelling 1200 square feet max? I 3

3.4.13.3 Paragraphs {E & F} these are not acceptable as written, My fences are permanent in nature and T
I don't feel 1 should have to re-fence my property to satisfy this development nor should | be required 4
to apply and pay for a use permit te continue our currently approved use of land.

We moved here years ago because of the reputation of rural living that Lincoln was known for and toget T
out of the city. We want to grow our garden, have our animals, ride our horses, shoot our guns and
enjoy the life style with our neighbors who want the same. We have invested many years and a
consigerable armount of money building this place. Our children and grandchildren plan to continue 5
here in the future. That being said we do understand how progress tends to work but there has to be
better communication with the current AG land owners to ensure their rights and life styles are given
proper consideration. The proposed AG overlay is not clearly written and leaves too much open to
interpretation and we would like to have the opportunity to sit down and go through the issues.

Sincerely,
Greg & Michelle Risse

916-837-4734
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Letter 15
Response

Greg & Michelle Risse
October 10, 2016

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

15-5

Please see Master Response 2.

The commenter states that “any buffers required shall occur on the developed
parcels.” The Agricultural Overlay Zone has been revised to clarify that any new
development or new agricultural uses must provide buffers on the land to be
developed/used if it is adjacent to land being used for agricultural purposes. The
Agricultural Overlay also identifies allowable agricultural uses within the
Specific Plan Agricultural Overlay Zone after annexation has occurred. (See
GDP, section 3.4.13.2.)

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project. Notwithstanding, the unintentional omission regarding
accessory living quarters up to 1,200 square feet has been rectified. Section
3.4.13.2(A) of the GDP has been revised to read, “One (1) single-family
residence, and one (1) accessory dwelling unit up to a maximum of 1,200 square
feet” is a permitted use in the Agricultural Overlay Zone.

Following annexation, all existing agricultural structures which do not comply
with the development standards outlined in the Agricultural Overlay Zone in the
GDP will be allowed to remain. These structures may become legal
nonconforming should residential or commercial development occur on adjacent
land; however, legal nonconforming structures would be allowed to remain in
perpetuity so long as those uses or structures are not expanded. Maintenance and
repair would be fully permissible.

The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the decision makers for their
consideration.
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Letter 16

Jim Bermudez

From: Dorothy Voigt <dveigt39@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 3.59 PM
To: Jim Bermudez

Subject: EIR Comment

Hello Mr Bermudez,

Teaching ESL to low income adults as well as watching low-income family members struggle to find housing
in Lincoln has made it abundantly clear that there is a terrible dearth of low-income housing here. Most of my
adult students are in the service industries such as house cleaning, gardening, janitorial and kitchen help

work. Often Ileam that several families have to move together to be able to afford to live near where they work | 1
since their transportation is limited. To me it seems imperative that we insist that any new development of mid
to high range housing projects should also include low income apartments to help house those who will serve
the residents of the new homes. If Lincoln once was elected an All American City, then we should make sure
that we stay focused on all Americans - - not just the well to do.

Thank you for your time,

Sincerely,

Dorothy Voigt
4651 Mt. Pleasant Rd.
Lincoln, Ca, 95648
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Letter 16 Dorothy Voigt
Response October 11, 2016

16-1 The comment regarding the need for a range of housing — including affordable
housing — does not provide any comment on the Draft EIR. Thus, no response is
required pursuant to CEQA.
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Letter 17
Response

Ronald C. Smith
October 11, 2016

17-1

17-2

17-3

17-4

I7-5

The comment relates to the density proposed for the Village Rural Residential
designation of the Village 5 Specific Plan and does not provide any comment on
the Draft EIR. As such, no response is required pursuant to CEQA.

The comment relates to the density proposed for the Village Rural Residential
designation of the Village 5 Specific Plan and does not provide any comment on
the Draft EIR analysis. As such, no response is required pursuant to CEQA.

The comment relates to the layout of a tentative map prematurely submitted to
the City for review, and does not provide any comment on the Draft EIR itself.
As such, no response is required pursuant to CEQA.

The commenter requests certain language be added to the Specific Plan to clarify
that open space areas should be counted as part of the net land area utilized for
clustering calculations. This is a land use issue and does not comment on any
aspect of the Draft EIR. As such, no response is required to pursuant to CEQA.

The commenter has expressed concern regarding the proposed alignment and
permitting of Nelson Lane through the Windsor Cove project. In particular, the
commenter indicates that the proposed road location identified in the Village 5
404 application differs from that designed by Windsor Cove, and further, that
Windsor Cove would lose lots if the road is located as proposed in the Specific
Plan. Neither of these comments relate to the Draft EIR, and relate solely to land
use and permitting. As such, no response is required to pursuant to CEQA.
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Jim Bermudez

Letter I8

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc
Subject:

Mr. Bermudez,

1 am writing to underscore the importance of the letter Veronica Blake wrote regarding Village 5 EIR and the

Joann Hilton <jhilton777@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 8:05 PM

Jim Bermudez

Veronica Blake; Stan Nader; Dorothy Voigt
Comment regarding Village 5 EIR

inclusion of affordable housing in this development.

The current status of affordable housing is at a crisis level as itis. Vacancy rates for apartments are exceedingly 1

high in Lincoln. We have families of 6 or more in two bedroom apartments. Apartments are in great demand
with long wait lists. What will this be like if we add thousands of new houses? Those new residences require
service people and teachers and city workers, etc., who nced apartments. Tt is imperative that apartments are

included with every new development of residences.

Thank you for considering input on this very important area of concern.

Joann Hilton
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Letter 18 Joann Hilton
Response October 11, 2016

18-1 The commenter notes that affordable housing — apartments in particular —is in
high demand in Lincoln and should be part of the development. This comment
does not relate to the Draft EIR and thus, does not require a response pursuant to
CEQA. Notwithstanding, the Village 5 Plan Area designates almost 70 acres of
land to high density housing which will result in approximately 1,441 units. The
plan also proposes a 7.5 acre mixed use site which would accommodate up to
approximately 56 additional high density residential units.
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Letter 19
Response

Tony Frayji, Frayji Design Group, Inc.
October 11, 2016

19-1

19-2

19-3

19-4

The comment identifies who the commenter represents and identifies a project
being processed within SUD-B. The comment does not identify any issue with
the Draft EIR; as a result, no response is required under CEQA.

The commenter notes that the V5 boundary is shown incorrectly on the EIR
exhibits as they relate to SUD-B Northeast Quadrant (NEQ) project. This
mapping error does not impact the environmental analysis and is a planning
issue.

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not address the interim circulation
connection of Nelson Lane at SR 65 prior to interchange completion. A traffic
analysis of Area A was completed to evaluate the interim circulation conditions
at the SR 65/Nelson Lane intersection prior to completion of the new
interchange. The analysis included the existing lane configurations and signal
timing for the signalized SR 65/Nelson Lane intersection. To provide access to
Village 5, Mavis Avenue would be constructed parallel to and approximately
1,000 feet south of SR 65. This would be a temporary extension of Mavis
Avenue from the existing Nelson Lane to the “new” Nelson Lane alignment to
provide interim access to the project area prior to the construction of the
interchange. This would result in a predominant traffic flow along Mavis Avenue
to existing Nelson Lane toward SR 65. The initial phase of development in
Village 5 would add traffic to the northbound right-turn and westbound left-turn
lanes at the existing SR 65/Nelson Lane intersection as motorists travel between
the V5SP Area and South Placer County along SR 65. The interim conditions
analysis showed that the existing at-grade SR 65/Nelson Lane intersection would
operate at an acceptable LOS E or better with signalization improvements. These
signalization improvements could include a protected overlay phase for the north
bound right-turn from Nelson Lane onto southbound SR 65 and adjusted signal
timings to provide additional green time for the westbound left-turn from
northbound SR 65 onto Nelson Lane.

Wastewater infrastructure improvements are outlined in the V5 Wastewater
Master Plan and those improvements are consistent with those anticipated in the
City’s PFE Fee program. Additionally, there is no evidence to suggest that
building the sewer infrastructure in the current alignment of Nelson Lane would
be less expensive, but it would likely have more environmental impacts. For this
reason, this alternative proposal is rejected.
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19-5 Figure 3.11-2 of the Draft EIR has been amended to correctly show the existing
General Plan Land Use Designations. Please see Chapter 2, Revisions to the
Draft EIR, for the correct figure.

19-6 The recently constructed bridge at Nelson Lane over Markham Ravine has been
included in the pre- and post-project hydraulic analyses for Markham Ravine,
which were used in the V5 Drainage Master Plan as well as the Draft EIR.
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Letter 10

Jim Bermudez, Development Services Manager
City of Lincoln Community Development Dept.

Re: Draft EIR Village 5
Dear Mr. Bermudez,

| would like to follow up with additional inguiries regarding the draft EIR that was presented on
September 217,

1 am concerned about the Public Safety portion of the EIR. Lincoln PD currently has minimum staffing
levels of 2 patrol units and a Sergeant on duty at a time. This is equal to the staffing levels of the City of
Auburn and they are % the size of the City of Lincoln. The staffing levels are still not back up to the levels
they were in 2006-2008 when they had 4 patrol units plus a Sergeant per shift and 3 overlapping shifts.
The size of the city hasn’t changed but they haven’t gotten back up to those levels. | question the
statement, quoted in the EIR, that the response time to Priority 1 calls is 8:40, but then there is an
attempt to minimize that extreme length of time by saying the Chief of Police, Chief Marks at that time,
stated in an email that LPD generally responds to “all” emergency calls within 7 minutes. What is that
based on? The footnote implies it was from an email from the then Chief Marks, what document was he
referencing that statistic from? It sounds to me more like a statement he would like to believe but had
no way to justify. Additionally, he appeared to deflect his ability to compare the Police response times
to those of the Fire Department. There should be no difference in documenting the response times,
they are all pulled from the same dispatching computer, another attempt to deflect from the factual
numbers.

The EIR’s states “the City’s 2012 Nexus Study Update provides assumptions of the following ratios: 1.87
sworn officers per 1,000 residents, 0.4 non-sworn staff per 1,000 residents”, that would mean the city
should currently have almost 88 swaorn personnel, and | believe they currently have less than 20 sworn
personnel. That is appalling on so many levels, that level makes it unsafe for the citizens and
frighteningly unsafe for the officers themselves. Explain to me how 2 officers make a perimeter? Or
how they handle more than 1 priority call at a time? Do the current citizens of the City of Lincoln realize
that if they are the 2" or 3™ priority incident at that specific time, they will be waiting for quite some
time for a response. Citizens would have to wait until the officers finish their first incident (which may
include a trip to Auburn in order to book a subject at the jail, in which case then there is 1 officer and a
Sergeant to cover the rest of the city) or wait for another agency (with a response time of much more
than 8:40) to come and attempt to secure the scene until Lincoln PD can arrive to handle the report. 1
The Lincoln Fire Department currently has to use the City of Rocklin to cover their Duty Officer functions
and some of their Administration duties, this doesn’t reflect correctly in the EIR as their current status,
since they no longer have a Fire Chief. The Lincoln Firefighters Association has documented on social
media the City’s inability to pay for overtime to cover vacations and sick calls, often closing down an 2
entire station when 1 person is sick or off duty for vacation. This lack of personnel continually puts
citizens at risk.

The closing down of stations is a direct reflection of their poor response times. LFD has a response time
goal of 5 minutes 80% of the time, they currently from the stats provided, are only able to do that 26% \

Ty
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Letter 10
of the time, 5-7 mins 34% of the time, 7-10 mins 30% of the time and over 10 mins 9% of the time. | N
don’t see how adding Village 5 will make that statistic any better, causing a huge public safety problem. 3

The EIR also states that the Calfire station that currently responds to the Village 5 area is Station 77 from cont.
the Casino. That station is primary for the Casino only since it is funded by the casino itself. They will

respond as a secondary unit if needed, but the primary response to the Village 5 area is currently Station
70, another inaccuracy of the EIR. 1

The Lincoln Police Department still dispatches with a solo dispatcher. This means that a single person is
there to answer incoming business and 911 calls, work the Law Radio and the Fire Radio. Do any of you
know what that means? If there is a large incident working, for example the Northern Energy propane
fire from 2010, any person that may happen to have a heart attack during that first hour of the
emergency may find that there is no one to answer their call, That 1 dispatcher had to:
1. Answer the incoming calls
2. Start a Fire and Law Enforcement respoense
3. Make all of the outgoing resource request phone calls, since the City isn’t staffed to handle that
large of emergency (and for this particular emergency Placer County Sheriff Office handled all of 3
the evacuations entirely by themselves)
4. Copy emergency radio traffic from the Police and Fire radios simultaneously
5. Coordinate all of the incoming resources giving them direction as where to respond to and who
to report to
6. Then, attempt to answer incoming calls

| can’t imagine being that person, with bad timing, that had a medical emergency when an incident like
that is going on, because that 1 dispatcher, as skilled and experienced as | know they are, is not capable
of handling all of that safely for the citizens of the City or the Police Officers and Firefighters. 1

Every policy listed in the section Goal PFS-8, Policies PFS-8.1 thru PFS-8.14, none of these policies are
currently accomplished by the City. Every one of these policies is related to public safety and the City is 4
currently unable to provide adequate service with the existing population, they aren’t capable of
handling a bigger population.

My other concerns about the presentation on September 217 are regarding the statement that was
made several times about certain topics covered, including noise, dust, and water usage, the persan that
made the presentation repeatedly said that “the topic {noise, dust etc.) would have a significant impact
but it was unavoidable”. Who and what determines when something reaches a level that is significant
and needs to be accommodated? =

Another significant topic is the City's inability to provide upkeep on infrastructure. If the plans for
Village 5 will take 10-15 years to complete what will ensure the City will be able to maintain the
infrastructure? When the City annexed the property for the Wastewater Treatment plant they agreed
to maintain the readway surrounding it, but if you travel on Fiddyment Rd you’ll notice that the HUGE 5
potholes are on the area that surrounds the portion of the Wastewater Treatment plant that the City is
responsible for and fails to maintain. This is an example of what | expect from the City of Lincoin
because this is their current practices. | want to see some sort of assurance that they City would be W

Village 5 Specific Plan 3-246 ESA / 130368
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2017



3. Comments and Responses

Letter 10

forced to maintain the infrastructure for all of the roadways that will still be rural for a period of time T 5]
but will have much more traffic on them. cont.

| see in the policy referenced below that the City must provide a financing plan prior to annexation, has
that been done and when will it be presented for public hearing?

PF5-1.2 Annexation Requirements. The City shall requira that prior to any annexations ta the City a detailed public facilties and
financing plan be completed that considers both capital facilities and the fiscal impacts to the City's ongoing eperation and
maintenance costs.

| believe that the city is expecting the construction to be the answer to their fiscal problems. The
problem | see is that the Public Safety funds come from the General Fund and that is supplied mostly by
sales tax. The City is going to grow exponentially with area that is primarily residential, and will not
provide long term benefit for the General Fund, but there will be many more residents to provide public 8
safety for and no funds to support hiring more Officers & Firefighters. Clearly the city has a history of
poor fiscal management since the money from the initial housing boom was squandered and there has
been nearly 10 years of running the City on the brink of bankruptcy, putting the citizens at risk every
single day. 1

Thank you for your time, | look forward to a written response regarding the above listed discrepancies. I 9

Sincerely,

Andy & Trudi Nielson
5245 Nicolaus Rd
Lincoln, CA 95648
916-645-3844
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Letter 110
Response

Andy & Trudi Nielson

110-1

110-2

The City considers a police chief to be a primary source of information, having
working knowledge of the operational capacities of the City’s police department
(LPD). As shown on page 3.14-3, the City also incorporated response time study
data into the existing environment discussion for police services.

As described on page 3.14-3, the response times of LPD are incomparable to
Lincoln Fire Department as LPD does not have similar response areas (similar
response locations and location distribution) to the Lincoln Fire Department, by
which the two could be compared. LPD response times are subject to the
availability of responding officers and prioritization of responses to multiple calls.

The Draft EIR for the proposed project assumes that as the City’s population
increases, that LPD staff levels will be increased to meet demand for police
services. The EIR is tasked with considering potential environmental impacts
from construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities, necessary
for the addition of necessary LPD staff, not whether the LPD will have enough
personnel. The City makes decisions regarding LPD staffing levels, which are
not the focus of the CEQA impact analysis. The discussion for Impact 3.14-6
concludes that the proposed project would likely generate the need for up to 36
new officers and eight new sworn staff, as well as 20,971 square feet of new
office space. As a result, the Plan Area has been designed to provide one police
station on site. This station would be built to the specifications of the
requirements of the City of Lincoln and would be large enough in size to provide
for the appropriate personnel and equipment necessary. Thus, development of an
LPD facility within the V5SP Area is assumed under the proposed project, the
impacts of which being included within the full buildout scenario of the VV5SP.

Similar to Response to Comment 110-1, for police services, the EIR is required to
consider potential environmental impacts from construction of new fire
protection facilities or expansion of existing facilities, necessary for the addition
of necessary fire protection staff. The City makes decisions regarding fire
protection staffing levels which are not the focus of the CEQA impact analysis.
As discussed for Impact 3.14-7, it is anticipated that the development of the City
and its villages would bring an increase in funding and a return to historic
staffing and facility levels for fire protection. The location of the additional
facilities necessary for the full buildout of the 2050 General Plan has not been
identified and therefore, the environmental impacts have not yet been studied.
However, full buildout of the V5SP would require 25 new fire staff as well as
22,476 square feet of new fire station space. As a result, the Plan Area has been
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110-3

110-4

110-5

110-6

110-7

110-8

designed to accommaodate two new fire stations. These stations would be built to
the specifications of the requirements of the City of Lincoln and would be large
enough in size to provide the appropriate number of staff and therefore, would
fulfill the needs of the service area. The environmental impacts of these stations
are considered in each respective technical section under the full buildout of the
V5SP area scenario.

The commenter notes that emergency response staffing, including dispatch
personnel, is deficient. The comment does not address a specific CEQA issue. As
a result, no further response is required under CEQA. The comment is noted and
will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, an EIR is an informational document
that informs decision makers as to the impacts of a proposed action or project.
The City of Lincoln is the lead agency for the EIR for the VV5SP project,
therefore, the EIR has been prepared in accordance with City of Lincoln policies.
The City determines the thresholds of significance against which anticipated
impacts from the proposed project are compared. Impacts that exceed thresholds
of significance are considered significant. If the application of feasible mitigation
is unavailable or would not reduce significant project impacts to less than
significant levels (below significance thresholds), than any such impacts are
considered to be “significant and unavoidable” impacts of the proposed project.
In short, the City Council has the ultimate decision-making authority.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration. Notwithstanding,
the City notes that the financing plan identifies infrastructure costs of
construction and maintenance, including road infrastructure. The County, not the
City, currently maintains roads in the future Village 5 area, including Fiddyment
Road.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration. Notwithstanding,
the City will consider a financing plan for Village 5 at the public hearing(s) on
the project.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The comment is noted
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and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration. Notwithstanding,
the financing plan for Village 5 indicates that the commercial development
within Village 5 will produce over $5,000,000 in sales tax annually for the City’s
General Fund. As such, Village 5 is expected to not only support the staffing for
the village, but for other parts of the City as well.

110-9 The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided. The City staff is
available to answer any further questions regarding the project.
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Letter PC1
1 five?
2 ANGELA ALLOWAY: Three.
4 ALBERT SCHEIBER: Good evening. My name is Albert T
il Scheiber, 1700 Moore Road.
5 As a side note, 1t's not part of my notes here, I
3 apoclogize because I didn't realize there was different
7 types of public comments, and so I prepared these ahead of
8 time.
5 So I live at 1700 Moore Road. Part of our property
10 is in Village 7. The rest is in SUD B, also known as it 1
11 goes through the process as Village 5.
12 My family has been farming on this property since
T2 1918. I do not have enocugh time to detail all of my
14 comments on this EIR in the time allowed, so I'm going to
1.5 get as far as I can on a list of bullet points. I will
16 then give this letter to the clerk to be entered into the
17 public record. A more detailed letter will follow prior
18 to the close of the comment period. 1
19 First one. T commented two years ago on the —-- in T
20 the last comment period about poor communication. While
21 it's gotten khetter, I still believe it to be a problem.
22 For example, I understand Richland had public meetings 2
23 that we were not notified of. Also, I had to address the
24 City Council at their last meeting just to get a hard copy
25 of the EIR. 1
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1 In my opinion -- numbker two. In my opinion, the T
2 flood plain is still inaccurate on our property, which
3 would mean all calculations downstream are also
il inaccurate. A wider, inaccurate flood plain means less ¢
5 developakble land that we can build on, if we so decide to,
6 and more copen space that Richland can claim for their
7 project at our expense. 1
8 Number three. I don't believe that Richland wants T
G to —-= I don't believe that because Richland wants to
10 develop and annex their property that everyone else in
11 this area should also have to do the same. BAccording to 4
12 the EIR, they own way less than half of the project area
13 but are forcing the rest of the property owners to comply
14 with what they and the City of Lincoln want. 1
15 Number four. As I read through the EIR, I found a T
16 lot of contradictions and errors. I was reading through
17 the ag overlay zone, specifically for the Williamson Act, 5
18 and it said for more information to go to a specific
19 section. That section was not in the hard copy I was
20 given and I could not find it online either. 1
21 Number five. The ag overlay zone is a halfhearted T
B3 attempt to tie in all other agricultural wverbiage created
23 -— to c¢reate a good feeling about this project. It 6
24 contains words like "compatible,"™ which will allow the
25 City of Lincoln to systematically remove agriculture from A
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N

1 thought I'd see. It's a nod to the ones that want to
2 continue farming, raising cows, but I want to make sure I
3 can sell it like that, that the next person down the rocad
il can buy my ten acres and put some agriculture on it, some
5 horses or whatever. 3o I'd like to see in the EIR that
G that right to move forward as an agricultural piece will
7 continue after my death.
38 Now, I'm not going to be around in 2050 when the
4 General Plan is finished, at least I don't plan on being
10 arcound then, and, you know, I'd like to have that concern
14 for my -- that for my family so that they can rest assured
12 that they won't be forced out if they would continue in éim_
13 agriculture.
14 I want to make sure that I a3 a landowner don't have
15 to create the space between the develeoper and my
16 agriculture. Now, in your EIR it says that the effect of
17 agriculture is potentially significant. And absolutely.
15 When I'm out there running a disc, when I'm out there
16 moving the cows around, it's noisy, it's dusty. Okay. S5So
20 I don't want to have to give up any of my land, though, to
21 make that separation between a resident who wants to sleep
22 in on a Sunday morning or Saturdseay morning. There aren't
23 Saturdays and Sundays in my business, it's Jjust daily
24 taislks. 1
25 So going forward, I heard one comment tonight about, l 0
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N
1 well, if vyou want to stay on septic, 1f you want to stay
2 on your well, that would be okay. You know, words are
3 just words because at what standards in the future should
1 I want to stay on my well and on my septic do I have to 9
5 have before the city might say to me you have a septic cont
6 problem, it doesn’'t meet current standards, your water is
7 not clean enough for human consumption, although it looked
&; pretty good to me. 50 anyway, the comment about 1f you
G want to hoock up in the future is kind of a
10 non-substantiated comment. -
1:4; Thank you very much for your time.
12 DAN KARLESKINT: Thank vyou.
13 Next comment.
14 ——=000———
15 GENE THORPE: Helloc. My name is Gene Thorpe. I'm a| T
16 past president of Placer Association of Realtors and a
17 past president of the Lincoln Area Chamber of Commerce. 10
18 I've lived contiguously to the Scheiber family. We
1% have ten acres there. We also would like to be assured
20 that we'll be able to continue to cperate as agricultural. 1
21 DAN KARLESKINT: Sim.
22 s G
23 JIM DATZMAN: Good evening. My name 1s Jim Datzman.
24 I reside at 905 Yosemite Lane in Lincoln. Past 11
o) co-chairman for the Lincoln Economic Development
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1 Committee, where I served for eight years, served on the N
2 Fiscal Sustainability Subcommittee for the evaluation of
3 public safety services, and I currently serve on the City
1 Parks and Rec Committee.
5 As a new Lincoln resident in the year 2000, I
G remember the circumstances that the City of Rocklin was
7 facing. And like i1ts wealthy neighbor to the south, the
38 City of Roseville, the City of Rocklin had relatiwvely
4 little retail and commercial development. Look at what
10 happened since that time. Well-planned development along
14 the 65 corridor all the way to Sunset Boulevard, all along
12 the Highway 80 corridor to Sierra College Boulevard has ;;m
13 changed the economic face of the city —- of that city.
14 Today the City of Rocklin has the resources to support
L5 full public safety services, new parks, other amenities
16 assoclated with a full-service community.
17 For 16 years our city has waited for that time when
18 it would be our turn to create the additional commercial
19 growth necessary to support the level of services we want
20 to see 1in our community. Village 5 has a combination of
21 amenities to take us to that next level as a full-service
22 community. The Richland Corporation has a proven track
23 record for our region for quality development. I've also
24 found Clifton Taylor, who heads this project for Richland,
25 to be an attentive, responsive representative for the v
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1 company . N
7 When the Parks and Recreation Committee expressed an
3 interest in possibly including a community fishing pond as
1 an amenity, Clifton took several hours of his time to tour
5 the property with myself and the committee chair, Roger
G Ueltzen, and review potential sites for such a project.
7 Tnclusion of a retail development as an important
38 part of this plan has the potential to drive the economic
4 engine we have been seeking in order to bolster important
10 community services, including additional public safety 11
14 personnel. R
12 This project has an excellent balance of homes,
13 schools, athletic fields, retail space. I encourage
14 support for what T consider to be an important crossroads
L5 for the City of Lincoln.
16 Thank you for the opportunity to speak.
17 DAN KARLESKINT: Thank you. -
18 Next comment.
1% = Bli=——
20 ARRON ZAMBEANA: My name is Raron Zambrana, located |7
21 at 3440 Rockwell Lane. I appreciate the opportunity to
22 speak with you here tonight.
23 I moved to the country because I love open space and 12
24 T like farming. And I like -- I grew up in Clovis. It
25 was nice out there. And there are certain privileges that v
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1 I moved out there to enjoy, and I want to make sure that N
2 if we go forward with this project that we will be able to
3 continue to enjoy those things. My sons like to right
1 motorcycles. I like my burn piles, and I Jjust like
5 growing stuff.
6] And s0, you know, I want to make sure that, you
7 know, compatibility issues we don't run into conflicts.
38 We're a little guy, most of us are individual house
9 owners, we don't have deep pockets for big lawyers, and ;ﬁm
10 I'd 1like to see some things in writing guaranteeing us the
L rights to be able to continue to enjoy the things that
12 we've enjoyed, even if that means that certain blocks or
13 areas of Rockwell Lane and Neighbor Lane aren't
14 incorporated into the city. We would like to remain
15 Placer County to make sure we preserve our rights as
16 country owners. 4
17 DAN KARLESKINT: Thank you.
15 Any further comments? Yesz, ma'am.
1% = Bli=——
20 BECKY LASPINA: My name is Becky Laspina, 950 Nelson |T
21 Lane, Lincoln.
22 I'm not particularly pleased to see that my road
23 will become ©0ld Nelscon Lane and that Moore Road will be 13
24 widened, which I -- because I'm on the corner of Nelson
25 and Moore, so my property will be diminished in size. So v
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T 13
1 I'm not pleased about that. cont.
7 Thank you.
3 DAN KARLESKINT: Comment back there?
4 st
5 JUSTIN MOORE: My name is Justin Mococre. I live at T
G 3303 Neighbor Lane.
7 And, you know, my family has been out here for a
g long, long time. Most of that 4,700 acres was once the
9 Moores', right? So cbviously that's been done, sold, most
10 of 1t 15 gone, no longer part of mine.
L So I do have a little tiny piece that T purchased in 14
12 2012, and I'd like -- I'd like the same, I'd like to be
13 able to guarantee that if I want to stay on well water I
14 can stay on well water, if I can have a bonfire I can have
L5 a bonfire.
16 I have three little kids who are ——- well, now
17 they're seventh generation in Lincoln. So I'd like them
183 to be able to continue doing the same thing I've done on
15 that side of town, on the west side of town, you know.
20 So thank you for your time. 1
21 soszeneyllgrs—a—
22 ROB WOLF: Hi there. Rob Wolf from 2142 Ladera Lane |T
23 in Lincoln. Thank you for the ocpportunity to speak
24 tonight, commissioners. e
25 And I wanted to just speak out. I spent four years ¥
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1 on the Planning Commission, and so I had a chance to meet M
2 Richland Planned Communities. We moved to Lincoln in
3 2003, and Richland was one of the first developers that we
il had met. And they've consistently been a great partner
5 not only to the, you know, Chamber of Commerce, which I
6] sat on the Chamber of Commerce Board, but in the
7 community.
38 And it's been really great to see this project. I'm
4 excited about it personally for both the city and for the
10 smart growth that we'll see. &And I know that -- it's
14 great to see such a good turnout from everyone because I
12 know that, you know, there aren't many forums for people
13 to speak. And so to see people come and have their, you 15
14 know, concerns voiced. cont.
L5 T do know one thing is that in having worked with
16 Richland over the years that they're extremely responsive
17 into things that they have -- vou know, the workshops
15 thevy've had and have been a good partner to all the
16 organizations that I've been involved in between Rotary
20 and Chamber of Commerce and all the things that I've done
21 to serve the city.
22 And so the last time I saw a big turnout like this
23 was a Planning Commission meeting on a city sign
24 ordinance, and I think we were here until about 11 o'clock
25 at night. S5¢ I'm glad that it probably won't go this N7
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1 late. And I would consider myself an old-timer, but with |4)
2 Mike Roberts up there I think he would probably not allow
3 me to say that since I'm here since 2003.
1 But some things about the project in particular.
5 It's really good to see that the —- you know, they take -
G took the kind of head start to really partner in with the
7 schools. And while nothing is goling toc be perfect and I'm
38 sure things will change, getting ahead of that stuff to
4 see what the, you know, community might need is exciting.
10 And to see the sports complex.
L T for a short period of time served on the Placer
12 Valley Tourism Board, and it was always interesting with ;3m
13 all the bigger hotels in Rocklin and Roseville and we have
14 our Holiday Inn Express, which is -- you know, serves the
15 community wvery well, but we've always been, you know,
16 often the step-child of things to Rocklin and Roseville.
17 2nd so I think, as somecne said, this project is a good
183 shot in the arm that it's going to be something that's
16 going to help us.
20 And I look at some of the things that we have as far
21 as the things that make unique —-- or Lincoln feel unique.
22 And I think about how long this project will go with the
23 smart growth, and I'm sure that they'll be available to,
24 you know, help and kind of answer questions along the way.
25 And while nothing will be perfect, I'm excited to W
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1 see —-- you know, as a real estate professional, I -- you N
2 know, we often -- I sell a lot in Highland Reserve, which
3 was the community that Richland did. And when we get
1 homes over there, they literally sell like hotcakes
5 because it's a great neighborhood and it was smart planned
6 and, vyou know, has the Nugget over there and all the
7 things that are there.
g And I know from seeing other real estate
4 professicnals in the audience that when you sell
10 communities in times when -- 2006 to 2011 when we were
L selling Lincoln Crossings and the Mello-Roos bond was, you
12 know, three, four, five hundred dollars a month and it
13 made the tax basis fee two and a half percent plus on a ;ﬁm
14 home sale, it made it challenging to sell a home.
15 And so, you know, when you are a city and
16 individuals and homeowners and all the collective groups
17 we all, you know, kind of come from, yvou're really kind of
183 betting on who the people are and what their commitment
16 is. And so when T was on the Planning Commission, I saw a
20 lot of the -- you know, they come in, they kind of get
21 their project approved, yvou know, you never see them,
22 maybe there's two or three people. So it's good to see &
23 room full of the whole, you know, staff and people
24 involved in the development organization on Village 5.
25 DAN KARLESKINT: Wrong. 1
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1 ROB WOLE: It's good.
2 DAN KARLESKINT: The light.
3 ROB WOLF: Thank you.
1 DAN KARLESKINT: I appreciate everybody's comments.
5 Remember that the primary reason for the meeting is
6 comments on the EIR and what they've missed. I'm willing
7 to take the other comments, but the primary purpose is
&; that.
G 50 the next person wants to make a comment. Yes,
10 ma'am.
1:4; ] Bl e
12 TRUDY NIELSEN: Hi. My name is Trudy Nielsen. I T
13 live at 5245 Nicolaus.
14 I'd like to address the public safety side of this.
15 Currently the City of Lincoln runs with two sworn officers 16
16 and a sergeant on duty at a time for a city of 45,000
17 people. That's currently the same staffing that the City
18 of Auburn runs for 12,000. This city is drastically
16 understaffed in law enforcement and fire. !
20 It's nice to hear everybody talk about the economic T
21 growth, it will bring money to the city, but they're not
22 the ones losing their property.
23 I believe the folks that bought out in Twelve "
24 Bridges in 2004 are still waiting for the high school that
o) they were promised. v
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1 It's just -- from a —-- from a public safety N
2 standpoint, it's difficult for me to understand how the
3 city can barely cover what they have now, as understaffed
1 as they are, to then look at building ocut into what yvou'wve
5 already annexed on the west side -- or the sast side of
6 town and now you're looking at grabbing all of that over
7 there also. I think that's very under-looked at with all
3 the money that the city made with Lincoln Crossing and the
G original huge build-out that you're still &t the point to
10 where you can't staff —-- properly staff a public safety 17
el department. cont.
12 2And i1f folks are here that are in the city, I would
13 invite you to look into the public safety for the city as
14 it currently stands. It is very poorly staffed. And to
1.3 me that has to go with how the money was spent and/or
16 saved from when the first huge build-out happened and that
17 there's still nothing for the city as it is.
18 S50 I -- 1 feel I will losgse my property, my home,
16 whatever it happens to be, and will still be in a
20 situation from the poor management. 1
21 Thanks.
22 DAN KARLESKINT: Thank you.
23 Any more comments? Golng once --—
24 -—-0olo-—-
o) MIKE BOOTH: My name is Mike Booth. I live at l’18
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Letter PC1
Response

Multiple Commenters, City of Lincoln Planning Commission
Meeting
September 21, 2016

PC1-1

PC1-2

PC1-3

PC1-4

PC1-5

PC1-6

PC1-7

PC1-8

PC1-9

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project, for which responses can be provided.

Public notice and availability of physical copies of the Draft EIR are detailed on
Page 1-5, of the Introduction chapter. The Draft EIR and all documents
referenced within the Draft EIR were made available for public review at the
City of Lincoln, Development Services Department, 600 Sixth Street, Lincoln,
California, 95648. The Draft EIR was also made available at the Lincoln Public
Library and available from the City on compact disc. The Draft EIR was also
posted electronically on the City’s website. The City notes that the project
applicant has held at least three landowner meetings and sent notices to all
Assessor Parcel Numbers in the Village 5 area. Mr. Scheiber signed at least two
of the sign in sheets. Additionally, the project applicant has made all key project
documents available on its website, as has the City on its website.

Please see Response to Comment 11-3.
Please see Response to Comment 11-4.
Please see Response to Comment 11-5.
Please see Response to Comment 11-6.

The comment does not specify issues with the environmental impact report for
the proposed project; thus, no response is required.

The commenter testified as to his concerns regarding ongoing agricultural uses in
the VV5SP area after annexation. Please see Master Response 2.

The commenter testified that he would like to be able to stay on septic and well
for sewer and water service if he so desires. This is not a comment relating to the
Draft EIR and thus, does not require response under CEQA. However, the City
notes that the new AQ infrastructure standards allow for landowners using
private sewer and water systems in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations to continue using those systems even if new public sewer and water
systems are installed within 200 feet or more from any onsite structure or
drainage facility. In fact, Section 3.4.13.5 of the AO standards in the GDP states,
“The construction or installation of a new public sewer or water system will not
cause property owners to abandon their private systems.” (GDP, page 3-3.)
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Further, repairs and restoration of existing private sewer and water system would
be allowed so long as they were consistent with applicable laws. With that said,
no new private water or sewer systems could be installed on an AO parcel post-
annexation if the new private sewer or water system is located within 200 feet of
a public sewer or water system.

PC1-10 Please see Master Response 2.

PC1-11 The commenter provided his support for the proposed project. No comments
regarding the Draft EIR were provided. As a result, no further response is
required.

PC1-12 Please see Master Response 2.

PC1-13 The commenter did not express any issues with the Draft EIR. As a result, no

response under CEQA is required.

PC1-14 The commenter expressed his desire to stay on well water and continue having
bonfires. He did not provide any comments regarding the Draft EIR; thus, no
response under CEQA is required. However, the City refers him to Response to
Comment PC1-9, above, regarding utility connections. With regard to bonfires,
the City of Lincoln prohibits the burning of dry vegetation within City limits.

PC1-15 The commenter testified as to his support for the project. He did not make any
substantive comments regarding the Draft EIR. As a result, no response is
required under CEQA.

PC1-16 Please see Responses to Comments 110-1 and 110-2.

PC1-17 The commenter expressed opinions regarding the project but did not raise any
guestions regarding the Draft EIR. As a result, no response is required under
CEQA.

PC1-18 The commenter did not provide questions or comments about the Draft EIR. As

result, no response is required under CEQA.
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CHAPTER 4
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

4.1 Introduction

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires public
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a mitigated negative declaration or specified

environmental findings related to environmental impact reports.

The following is the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Village 5 Specific Plan. The intent
of the MMP is to prescribe and enforce a means for properly and successfully implementing the
mitigation measures identified within the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this project.

4.2 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures are taken from the Village 5 Draft EIR and are assigned the same number
as in the Draft EIR. The MMP describes the actions that must take place to implement each
mitigation measure, the timing of those actions, and the entities responsible for implementing and
monitoring the actions.

4.3 MMP Components

The components of the attached table, which contains applicable mitigation measures, are addressed
briefly, below.

Impact: This column summarizes the impact stated in the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures that were identified in the Village 5 Draft EIR are
presented, as revised in the Final EIR, and numbered accordingly.

Action(s): For every mitigation measure, one or more actions are described. The actions delineate
the means by which the mitigation measures will be implemented, and, in some instances, the
criteria for determining whether a measure has been successfully implemented. Where mitigation
measures are particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the measure.

Component: This column identifies the relevant component of the proposed projects to which the
mitigation measure applies. The mitigation measure may apply to the Full Specific Plan, Area A, or
Windsor Cove. More than one project component may be identified.
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Implementing Party: This item identifies the entity that will undertake the required action.

Timing: Implementation of the action must occur prior to or during some part of project approval,
project design or construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is identified.

Monitoring Party: The City of Lincoln is primarily responsible for ensuring that mitigation
measures are successfully implemented. Within the City, a number of departments and divisions
would have responsibility for monitoring some aspect of the overall project. Other agencies, such as
the Placer County Air Quality Management District, may also be responsible for monitoring the
implementation of mitigation measures. As a result, more than one monitoring party may be
identified.
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TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Quality

3.1-4: Implementation of the
proposed project would introduce
light and glare into the project area.

3.1-8: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
a cumulative increase in light and
glare in the vicinity of the Plan Area.

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Services

3.2-1: Implementation of the
proposed project would result in
conversion of Important Farmland to
non-agricultural use.

3.1-4:

During the design review process, the applicant shall adhere to the following measures
to reduce impacts from light and glare:

a) Alllight standards shall be shielded and directed downward so that light shall not
emit higher than a horizontal level.

b) Reflective surfaces of multi-story buildings facing streets, open spaces, parks, and
residential neighborhoods shall be oriented to avoid generating glare that could
create a nuisance or safety hazard.

c) For parks or other facilities anticipated to include nighttime activities, the site and
placement of overhead lighting shall be designed to minimize exposure of adjacent
properties to spillover light and minimize the amount of light that would be visible
above the horizontal plane of the light fixture.

d) Normal operating hours for lighting related to nighttime recreational activities shall
be until 10:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday, and on Friday and Saturday until
11:00 p.m. to reduce the disruption to adjacent properties. Special events that
would require lighting beyond normal operating hours would be subject to a permit
to be issued by the City.

e) Alllight standards shall be the minimum height possible to achieve necessary
lighting goals, subject to approval by the Public Services Director.

3.1-8:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.1-4.

3.2-1(a):
a) If the PCCP has been approved and adopted, the project applicant shall comply
with the PCCP to mitigate impacts to agricultural lands, most specifically rice lands.

b) The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-1(b) and 3.4-2(b) in
Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, shown below.

3.4-1

b) If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

1) The project applicant for each project phase shall retain a qualified biologist
to delineate all wetlands and waters of the U.S. or other protected waters
within the proposed development. The delineation(s) shall be submitted to
the USACE for verification as part of the formal Section 404 wetland
delineation process. If no wetlands are determined to be present, or if
wetlands would be avoided, no further mitigation would be required. Prior to
fill of any wetlands, or hydrologic interruption of the wetland, the applicant
must obtain a Section 404 permit and obtain Section 401 certification from
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.

2) For each 1.0 wetted acre of vernal pools impacted, 1.35 acres of vernal
pools shall be preserved. For purposes of calculating impact and mitigation
requirements, seasonal depressional wetlands shall be considered vernal
pools. For each 1.0 acres of impact of any other wetland type, the
preservation requirement may be met by preserving 1.35 acres of any
wetland type without regard for in-kind mitigation. The preservation

requirement for open water may be met through preservation of 1.0 acres of

open water or any wetland type for eachl1.0 acres of impact. The total
amount of required wetland preservation under this strategy will be
automatically reduced by any and all wetland preservation required by any
permitting agency.

Shield and direct light downward.
Orient buildings to minimize glare.

Minimize light spillover for all parks and
recreational facilities.

Limit lighting for nighttime recreational
activities to 10pm Sunday through Thursday
and 11pm on Friday and Saturday, requiring
specially timed events to obtain a City
permit.

Require light standards that achieve lighting

goals and meet Public Services Director
approval.

Full Specific Plan/Area A

See Mitigation Measure 3.1-4. See Mitigation Measure

3.1-4.

Comply with PCCP vis-a-vis agricultural
lands.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

Full Specific Plan

Implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-1(b) and
3.4-2(b).

Full Specific Plan

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.1-4.

Project applicant

Project applicant

During design review
process

See Mitigation Measure
3.1-4.

During the permitting
process

During the permitting
process

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department, City
of Lincoln Public Services
Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.1-4.

City of Lincoln Community

Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)
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Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

For each 1.0 acres of vernal pool impact, 1.25 acres of compensatory
wetlands shall be restored, enhanced or created including a minimum of
0.75 acres of vernal pool and no more than 0.5 acres of other wetlands. For
each 1.0 acres of impact of any other wetland type, the restoration,
enhancement, or creation requirement may be met by restoring, enhancing,
and/or creating 1.25 acres of any wetland type without regard for in-kind
mitigation. The compensatory requirement for open-water may be met
through restoration, enhancement, and/or creation of 1.25 acres of open
water or any wetland type for each 1.0 acres of impact. The total amount of
required compensatory wetland restoration, enhancement, or creation
under this measure will be automatically reduced by any and all wetland
restoration, enhancement, and creation required by any permitting agency
as well as any wetland preservation required by a permitting agency greater
than the wetland preservation amount required by this mitigation. The
compensatory requirement shall not be reduced below 1.0 by excess
preservation.

Approximately 715 acres of land within the PCCP Reserve Acquisition Area
that would serve as suitable mitigation land for impacts on habitat within
Area A have been identified and acquired by the applicant. All mitigation
lands would be located within the Upper Coon-Upper Auburn watershed
north of Auburn Ravine. Soil types at these mitigation lands would consist
primarily of San Joaquin-Cometa sandy loams soils, with some occasionally
flooded Xerofluvents soils, frequently flooded Xerofluvents soils, Cometa
sandy loam soils, and Cometa-Fiddyment complex soils. Some of these
soils have impervious soil layers and support vernal pool complexes or
could be restored to vernal pool or seasonal swale habitats. If the entire
mitigation area is not needed for mitigation of Area A impacts, impacts to
vernal pool habitats and species within other areas could be mitigated on
these lands.

The mitigation lands are currently used as mostly grassland/pasture and
fallow/idle cropland, with some areas used to grow winter wheat, hay/non-
alfalfa, and other crops. The mitigation lands are largely surrounded by
fallow/idle cropland, rice fields, hay/non-alfalfa fields, and active cropland
used for growing clover/wildflowers, rye, corn, and other rotational crops.
Management of the mitigation lands could be modified to provide greater
benefit to special-status plant and wildlife species.

3) Wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation shall be
accompanied by the associated uplands and hydrology necessary to
sustain long-term viability in a natural or restored environmental setting.

4) ltis anticipated that most wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement
and creation may be accomplished on land conserved to meet the land
cover mitigation requirement and will be subject to the required
conservation easements and management plans. If additional lands are
conserved to meet the wetland mitigation requirement, the same
requirements for conservation easements and management plans shall
apply.

5) Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation
banks to meet all or a part of the wetland mitigation required by this
strategy.

6) The density of wetlands on land conserved to meet the land cover
mitigation requirement in some projects within the V5SP may provide
wetland mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy.
Excess mitigation may be freely assigned by private agreement between
projects within the City of Lincoln and Lincoln Sphere of Influence. Such
assignment shall be documented and tracked by the City. Project applicants
may apply excess mitigation assigned from other projects in the Plan Area
to meet all or a part of the wetland mitigation required by this measure
provided proof of assignment can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
City.
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VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s)
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Implementing Party
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Monitoring Party

7) The City may allow mitigation located outside of Placer County that
advances the City’s conservation goals and meets the biological intent of
this mitigation strategy. In addition, the City may accept credits from out-of-
county conservation or mitigation banks towards full or partial compliance
with this strategy if the project is within the agency-approved service area
for the credits.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

8) Prior to any construction activities that could impact protected waters, a
protective fence shall be erected around the boundaries of avoided
wetlands, including a protective buffer as dictated in the 401, 404, or 1600
permits as described in section 9) below. This fence shall remain in place
until all construction activity in the immediate area is completed. No activity
shall be permitted within the protected areas except for those expressly
permitted by the USACE and/or CDFW.

9) A construction buffer shall be provided along all avoided wetlands in
accordance with the Section 404 permit, and Section 401 Water Quality
Certification. Only those uses allowed in the Section 404 permit and Section
401 Water Quality Certification and/or the Streambed Alteration
Agreements shall be permitted in the wetlands preserve and its buffer.

10) Water quality in the avoided wetlands shall be protected during construction
in the watershed by using erosion control techniques including (as
appropriate), but not necessarily limited to, preservation of existing
vegetation, mulches (e.g., hydraulic, straw, wood), and geotextiles and
mats. Additionally, urban runoff shall be managed to protect water quality in
the wetlands preserve using techniques such as velocity dissipation
devices, sediment basins and pollution collection devices.

3.4-2

a)

b)

If the PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that
participation shall satisfy all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

1) The project applicant shall obtain a Biological Opinion and any applicable
incidental take authorization from USFWS and comply with the conditions
and requirements therein.

2) The project applicant shall prepare and submit to the City, a Project-Level
Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources Mitigation Plan
that implements the open space, agricultural land and biological resources
strategy and includes the following elements:

i.  Identification and quantification of land cover and wetland removal and
applicable mitigation requirements set forth below in subsection (5).

ii. Identification and quantification of proposed mitigation lands and/or
resources with sufficient detail to allow for City evaluation, including
plans for restoration, enhancement and/or creation of wetlands.

iii. Identification of any conservation or mitigation bank credits or
assignment of excess mitigation from other projects in the V5SP.

iv. Draft conservation easements and draft management and monitoring
plans, if applicable.

v. An endowment for long-term management of the proposed mitigation
lands.

3) Any Project-Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource
Mitigation Plan must be approved by the City, in its sole discretion, at the
time of the approval of any improvement plans for subdivision
improvements or off-site infrastructure, recordation of a final map (not
including a large lot final map that results in no disturbance of any existing
natural condition), or issuance of any project-level discretionary approval for
non-residential land uses that does not require a tentative subdivision map.
A Project-Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource
Mitigation Plan may cover a development project or group of projects and
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Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

must include any required off-site infrastructure unless covered by a
separate project-level mitigation plan for that infrastructure improvement.
The City may require the applicant to provide a conceptual plan for the
Project-Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources
Mitigation Plan that includes a calculation of acres of impact and acres of
required mitigation prior to approval of a General Development Program or
tentative map. A tentative map may have more than one Project-Level
Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan if
the development authorized by the map is owned by separate owners.

Each project (including off-site infrastructure) must demonstrate compliance
with an approved Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources
Mitigation Plan prior to approval of a grading permit that results in land
cover or wetland impact. Such compliance may be phased with the actual
development of the project. Demonstration of compliance shall include:

i Demonstrate recordation of required easements for land conservation.

ii.  Demonstrate ownership of applicable credits and/or assignment of any
applicable excess mitigation from other projects in the V5SP.

iii. Demonstrate implementation of an endowment for the management of
all mitigation lands.

iv. Demonstrate approval of construction and monitoring plans for any
required restoration, enhancement, or creation of wetlands. Provide
proof of executed contracts and initiation of construction.

v. Documentation and approval of any mitigation credits eligible for future
use or assignment.

An Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources Mitigation Plan
shall require that for every 1.0 acres of land cover impacted, 1.35 acres of
land will be conserved in perpetuity. The impact area shall be calculated to
the nearest one-tenth (0.10) acre. The total amount of required acreage will
be automatically reduced by any and all off-site conservation or mitigation
land required by any permitting agency, specifically including upland areas
required in association with wetland mitigation, whether acquired through
mitigation bank credits or other means. The mitigation land to be conserved
may be located in the Reserve Acquisition Areas, or elsewhere as
determined by the City and regulatory agencies. No additional land
mitigation will be required beyond the 1.35 to 1.0 requirement for the
removal of land cover.

To determine the acreage of land cover impact, all land within the V5SP
shall be considered to be “land cover,” except for land that is already
developed with infrastructure, such as roadways, and homes and related
development such as accessory structures, driveways, improved roadways,
and landscaped areas. Any land cover that will be maintained in or restored
to a natural or semi-natural condition as required by the City and/or any
state or federal permitting agency shall not be included in the land cover
impacted acreage. Any wetland area required to be avoided, restored,
and/or enhanced on site by the City and/or any permitting agency shall be
automatically excluded from the removal calculation.

Land conserved under this measure shall, to the extent feasible, as
determined by the City, be located within the Reserve Acquisition Area, but
may be included in other areas deemed adequate by the regulatory
agencies. Impacts to annual grassland, vernal pool grassland, and pasture
lands cover shall be mitigated on existing or restorable grassland. All other
land cover impacts may be mitigated on any natural or semi-natural land
within the Reserve Acquisition Areas, specifically including agricultural land.
Vernal pool grassland will be mitigated by any grassland without regard to
wetted area density.

Conservation sites shall be subject to recorded conservation easements
and management plans with an identified funding source for long-term
management of conserved lands. The conservation easements and
management plans are subject to approval by the City and shall provide for
the long-term maintenance of biological functions and values while,
whenever feasible, also providing for compatible agricultural use. The City
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3.3 Air Quality

3.3-2: Construction of land uses
under the proposed project would
generate criteria pollutant emissions
that could substantially contribute to
a potential violation of applicable air
quality standards or to nonattainment
conditions.

9)

shall accept as satisfactory mitigation any conservation easement and/or
management plan required and approved by the terms and conditions of
any permit issued by a state or federal resource agency.

Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation

banks to meet all or a part of the conservation required by this strategy.
Specifically, the uplands associated with any bank wetland preservation,
restoration, enhancement or creation may be applied towards the land
cover mitigation requirement provided that the uplands are subject to an
appropriate conservation easement and the applicant can demonstrate that
the approved mitigation credits include both wetland and upland land cover
to the satisfaction of the City. Mitigation and conservation banks must be
approved by the USFWS, USACE, or the CDFW. Credits can count toward
mitigation obligations if the banks are consistent with the requirements of
state and federal natural resources agencies, as accepted by the City.

10) It is anticipated that, depending on the availability and relative parcel size of

potential conservation sites, some projects within the V5SP may provide
land cover mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy.
Excess mitigation may be freely assigned by private agreement between
projects within the City of Lincoln and the Lincoln Sphere of Influence. Such
assignment will be documented and tracked by the City. Project applicants
may apply excess mitigation assigned from other projects in the V5SP to
meet all or a part of the land cover mitigation required by this measure
provided proof of assignment can be provided to the satisfaction of the City.

11) Because of their particular regulatory status and their biological importance,

3.2-1(b):

wetlands shall be accounted for separately through mitigation ratios
requiring preservation and or restoration of a set amount of wetted area
calculated as a proportion of wetland impact as set forth in Mitigation
Measure 3.4-1. These wetted acres, along with any upland area that is
conserved in association with the wetted acres, will be fully credited
towards the required land cover mitigation. It is intended that all of the
wetland mitigation shall be counted towards land cover mitigation
requirements. Likewise, all wetted acres contained within land cover
mitigation shall be counted towards wetland mitigation.

Concurrent with development of Area A, the project applicant shall preserve mitigation
lands at ratios identified in Mitigation Measures 3.4-1(b) and 3.4-2. The preserved land
should be of similar agricultural productivity, soil classifications, and farmland type
(Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland) as the
land proposed for development in Area A. Conservation Easements for agricultural and
biological resources may be stacked, meaning that areas preserved to mitigate for
biological resources can also serve as mitigation for agricultural impacts.

3.3-2a:

The applicant(s) shall implement the following mitigation measures for each phase of
development in the time frames provided:

a) Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, (whichever occurs first), on
project sites greater than one acre, the applicant shall submit a Construction
Emission/Dust Control Plan to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District. The
applicant shall provide written evidence to the City of Lincoln that the plan has
been submitted to the District. It is the responsibility of the applicant to deliver the
approved plan to the local jurisdiction. The applicant shall not break ground prior to
receiving District approval of the Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan and
delivering that approval to the City of Lincoln. The Construction Emission/Dust
Control Plan shall include, but not be limited, to the following measures:

i. In order to control dust, an operational watering truck shall be on site during
construction hours. In addition, dry chemical sweeping is prohibited. Watering
at the construction site shall be carried out in the compliance with operating
APCD rules and City of Lincoln requirements.

Preserve mitigation lands at ratios identified
in Mitigation Measures 3.4-1(b) and 3.4-2

Submit a Construction Emission/Dust
Control Plan.

Area A

V5SP and Area A

Project applicant

Project applicant

During development of
Area A

Prior to approval of grading
or improvement plans

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District
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b)

c)

d)

e)

ii. Fugitive dust shall not exceed 40% opacity and not go beyond the project
boundary at any time as required by District Rule 228 Fugitive Dust (Section
300). If lime or other drying agents are used to dry out wet grading areas, they
shall be controlled so as to not exceed District Rule 228 Fugitive Dust
limitations. The prime contractor shall be responsible for having an individual,
certified by CARB to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), who shall
routinely evaluate compliance to Rule 228, Fugitive Dust on a weekly basis.

iii. The track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a result of
operations, or erosion, shall be minimized by the use of track-out and erosion
control, minimization, and preventative measures. Specifically, the prime
contractor shall apply water or use other methods to control dust track out so
construction vehicles leaving the site shall reduce dust, silt, mud, and dirt from
being released or tracked off-site. Also, the prime contractor “wet broom” the
streets (or use another method to control dust as approved by the City) if silt,
dirt, mud or debris is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares within one
hour from adjacent streets anytime such material track-out extends for a
cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet onto any paved public road during
active operations.

iv. Traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or
less.

v. To control dust once grading is complete, the prime contractor shall apply
methods such as surface stabilization, establishment of the vegetative cover,
paving, or other methods approved by the City.

vi. The prime contractor shall suspend all grading activities when wind speeds
(including instantaneous gusts) are high (typically winds greater than 25 miles
per hour), and dust is traveling offsite.

vii. Stockpiles of dirt shall be covered when not being used or otherwise controlled
to prevent erosion and/or dust.

The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory (i.e.,
make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50
horsepower or greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the
construction project. If any new equipment is added after submission of the
inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the District prior to the new equipment
being utilized. At least three business days prior to the use of subject heavy-duty
off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide the District with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, name, and phone number of
the property owner, project manager, and on-site foreman.

Provide comprehensive construction
equipment inventory and anticipated
construction timeline.

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, (whichever occurs first), the
applicant(s) shall provide a written calculation to the District for approval
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used
in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
meet Tier 4 emission standards or the equivalent Tier standards established by the
State in place at the time of construction. If Tier 4 equipment is unavailable for any
equipment type, the prime contractor shall notify the PCAPCD that Tier 3 off-road
equipment will be utilized.

During construction, the contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g.,
electricity) or clean fuel (e.g., propane, gasoline, biodiesel, and/or natural gas)
generators rather than temporary diesel power generators, to the degree feasible.

sources, where possible.

During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of 5
minutes for all diesel-powered equipment. maximum.

Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas of the construction site to

limit idling to a maximum of 5 minutes. maximum time for engine idling.

Use existing or cleaner fuels and power

Minimize engine idling time to a five-minute

Provide signage indicating five-minute

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

Prime Contractor

Prime Contractor

Prime Contractor

Prime Contractor

Prior to construction

During construction

During construction

During construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District
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3.3-3: Operational activities
associated with development under
the proposed project would result in
emissions of criteria air pollutants at
levels that would substantially
contribute to a potential violation of
applicable air quality standards or to
nonattainment conditions.

3.3-5: Development under the
proposed project would locate
sensitive residential receptors in
close proximity to SR 65, which
would result in the exposure of
persons to substantial toxic air
contaminant concentrations.

3.3-7: The proposed project would
result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the region is in
nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors).

f)

9)

h)

No open burning of removed vegetation shall be allowed unless permitted by the
PCAPCD. All removed vegetation material shall either be chipped on site or taken
to an appropriate recycling site, or if a recycling site is not available, a licensed
disposal site.

A person shall not discharge into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds
(VOC's) caused by the use or manufacture of Cutback or Emulsified asphalts for
paving, road construction or road maintenance, unless such manufacture or use
complies with the provisions of Rule 217.

Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified
mechanic and determine to be running in proper condition before it is operated.

3.3-3:

To reduce operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, the following
PCAPCD Standard Operational Air Quality Mitigation Measures shall be implemented
as part of the project’s final design:

a)

b)

c)

Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes. Prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall show on the submitted building
elevations that all truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one
110/208 volt power outlet for every two dock doors. Diesel Trucks idling for more
than the allotted time shall be required to connect to the 110/208 volt power to run
any auxiliary equipment. A minimum 2’x3’ signage which indicates “Diesel engine
Idling limited to a maximum of five minutes” shall be included with the submittal of
building plans.

Prior to Design Review approval, the Site Plan shall show that the applicant has
provided the number of preferential parking spaces for employees that
carpool/vanpool/rideshare as required by the District. Such stalls shall be clearly
demarcated with signage as approved by the Design Review Board.

Prior to Design Review approval, the applicant shall show that on-site bicycle racks
will be provided as required by the District.

3.3-5:

a)

b)

The Specific Plan design guidelines and development standards shall incorporate
the following measures to reduce or avoid exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs:

i. New sensitive land uses shall not be permitted within 300 feet of a large
gasoline station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per
year or greater). Require a 50-foot separation between gasoline stations with a
throughput less than 3.6 million gallons per year.

ii. Only non-perchloroethylene dry-cleaning facilities shall be permitted within the
Plan Area.

Residential units shall not be constructed at distances less than 100 feet of the
edge of the SR 65 right-of-way.

3.3-7:

The applicant(s) shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 to reduce operational ROG,
NOx and PM10 emissions.

Remove vegetation through chipping or at
an appropriate recycling or disposal site.

Avoid discharging VOCs into the
atmosphere.

Maintain proper working condition for all
construction equipment.

Implement PCAPCD Standard Operational
Air Quality Mitigation Measures.

Provide preferential parking for employees
that carpool/vanpool/rideshare.

Demonstrate provision of on-site bicycle
racks.

Reduce TAC exposure by placing new
sensitive lands uses no closer than 300 feet
of a large gasoline station and only permit
non-perchloroethylene dry-cleaning
facilities.

Construct residential units at least 100 feet
from the edge of the SR 65 ROW.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-3.

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

V5SP and Area A

Full Specific Plan and
Area A

Full Specific Plan and
Area A

See Mitigation Measure
3.3-3.

Prime Contractor

Prime Contractor

Prime Contractor

Prime Contractor

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure

3.3-3.

During construction

During construction

During construction

Prior to Building Permit
issuance

Prior to Design Review
approval

Prior to Design Review
approval

Prior to Design Guidelines
approval

Prior to Design Guidelines
approval

See Mitigation Measure
3.3-3.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
Placer County Air Pollution
Control District

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-3.
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3.4 Biological Resources

3.4-1: Implementation of the
proposed project could have a
substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act through direct removal,
placement of fill, hydrological
interruption, or by other means and
would result in fill of jurisdictional
wetlands or other protected waters.

3.4-1:

a)

b)

If the PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that participation
shall satisfy all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

1) The project applicant for each project phase shall retain a qualified biologist to
delineate all wetlands and waters of the U.S. or other protected waters within
the proposed development. The delineation(s) shall be submitted to the USACE
for verification as part of the formal Section 404 wetland delineation process. If
no wetlands are determined to be present, or if wetlands would be avoided, no
further mitigation would be required. Prior to fill of any wetlands, or hydrologic
interruption of the wetland, the applicant must obtain a Section 404 permit and
obtain Section 401 certification from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board.

2) For each 1.0 wetted acre of vernal pools impacted, 1.35 acres of vernal pools
shall be preserved. For purposes of calculating impact and mitigation
requirements, seasonal depressional wetlands shall be considered vernal
pools. For each 1.0 acres of impact of any other wetland type, the preservation
requirement may be met by preserving 1.35 acres of any wetland type without
regard for in-kind mitigation. The preservation requirement for open water may
be met through preservation of 1.0 acres of open water or any wetland type for
each 1.0 acres of impact. The total amount of required wetland preservation
under this strategy will be automatically reduced by any and all wetland
preservation required by any permitting agency.

For each 1.0 acres of vernal pool impact, 1.25 acres of compensatory wetlands
shall be restored, enhanced or created including a minimum of 0.75 acres of
vernal pool and no more than 0.5 acres of other wetlands. For each 1.0 acres
of impact of any other wetland type, the restoration, enhancement, or creation
requirement may be met by restoring, enhancing, and/or creating 1.25 acres of
any wetland type without regard for in-kind mitigation. The compensatory
requirement for open-water may be met through restoration, enhancement,
and/or creation of 1.25 acres of open water or any wetland type for each

1.0 acres of impact. The total amount of required compensatory wetland
restoration, enhancement, or creation under this measure will be automatically
reduced by any and all wetland restoration, enhancement, and creation
required by any permitting agency as well as any wetland preservation required
by a permitting agency greater than the wetland preservation amount required
by this mitigation. The compensatory requirement shall not be reduced below
1.0 by excess preservation.

Approximately 715 acres of land within the PCCP Reserve Acquisition Area
that would serve as suitable mitigation land for impacts on habitat within Area A
have been identified and acquired by the applicant. All mitigation lands would
be located within the Upper Coon-Upper Auburn watershed north of Auburn
Ravine. Soil types at these mitigation lands would consist primarily of San
Joaquin-Cometa sandy loams soils, with some occasionally flooded
Xerofluvents soils, frequently flooded Xerofluvents soils, Cometa sandy loam
soils, and Cometa-Fiddyment complex soils. Some of these soils have
impervious soil layers and support vernal pool complexes or could be restored
to vernal pool or seasonal swale habitats. If the entire mitigation area is not
needed for mitigation of Area A impacts, impacts to vernal pool habitats and
species within other areas could be mitigated on these lands.

The mitigation lands are currently used as mostly grassland/pasture and
fallow/idle cropland, with some areas used to grow winter wheat, hay/non-
alfalfa, and other crops. The mitigation lands are largely surrounded by
fallow/idle cropland, rice fields, hay/non-alfalfa fields, and active cropland used
for growing clover/wildflowers, rye, corn, and other rotational crops.
Management of the mitigation lands could be modified to provide greater
benefit to special-status plant and wildlife species.

Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation
measures under CEQA.

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

Provide mitigation at specified ratios. Full Specific Plan, Area A,

and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

Following PCCP adoption
and approval

During construction of each
project phase.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
United States Army Corps of
Engineers
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-2: Implementation of the
proposed project could result in
adverse impacts to special-status
species, either directly or through
habitat modifications.

3) Wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation shall be
accompanied by the associated uplands and hydrology necessary to sustain
long-term viability in a natural or restored environmental setting.

4) ltis anticipated that most wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and
creation may be accomplished on land conserved to meet the land cover
mitigation requirement and will be subject to the required conservation
easements and management plans. If additional lands are conserved to meet
the wetland mitigation requirement, the same requirements for conservation
easements and management plans shall apply.

5) Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation
banks to meet all or a part of the wetland mitigation required by this strategy.

6) The density of wetlands on land conserved to meet the land cover mitigation
requirement in some projects within the V5SP may provide wetland mitigation
in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation may be
freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the City of
Lincoln and Lincoln Sphere of Influence. Such assignment shall be documented
and tracked by the City. Project applicants may apply excess mitigation
assigned from other projects in the Plan Area to meet all or a part of the
wetland mitigation required by this measure provided proof of assignment can
be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City.

7) The City may allow mitigation located outside of Placer County that advances
the City’s conservation goals and meets the biological intent of this mitigation
strategy. In addition, the City may accept credits from out-of-county
conservation or mitigation banks towards full or partial compliance with this
strategy if the project is within the agency-approved service area for the credits.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

8) Prior to any construction activities that could impact protected waters, a
protective fence shall be erected around the boundaries of avoided wetlands,
including a protective buffer as dictated in the 401, 404, or 1600 permits as
described in section 9) below. This fence shall remain in place until all
construction activity in the immediate area is completed. No activity shall be
permitted within the protected areas except for those expressly permitted by the
USACE and/or CDFW.

9) A construction buffer shall be provided along all avoided wetlands in
accordance with the Section 404 permit, and Section 401 Water Quality
Certification. Only those uses allowed in the Section 404 permit and Section
401 Water Quality Certification and/or the Streambed Alteration Agreements
shall be permitted in the wetlands preserve and its buffer.

10) Water quality in the avoided wetlands shall be protected during construction in
the watershed by using erosion control techniques including (as appropriate),
but not necessarily limited to, preservation of existing vegetation, mulches (e.g.,
hydraulic, straw, wood), and geotextiles and mats. Additionally, urban runoff
shall be managed to protect water quality in the wetlands preserve using
techniques such as velocity dissipation devices, sediment basins and pollution
collection devices.

3.4-2:

a)

b)

If the PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that participation
shall satisfy all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

1) The project applicant shall obtain a Biological Opinion and any applicable
incidental take authorization from USFWS and comply with the conditions and
requirements therein.

2) The project applicant shall prepare and submit to the City, a Project-Level Open
Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources Mitigation Plan that
implements the open space, agricultural land and biological resources strategy
and includes the following elements:

Implement PCCP measures related to
habitat preservation.

Implement habitat preservation at identified
ratios.

Full Specific Plan

Full Specific Plan

Project applicant

Project applicant

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
United States Fish and Wildlife
Service

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
United States Fish and Wildlife
Service

Village 5 Specific Plan
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3)

4)

5)

6)

i. Identification and quantification of land cover and wetland removal and
applicable mitigation requirements set forth below in subsection (5).

ii. Identification and quantification of proposed mitigation lands and/or
resources with sufficient detail to allow for City evaluation, including plans
for restoration, enhancement and/or creation of wetlands.

iii. Identification of any conservation or mitigation bank credits or assignment
of excess mitigation from other projects in the V5SP.

iv. Draft conservation easements and draft management and monitoring plans,
if applicable.

v. An endowment for long-term management of the proposed mitigation lands.

Any Project-Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource
Mitigation Plan must be approved by the City, in its sole discretion, at the time
of the approval of any improvement plans for subdivision improvements or off-
site infrastructure, recordation of a final map (not including a large lot final map
that results in no disturbance of any existing natural condition), or issuance of
any project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land uses that does
not require a tentative subdivision map. A Project-Level Open Space,
Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan may cover a
development project or group of projects and must include any required off-site
infrastructure unless covered by a separate project-level mitigation plan for that
infrastructure improvement. The City may require the applicant to provide a
conceptual plan for the Project-Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and
Biological Resources Mitigation Plan that includes a calculation of acres of
impact and acres of required mitigation prior to approval of a General
Development Program or tentative map. A tentative map may have more than
one Project-Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource
Mitigation Plan if the development authorized by the map is owned by separate
owners.

Each project (including off-site infrastructure) must demonstrate compliance
with an approved Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources
Mitigation Plan prior to approval of a grading permit that results in land cover or
wetland impact. Such compliance may be phased with the actual development
of the project. Demonstration of compliance shall include:

i. Demonstrate recordation of required easements for land conservation.

ii. Demonstrate ownership of applicable credits and/or assignment of any
applicable excess mitigation from other projects in the V5SP.

iii. Demonstrate implementation of an endowment for the management of all
mitigation lands.

iv. Demonstrate approval of construction and monitoring plans for any required
restoration, enhancement, or creation of wetlands. Provide proof of
executed contracts and initiation of construction.

v. Documentation and approval of any mitigation credits eligible for future use

or assignment.

An Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resources Mitigation Plan
shall require that for every 1.0 acres of land cover impacted, 1.35 acres of land
will be conserved in perpetuity. The impact area shall be calculated to the
nearest one-tenth (0.10) acre. The total amount of required acreage will be
automatically reduced by any and all off-site conservation or mitigation land
required by any permitting agency, specifically including upland areas required
in association with wetland mitigation, whether acquired through mitigation
bank credits or other means. The mitigation land to be conserved may be
located in the Reserve Acquisition Areas, or elsewhere as determined by the
City and regulatory agencies. No additional land mitigation will be required
beyond the 1.35 to 1.0 requirement for the removal of land cover.

To determine the acreage of land cover impact, all land within the V5SP shall
be considered to be “land cover,” except for land that is already developed with
infrastructure, such as roadways, and homes and related development such as
accessory structures, driveways, improved roadways, and landscaped areas.
Any land cover that will be maintained in or restored to a natural or semi-natural
condition as required by the City and/or any state or federal permitting agency

Village 5 Specific Plan

Final Environmental Impact Report
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-3: Implementation of the
proposed project could result in the
loss and/or degradation of vernal
pool habitat, and the loss of special-
status vernal pool crustaceans or
amphibians.

3.4-3:

a)

b)

shall not be included in the land cover impacted acreage. Any wetland area
required to be avoided, restored, and/or enhanced on site by the City and/or
any permitting agency shall be automatically excluded from the removal
calculation.

7) Land conserved under this measure shall, to the extent feasible, as determined
by the City, be located within the Reserve Acquisition Area, but may be
included in other areas deemed adequate by the regulatory agencies. Impacts
to annual grassland, vernal pool grassland, and pasture lands cover shall be
mitigated on existing or restorable grassland. All other land cover impacts may
be mitigated on any natural or semi-natural land within the Reserve Acquisition
Areas, specifically including agricultural land. Vernal pool grassland will be
mitigated by any grassland without regard to wetted area density.

8) Conservation sites shall be subject to recorded conservation easements and
management plans with an identified funding source for long-term management
of conserved lands. The conservation easements and management plans are
subject to approval by the City and shall provide for the long-term maintenance
of biological functions and values while, whenever feasible, also providing for
compatible agricultural use. The City shall accept as satisfactory mitigation any
conservation easement and/or management plan required and approved by the
terms and conditions of any permit issued by a state or federal resource
agency.

9) Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation
banks to meet all or a part of the conservation required by this strategy.
Specifically, the uplands associated with any bank wetland preservation,
restoration, enhancement or creation may be applied towards the land cover
mitigation requirement provided that the uplands are subject to an appropriate
conservation easement and the applicant can demonstrate that the approved
mitigation credits include both wetland and upland land cover to the satisfaction
of the City. Mitigation and conservation banks must be approved by the
USFWS, USACE, or the CDFW. Credits can count toward mitigation obligations
if the banks are consistent with the requirements of state and federal natural
resources agencies, as accepted by the City.

10) It is anticipated that, depending on the availability and relative parcel size of
potential conservation sites, some projects within the V5SP may provide land
cover mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess
mitigation may be freely assigned by private agreement between projects within
the City of Lincoln and the Lincoln Sphere of Influence. Such assignment will be
documented and tracked by the City. Project applicants may apply excess
mitigation assigned from other projects in the V5SP to meet all or a part of the
land cover mitigation required by this measure provided proof of assignment
can be provided to the satisfaction of the City.

11) Because of their particular regulatory status and their biological importance,
wetlands shall be accounted for separately through mitigation ratios requiring
preservation and or restoration of a set amount of wetted area calculated as a
proportion of wetland impact as set forth in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. These
wetted acres, along with any upland area that is conserved in association with
the wetted acres, will be fully credited towards the required land cover
mitigation. It is intended that all of the wetland mitigation shall be counted
towards land cover mitigation requirements. Likewise, all wetted acres
contained within land cover mitigation shall be counted towards wetland
mitigation.3.2-1(b) (Area A)

If the PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the measures under CEQA.
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that participation
shall satisfy all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.

If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2.
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

1) The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1, subsection b)
and Mitigation Measure 3.4-2.

Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1 and 3.4-2.

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1 and 3.4-2.

Following PCCP adoption
and approval

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1 and 3.4-2.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1
and 3.4-2.

Village 5 Specific Plan
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-4: Implementation of the

proposed project could result in the
loss and/or degradation of rare plant

populations.

3.4-5: Implementation of the

proposed project could result in the
loss of western pond turtle and/or

degradation of potential habitat.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

c) Orange exclusionary fencing shall be placed, and a buffer area of 250 feet (or
lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective by a qualified biologist with approval
from USFWS) maintained, around any avoided (preserved) vernal pool crustacean
or western spadefoot toad habitat during construction to prevent impacts from
construction vehicles and equipment. This fencing shall be inspected by a qualified
biologist throughout the construction period to ensure that it is in good functional
condition.

d) Prior to beginning work on a project site, all on-site construction personnel shall
receive instruction regarding the presence of listed species and the importance of
avoiding impacts to these species and their habitat.

3.4-4:

a) For Areas B through J, the project applicant(s) for each phase shall retain a
qualified biologist to conduct focused botanical surveys in vernal pool complexes,
fresh emergent marsh, seasonal wetlands and nonnative annual grassland habitats
within the Plan Area for special-status plant species including, but not limited to,
pincushion navarretia, dwarf downingia, slender Orcutt grass, Sanford’s
arrowhead, and big-scale balsamroot during the appropriate time of year to detect
each of these species. In order to determine the appropriate survey window, the
qualified biologist shall visit reference populations when such populations are
available and accessible. If no special-status plants are located during the surveys,
no mitigation would be required.

b) If special-status plant species are located during surveys in areas proposed for
ground disturbance, the project applicant for each project shall mitigate for impacts
to vernal pool wetlands and complexes as described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-3,
for impacts to grasslands as described in Mitigation Measure3.4-2, and for
wetlands as described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. The applicant shall also report
the plant survey results to CDFW using a CNDDB field survey form. In addition, the
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to develop and implement a special-status
plant salvage and transplantation plan that shall be approved by CDFW. The plan
shall provide for the salvage of seeds of the impacted special-status plants and soil
from the site surrounding those plants. The salvaged seeds and soil shall be
transplanted to a protected site with appropriate habitat. To ensure the success of
transplantation and the species, the applicant shall monitor the protected site for
three years from the date of transplantation.

c) |If state or federally-listed plants are found during surveys, project applicant for each
project phase shall consult with CDFW to obtain an Incidental Take Permit under
Section 2081 of the CESA and comply with the conditions and requirements
therein, and/or USFWS to obtain a Biological Opinion under Section 7 of FESA and
comply with the conditions and requirements.

3.4-5:

a) If the PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that participation
shall satisfy all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.

b) If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

1) Prior to project construction for each phase that would disturb any potential
habitat for western pond turtle, the project applicant(s) for such phase shall
retain a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys of potential
habitat and the vicinity (250 feet) within 30 days prior to project construction. If
no western pond turtles are located, no mitigation would be required and
construction could proceed.

2) If western pond turtles are determined to be present, and potential habitat is not
proposed for modification due to development of the site, then exclusionary
fencing shall be used to prevent the turtle(s) from entering the construction
area. The location of the fence shall be determined by a qualified biologist.
Retained habitat shall also be protected through implementation of water
quality and hydrology measures that ensure habitat remains viable post-
construction as required for Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404 permits and
would be consistent with the Draft PCCP.

Provide fenced buffer area of 250 feet.

Instruct construction personnel about listed
species and avoiding impacts.

Conduct botanical surveys to determine
presence of special status plant species.

If special-status plant species are found,
implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 for
vernal pool wetlands, Mitigation Measure
3.4-2 for grasslands, and Mitigation
Measure 3.4-1 for wetlands. Use a CNDDB
survey form to report results to CDFW.

If state or federally-listed species are found,
obtain Incidental Take Permit from CDFW
and comply with USFWS requirements.

Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation
measures under CEQA.

Implement habitat preservation at identified
ratios

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Areas B through J

Areas B through J

Areas B through J

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Full Specific Plan

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

Following PCCP adoption
and approval

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
California Department of Fish
and Wildlife

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
California Department of Fish
and Wildlife

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department,
California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, United States Fish
and Wildlife Service

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1
VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s) Component Implementing Party Timing Monitoring Party

3) If occupied habitat would be impacted or lost, the project applicant(s) for each
phase shall retain a qualified biologist approved by the CDFW to relocate all
potentially affected western pond turtles into suitable habitat. Lost habitat would
be mitigated through the Sections 401 and 404 permitting process, and would
be consistent with the Draft PCCP.

3.4-6: Implementation of the 3.4-6: Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation Full Specific Plan, Area A, Project applicant Following PCCP adoption City of Lincoln Community
proposed project could result in the a) Ifthe PCCP has been adopted by the County, the City, and approved by the measures under CEQA. and Windsor Cove and approval Development Department
loss or disturbance of nesting birds agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP and that participation
and the loss or degradation of shall satisfy all of the mitigation requirements for this impact.
special-status bird nesting and
foraging habitat. b) If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been See Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b)(2)-(10). See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures for foraging habitat 3.4-2(b)(2)-(20). 3.4-2(b)(2)-(10). 3.4-2(b)(2)-(20). 3.4-2(b)(2)-(20).
shall apply:
1) The project applicant shall comply with Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b)(2)-(10).
c) Ifthe PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and/or has not been Conduct any tree removal and construction Full Specific Plan Project applicant During construction per the City of Lincoln Community
approved by the agencies, the following mitigation measures for nesting habitat activities according to the protocol described time frames described in Development Department
shall apply: in Mitigation Measure 3.4-6(c). Mitigation Measure 3.4-6(c)

for tree removal and
construction activities
between March 15 and
August 30.

1) If construction activity that may disturb nesting birds (according to a qualified
biologist) occurs during the nesting season (February 15 - September 1), the
project applicant(s) for each project phase shall retain a qualified biologist to
conduct a pre-construction breeding-season survey of the project site at least
30 days prior to onset of construction. Surveys for nesting raptors shall be
conducted within ¥ mile of proposed construction activities. A survey for
nesting birds shall be conducted within 500 feet of construction areas to
determine if any birds are nesting on or within 500 feet of the project site. The
results of the survey shall be valid only for the season when it is conducted.
New surveys shall be conducted if construction of the surveyed area extends
into the following season or if construction is suspended for more than 14 days
during the nesting season, or if there is a substantial change in the level of
disturbance at the site, unless all the potential nesting trees or other habitat
have been removed.

2) |If the pre-construction survey does not identify any protected raptor or bird
nests on or within the buffers to the project site, no mitigation shall be required.
However, should any active nests be located within 500 feet of a proposed
construction area at any time throughout the construction, the project
applicant(s) for each project phase, in consultation with CDFW, shall avoid all
bird nest sites located in the project site disturbance area(s) during the
breeding season (approximately February 15 - September 1) while the nest is
occupied with adults and/or young. This avoidance could consist of delaying
construction in close proximity to the nest during the nesting season or
establishing a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest site. The size of the
buffer zone shall be determined in consultation with CDFW. The buffer zone
shall be delineated by orange temporary construction fencing. Any occupied
nest shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no
longer in use. Should construction activities cause the nesting bird to vocalize,
make defensive flights at intruders, get up from a brooding position, or fly off
the nest, then a qualified biologist should identify an increased exclusionary
buffer such that activities are far enough from the nest to stop this agitated
behavior.

Additional Measures for Swainson’s Hawk

3) The project applicant(s) for each project phase shall retain a qualified biologist
to conduct a Swainson’s hawk nesting survey within the area to be disturbed,
extending out to one-half mile. The survey shall be conducted during the
nesting season of the same calendar year that construction is expected to
begin, and prior to the issuance of any grading permits. If this survey does not
identify any nesting Swainson’s hawk in the area within the project site that will
be disturbed plus the one-half mile radius, no mitigation would be required.

Village 5 Specific Plan 4-15 ESA / 130368
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-7: Implementation of the
proposed project could result in the
loss of valley elderberry longhorn
beetle and/or loss or degradation of
potential habitat.

4)

Should any active Swainson’s hawk nests be located within one-half mile of the
disturbance area, no project-related activities that could cause nest
abandonment or forced fledging (such as heavy equipment operation), shall be
initiated within the one-quarter mile (buffer zone) of an active nest between
March 1 and September 15. If high quality Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat
would be removed (i.e., alfalfa fields and pasture), then the applicant shall
purchase mitigation credits for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat at a CDFW-
approved mitigation bank at a ratio of 1.35:1 or protect similar value agricultural
land at a ratio of 1.35:1 with a conservation easement that maintains the land in
high-value Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in perpetuity, consistent with
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2(b)(2)-(10).

Additional Measures for Burrowing Owl

5)

6)

7

Prior to project construction the project applicant(s) for each project phase shall
hire a qualified biologist to conduct both nesting and wintering season surveys
for burrowing owl to determine if potential habitat within 500 feet of ground
disturbance is used by this species. The timing and methodology for the
surveys shall be based on the 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.
A qualified biologist will conduct four survey visits: 1) at least one visit between
February 15 and April 15, and 2) a minimum of three survey visits, at least
three weeks apart between April 15 and July 1. If feasible, at least one visit will
occur after June 15. Surveys will be conducted within areas that, according to
the qualified biologist, could support burrowing owl nesting habitat at the project
site and within 150 meters of areas that will be directly or indirectly impacted by
the project, if feasible.

If burrowing owls are discovered during the surveys, the project applicant shall
notify the CDFW. A qualified biologist shall monitor the owls and establish a
fenced exclusion zone around each occupied burrow. No construction activities
shall be allowed within the exclusion buffer zone until such time that the
burrows are determined to be unoccupied by a qualified biologist. The buffer
zones shall be a minimum of 150 feet from an occupied burrow during the non-
breeding season (September 1 through January 31), and a minimum of 250
feet from an occupied burrow during the breeding season (February 1 through
August 31).

If complete avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW shall be consulted regarding a
Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan. All activities that will result in a disturbance to
burrows shall be approved by CDFW prior to implementation.

Additional Measures for Tricolored Blackbird

8)

3.4-7:

Prior to project construction the project applicant(s) for each project phase shall
hire a qualified biologist to conduct a tricolored blackbird nesting survey within
the area to be disturbed, targeting potential breeding habitat such as emergent
marsh, riparian thickets, and blackberry brambles. Two surveys shall be
conducted at least three weeks apart between March 15 and September 1
within 500 feet of the area subject to ground disturbance. If a nesting colony is
found within the survey area the project applicant(s) shall consult with CDFW to
develop a Tricolored Blackbird Mitigation Plan to avoid, minimize and
compensate for impacts to occupied nesting habitat and adjacent foraging
habitat. Mitigation measures may include work windows (March 15 to
September 1) to avoid impacting an active on-site nesting colony, purchasing
conservation easements to protect occupied nesting and foraging habitat, or
other measures mutually agreed upon by the applicant(s) and CDFW.

a) If the PCCP has been adopted by the County and City and approved by the
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with the PCCP, which shall be deemed
to mitigate for impacts to the VELB.

b) If the PCCP has not been adopted by the County and City and approved by the
agencies, the project applicant shall comply with mitigation measures (c)
through (e)

Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation
measures under CEQA.

Protect elderberry shrubs as described in
Mitigation Measures 3.4-7(c) through
3.4-7(e).

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

Project applicant

Following PCCP adoption
and approval

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-8: Implementation of the
proposed project could result in
changes to surface water quality in
Auburn Ravine that could affect
Central Valley Steelhead and
Chinook salmon due to the
reconstruction and/or widening of

various bridges within the Plan Area.

<)

For construction requiring consultation under Section 7 of the FESA, the project
applicant shall obtain incidental take authorization and comply with the requirements
therein. If no Section 7 consultation is required (because no federal permit is
required), the applicant shall comply with mitigation measures (d) through (f).

d) The removal of elderberry shrubs or their stems measuring one inch or greater
(removal or trimming) shall be compensated for by salvaging and planting the
affected elderberry shrubs and planting additional elderberry shrubs and
associated native riparian plants at a 1:1 ratio. Mitigation planting shall occur, to the
maximum extent practicable, in areas adjacent to the impact area and/or located to
fill in existing gaps in riparian corridors. If the plants to be removed show recent
boring holes, the project applicants shall consult with the USFWS and obtain
incidental take authorization prior to removal.

e) Elderberry shrubs with stems measuring one inch or greater in diameter at ground
level that are not proposed to be removed shall be protected as follows during
construction:

1. Any ground disturbing activities within 100 feet of elderberry plants containing
stems measuring one inch or greater in diameter at ground level shall provide a
minimum setback of at least 20 feet from the drip line of each elderberry plant
containing stems measuring one inch or greater in diameter at ground level.
The setbacks shall be fenced and flagged to prohibit equipment and materials
encroachment into the setback zone. Fire fuel breaks (disked land) may not be
included within the 20-foot setback.

2. The project applicant shall brief the construction foreman on the need to avoid
damaging the elderberry plants (unless the proper take authorization is
obtained) and the possible penalties for not complying with these requirements.
A copy of these mitigation measures shall be provided to the construction
foreman for his distribution to his crews by the project applicant.

3. No insecticides, herbicides, fertilizers, or other chemicals that might harm the
beetle or its host plant shall be used in the buffer areas, or within 100 feet of
any elderberry plant with one or more stems measuring one inch or greater in
diameter at ground level.

4. No mowing shall occur closer than five feet to elderberry plant stems. Mowing
shall be done in a manner that avoids damaging elderberry plants (e.g., avoid
stripping away bark through careless use of mowing/trimming equipment).

5. Trimming of elderberry stems less than one inch in diameter may occur
between September 1 and March 14. The elderberry plants shall only be
trimmed between November through the first two weeks in February, or when
the plants are dormant and after they have lost their leaves.

3.4-8: Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation

a) Ifthe PCCP has been adopted and approved prior to the start of construction inthe ~ Measures under CEQA.
V5SP area in question, the project applicant(s) (be they the City, County, or
another agency) shall comply with the PCCP and mitigate for impacts to Central
Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon as stated in the PCCP.

b) If the PCCP has not been adopted and approved prior to the start of construction in ~ Protect Central Valley steelhead and winter-

the V5SP area in question, the project applicant(s) (be they the City, County, or run and spring-run Chinook salmon as
another agency) shall comply with the following mitigation measures: described in Mitigation Measures 3.4-8(b).

1) Obtain a Biological Opinion and incidental take authorization for Central Valley
steelhead and winter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon from NMFS and
comply with the conditions and requirements therein.

2) Obtain any necessary permits from the USACE, CDFW, and the RWQCB.
Dewatering plans and the specific temporary impacts to Auburn Ravine
associated with bridge construction shall be discussed in the permit
applications and avoidance and minimization measures shall be proposed,
including timing of construction to avoid presence of steelhead and Chinook
salmon, fish rescue and relocation, as well as specific BMPs to avoid impacts
to these species and their habitat. The permit requirements shall include the
following elements:

e In-water construction work windows shall be observed in consultation with
NMFS and CDFW, and as specified in the permits issued.

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

Project applicant

Following PCCP adoption
and approval

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

Village 5 Specific Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-9: Implementation of the
proposed project could have a
substantial adverse effect on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural
communities identified in local, state,
or federal plans, policies, or
regulations.

3.4-11: Implementation of the
proposed project could conflict with
the provisions of approved local,
regional or state policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance.

o Applicant(s) shall implement a pile driving, dewatering and fish rescue plan.
The plan shall include specific measures to avoid and minimize impacts to
salmonids and their habitats during bridge construction, and shall be
approved by NMFS and CDFW.

3) Install Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fences within 200 feet of work
along Auburn Ravine, as indicated in the 401 or 404 permits. The ESA fencing
shall be delineated on the final plans for each project phase and the fence shall
be installed and remain on-site until construction within 200 feet of the Auburn
Ravine preserve area is completed.

4) Implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 and construction best management
practices (BMPs) as prescribed in the project’s Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared in accordance with the California National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General
Permit) (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAR000002). These BMPs
shall be in place throughout the construction for each project phase. The
SWPPP shall include specific measures for water conservation; vehicle and
equipment cleaning, fueling and maintenance; dewatering; paving and grinding;
concrete finishing and curing; directing water away from work areas; use of
attachments on construction equipment to catch debris; use of approved covers
or platforms to collect debris; stockpiling of accumulated debris and waste
generated during demolition away from watercourses; and ensuring safe
passage of wildlife, as necessary.

3.4-9:

a)

If the PCCP has been adopted and approved prior to the start of construction in the
V5SP area in question, the project applicant(s) shall comply with the PCCP and
mitigate for impacts to and loss of sensitive natural communities as stated in the
PCCP.

b) If the PCCP has not been adopted and approved prior to the start of construction in
the V5SP area in question, the project applicant(s) shall comply with Mitigation
Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, and 3.10-1.

3.4-11:

a) Forimpacts to threatened or endangered vegetation, the project applicant(s) shall
implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-6, 3.4-7, 3.4-8,
3.4 9, and 3.10-1 as applicable.

b) For impacts to heritage oak trees, the project applicant(s) shall first make every

reasonable attempt to avoid any heritage oak tree by designing around it. If a
heritage oak tree cannot be avoided due to health, safety, and welfare risks, the
project applicant(s) shall provide the following mitigation:

i.  Submit a justification statement as to why the heritage tree(s) cannot be
preserved in place to the City’'s Community Development Director.

ii. Provide a Site Plan with proposed development which also identifies the
location of the heritage tree(s) to be removed.

iii. If the Community Development Director deems the justification statement to be
valid, the project applicant(s) shall mitigate the loss of heritage oak trees on an
inch for inch basis. Specifically, for every inch of heritage oak tree removed, an
inch of oak tree shall be planted. All new plantings shall be plantings in a
minimum of 15 gallon pots, and shall be of the same species of oak as was
being removed and replaced, and shall, if feasible, be located on the property

from which the heritage oak tree was removed. Project applicant(s) shall submit

to the City’s Community Development Director a revegetation plan for his/her
review and approval. The project applicant(s) shall irrigate and maintain the
new plantings for a minimum of three years, at which time a licensed arborist
shall opine as to whether the trees are sufficiently established to release the
project applicant(s) from continuing to irrigate and maintain the plantings. Any
replacement trees which die before the end of the irrigation and maintenance
obligations shall be replaced at a 1:1 ratio.

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Use PCCP to satisfy all biological mitigation
measures under CEQA.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3,
3.4-4, and 3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2,3.4-3, 3.4-4, and
3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3,
3.4-4,3.4-5, 3.4-6, 3.4-7,3.4-8,3.4 9, and
3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measures

3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4,

3.4-5, 3.4-6, 3.4-7, 3.4-8,
3.4-9, and 3.10-1.

Protect heritage oak trees by making every
reasonable attempt, and if inevitable, submit
a justification statement to the City's
Community Development Director, identify
oak trees to be removed on the site plan,
and replace oak trees inch by inch.

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4,
and 3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measures

3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4,

3.4-5, 3.4-6, 3.4-7, 3.4-8,
3.49, and 3.10-1.

Project applicant

Following PCCP adoption
and approval

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1,3.4-2,3.4-3,3.4-4,
and 3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4,
3.4-5, 3.4-6, 3.4-7, 3.4-8,
3.49, and 3.10-1.

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1,
3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, and 3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1,
3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-6,
3.4-7,3.4-8,3.49, and 3.10-1.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.4-13: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
a cumulative substantial adverse
effect on federally protected wetlands
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act through direct removal,
placement of fill, hydrological
interruption, or by other means and
would result in fill of jurisdictional
wetlands or other protected waters.

3.4-14: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative loss and/or degradation of
vernal pool habitat, and the loss of
special-status vernal pool
crustaceans or amphibians.

3.4-15: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative loss and/or degradation of
rare plant populations.

3.4-16: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative loss of western pond turtle
and/or degradation of potential
habitat.

3.4-17: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative loss or disturbance of
nesting birds and the loss or
degradation of special-status bird
habitat.

3.4-18: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative loss of valley elderberry
longhorn beetle and/or degradation of
potential habitat.

3.4-19: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative changes to surface water
quality in Auburn Ravine that could
affect Central Valley steelhead and
Chinook salmon due to the widening
or construction of bridges within
western Placer County.

3.4-20: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
a cumulative substantial adverse
effect on riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural communities
identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by CDFW
or USFWS.

3.4-13:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

3.4-14:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3.

3.4-15:

The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, and
3.4-4.

3.4-16:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-5.

3.4-17:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-6.

3.4-18:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-7.

3.4-19:

The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-8.

3.4-20:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-9.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and
3.4-3.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3,
and 3.4-4.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-5.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-6.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-7.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-8.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-9.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3.

See Mitigation Measures

3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, and 3.4-4.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-5.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-2 and 3.4-6.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-7.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-8.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-2 and 3.4-9.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, and
3.4-4.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-5.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-2 and 3.4-6.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-7.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-8.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-2 and 3.4-9.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, and
3.4-4.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-5.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-2 and 3.4-6.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-7.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-8.

See Mitigation Measures
3.4-2 and 3.4-9.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1,
3.4-2, and 3.4-3.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1,
3.4-2, 3.4-3, and 3.4-4.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-5.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-2
and 3.4-6.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-7.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-8.

See Mitigation Measures 3.4-2
and 3.4-9.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.5 Climate Change

3.5-1: Construction and operation of
the proposed project would result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
that could conflict with an applicable
plan, policy or regulation of an
appropriate regulatory agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions.

3.5-1:

The following mitigation measures are based on measures identified by the project
applicant, by the PCAPCD, by the California Attorney General, and by CAPCOA. The
following measures focus primarily on non-transportation energy efficiency. Measures
associated with reducing transportation emissions have already been incorporated into
the GHG emission estimates shown in Table 3.5-1. The following measures will ensure
that all Title 24 requirements are met and will further reduce GHG emissions through
energy efficiency improvements.

All residential buildings shall:

e Meet or exceed CalGreen Tier 2 requirements in place at the time of Building
Permit issuance.

e Be pre-plumbed and structurally engineered for the future installation of a complete
solar energy system.

e Include a tankless water heating system, a whole house ceiling fan, and “Energy
Star” appliances (stoves, dishwashers, and any other appliances typically included
within the initial installation by the builder).

e Include an energy efficient air conditioning unit(s) that exceeds the SEER ratio by a
minimum of two points at the time of building permit issuance.

e Include programmable thermostat timers.

e Include exterior outlets on all single-family and multi-family buildings to allow the
use of electrically-powered landscape equipment.

e Include wiring for at least one electric car charging station.

e Meet the 2016 Plumbing Code on all residences to reduce indoor and outdoor
water use in installing low-flow bathroom faucets, kitchen faucets, toilets, and
showers, and landscaping that uses water-efficient, drought resistant plants, and
water-saving irrigation systems. Additionally, all residential units shall be pre-
plumbed to enable the reuse of graywater systems.

e Not include wood-burning fireplaces, woodstoves, and other similar wood-burning
devices. This prohibition shall be included in any covenants, conditions, and
restrictions (CC&Rs) that are established.

e Provide covered storage facilities for securing bicycles for 15 percent or more of
building occupants (multi-family housing units).

e  Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the applicant shall establish tree planting
guidelines that require residents to plant trees to shade buildings primarily on the
west and south sides of buildings. Recommended use of deciduous trees (to allow
solar gain during the winter) and direct shading of air conditioning systems shall be
included in the guidelines.

All non-residential structures within the Plan Area shall:

e Be pre-plumbed and structurally engineered for the future installation of a complete
solar energy system.

* Install photovoltaic rooftop energy systems on all community buildings and any
commercial buildings over 100,000 square feet.

e Use “Energy Star” rated (or greater) roofing materials.

e Use both indoor and outdoor energy efficient lighting that meets or exceeds Title 24
requirements.

e Include an energy efficient heating system and an air conditioning system that
exceeds the SEER ratio by a minimum of two points at the time of building permit
issuance.

e Only use low flow water fixtures such as low flow toilets, faucets, showers, etc.
e  Only use programmable thermostat timers.

Meet all Title 24 requirements.

Full Specific Plan

Project applicant

Prior to construction

Placer County Air Pollution

District, City of Lincoln

Community Development

Department
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.6 Cultural Resources

3.6-1: Implementation of the
proposed project would adversely
impact historic architectural
resources directly through demolition
or substantial alteration, or indirectly
through changes to historical setting.

e Include enough bike parking facilities to meet peak demand. Bike parking shall
also be included near all transit locations that are developed during the course of
this Plan. This will include providing secure bicycle racks and/or storage within
200 yards of a building entrance for five percent or more of all Full Time Equivalent
(FTE) staff (measured at peak periods) and provide showers and changing facilities
in the building, or within 200 yards of a primary staff building entrance, for
0.5 percent of FTE staff (measured at peak periods), or

e Provide secure bike racks and/or storage within 200 yards of a public building
entrance according to the following guidelines based on project square footage:

- Up to 5,000 square feet, two or more bicycle racks,

- 5,001 - 20,000 square feet, three or more bicycle racks,
- 20,001 - 50,000 square feet, six or more bicycle racks,
- More than 50,000 square feet, ten or more bicycle racks.

e Install two 110/208 volt power outlets for every two loading docks.

e Reserve a minimum of five percent of the total customer parking spaces within
commercial and retail parking lots for electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, alternative
fueled vehicles, and carpools.

e Install electric vehicle charging stations for a minimum of three percent of the total
vehicle parking capacity of the site.

e Include pedestrian-friendly paths and cross walks in all parking lots.

e Pave all parking lots with reflective coatings (albedo = 0.30 or better). This
measure is considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10 percent of the
cost of applying a standard asphalt product.

In addition to the above measures, the following shall also be incorporated:

e Prior to project approval, the applicant shall only show energy efficient lighting for
all street, parking, and area lighting associated with the V5SP. The applicant shall
also work to limit the hours of operation of outdoor lights through the use of timers
and/or motion sensors, to the extent that these strategies do not compromise public
safety.

e Any new park areas within the Plan Area shall include bicycle racks at appropriate
locations and a community notice board and information kiosk within information
about community events, ridesharing, and commute alternatives.

e Prior to issue of an occupancy permit within the Plan Area, the applicant shall
create informational materials informing occupants of the alternative travel
amenities provided, including ridesharing and public transit availability schedules
and the Plan Area’s pedestrian bicycle, and equestrian paths to community centers,
shopping areas, employment areas, schools, parks, and recreation areas.

e Maximize the amount of drought tolerant landscaping by minimizing the amount of
turf in all areas where this option is feasible.

3.6-1: Complete a cultural resources investigation.

When project-level development plans outside of Area A or Windsor Cove are
submitted to the City of Lincoln for approval, the project proponent shall be required to
complete a cultural resources investigation for review and approval by the City that
includes, at a minimum:

e An updated records search at the North Central Information Center;

e Anintensive cultural resources survey, documenting and evaluating resources 45
years or older within and adjacent to the project footprint for listing in the California
or National Registers;

e A report disseminating the results of this research; and,

e Recommendations for additional mitigation to resolve adverse impacts to recorded
cultural resources.

Full Specific Plan, apart from
Area A and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

Prior to project-level
development plan submittal

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

Village 5 Specific Plan
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.6-2: Implementation of the
proposed project could result in
damage or destruction of known or
previously unidentified unique
archaeological resources.

The survey shall be carried out by a qualified historian or architectural historian meeting
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Architectural History, and can be compiled
in the same document as Mitigation Measure 3.6-2(a). Demolition or substantial
alteration of all previously recorded historic resources, including significant historic
resources encountered during the survey and evaluation efforts, shall be avoided. Any
alterations, including relocation, to historic buildings or structures shall conform to the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic
Buildings. If avoidance of identified historic resources is deemed infeasible, the City
shall prepare a treatment plan to include, but not limited to, adaptive reuse, photo-
documentation and public interpretation of the resource.

If avoidance, adaptive reuse, or relocation of an historic resource is determined
infeasible, a qualified architectural historian shall be retained to document the affected
historic resource in accordance with the National Park Service’s Historic American
Buildings Survey (HABS) and/or Historic American Engineering Record (HAER)
standards. Such standards typically include large format photography using (4x5)
negatives, written data, and copies of original plans if available. The HABS/HAER
documentation packages shall be archived at local libraries and historical repositories,
as well as the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources
Information System. Public interpretation of historic resources at their original site shall
also occur in the form of a plaque, kiosk or other method of describing the building’s
historic or architectural importance to the general public. These mitigation actions will
be undertaken at the developer's expense.

3.6-2(a):

When project-level development plans outside of Area A or Windsor Cove are
submitted to the City of Lincoln for approval, the project proponent shall be required to
complete a cultural resources investigation for review and approval by the City that
includes, at a minimum:

e An updated records search at the North Central Information Center;

e Anintensive cultural resources survey, including subsurface presence/absence
studies as appropriate;

e Contact and coordination with the Native American Heritage Commission and
interested and involved local tribes;

e A report disseminating the results of this research that evaluates the eligibility of
recorded resources for inclusion in the National and California Registers; and,

e Recommendations for additional cultural resources investigations necessary to
mitigate adverse impacts to recorded and/or undiscovered archaeological
resources.

Additional cultural resources investigations may include testing and evaluation of
archaeological resources, as well as data recovery efforts. If a significant unique
archaeological resource is present that could be adversely impacted by a project,
the project proponent shall:

a) In consultation with the lead agency and archaeologist, determine if
preservation in place is feasible. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.4(b)(3), this may be accomplished through planning construction
to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open space; capping
and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation
easement; or

b) Design and implement an Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan
(ARDTP). If avoidance is not feasible, the project proponent shall hire a
Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeological consultant who shall prepare a
draft ARDTP that shall be submitted to the City of Lincoln for review and
approval. The ARDTP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program
would preserve the significant information the archaeological resource is
expected to contain. Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow
the applicable requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21083.2.
Treatment for most resources would consist of (but would not be not limited to)
sample excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical
research, with the aim to target the recovery of important scientific data
contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by the

Complete a cultural resources investigation.

Full Specific Plan, apart from
Area A and Windsor Cove

Project applicant

During plan submittal

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.6-3: Ground-disturbing construction
associated with implementation of the

proposed project could result in
disturbance or destruction of a
paleontological resource.

3.6-4: Ground-disturbing activities
associated with construction of the
proposed project could result in
damage to previously unidentified
human remains.

project. The ARDTP shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional
context, reporting of results within a timely manner and subject to review and
comments by the appropriate Native American representative before being
finalized, curation of artifacts and data at a local facility acceptable to the
appropriate Native American representative, and dissemination of final
confidential reports to the appropriate Native American representative, the
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information
System, the City, and interested professionals.

3.6-2(b):

Before the start of grading or excavation activities, construction personnel involved with
earth-moving activities shall be informed of the possibility of encountering
archaeological resources, the appearance and types of resources likely to be seen
during construction activities, and the proper notification procedures to follow should
archaeological resources be encountered. This worker training shall be prepared and
presented by a qualified archaeologist.

If archaeological resources are discovered during earth-moving activities, the
requirements of General Plan Policy OSC-6.7 (Discovery of Archaeological/
Paleontological Resources) shall be followed, as described herein. In the event of
accidental discovery during construction, all work must halt within a 100-foot radius of
the discovery if subsurface deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are
discovered during construction. A qualified professional archaeologist meeting the
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for prehistoric and
historic archaeologist shall be retained to evaluate the significance of the find, and shall
have the authority to modify the no-work radius as appropriate, using professional
judgment. A Native American monitor, following the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants
of Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites established by the NAHC, will
be required if the nature of the unanticipated discovery is prehistoric.

Work cannot continue within the no-work radius until the archaeologist conducts
sufficient research and data collection to make a determination that the resource is
either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially significant or eligible for listing on the
California or National Registers.

If a potentially eligible resource is encountered, then the lead agency shall require the
project proponent to arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the resource, if feasible or
2) test excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if eligible, potentially data recovery as
mitigation. The determination shall be formally documented in writing and submitted to
the lead agency as verification that the provisions in CEQA for managing unanticipated
discoveries have been met. Curation of any identified resources would be determined
through consultation between the archaeologist, project proponent, and lead agency
during the course of analysis.

Inform construction personnel about the
possibility of archaeological resource
discovery during construction.

3.6-3: Inform construction personnel about the

Before the start of grading or excavation activities, construction personnel involved with ~ Possibility of fossil discovery during
earth-moving activities shall be informed of the possibility of encountering fossils, the construction.

appearance and types of fossils likely to be seen during construction activities, and the

proper notification procedures to follow should fossils be encountered. This worker

training shall be prepared and presented by a qualified paleontologist.

If paleontological resources are discovered during earth-moving activities the following
requirements of General Plan Policy OSC-6.7 (Discovery of
Archaeological/Paleontological Resources) will be followed: the construction crew shall
immediately cease work and the Planning Department shall be notified immediately if
any paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are uncovered during construction. All
construction must stop in within 100 feet of the find and a paleontologist shall be
retained to evaluate the resource and prepare and implement a proposed mitigation
plan, including curation, in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
guidelines.

3.6-4: See Mitigation Measure 3.6-2(b).
a) Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2(b).

Full Specific Plan

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
Windsor Cove

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b).

Project applicant

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b).

Before grading or
excavation

Before grading or
excavation

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b).

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b).
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.6-5: The proposed project, in
conjunction with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would result in significant
cumulative impacts on historic
architectural resources.

3.6-6: The proposed project, in
conjunction with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts on
unique archaeological resources.

3.6-7: The proposed project, in
conjunction with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts on
paleontological resources.

3.6-8: The proposed project, in
conjunction with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts on
human remains.

3.7 Energy

3.7-1: Construction of the proposed
project would not use fuel and energy

in an unnecessary, wasteful, or
inefficient manner during project
construction.

b) In the event that evidence of human remains is discovered, the following
requirements of General Plan Policy OSC-6.10 (Discovery of Human Remains)
shall be followed. Construction activities within any area reasonably suspected to
overlie adjacent human remains shall be halted or diverted. In addition, the
provisions of Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, Section
5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code (PRC), and Assembly Bill (AB)
2641 shall be implemented. Specifically, the discovery shall be reported to the
County Coroner (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code) and reasonable
protection measures be taken during construction to protect the discovery from
disturbance (AB 2641). If the Coroner determines the remains are Native
American, the Coroner will notify the NAHC which will then designates a Native
American Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for the project (Section 5097.98 of the

PRC). The designated MLD then has 48 hours from the time access to the property

is granted to make recommendations concerning treatment of the remains (AB
2641). If the landowner does not agree with the recommendations of the MLD, the
NAHC can mediate (Section 5097.94 of the PRC). If no agreement is reached, the
landowner must rebury the remains where they will not be further disturbed
(Section 5097.98 of the PRC). This will also include either recording the site with
the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center; using an open space or
conservation zoning designation or easement; or recording a document with the
county in which the property is located (AB 2641). The United Auburn Indian
Community (UAIC) Tribal Council shall be solicited their input as part of the
mitigation process.

3.6-5:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-1.

3.6-6:
Implement Mitigation Measures 3.6-2(a) and (b).

3.6-7:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-3.

3.6-8:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2(b) and Mitigation Measure 3.6-4(a) and (b).

3.7-1:

The applicant(s) shall implement the following mitigation measures for each phase of
development in the time frames provided:

a) The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory
(i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment
(50 horsepower or greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for
the construction project. If any new equipment is added after submission of the
inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the District prior to the new equipment
being utilized. At least three business days prior to the use of subject heavy-duty
off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide the District with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, name, and phone number of
the property owner, project manager, and on-site foreman.

Follow Lincoln General Plan Policy OSC-
6.10 in the event of discovery of human
remains.

See Mitigation Measure 3.6-1.

See Mitigation Measures 3.6-2(a) and
3.6-2(b).

See Mitigation Measure 3.6-3.

See Mitigation Measure 3.6-2(b) and
Mitigation Measure 3.6-4(a) and (b).

Provide inventory of construction vehicles
and equipment and calculations, utilize
existing power sources and clean fuel to the
degree feasible, minimize idling time to five
minutes, provide sign indicating idle time
limit, and maintain all construction
equipment in working condition.

Full Specific Plan

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.6-2(a) and 3.6-2(b).

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-3.

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b) and Mitigation

Measure 3.6-4(a) and (b).

V5SP and Area A

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.6-2(a) and 3.6-2(b).

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-3.

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b) and Mitigation
Measure 3.6-4(a) and

(b).

Project applicant

During construction

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-1.

See Mitigation Measures
3.6-2(a) and 3.6-2(b).

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-3.

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b) and Mitigation
Measure 3.6-4(a) and (b).

During each corresponding
phase of development

Native American Heritage
Commission, City of Lincoln
Community Development
Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.6-1.

See Mitigation Measures 3.6-
2(a) and 3.6-2(b).

See Mitigation Measure 3.6-3.

See Mitigation Measure
3.6-2(b) and Mitigation
Measure 3.6-4(a) and (b).

Placer County Air Pollution
District, City of Lincoln
Community Development
Department
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1
VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s) Component Implementing Party Timing Monitoring Party

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, (whichever occurs first), the
applicant(s) shall provide a written calculation to the District for approval
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used
in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
meet Tier 4 emission standards or the equivalent Tier standards established by the
State in place at the time of construction. If Tier 4 equipment is unavailable for any
equipment type, the prime contractor shall notify the PCAPCD that Tier 3 off-road
equipment will be utilized.

c) During construction, the contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g.,
electricity) or clean fuel (e.g., propane, gasoline, biodiesel, and/or natural gas)
generators rather than temporary diesel power generators, to the degree feasible.

d) During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of
5 minutes for all diesel-powered equipment.

e) Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas of the construction site to
limit idling to @ maximum of 5 minutes.

f)  Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified
mechanic and determine to be running in proper condition before it is operated

3.8 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

3.8-2: The proposed project would 3.8-2(a): See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1(a) and (b). See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure

not result in substantial soil erosion or Implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1(a) and (b). 3.10-1(a) and (b). 3.10-1(a) and (b). 3.10-1(a) and (b). 3.10-1(a) and (b).

the loss of topsoil. . . . . . .
a) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall prepare and

submit to the City Public Works Department and CVRWQB, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) detailing measures to control soil erosion and
waste discharges during construction. The SWPPP shall include an erosion control
and restoration plan, a water quality monitoring plan, a hazardous materials
management plan, and post-construction BMPs. The BMPs shall be maintained
until all areas disturbed during maintenance have been adequately stabilized.

Prior to the commencement of any construction activities (as they are phased),
including grading, the project applicant shall submit of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
the State Water Resources Control Board for coverage under the 2012-0006-DWQ
Permit.

i.  The specific BMPs that would be incorporated into the SWPPP shall be
determined during the final stages of the proposed Project design. The SWPPP
shall include specific practices to minimize the potential that pollutants will
leave the site during construction. Such practices include establishing
designated equipment staging areas, minimizing disturbance of soils and
existing vegetation, protection of spoils and soil stockpile areas, and equipment
exclusion zones prior to the commencement of any construction activity;
designating equipment washout areas; and establishing proper vehicle fuel and
maintenance practices.

ii. The applicant shall require contractors using and/or storing hazardous
materials, such as vehicle fuels and lubricants, to do so in designated staging
areas located away from surface waters according to local, state, and federal
regulations as applicable.

ii. All contractors conducting maintenance-related work shall be required to
prepare and implement a SWPPP to control soil erosion and waste discharges
of other maintenance-related contaminants. The general contractor and
subcontractor(s) conducting the work shall be responsible for preparing or
implementing the SWPPP, regularly inspecting measures, and maintaining the
BMPs in good working order. Maintenance vehicles and equipment shall be
checked daily for leaks and shall be properly maintained to prevent
contamination of soil or water from external grease and oil or from leaking
hydraulic fluid, fuel, oil, and grease.

iv. Methods and materials used for herbicide and pesticide application shall be in
accordance with label directions, DWR’s most current guidelines on herbicide
and pesticide use, and with laws and regulations administered by the
Department of Pesticide Regulation.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

v. Prior to approval of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall cause the
preparation of and implementation of a Spill Prevention and Control Plan
(SPCP). The SPCP shall be accessible on site at all times prior to initiation of
maintenance activities, and throughout the activities. The SPCP shall identify
the spill control materials that must be fully stocked on site at all times and
include a plan for the emergency cleanup of any spills of fuel or other materials
that may be released. Maintenance Yard staff shall be provided the necessary
information from the SPCP to prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants to
waters prior to commencement of construction activities and provide all
necessary protocols to contain any spill that might occur. Any such spills, and
the cleanup efforts, shall be reported by the on site contractor in an incident
report to Placer County Environmental Health as the Certified Unified Program
Agency or as directed by Environmental Health.

vi. Any in-water work shall be conducted in accordance with requirements as
contained in the Clean Water Act Section 401 and 404 permits, California Fish
and Game Code section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, and any other
applicable regulatory permits or agreements.

b) Prior to approval of final improvement plans, the project applicant shall prepare a
Water Quality Management Plan that meets all the requirements described below.

i. The Water Quality Management Plan shall include the proposed water quality
facilities and shall be prepared in accordance with Section 8.60.400 of the
City’s Municipal Code for City review and approval. The Water Quality
Management Plan shall be consistent with goals and standards established
under federal and state non-point source National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System regulations, the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Sacramento River Basin and San Joaquin River Basin water quality objectives,
the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff Control Ordinance, and Low-
Impact Development (LID) alternatives for stormwater quality control per Public
Facilities and Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of the adopted 2050
General Plan.

ii. The Water Quality Management Plan shall include a description of all non-
structural BMPs and include Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), or
similar regulatory mechanism, to enforce implementation of non-structural
BMPs. Non-structural BMPs shall include, but not be limited to, “good
housekeeping” practices for materials storage and waste management, storm
drain system stenciling, landscape chemical use guidelines, and street
sweeping.

iii. The Water Quality Management Plan shall also include the method or methods
for funding the long-term maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities
during project operation, which the City shall consider and implement.

iv. All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall
be developed in accordance with the Stormwater Quality Design Manual
adopted by the City for the project. The BMPs shall be designed to mitigate
(minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff. Flow or volume based
post-construction BMPs shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs
and shall be designed at a minimum in accordance with the Section 10,
Drainage, of the City of Lincoln Design Criteria and Procedures Manual and the
Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District's Stormwater
Management Manual. All BMPs shall reflect the Best Available Technologies
(BAT) available at the time of implementation and shall reflect site-specific
limitations. The City shall make the final determinations as to the
appropriateness of the BMPs proposed for the proposed project and the City
shall ensure future implementation, operation, and maintenance of the BMPs.

v. To comply with the requirements of the Placer County Mosquito and Vector
Control District, all BMPs shall be designed to discharge all waters within
96 hours of the completion of runoff from a storm event. All graded areas must
drain so that no standing water can accumulate for more than 96 hours within
water quality facilities.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

3.9-2: The proposed project could
create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment.

vi. Stormwater runoff from the proposed project’s impervious surfaces (including
roads) shall be collected and routed through specially designed water quality
treatment facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of concern (i.e. sediment,
oil/grease, etc.), as approved by the City. Examples of these BMPs include, but
are not limited to, grass strips, bioretention, bioswales, composite/treatment
train BMPs, detention basins (surface/grass-lined), media filters (mostly sand
filters), porous pavement, retention ponds (surface pond with a permanent
pool), wetland basins (basins with open water surface), a combined category
including both retention ponds and wetland basins, and wetland channels
(swales and channels with wetland vegetation). The Water Quality Plan shall
include plans for the maintenance of proposed BMPs. No water quality facility
construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain,
or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals.

3.9-2:

a)

b)

<)

Prior to final project design or if none is required, any earth-disturbing activities at
the project site, the City shall require that the applicant conduct a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment (Phase | ESA) areas that are not already
evaluated in an existing Phase | ESA. The Phase | ESA shall be prepared by a
Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) or other qualified professional to assess
the potential for contaminated soil or groundwater conditions at the project site.
The Phase | ESA shall include a review of appropriate federal and State hazardous
materials databases, as well as relevant local hazardous material site databases
for hazardous waste on-site and off-site locations within a one-quarter mile radius
of the area of analysis. The Phase | ESA shall also include a review of existing or
past land uses and aerial photographs, summary of results of reconnaissance site
visit(s), and review of other relevant existing information that could identify the
potential existence of contaminated soil or groundwater. If no contaminated soil or
groundwater is identified, or the Phase | ESA does not recommend any further
investigation, then no further action is required.

If existing hazardous materials contamination is identified during the execution of
Mitigation Measure 3.9-2(a), and the future Phase | ESA recommends further
review, the applicant shall retain an REA to conduct follow-up sampling to
characterize the contamination and to identify any required remediation that shall
be conducted, consistent with applicable regulations prior to any earth-disturbing
activities. The environmental professional shall prepare a report that includes, but
is not limited to, activities performed for the assessment, a summary of anticipated
contaminants and contaminant concentrations at the proposed construction site,
and recommendations for appropriate handling of any contaminated materials
during construction. These recommendations shall be implemented and the site
shall be deemed remediated by the appropriate agency (e.g., DTSC, PCDEHS) or
the County shall issue a No Further Action (NFA) letter prior to earth disturbance
continuing in the vicinity of the contamination.

If unidentified or suspected contaminated soil or groundwater (stained soil, noxious
odors) is encountered during site preparation or construction activities, work shall
stop in the area of potential contamination, and the type and extent of
contamination shall be identified by an REA or qualified professional. The REA or
qualified professional shall prepare a report that includes, but is not limited to,
activities performed for the assessment, summary of anticipated contaminants and
contaminant concentrations, and recommendations for appropriate handling and
disposal. Site preparation or construction activities shall not recommence within the
contaminated areas until remediation is complete and a “no further action” letter is
obtained from the applicable regulatory agency.

Conduct a Phase | ESA for all other areas
not yet evaluated.

Conduct a follow-up study in the event that
further review is needed.

Stop work in the event hazardous materials
are found.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project contractor

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

During construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.9-4: The proposed project could be
located on a site which is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List)
and, as a result, create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment.

3.9-6: The proposed project would
not result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the
project area for a project within the
vicinity of a private airstrip.

3.9-7: The proposed project could
impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

3.9-4(a):
During construction, the contractor shall cease any earthwork activities upon discovery
of any suspect soils or groundwater (e.g., petroleum odor and/or discoloration) during

construction in accordance with a Soil and Groundwater Management Plan prepared for

the project by a qualified environmental consultant and approved by the Placer County
Department of Environmental Health Services (PCDEHS). The contractor shall notify
the PCDEHS upon discovery of suspect soils or groundwater and retain a qualified
environmental firm to collect soil and/or groundwater samples to confirm the level of
contamination that may be present. If contamination is found to be present, any further
proposed groundbreaking activities within areas of identified or suspected
contamination shall be conducted according to a site specific health and safety plan,
prepared by a California state licensed professional. Any contaminants identified as
exceeding human health risk levels, shall be delineated, removed, and disposed of
offsite in compliance with the receiving facilities requirements under the direction of
PCDEHS. The contractor shall follow all procedural direction given by PCDEHS and in
accordance with the Soil and Groundwater Management Plan prepared for the site to
ensure that suspect soils are isolated, protected from runoff, and disposed of in
accordance with Section 31303 of the California Vehicle Code and the requirements of
the licensed receiving facility.

3.9-4(b):

Conduct a Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment on the Morse Property at 200
South Dowd Road (APN 021-081-008) in order to sample the underlying soil beneath a
concrete saddle that formerly supported an above ground diesel tank and the footprint
of a former barn that included an above ground gasoline tank. Follow the
recommendations in the Phase Il ESA.

3.9-6:

Prior to issuance of the first building permit within 500 feet of the airstrip, the project
applicant shall purchase and/or relocate the easement and upon purchase or
relocation, abandon the airstrip by filing the appropriate documentation with the Placer
County Recorder’s Office.

3.9-7:

Prior to construction, the applicant for any phase of construction shall require the
construction contractor(s) to prepare and enforce a traffic control plan to minimize traffic
impacts on all roadways at and near the work site affected by construction activities.
This traffic control plan shall reduce potential traffic safety hazards and ensure
adequate access for emergency responders. The applicant and construction
contractor(s) shall coordinate development and implementation of this traffic control
plan with the City of Lincoln, as appropriate. To the extent applicable, this traffic control
plan shall conform to the 2014 California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD), Part 6 (Temporary Traffic Control). The traffic control plan shall provide, but
not be limited to, the following elements:

e Circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts on local road circulation during
road and lane closures. Flaggers and/or sighage shall be used to guide vehicles
through and/or around the construction zone.

e Identifying truck routes designated by Placer County, where applicable. Haul routes
that minimize truck traffic on local roadways shall be utilized to the extent possible.

e Sufficient staging areas for trucks accessing construction zones to minimize the
disruption of access to adjacent existing public right-of-ways.

e Controlling and monitoring construction vehicle movement through the enforcement
of standard construction specifications by onsite inspectors.

e  Scheduling truck trips outside the peak morning and evening commute hours to the
extent possible.

e Limiting the duration of road and lane closures to the extent possible.

e Storing all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas on or
adjacent to the worksite, such that traffic obstruction is minimized.

Stop work in the event suspect soils or
groundwater is found.

Conduct a Phase Il ESA.

Purchase and/or relocate airstrip easement.

Prepare and enforce a traffic control plan.

Full Specific Plan, Area A,
and Windsor Cove

Windsor Cove

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project contractor

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

During construction

Prior to construction

Prior to building permit
issuance

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

Placer County Recorder’s
Office, City of Lincoln
Community Development
Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)
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Implementing Party

Timing
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3.9-14: The proposed project,
combined with other cumulative
development, could impair the
implementation of or physically
interference with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

3.10 Hydrology

3.10-1: Implementation of the

proposed project could violate water
quality standards or waste discharge

requirements.

3.9-14:

Implementing roadside safety protocols. Advance “Road Work Ahead” warning and
speed control signs (including those informing drivers of State legislated double
fines for speed infractions in a construction zone) shall be posted to reduce speeds
and provide safe traffic flow through the work zone.

Coordinating construction administrators of police and fire stations (including all fire
protection agencies). Operators shall be notified in advance of the timing, location,
and duration of construction activities and the locations of detours and lane
closures, where applicable.

Repairing and restoring affected roadway rights-of way to their original condition
after construction is completed.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-7.

3.10-1(a):
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan — Project Construction

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall prepare and submit
to the City Public Works Department and CVRWQCB, a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) detailing measures to control soil erosion and waste

discharges during construction. The SWPPP shall include an erosion control and
restoration plan, a water quality monitoring plan, a hazardous materials management
plan, and post-construction BMPs. The BMPs shall be maintained until all areas
disturbed during maintenance have been adequately stabilized.

Prior to the commencement of any construction activities (as they are phased),
including grading, the project applicant shall submit of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the
State Water Resources Control Board for coverage under the 2012-0006-DWQ Permit.

The specific BMPs that would be incorporated into the SWPPP shall be
determined during the final stages of the proposed Project design. The SWPPP
shall include specific practices to minimize the potential that pollutants will leave
the site during construction. Such practices include establishing designated
equipment staging areas, minimizing disturbance of soils and existing vegetation,
protection of spoils and soil stockpile areas, and equipment exclusion zones prior
to the commencement of any construction activity; designating equipment washout
areas; and establishing proper vehicle fuel and maintenance practices.

The applicant shall require contractors using and/or storing hazardous materials,
such as vehicle fuels and lubricants, to do so in designated staging areas located
away from surface waters according to local, state, and federal regulations as
applicable.

All contractors conducting maintenance-related work shall be required to prepare
and implement a SWPPP to control soil erosion and waste discharges of other
maintenance-related contaminants. The general contractor and subcontractor(s)
conducting the work shall be responsible for preparing or implementing the
SWPPP, regularly inspecting measures, and maintaining the BMPs in good
working order. Maintenance vehicles and equipment shall be checked daily for
leaks and shall be properly maintained to prevent contamination of soil or water
from external grease and oil or from leaking hydraulic fluid, fuel, oil, and grease.

Methods and materials used for herbicide and pesticide application shall be in
accordance with label directions, DWR'’s most current guidelines on herbicide and
pesticide use, and with laws and regulations administered by the Department of
Pesticide Regulation.

See Mitigation Measure 3.9-7.

See Mitigation Measure
3.9-7.

Prepare and submit a Storm Water Pollution Full Specific Plan and Area A
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the City Public

Works Department and the Central Valley,

and submit a Notice of Intent to the State

Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

See Mitigation Measure
3.9-7.

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.9-7.

Prior to grading permit
issuance for SWPPP, and
prior to phased construction
for NOI

See Mitigation Measure 3.9-7.

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control
Board (CVRWQCB) for
SWPPP and State Water
Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) for NOI
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v.  Prior to approval of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall cause the
preparation of and implementation of a Spill Prevention and Control Plan (SPCP).
The SPCP shall be accessible on site at all times prior to initiation of maintenance
activities, and throughout the activities. The SPCP shall identify the spill control
materials that must be fully stocked on site at all times and include a plan for the
emergency cleanup of any spills of fuel or other materials that may be released.
Maintenance Yard staff shall be provided the necessary information from the
SPCP to prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants to waters prior to
commencement of construction activities and provide all necessary protocols to
contain any spill that might occur. Any such spills, and the cleanup efforts, shall be
reported by the on site contractor in an incident report to Placer County
Environmental Health as the Certified Unified Program Agency or as directed by
Environmental Health.

vi. Any in-water work shall be conducted in accordance with requirements as
contained in the Clean Water Act Section 401 and 404 permits, California Fish and
Game Code section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, and any other
applicable regulatory permits or agreements.

3.10-1(b):
Water Quality BMPs — Project Operation

Prior to approval of final improvement plans, the project applicant shall prepare a Water
Quality Management Plan that meets all the requirements described below.

i.  The Water Quality Management Plan shall include the proposed water quality
facilities and shall be prepared in accordance with Section 8.60.400 of the City’s
Municipal Code for City review and approval. The Water Quality Management Plan
shall be consistent with goals and standards established under federal and state
non-point source National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System regulations, the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and San Joaquin River
Basin water quality objectives, the City’s Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff
Control Ordinance, and Low-Impact Development (LID) alternatives for stormwater
quality control per Public Facilities and Services Implementation Measure 3.0 of
the adopted 2050 General Plan.

i.  The Water Quality Management Plan shall include a description of all non-
structural BMPs and include Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), or
similar regulatory mechanism, to enforce implementation of non-structural BMPs.
Non-structural BMPs shall include, but not be limited to, “good housekeeping”
practices for materials storage and waste management, storm drain system
stenciling, landscape chemical use guidelines, and street sweeping.

iii. The Water Quality Management Plan shall also include the method or methods for
funding the long-term maintenance of the proposed water quality facilities during
project operation, which the City shall consider and implement.

iv.  All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall
be developed in accordance with the Stormwater Quality Design Manual adopted
by the City for the project. The BMPs shall be designed to mitigate (minimize,
infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff. Flow or volume based post-construction
BMPs shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs and shall be designed
at a minimum in accordance with the Section 10, Drainage, of the City of Lincoln
Design Criteria and Procedures Manual and the Placer County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District’s Stormwater Management Manual. All BMPs shall
reflect the Best Available Technologies (BAT) available at the time of
implementation and shall reflect site-specific limitations. The City shall make the
final determinations as to the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed for the
proposed project and the City shall ensure future implementation, operation, and
maintenance of the BMPs.

v. To comply with the requirements of the Placer County Mosquito and Vector

Control District, all BMPs shall be designed to discharge all waters within 96 hours
of the completion of runoff from a storm event. All graded areas must drain so that
no standing water can accumulate for more than 96 hours within water quality
facilities.

Prepare a Water Quality Management Plan.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

Prior to final improvement
plan approval

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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3.10-3: Implementation of the
proposed project could substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result
in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site.

3.10-4: Implementation of the
proposed project would substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which could result in flooding
on- or off-site.

3.10-5: Implementation of the
proposed project could create or
contribute runoff water which would
provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff.

3.10-7: Implementation of the
proposed project could place within a
100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate
Map, or other flood hazard
delineation map, or within a 200-year
floodplain, housing or structures
which would impede or redirect flood
flows.

3.10-8: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative violations of water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements by increasing runoff,
providing additional sources of
polluted runoff, or otherwise
degrading water quality.

vi. Stormwater runoff from the proposed project’s impervious surfaces (including
roads) shall be collected and routed through specially designed water quality
treatment facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of concern (i.e. sediment,
oil/grease, etc.), as approved by the City. Examples of these BMPs include, but are
not limited to, grass strips, bioretention, bioswales, composite/treatment train
BMPs, detention basins (surface/grass-lined), media filters (mostly sand filters),
porous pavement, retention ponds (surface pond with a permanent pool), wetland
basins (basins with open water surface), a combined category including both
retention ponds and wetland basins, and wetland channels (swales and channels
with wetland vegetation). The Water Quality Plan shall include plans for the
maintenance of proposed BMPs. No water quality facility construction shall be
permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as
authorized by project approvals.

3.10-3: See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

3.10-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 and
The project applicant(s) shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1and demonstrate demonstrate that final design of the )
that the final design of the onsite drainage improvements will comply with the drainage components will be compliant with

requirements established in the V5 Drainage Master Plan. the Village 5 Drainage Master Plan.

3.10-5: See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

3.10-7: Demonstrate to the City that the applicant

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall demonstrate to the ~ has received a CVFPB encroachment
City of Lincoln that it has received an encroachment permit from the Central Valley permit.
Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) for construction to be located within the 100-year and

200-year flood zone, and any other necessary state or federal permits. As part of the

CVFPB permit process, the project applicant must demonstrate that the proposed

improvements including storm drain outfalls and bridge supports will not result in an

increase in water surface elevation consistent with CVFPB requirements as described

in the California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Waters, Division 1, Central Valley Flood

Protection Board, Article 8 Standards, including Sections 113 and 128, Bridges. Also,

prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the City Engineer shall review plans for

compliance with Chapter 15.32, Flood Damage Prevention, of the Lincoln Municipal

Code and the City of Lincoln, Department of Public Works, Design Criteria and

Procedures Manual, to confirm that proposed bridges, as designed, would not

substantially impede or redirect flood flows. The City Engineer shall confirm that any

proposed bridge is constructed in accordance with the approved plans.

3.10-8: See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure

3.10-1. 3.10-1.
Project applicant See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure

3.10-1. 3.10-1.
Project applicant Prior to grading permit
issuance

See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1. 3.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department, City of Lincoln
Community Development
Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

CVFPB, City of Lincoln Public
Works Department, City of
Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.
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3.10-10: Implementation of the
proposed project could contribute to
cumulative substantial alteration of
the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result
in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site.

3.11 Land Use

3.11-1: Implementation of the
proposed project would conflict with
adjacent land uses.

3.11-2: Implementation of the
proposed project would create
conflicting land uses within the Plan
Area.

3.10-10:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

3.11-1:

Where residential uses would be located adjacent to parcels where agricultural
operations are permitted, including livestock grazing and/or confinement, the applicant
shall provide to all homebuyers notice in a transfer deed regarding the Agricultural
Overlay District and required buffers and/or setbacks, as well as agricultural operations
and potential nuisance activities that could occur on lands adjacent to the homesite.
The applicant shall provide the City with draft notice language to be included in each
deed prior to pulling the first building permit.

3.11-2:

i)  The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.1-4.

During the design review process, the applicant shall adhere to the following
measures to reduce impacts from light and glare:

a) Alllight standards shall be shielded and directed downward so that light shall
not emit higher than a horizontal level.

b) Reflective surfaces of multi-story buildings facing streets, open spaces, parks,
and residential neighborhoods shall be oriented to avoid generating glare that
could create a nuisance or safety hazard.

c) For parks or other facilities anticipated to include nighttime activities, the site
and placement of overhead lighting shall be designed to minimize exposure of

adjacent properties to spillover light and minimize the amount of light that would

be visible above the horizontal plane of the light fixture.

d) Normal operating hours for lighting related to nighttime recreational activities
shall be until 10:00 p.m. on Sunday through Thursday and on Friday and
Saturday until 11:00 p.m. to reduce the disruption to adjacent properties. to
reduce the disruption to adjacent properties. Special events that would require
lighting beyond normal operating hours would be subject to a permit to be
issued by the City.

i) The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-1.

iii) The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.12-6, which requires as

follows:

During individual phase design preparation, the applicant shall implement the
following measures to assure that interior and exterior noise levels from stationary
sources are below the City’s standards of 60 dBA Ldn outdoor and 45 dBA Ldn
indoor, respectively:

a) The proposed land uses shall be designed so that on-site mechanical
equipment (e.g., HVAC units, compressors, generators) and area-source
operations (e.g., loading docks, parking lots, and recreational-use areas) are

located no closer than 120 feet from the nearest residential dwelling or provided

shielding from nearby noise sensitive land uses to meet City noise standards.
Shielding must have a minimum height sufficient to completely block line-of-

sight between the on-site noise source and the nearest residential dwelling to
meet the City noise standards. Based on the size and placement of the HVAC

units (i.e., ground level or roof top), barrier heights may range between three to

six feet. Depending on the layout of the proposed loading docks, barriers that
completely block line-of-sight between the loading docks and the nearest
residential dwelling may not be feasible.

See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. See Mitigation Measure

3.10-1.

Provide notice in a transfer deed regarding
the Agricultural Overlay District and required
buffers, setbacks, and potential agricultural
operations and nuisance activities that could
occur. Provide draft language for the City to
include within each deed.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

See Mitigation Measure 3.1-4. See Mitigation Measure

3.1-4.

See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1.

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.1-4.

See Mitigation Measure
3.10-1.

Prior to building permit
issuance

See Mitigation Measure
3.1-4.

See Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.1-4.
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3.12 Noise

3.12-1: Construction of the proposed
project could temporarily increase
ambient noise levels.

3.12-2: Construction of the proposed
project would result in exposure of
persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

b) Limit heavy truck deliveries to the daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
unless a site-specific acoustical study prepared to the satisfaction of the
Planning Director or Chief Building Official concludes that deliveries outside of
this timeframe would not adversely affect sensitive receptors.

c) The use of loudspeakers and similar devices used within parks shall be
prohibited outside the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., Sunday through
Thursday, and 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. on Friday and Saturday.

d) Commercial loading docks located within 100 feet of existing or proposed
residences shall be positioned in areas shielded from view of adjacent noise-
sensitive uses by intervening commercial buildings to the degree feasible. If
required to reduce noise to acceptable levels, solid noise barriers shall be
constructed at the boundary of commercial uses with loading docks and have a
minimum height sufficient to intercept line-of-sight between heavy trucks and
the affected area of the noise-sensitive uses.

e) Signs shall be posted prohibiting idling of delivery trucks to 5 minutes or less

3.12-1:

The City shall ensure construction contractors for each project phase comply with the
following mitigation measures:

a)

b)
c)

d)

e)

f)

Construction hours shall be limited to those allowed in the City's Public Facilities
Improvement Standards between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday If
construction is necessary on Sunday and Holidays the applicant shall submit a
written request to the Director of Public Works or City Engineer, as applicable,
72-hours prior to the desired construction. If work is allowed outside
aforementioned work hours, the applicant shall have a copy of the written approval
available at the work site.

All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise sources (such as diesel
generators) shall have manufacturer-installed mufflers.

Equipment warm up areas, water tanks and equipment storage areas shall not be
located closer than 200 feet from existing residences.

Applicant shall provide two weeks advanced notice to all residences located within
300 feet of construction activities, including the approximate start date and duration
of such compaction activities.

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for
proposed project construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered where
available to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from
pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an
exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can
lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the
tools themselves shall be used where available; this could achieve a reduction of
5 dBA.

Appropriately sized noise barriers or shielding shall be erected for construction
work involving heavy duty construction equipment if occurring within 300 feet of
receptors for an extended period of time (more than 2 weeks).

3.12-2:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.

Abide by construction requirements per the
City

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.

(Full Specific Plan and Area
A)

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-1.

Construction contractors

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-1.

During construction

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-1.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.
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3.12-3: Implementation of the
proposed project would expose
noise-sensitive land uses to
transportation noise levels in excess
of the City of Lincoln General Plan
noise standard or result in a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient transportation-related noise
above existing levels.

3.12-4: The proposed project could
result in exposure of people residing
or working at the project site to
excessive noise levels from a project
located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a
public or public use airport.

3.12-5: Implementation of the
proposed project would expose
people residing or working in the
proposed project area to excessive
noise levels for a project within the
vicinity of a private airstrip.

3.12-6: Implementation of the
proposed project would expose on-
site noise-sensitive land uses to
noise generated by commercial,
educational and recreational activities
in excess of the City of Lincoln
General Plan noise standard or result
in an increase in ambient noise

3.12-3:

Prior to approval of the tentative subdivision map (TSM) for any residential uses located
adjacent to Dowd Road (between Mavis Avenue and Nicolaus Road), Mavis Road
(between Dowd Road and Nelson Lane), Old Nelson Lane (between Moore Road and
SR 65) and SR 65 (between Wise Road and south of Nelson Lane), the TSM applicant
shall submit to the City an acoustical study demonstrating that noise attenuation
features included in the project would reduce outdoor and interior noise levels to less
than the City’s 60 dBA Ldn and 45 dBA Ldn noise standards, respectively. The noise
study shall identify the measures to be utilized and the noise attenuation attributable to
each feature. Noise attenuating features may include, but are not limited to:

a) Construct noise barriers (walls and/or berms), as appropriate on a site-specific
basis, to reduce traffic noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses, which have been
found to be significantly impacted by traffic noise. A concrete cinderblock noise
barrier must completely block line-of-sight between the source and receptor, and
can reduce traffic noise levels by at least 10 dB. Any noise walls shall be
landscaped with vines (to be fully covered within three years) and shall be
landscaped in accordance with the General Development Plan (GDP).

b) Design and construct residential buildings adjacent to Dowd Road (between Mavis
Avenue and Nicolaus Road), Mavis Road (between Dowd Road and Nelson Lane),
Old Nelson Lane (between Moore Road and SR 65) and SR 65 (between Wise
Road and south of Nelson Lane) so that their external activity areas are not within
line-of-sight of these roadways. This could result in noise reductions of at least
3dB.

c) Repaving impacted roadways with “quiet” pavement types such as rubberized
concrete. Roadways constructed with rubberized concrete can resulted in a net
decrease in traffic noise levels of approximately 4 dB compared to that created by
conventional asphalt.

d) The applicant shall conduct an acoustical analysis to confirm that if the materials to
be used for residential building construction would reduce interior noise levels to
45 dBA Ldn. If the analysis determines that additional noise insulation features are
required, the acoustical analysis shall identify the type of noise insulation features
that would be required to reduce the interior noise levels to 45 dBA Ldn, and the
applicant shall incorporate these features into the building design.

3.12-4:

If a daycare center is located in Compatibility Zone C1, the applicant shall conduct an
acoustical analysis to confirm that the materials to be used for construction of the
commercial building housing the daycare center would result in an interior to exterior
noise reduce of at least 20 dB. If the analysis determines that additional noise insulation
features are required, the acoustical analysis shall identify the type of noise insulation
features that would be require to result in an exterior to interior noise reduce of at least
20 dB, and the applicant shall incorporate these features into the building design.

3.12-5:
The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-6.
3.9-6

Prior to issuance of the first building permit within 500 feet of the airstrip, the
project applicant shall purchase and/or relocate the easement and upon purchase
or relocation, abandon the airstrip by filing the appropriate documentation with the
Placer County Recorder’s Office.

3.12-6:

During individual phase design preparation, the applicant shall implement the following
measures to assure that interior and exterior noise levels from stationary sources are
below the City’s standards of 60 dBA L4, outdoor and 45 dBA Lq, indoor, respectively:

a) The proposed land uses shall be designed so that on-site mechanical equipment
(e.g., HVAC units, compressors, generators) and area-source operations (e.g.,
loading docks, parking lots, and recreational-use areas) are located no closer than
120 feet from the nearest residential dwelling or provided shielding from nearby
noise sensitive land uses to meet City noise standards. Shielding must have a
minimum height sufficient to completely block line-of-sight between the on-site
noise source and the nearest residential dwelling to meet the City noise standards.

Submit an acoustical study demonstrating
that noise attenuation features included in
the project would reduce outdoor and
interior noise levels to less than the City’s
60 dBA Ldn and 45 dBA Ldn noise
standards, respectively

Conduct an acoustical analysis in the event

that a daycare center is located in Lincoln
Regional Airport Compatibility Zone C1

See Mitigation Measure 3.9-6.

Implement the noise mitigation measures

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.9-6.

Project applicant

Prior to approval of the
tentative subdivision map

Prior to construction

See Mitigation Measure
3.9-6.

Prior to individual phase
design implementation

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.9-6.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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3.12-7: Construction of the proposed
project, including other cumulative
growth, would temporarily add to
cumulative noise levels in the vicinity
of the proposed project site.

3.12-8: Construction of the proposed
project, combined with other
cumulative growth, would temporarily
add to cumulative groundborne
vibration levels in the vicinity of the
proposed project site.

3.12-9: Increases in traffic from the
proposed project, in combination with
other development, could result in
cumulatively considerable noise
increases.

3.14 Public Services

3.14-4: The proposed project could
result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks or
recreation facilities or the need for
new or physically altered parks or
recreation facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable performance
objectives for parks and recreation
services.

Based on the size and placement of the HVAC units (i.e., ground level or roof top),
barrier heights may range between three to six feet. Depending on the layout of the

proposed loading docks, barriers that completely block line-of-sight between the
loading docks and the nearest residential dwelling may not be feasible.

b) Limit heavy truck deliveries to the daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. unless

a site-specific acoustical study prepared to the satisfaction of the Planning Director

or Chief Building Official concludes that deliveries outside of this timeframe would
not adversely affect sensitive receptors.

¢) The use of loudspeakers and similar devices used within parks shall be prohibited
outside the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., Sunday through Thursday, and 7:00
a.m. to 11:00 p.m. on Friday and Saturday.

d) Commercial loading docks located within 100 feet of existing or proposed
residences shall be positioned in areas shielded from view of adjacent noise-
sensitive uses by intervening commercial buildings to the degree feasible. If
required to reduce noise to acceptable levels, solid noise barriers shall be
constructed at the boundary of commercial uses with loading docks and have a
minimum height sufficient to intercept line-of-sight between heavy trucks and the
affected area of the noise-sensitive uses.

e) Signs shall be posted prohibiting idling of delivery trucks to 5 minutes or less.

3.12-7:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.

3.12-8:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.12-2.

3.12-9:
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.12-3.

3.14-4:

If fewer than 38.7 acres of the Regional Sports Park are available for public use, the
project applicant shall either (i) provide the required additional active recreational park
land; or (ii) pay the In Lieu Fee for park and recreational facilities as set forth in Lincoln
Municipal Code section 17.32.010 for the difference between the demand for active
recreational park (116.7 acres) and the active recreational parkland provided.

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-2.

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-3.

Agree to build or pay In Lieu Fee to
compensate for required additional active
recreational park land.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-2.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-3.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-2.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-3.

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-2.

See Mitigation Measure
3.12-3.

Prior to issuance of a
building permit

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-2.

See Mitigation Measure 3.12-3.

City of Lincoln Community
Development Department
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3.15 Transportation

3.15-1: Implementation of the
proposed project would increase
traffic levels at intersections under
the City of Lincoln’s jurisdiction
operating at an acceptable LOS
under existing conditions.

3.15-1:

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following
improvements. These improvements are included in the City’s updated PFE fee
program. Therefore, PFE credits would be given to the constructing party. Alternatively,
the City may require the project applicants to construct the improvements and provide
them with a right of reimbursement from third parties who also benefit from the
improvements. The development agreement between the City and project applicants
shall specify the timing of the fair share payment or construction of these
improvements, with the required timing prior to the service level degrading to LOS D, as
determined by a traffic study to be funded by the project applicants.

If, in the alternative to paying the applicable PFE fees, the project applicant(s) are
required to construct improvements, the following improvements would be required to
restore operations to an acceptable level at each intersection.

a) Nelson Lane / Nicolaus Road (#10):

- Signalize the intersection when signal warrants are met. To achieve LOS C
operations, it may be necessary to provide protected left-turn movements and a
right-turn overlap phase for eastbound right turn movements. Northbound U-
turn movements would need to be prohibited to allow for the eastbound right-
turn overlap phase. Signalizing this intersection was identified in the previous
PFE fee program for Transportation and is included in the updated PFE.

- Restripe the southbound approach to provide the following lane configurations:

i.  One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through-right turn lane

- Reconfigure the south leg of the intersection to provide the following lane
configurations:

i.  Two northbound left turn pocket lanes
ii. One northbound through lane

iii. One northbound trap-right turn lane
iv. Two southbound receiving lanes

- Reconfigure the east leg of the intersection to provide a second westbound left-
turn lane
- Reconfigure the west leg of the intersection to include the following:

i. Restripe the eastbound shared through-right turn lane into a dedicated
right-turn lane. This would result in one left-turn lane, one through lane, and
one right-turn lane.

ii. Add a second westbound receiving lane
b) Airport Road / Nicolaus Road (#11):

- Signalize the intersection when signal warrants are met. If necessary to achieve
LOS C operations, provide protected phasing for left-turn movements.
Signalizing this intersection was identified in the previous PFE fee program for
Transportation and is included in the updated PFE.

- Widen the southbound approach to add a southbound left-turn pocket

- Widen the south leg of the intersection to include the following:

i.  One northbound left turn pocket lane
ii. One northbound through lane
iii. One northbound channelized free right turn lane
iv. Two southbound receiving lanes
- Widen the east leg of the intersection to include the following:
i.  Two westbound left turn lanes (one trap lane; one pocket lane)
ii. Restripe the existing westbound lane to a through-right lane
iii. Two eastbound receiving lanes (one from the eastbound through lane and
one from the northbound free right-turn lane)

- Widen the eastbound approach to include one left-turn pocket lane, one
through lane, and one-right turn pocket lane.

Pay fair share costs improvements outlined  Full Specific Plan and Area A
included in the City of Lincoln Public

Facilities Element (PFE) fee program. Or,

the project applicant could construct the

requested improvements and, under the

City’s direction, be given a right of

reimbursement from third parties who

benefit from the said improvements.

Project applicant

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Public Works

Department
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TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

¢) Dowd Road / Nicolaus Road (#13):

- Signalize the intersection when signal warrants are met. If necessary to achieve
LOS C operations, provide protected phasing for left-turn movements.
Signalizing this intersection is identified in the Village 5 Specific Plan, and is
included in the updated PFE.

- Widen the southbound approach to add a southbound left-turn pocket

- Widen the south leg of the intersection to include the following improvements:

i.  One northbound left turn pocket lane
ii. One northbound through lane
iii. One northbound trap right turn lane
iv. Two southbound receiving lanes
- Widen the east leg of the intersection to include the following improvements:
i.  Two westbound left turn lanes (one trap lane; one pocket lane)
ii. Restripe the existing westbound lane to a through-right lane

- Widen the eastbound approach to include one left-turn pocket lane, one shared
through-right turn lane.

d) Fiddyment Road / Moore Road (#15):
- Widen the southbound approach to add a southbound right-turn pocket

e) Dowd Road/ Moore Road (#22):

- Change the traffic control to side-street stop control for Moore Road, and free
movements on Dowd Road (existing configuration is free movements on Moore
Road and side-street stop control for Dowd Road).

f)  Lakeside Drive / Nicolaus Road (#32):

- Signalize the intersection when signal warrants are met. Signalizing this
intersection was identified in the previous PFE fee program for Transportation
and is included in the updated PFE.

Additional mitigation to reduce impacts of Mitigation Measures 3.15-1(b) and (c) to
intersections #11 and #13.

Option 1:

g) The City shall monitor traffic conditions at the intersections of Airport Road/
Nicolaus Road (#11) and Dowd Road/Nicolaus Road (#13). In addition to
compliance with Mitigation Measures 3.15-1(b) and (c), the City shall cause one of
the following measures to be taken prior to the service level degrading to LOS D,
as determined by a traffic study at each location to be funded by the project
applicant(s):

i.  The project applicant(s) shall coordinate with the City staff to ensure signal
phasing times would allow adequate time for cyclists to cross through the
widened intersections during green and amber signal phases; or

ii. The project applicants’ intersection designs shall eliminate free right-turn
movements in exchange for right-turn overlap phases or dual right turn lanes to
serve high right-turn traffic volumes. Any dual right-turn lanes shall be designed
to ensure adequate visibility of pedestrians, including any use of a channelized
right-turn lane for the inside right-turn lane.

Option 2:

g) The project applicant(s) shall apply to the Community Development Director for a
determination as to whether the recommended intersection widening conflicts with
the City’s Policy T-2.3 and T-5.3 to achieve a traffic design to minimize conflicts
between vehicles and pedestrians and bicycles. The Community Development
Director may determine that an exception to the LOS C standard in Policy T-2.3 is
warranted.
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TABLE 4-1

VILLAGE 5 SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)

Component

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.15-3: Implementation of the
proposed project would increase
traffic levels at future City of Lincoln
intersections in Village 5.

3.15-4: Implementation of the
proposed project would increase
traffic levels at intersections under
the County of Placer’s jurisdiction.

3.15-3: Monitor conditions at Nelson Lane/Mavis

The City shall monitor traffic conditions at the future Nelson Lane / Mavis Road Road intersection and construction
intersection (#40) and shall cause the following improvements to be constructed prior to ~ Mprovements.
the service level degrading to LOS D:

e Southbound: channelize the right-turn lane and add a merge lane on westbound
Mavis Road to allow “free” right-turn operations

e Eastbound: widen the eastbound approach to include a third left turn lane

e Westbound: channelize the right-turn lane and add a merge lane on northbound
Nelson Lane to allow “free” right-turn operations.

The development agreement between the City and project applicants shall specify the
timing of the construction of these improvements, with the required timing prior to the
service level degrading to LOS D, as determined by a traffic study to be funded by the
project applicants.

Additional mitigation to reduce impacts to Intersection #40 if widened:

Option 1:

The City shall monitor traffic conditions at the intersection of Nelson Lane/Mavis Road
(#40). In addition to compliance with Mitigation Measures 3.15-3, the City shall cause
one of the following measures to be taken prior to the service level degrading to LOS D,
as determined by a traffic study at each location to be funded by the project
applicant(s):

a) The project applicant(s) shall coordinate with the City staff to ensure signal phasing
times would allow adequate time for cyclists to cross through the widened
intersections during green and amber signal phases; or

b) The project applicants’ intersection designs shall eliminate free right-turn
movements in exchange for right-turn overlap phases or dual right turn lanes to
serve high right-turn traffic volumes. Any dual right-turn lanes shall be designed to
ensure adequate visibility of pedestrians, including any use of a channelized right-
turn lane for the inside right-turn lane.

Option 2:

The project applicant(s) may apply to the Community Development Director for a

determination as to whether the recommended intersection widening conflicts with the

City’s Policy T-2.3 and T-5.3 to achieve a traffic design to minimize conflicts between

vehicles and pedestrians and bicycles. The Community Development Director may

determine that an exception to the LOS C standard in Policy T-2.3 is warranted.

3.15-4: Pay fair share improvements for Fiddyment

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following Road/Athens Avenue and Fiddyment
recommended improvements to restore vehicle traffic operations to an acceptable LOS
at each intersection.

a) Fiddyment Road / Athens Avenue (#16):

- Widening of the northbound approach to include a right-turn pocket lane

- Widening of the southbound approach to include a left-turn pocket lane

- Signalization at the intersection with a protected southbound left-turn
movement.

There is no funding program in place for these improvements. Accordingly, the
project applicant(s) shall obtain cost estimates for these improvements and
determine its/their fair share payments. Once the fair share has been determined,
the project applicant(s) shall pay that fair share to the City to ensure the payment
goes to the above-referenced improvements.

b) Fiddyment Road / W. Sunset Boulevard (#18):

- Widening of the northbound approach to include a left-turn pocket lane
- Signalization at the intersection with a protected northbound left-turn
movement.

Road/West Sunset Boulevard intersections.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

Project applicant

Prior to service level
reaching LOS D

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Public Works

Department

City of Lincoln Public Works

Department
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3.15-6: Implementation of the
proposed project would increase
traffic levels at intersections
maintained by Caltrans.

There is no funding program in place for these improvements. Accordingly, the
project applicant(s) shall obtain cost estimates for these improvements and
determine its/their fair share payments. Once the fair share has been determined,
the project applicant(s) shall pay that fair share to the City to ensure the payment
goes to the above-referenced improvements.

3.15-6: Pay fair share improvements for SR
The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the construction of a new 65/Nelson Lane interchange.

interchange at SR 65 / Nelson Lane (#3), as supported by Lincoln General Plan Policy
T-2.9. The timing of these payments is outlined in the development agreement. As
described in Section 3.15.2, the City of Lincoln is in the process of updating its PFE fee
program. This interchange is included in the City’s updated PFE fee program.
Therefore, the project applicants shall pay their fair share towards these improvements
through the City of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program and ensure that they are
constructed prior to the service level degrading to an unacceptable LOS F.

To initiate the Caltrans project development process towards implementing the new
interchange, the project applicant shall fund the preparation of a Project Study Report —
Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) document for a new interchange at SR
65/Nelson Lane (#3) in coordination with the City of Lincoln and Caltrans. The Caltrans
project development process will determine the ultimate configuration of the new
interchange and ensure that the ultimate configuration provides acceptable operations
(i.e., LOS) based on Caltrans standards. Through the Caltrans project development
process, the following intersection control options may be considered in accordance
with Caltrans’ Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) policy:

e Unsignalized (side street stop controlled);

e Roundabout — Single or multi-lane;

e Diverging diamond interchange;

e Signalized spread diamond;

e Signalized single point urban interchange; or
e Signalized partial cloverleaf.

While the PSR-PDS process would determine the ultimate configuration of the
interchange, the City and project applicant assumed a six-lane signalized partial
cloverleaf interchange for this analysis based on the available footprint and the planned
circulation network identified in the Village 5 Specific Plan. Since the six-lane partial
cloverleaf provides the greatest capacity and has the largest footprint of the options
listed above, it was determined that this configuration would verify whether an
interchange would adequately mitigate the project’s impact on traffic operations (i.e., if a
six-lane partial cloverleaf does not meet LOS standards, additional mitigation may be
necessary). Analysis presented in Table 3.15-23 shows that the six-lane signalized
partial cloverleaf interchange provides acceptable operations with the following lane
configurations at the interchange ramp terminal intersections:

e SR 65 Northbound Ramps / Nelson Lane intersection:

i.  Northbound SR 65 off-ramp: one left-turn lane, one shared left-right turn lane,
and one right turn lane

ii. Northbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane onto the
northbound SR 65 loop on-ramp

iii. Southbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane onto the
northbound SR 65 slip on-ramp

e SR 65 Southbound Ramps / Nelson Lane intersection:
i.  Southbound SR 65 off-ramp: one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane

ii. Northbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane onto the
southbound SR 65 slip on-ramp

iii. Southbound Nelson Lane: three through lanes, one free right-turn lane onto the
southbound SR 65 loop on-ramp

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Public Works

Department

Village 5 Specific Plan
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Impact

Mitigation Measure Action(s)
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Timing

Monitoring Party

3.15-13: The proposed project could
result in temporary impacts to
transportation and traffic when
construction activity occurs within the
Village 5 Specific Plan site.

3.15-14: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at
intersections under the City of
Lincoln’s jurisdiction operating at an
acceptable LOS under cumulative no
project conditions.

3.15-13:

Prior to the beginning of construction for each project phase, project applicants shall
prepare a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan subject to review and
approval by the City Department of Public Works, in consultation with Caltrans, affected
transit providers, and local emergency service providers. The Traffic Management Plan
shall ensure that acceptable operating conditions are maintained on local roadways and
freeway facilities. At a minimum, the plan shall include:

Prepare a detailed Construction Traffic
Management Plan.

e  The number of truck trips, time, and day of street closures

e Time of day of arrival and departure of trucks

e Provision of a truck circulation pattern

e Identification of detour routes and signing plan for street closures, if necessary
e Maintain safe and efficient access routes for emergency vehicles

e Manual traffic control when necessary

e Proper advance warning and posted signage concerning street closures

e Provisions for pedestrian and bicycle safety

A copy of the Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to local
emergency response agencies and transit providers, and these agencies shall be
notified at least 30 days before the commencement of construction that would partially
or fully obstruct roadways.

3.15-14:

Intersections 12, 14, 26, 32 and 33 have been incorporated into the City’s update PFE
program for transportation. As a result, the project applicants may mitigate by either
paying their fair share cost towards the following improvements, or in the alternative to
paying fees, the City may require project applicant(s) to construct the improvements
identified in below. The development agreement between the City and project
applicants shall specify the timing of the fair share payment or construction of these
improvements, with the required timing prior to the service level degrading to LOS D, as
determined by a traffic study to be funded by the project applicants:

In the alternative to paying fees, the project applicant(s) shall construct the following
improvements to restore operations to an acceptable level at each intersection.

a) Joiner Parkway / Nicolaus Road (#12):

- Restripe the northbound shared through-left turn lane to be a dedicated left-turn
lane
- Restripe the southbound shared through-left turn lane to be a dedicated
through lane
- Re-time the signal to provide protected northbound and southbound left-turn
phasing.
b) Old Nelson Lane / Moore Road (#14):

- Widen Moore Road to provide an eastbound left-turn pocket and a two-way left-
turn lane to allow two-stage gap acceptance for southbound left-turn
movements.

c) Joiner Parkway / Ferrari Ranch Road (#26):

- Widen the northbound Joiner Parkway approach to include a third left-turn lane

- To provide space to receive the third northbound left-turn lane on westbound
Ferrari Ranch Road, remove the channelized free right-turn lane from
southbound Joiner Parkway

d) Lakeside Drive / Nicolaus Road (#32):

- Signalize the intersection when signal warrants are met, as stated in Mitigation
3.15-1(f). Signalizing this intersection was identified in the previous City of
Lincoln PFE fee program for Transportation and is included in the updated
PFE.

e) Teal Hollow Drive / Nicolaus Road (#33):
- Signalize the intersection when signal warrants are met.

Pay fair share fees or construct necessary
improvements for Intersections 12, 14, 26,
32, and 33.

Additional mitigation to reduce impacts to intersection #26 if widened:

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

Project applicant

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

Caltrans, City of Lincoln Public

Works Department

City of Lincoln Public Works

Department
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Component Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

3.15-15: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at
intersections under the City of
Lincoln’s jurisdiction operating at an
unacceptable LOS under cumulative
no project conditions.

3.15-16: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at future City
of Lincoln intersections in Village 5.

3.15-17: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at
intersections under the County of
Placer’s jurisdiction

Option 1:

The City shall monitor traffic conditions at the intersection of Joiner Parkway /Ferrari

Ranch Road (#26). In addition to compliance with Mitigation Measures 3.15-14, the City

shall cause one of the following measures to be taken prior to the service level

degrading to LOS D, as determined by a traffic study at each location to be funded by

the project applicant(s):

f)  The project applicant(s) shall coordinate with the City staff to ensure signal phasing
times would allow adequate time for cyclists to cross through the widened
intersections during green and amber signal phases; or

g) The project applicants’ intersection designs shall eliminate free right-turn
movements in exchange for right-turn overlap phases or dual right turn lanes to
serve high right-turn traffic volumes. Any dual right-turn lanes shall be designed to
ensure adequate visibility of pedestrians, including any use of a channelized right-
turn lane for the inside right-turn lane.

Option 2:

f)  The project applicant(s) may apply to the Community Development Director for a
determination as to whether the recommended intersection widening conflicts with
the City’s Policy T-2.3 and T-5.3 to achieve a traffic design to minimize conflicts
between vehicles and pedestrians and bicycles. The Community Development
Director may determine that an exception to the LOS C standard in Policy T-2.3 is
warranted.

3.15-15:
a) For the cumulative impacts to Airport Road / Nicolaus Road (#11), the project
applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(b) and (g).

b) For the cumulative impacts to Fiddyment Road / Moore Road (#15), the project
applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(d).

¢) For the cumulative impacts to Dowd Road / Moore Road (#22), the project
applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(e).

d) For the cumulative impacts to Caledon Circle / Ferrari Ranch Road (#25), the
project applicant shall pay their fair share cost towards the following improvements.
These improvements are included in the City's updated PFE fee program:

- Provide an overlap phase on the northbound right-turn movement.

3.15-16:

The City shall monitor traffic conditions at the future Dowd Road / Mavis Road (#37)
and Nelson Lane / Mavis Road (#40) intersections, and shall cause the following
improvements to be constructed prior to the service level degrading to LOS D, subject
to reimbursement to the constructing entity by those benefitting from the improvements:

a) Dowd Road / Mavis Road (#37):

- To reduce the average vehicle delay, the following improvements are
necessary to provide LOS C operations at Dowd Road / Mavis Road:

i. Provide two southbound left-turn lanes
ii. Channelize the westbound right-turn lane and provide a receiving merge
lane on northbound Dowd Road to allow free right-turn movements
b) Nelson Lane / Mavis Road (#40):
- Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-3.

3.15-17:

a) For the intersection at Fiddyment Road / Athens Avenue (#16) and Fiddyment
Road/W. Sunset Boulevard (#18), the project applicants shall implement Mitigation
Measure 3.15-4 and widening of Fiddyment Road consistent with Mitigation
Measure 3.15-20.

b) For the intersection at Fiddyment Road / E. Catlett Road (#17), the project
applicant shall pay their fair share costs towards the following improvements:

- Widening the northbound and southbound approaches to include two through
lanes; this is consistent with Mitigation Measure 3.15-20(a).

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(b) and (g).

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(d).

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(e).

Pay fair share cost towards Intersection 25.

Monitor traffic conditions at Intersections 37
and 40, and subsequently cause
improvements to be constructed.

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-3.
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 for

Intersection #16.

Pay fair share costs towards required
improvements for Intersection #17.

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(b) and (g).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(b) and (g).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(d).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(d).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(e).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(e).

Full Specific Plan and Area A Project applicant

Full Specific Plan and Area A City of Lincoln
Community Development

Department

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-3.

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-3.

See Implement Mitigation
Measure 3.15-4.

See Implement Mitigation
Measure 3.15-4.

Full Specific Plan and Area A Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(b) and (g).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(d).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(e).

Prior to construction

Prior to LOS D at
Intersections 37 and 40

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-3.

See Implement Mitigation
Measure 3.15-4.

Prior to construction

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(b) and (g).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(d).

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-1(e).

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-3.
See Implement Mitigation

Measure 3.15-4.

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department
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3.15-18: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at
intersections under the City of
Roseville’s jurisdiction.

3.15-19: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels at

intersections maintained by Caltrans.

3.15-20: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels on study
roadway segments in Placer County.

- Adding a northbound left-turn pocket.

- Signalizing the intersection with protected northbound left-turn phasing

- Widening the eastbound approach to include a left-turn pocket and right-turn
lane. Provide an overlap phase for the eastbound right-turn movement.

3.15-18: Pay fair share costs towards recommended

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following improvements for Intersections #19 and 21.

recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental contribution
to unacceptable traffic operations at each of the following intersections:

a) Fiddyment Road / Blue Oaks Boulevard (#19):

- An overlap phase on the southbound right-turn movement. This improvement
would mitigate the project’s incremental contribution to delay at this
intersection.

b) Fiddyment Road / Baseline Road (#21):

- Anoverlap phase on the southbound right-turn movement. This improvement
would mitigate the project’s incremental contribution to delay at this
intersection.

3.15-19: See Mitigation Measure 3.15-6.
a) For SR 65/ Nelson Lane (#3a and #3b), implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-6.

b) For SR 65 Southbound Ramps / Ferrari Ranch Road (#4): Pay fair share costs towards recommended

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following improvements for Intersection #4.
recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental

contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at SR 65 Southbound Ramps/

Ferrari Ranch Road. These improvements are included in the City’s updated PFE

fee program. Therefore, the project applicant shall pay their fair share through the

City of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program:

- Widening the eastbound approach to include a dedicated right-turn lane;
channelize the eastbound right-turn movement onto the southbound on-ramp to
allow free right-turn movements.

¢) SR 65 Southbound Ramps / Twelve Bridges Drive (#9): Pay fair share costs towards recommended

The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost towards the following improvements for Intersection #9.
recommended improvements to mitigate the proposed project’s incremental

contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at SR 65 Southbound Ramps /

Twelve Bridges Drive. These improvements are included in the City’s updated PFE

fee program. Therefore, the project applicant shall pay their fair share through the

City of Lincoln’s updated PFE fee program:

- Restriping the northbound off-ramp converting the existing shared through-right
turn lane to a shared through-left turn lane

3.15-20: Pay fair share costs towards recommended
The project applicants shall pay their fair share cost to the City for the following improvements for widening at:
recommended improvements to restore vehicle traffic operations to mitigate the -Fiddyment Road from Athens Avenue to
proposed project’s incremental contribution to unacceptable traffic operations at each Moore Road

roadway segment. - Athens Road from Fiddyment Road to

a) Widening Fiddyment Road from Athens Avenue to Moore Road from a two-lane Foothills Boulevard

undivided arterial to a four-lane divided arterial.

b) Widening Fiddyment Road from Roseville City Limits to Athens Avenue from a two-
lane undivided arterial to a four-lane divided arterial.

¢) Widening Athens Road from Fiddyment Road to Foothills Boulevard from a two-
lane undivided arterial to a four-lane divided arterial.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-6.

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Full Specific Plan and Area A

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-6.

Project applicant

Project applicant

Project applicant

Prior to construction

See Mitigation Measure
3.15-6.

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

Prior to construction

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-6.

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department
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3.15-22: Implementation of the
proposed project would contribute to
cumulative traffic levels on study
freeway facilities maintained by
Caltrans as well as roadways in the
City of Rocklin.

3.16 Utilities and Infrastructure

3.16-2: Implementation of the
proposed project would result in an
increased demand for water supply
that could result in the need for new
or expanded treatment, storage or
conveyance facilities.

3.16-7: The proposed project would
contribute to cumulative increases in
demand for water supply that could
result in the need for new or
expanded treatment, storage or
conveyance facilities.

3.15-22:

The project applicants shall pay their fair share of improvements for impacts to SR 65.
The fair share payment shall consist of the appropriate SPRTA Fees to help fund
improvements to SR 65. A number of different improvements may be considered by
Caltrans and the City of Lincoln to restore operations to acceptable levels at the
impacted locations. Improvements to SR 65 could take the form of auxiliary lanes
between interchanges, an additional general purpose or High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lane in each direction of SR 65, ramp metering, additional deceleration/
acceleration areas at affected ramps, increased parallel street capacity, Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) solutions, and other options. This mitigation measure
would require the project applicant(s) to pay their fair share of future improvements to
SR 65. SPRTA funding for the SR 65 widening project is currently estimated to be
$67 million of the estimated total cost of $95 million for the project.

3.16-2:

Prior to the approval of the Ophir WTP or Foothill Phase Il WTP connection to the City’s
water system or demand of 1.7 gpm within the Plan Area, whichever occurs first, the
City shall ensure the following improvements or equally effective improvements for
treatment and distribution have been completed and are operational:

a) The Ophir Water Treatment Plant is completed and operational at 10 mgd.

b) The Village 7 18-inch transmission main is installed and connected to a third POC
provided in the Plan Area.

3.16-7:

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-2(a).

Pay fair share costs to fund SPRTA Fees, in Full Specific Plan and Area A

order to help fund improvements to SR 65.

Ensure the following improvements or
equally effective improvements for treatment
and distribution have been completed and
are operational for Ophir Water Treatment
Plant and the Village 7 18-inch transmission
main connection to the Village 5 Plan Area.

Full Specific Plan

See Mitigation Measure 3.16-2(a). See Mitigation Measure

3.16-2(a).

Project applicant

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measure
3.16-2(a).

Prior to construction

Prior to approval of the
Ophir WTP or Foothill
Phase Il WTP connection to
the City’s water system or
demand of 1.7 gpm within
the Plan Area, whichever
occurs first

See Mitigation Measure
3.16-2(a).

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

City of Lincoln Public Works
Department

See Mitigation Measure 3.16-
2(a).
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